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City of Seattle

\ ‘\ Edward B. Murray, Mayor

January 8, 2015

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Diane M. Sugimura, Director

Dear Affected Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties:

The City of Seattle is pleased to release the U District Urban Design Final Environmental Impact
Statement (Final EIS). The proposal considered in this EIS consists of map and text amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code (Seattle Municipal Code Title 23) to allow greater height and
density in the U District study area. Zoning changes would be accompanied by an affordable housing
incentive program, incentives for open space and other neighborhood amenities, and by development
standards regulating setbacks, tower separation, and street frontage. The legislative action, if taken,
would apply to the U District study area, generally bounded by Interstate-5 on the west, 15" Avenue NE
on the east, Portage Bay on the south, and Ravenna Boulevard NE on the north.

The Draft EIS considered two action alternatives representing varying approaches for accommodating
increased height and development intensity in the study area, together with a No Action Alternative:

e Alternative 1 Medium towers, more dispersed development pattern;
e Alternative 2 Taller towers, most focused development pattern; and
e Alternative 3 No Action — current zoning, most dispersed development pattern.

This Final EIS considers two additional alternatives that assume a higher growth estimate than
considered in the Draft EIS. These are:

e Alternative 1B Same assumptions for development standards and development pattern as
Draft EIS Alternative 1, with 1,100 more estimated residential housing units compared to
Draft EIS Alternative 1; and

e Alternative 2B Same assumptions for development standards and development pattern as
Draft EIS Alternative 2 with 1,100 more estimated residential housing units compared to
Draft EIS alternative 2.

In addition, the Final EIS responds to comments offered by the public during the Draft EIS comment
period and includes revisions and additions to the Draft EIS analyses as appropriate.

Thank you for your interest in the U District Urban Design EIS.

Sincerely, 7 i
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Nathan Torgelson &
Acting Director
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City of Seattle, Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000
P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019
An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.






FACT SHEET

NAME OF PROPOSAL
U District Urban Design Alternatives

PROPONENT
The proponent is the City of Seattle

LOCATION

The area represented by this Draft EIS is the U District study area, approxi-
mately 405 acres bounded by Portage Bay on the south, Interstate-5 on the
west, 15th Avenue NE on the east and NE Ravenna Boulevard on the north.

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

EIS action alternatives address height and density changesin the U District
study area; and another alternative—No Action—would maintain current
zoning requirements. Draft EIS alternatives are based on the same growth
assumptions, but vary in the approach to development standards and
geographicdistribution of growth within the study area. Final EIS Alternatives
1B and 2B are based on a different growth assumption than the Draft EIS
alternative, but assume the same development standards and geographic
distribution of growth as Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.

Key elements of each alternative include the following:

» Alternative 1 and1B. These alternatives would allow high rise
towers ranging between 125-160 feet in height. Towers would
generally be focused in the core area of the study area, including
portions of the University Way NE commercial corridor. New areas
of mid-rise development would be permitted in the area extending
north of the core area. No changes are proposed to the University
of Washington (UW) Major Institution Overlay (MIO) or existing
industrial zoning in the southern part of the study area.

» Alternative 2 and 2B. These alternatives would allow high rise
towers ranging between 240-340 feet in height. Towers would
be focused in the core of the study area. Building height along
the University Way NE commercial corridor would be limited to
65-85 feet. North of the core area, no changes to the existing SF
5000 zoning are proposed and limited changes to the existing
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commercial and multifamily zoning are proposed. No changes
are proposed to the UW MIO or existing industrial zoning in the
southern part of the study area.

» Alternative 3 This alternative would retain existing zoning
designations and associated development standards within the
study area.

LEAD AGENCY

City of Seattle

Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

P.0. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

SEPA RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL

Diane Sugimura, Director

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

EIS CONTACT PERSON

Dave LaClergue, Area Planning Manager

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Telephone: (206) 733-9668

E-mail: Dave.LaClergue@seattle.gov

FINAL ACTION

Potential Seattle City Council approval of Comprehensive Plan and/or Land
Use Code amendments to allow greater height and density in the U District
study area. Final action is anticipated to occur in mid-2015.
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REQUIRED APPROVALS AND/OR PERMITS

The following actions would be required to adopt a preferred approach
to text and map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use
Code:

» Identification of a preferred approach; and

» Development of specific Land Use Code and Comprehensive Plan
amendments to implement the preferred approach.

At such time as project-specific development is proposed, a broad range of
approvals/permits pertaining to construction and operation of site-specific
development would be required from agencies with jurisdiction.! These
approvals may include the following:

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
» Land Use
» Master Use Permit
» Seattle Design Commission Review
» Construction
» Demolition Permit(s)
» Building Permit
» Grading/ Shoring Permit
» Mechanical Permits
» Electrical Permits
» Plumbing Permits
» Utility Extension Agreements
» Water Service Availability Certification
» Sewer Service Availability Certification
» Comprehensive Drainage Control Plan Approval

» Large-Parcel (possibly) Drainage Control Plans with Construction
Best Management Practices and Erosion and Sediment Control
Approval

» Street improvement Approval (e.g. curb-cut and/or sidewalk
modifications)

» Signage Approvals

» Occupancy Permit

1 Anagency with jurisdiction is “an agency with authority to approve, veto, or finance all or part of a
nonexempt proposal (or part of a proposal)” (WAC 197-11-714 (3). Typically, this refers to a local, state or
federal agency with licensing or permit approval responsibility concerning the proposed project.
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AUTHORS AND PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTORS TO THIS EIS

This U District Urban Design EIS has been prepared under the direction of
the City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development. Research
and analysis associated with this EIS were provided by the following:
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environmental analysis—land use/relationship to plans and
policies, public services and utilities

» Hewitt—aesthetics, light/glare, shadow, viewshed

» Fehr & Peers—transportation, circulation, parking; greenhouse gas
emissions
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Artifacts—historic resources

Seattle Department of Planning and Development—open space
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DATE OF ISSUANCE OF THE DRAFT EIS
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AVAILABILITY OF THIS FINAL EIS

Copies of this Final EIS or notices of availability have been distributed
to agencies, organizations and individuals noted on the Distribution List
(Appendix Ato this document). Notice of Availability of the Final EIS has also
been provided to organizations and individuals that requested to become
parties of record.

The Final EIS can be reviewed at the following public libraries:
» Seattle Public Library—Central Library (1000 Fourth Avenue)
» Seattle Public Library—University Branch (5009 Roosevelt Way NE)

» University of Washington—Suzzallo/Allen and Built Environment
libraries (University of Washington campus)

Alimited number of complimentary copies of this Draft EIS are available while
the supply lasts—either as a CD or hardcopy from the Seattle Department
of Planning and Development Public Resource Center, which is located in
Suite 2000, 700 Fifth Avenue, in Downtown Seattle. Additional copies may
be purchased at the Public Resource Center for the cost of reproduction.

This Final EIS and the appendices are also available online at:
www.seattle.gov/dpd/udistrict
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1 Summary

This chapter summarizes the findings of this Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS): environmental impacts, mitigating measures and significant unavoidable

adverse impacts for the three alternatives to height
and density in the U District study area. Revisions
to this summary section prepared since issuance

of the Draft EIS are shown in cross-out (for deleted

text) or underline (for new text) format.

This summary provides a brief overview of the
information considered in this EIS. The reader
should consult Chapter 2 for more information on
the alternatives, and Draft EIS Chapter 3 and Final
EIS Chapter 3 for more information on the affected

environment, environmental impacts and mitigating
measures for each alternative and element of the
environment.

1.1 Proposal

The City of Seattle is considering text and map
amendments to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan
and Land Use Code (Seattle Municipal Code Title
23) to allow development and design standards that
permit greater height and density in the U District
study area. The legislative action, if taken, would
apply within the U District study area (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1:
U District Study Area Boundaries
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1.1 Proposal

1.2 Location

1.3 Objectives of the Proposal
1.4 Alternatives

1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

Alternatives to-be addressed in the Draft EIS include No Action—growth
under current land use code standards and development patterns—and two
action alternatives—growth under different land use code standards and
development patterns. The Draft EIS evaluates the environmental impacts
anticipated from each of these Both-action-alternatives.-witt-evatuate

commerciatdevetopmentwithin-the-study-area: In addition, this Final EIS
evaluates two new alternatives that assume a higher growth estimate than
considered in the Draft EIS. The new growth assumption is the only difference
between the Draft EIS action alternatives and the new Final EIS alternatives.

L cd CattOWante g aiTaCev

1.2 Location

As shown in Figure 1-1, the study area is bounded by Portage Bay on the
south, NE Ravenna Boulevard on the north, Interstate 5 on the west and
15th Avenue NE on the east.

1.3 Objectives of the Proposal

The City has identified the following specific objectives of the proposal:

» Advance comprehensive plan goals to use limited land resources
more efficiently and to maximize the efficiency of public investment
in infrastructure and services.

» Allow greater concentration of development in the area surrounding
the future light rail station.

» Provide for a more diverse neighborhood character by providing a
mix of housing types, uses, building types and heights.

» Enhance the pedestrian experience at street level by providing
amenities, taking into consideration light and air as well as public
view corridors and providing for retail activity at key locations.

» Increase height and density to achieve other goals such as providing
affordable housing, increasing the variety of building types in
new development and supporting equitable communities with a
diversity of housing choices.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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» Determine how to best accommodate growth while maintaining a
functional transportation system, including street network, transit,
and non-motorized modes of travel. Similarly, determine how to
accommodate growth while maintaining functional capacity of
utility systems, including electrical energy, water, sewer and storm
drain systems.

» Provide for consistency between the comprehensive plan and land
use code.

1.4 Alternatives

The City hasidentified three alternatives for consideration in this the Draft EIS.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would allow for high rise development in the core of the
study area of varied height and location of growth. Comparatively, Alternative
1would provide for lower tower heightsin a dispersed development pattern.
Alternative 2 would provide for taller towers concentrated around the
transit center. Alternative 3 would retain existing zoning designations and
standards. Zoning designations proposed for each alternative are shown
in Figure 1-2 through Figure 1-4.

Two additional alternatives have been added for evaluation in this Final EIS.
These two new alternatives amend the Draft EIS action alternatives to assume
a higher growth estimate. Alternative 1B assumes 1,100 more residential
housing units than Alternative 1, but retains the zoning designations and
development standards proposed in Alternative 1. Alternative 2B also assumes
1,100 moreresidential housing units that Alternative 2 and retains the zoning
designations and development standards proposed in Alternative 2.

PLANNING ESTIMATES FOR GROWTH

The current comprehensive plan contains planning estimates for growth
that establish how much residential and employment growth is anticipated
through 2024 and where it will be located. The City’s ongoing update to the
comprehensive plan will adopt new planning estimates for growth for 2035
and allocate growth to individual urban villages based on these estimates.
The basis for the planning estimates for growth is established in the King
County Countywide Planning Policies. Citywide, 2035 estimates for growth

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Draft EIS Planning
Estimates for Growth

3,900

Housing Units

4,800

Jobs

Final EIS Planning
Estimates for Growth

5,000

Housing Units

4,800

Jobs

1-4

are 70,000 households and 115,000 jobs. The City has not yet adopted the
updated estimates into the comprehensive plan or allocated portions of
those estimates to individual urban centers or urban villages.

For the purpose of analysis in this the Draft EIS, a growth estimate of 3,900
housing units and 4,800 jobs is assumed. This assumption is informed by
the City’s adopted 2024 and 2035 growth targets, historic development
trends, anticipated regional growth estimates and a recent analysis of the
U District real estate market.

In addition, in order to respond to comments received on the Draft EIS, this

Final EIS evaluates an increased growth assumption of 5,000 housing units,

or 1,100 more housing units than considered in the Draft EIS. This growth

estimate assumption is intended only to test the sensitivity of impacts

identified in the Draft EIS to increased growth.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS

The Draft EIS cites Comprehensive Plan amendments as part of the proposed

action. In Draft EIS Chapter 3.1, potential amendments to the Future Land

Use Map and University Community Urban Center Neighborhood element

policies are identified as possible mitigating measures to ensure consistency

with the proposed action. Potential amendments to the Comprehensive

Plan may include:

Future Land Use Map amendments

» To enact the zoning maps from Alterntive 1/1B or 2/2B, several areas
on the FLUM would need to change from multifamily residential
to commercial/mixed use, or from single-family residential to
multifamily residential.

» To redesignate parcels from single-family residential to anything
else on the FLUM, Comprehensive Plan policy LU59 requires that the
parcels be part of an urban center. In Alternative 1, the proposed
zoning would change two locations from single-family zoning to
lowrise multifamily residential (at Blessed Sacrament Church) or
neighborhood commercial (Ravenna Boulevard frontage at the
north end of University Way). To make these zoning changes, the
urban center boundary must be expanded to include these parcels.
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Text amendments

» The University Community goals and policies in the Comprehensive
Plan came out of the 1998 University Community Urban Center
Plan. Many of these ideas are still relevant to more recent planning
processes. Some are not—specifically, policies that limit building
height to 65 feet in the vicinity of the planned light rail station.

Also, some schematic figures seem to recommend a mix of uses not
entirely consistent with subsequent planning processes. To make
some of the zoning changes proposed in Alternatives 1/1B and 2/2B,
these goals and policies would need to be updated.

Text and/or map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan do not directly
result in environmental impacts. However, as described in the Draft EIS,
these amendments would support new regulations to allow development
and design standards that permit greater height and density in the U District
study area. The potentialimpacts associated with greater height and density
are fully disclosed in this EIS. No additional analysis of the potential policy
amendments is required.

INCENTIVE ZONING

The City’s existing incentive programs offer development bonuses—usually
in the form of additional height or floor area—for development projects that
undertake programs beyond standard requirements to mitigate the impacts of
development. In a separate action, the City is reviewing the provisions of the
incentive zoning program, which may lead to future change in the program.

For the proposal considered in this EIS, incentive zoning provisions for
the study area may be incorporated in future decision-making. Any future
decisions about specific incentive measures will be made based on the
public comment and city review of this EIS and other data.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would allow for high-rise towers in the core area—including
along University Way NE—with areas of mid-rise development extending
north of NE 50th Street. Maximum building heights would be between 125

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Ref. Figure 2-6, p. 2-14

Alternative 1B

and 160 feet, less than permitted under Alternative
2, and significantly greater than permitted under
Alternative 3 (No Action). The proposed zoning
would generally focus growth around the new
transit station while yielding a development pattern
more dispersed than in Alternative 2. Alternative 1
zoning designations are shown in Figure 1-2. Areas
shown with a blue tint indicate a change to zoning
designations.

Compared to Alternative 2, the area of increased
height and intensity extends farther north from the
core. In addition, development along University
Way NE (the Ave) would be permitted to develop to
high-rise standards, ranging from 125 to 160 feet,
depending on location. Compared to Alternative
2, mid- and high-rise towers would be allowed in
closer proximity to each other, with a minimum
60-foot separation between towers above 75 feet.

To help maintain the pedestrian character on
designated Green Streets, landscaped setbacks
would be required on both sides of Brooklyn Avenue
NE and NE 43rd and 42nd Streets. Widened sidewalks
would be required on NE 45th and 50th Streets.

No change is proposed to the existing Major
Institution Overlay zoning or industrial zoning.

Alternative 1B assumes all of the same zoning designations and setbacks

and widened sidewalks as those discussed under Alternative 1. The only

difference between Alternative 1 and 1B is that Alternative 1B assumes 1,100

more housing units, for a total of 5,000 housing units.
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Alternative 2

Relative to all of the alternatives, Alternative 2 would
allow the greatest heights and concentration of
growth in the core area. Maximum building heights
would be between 240 and 340 feet, but proposed
development standards would reduce building
bulk and increase building separation, compared to
Alternative 1. In addition, building heights along the
University Way NE corridor would be limited to 65 to
85 feet, significantly less than Alternative 1.

The Alternative 2 zoning designations are shown in
Figure 1-3. Areas shown with a blue tint indicate a
change to zoning designations.

Area-specific setbacks would be required to promote
pedestrian character and provide for ground-level
residential stoops and landscaping.

Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 proposes
relatively fewer changes to zoning designations
north of NE 50th Street.

To help maintain the pedestrian character on
designated Green Streets, landscaped setbacks
would be required on both sides of Brooklyn Avenue
NE and NE43rd and 42nd Streets. Widened sidewalks
would be required on NE 45th and 50th Streets.
Compared to Alternative 1, setbacks and widened
sidewalks would be slightly larger.
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Figure 1-3:
Alternative 2/2B

acts and Mitigating Measures

m

g

T

STHAVEN

HILLMAN PL NE

2ND ST

6TH AVE NE

61ST ST

LATONAAVE NE 1
ATHAVE NE

NE 60TH ST

NE 59TH ST

NE 58TH ST

NE 57TH ST

NE 56TH ST

NE 55TH ST

NE 54TH ST

NE 53RD ST

INTERSTATE 5

NE 52ND ST

NE51ST ST

STH AVE NE

NE 50TH ST

LATONAAVE NE

THACKERAY PL NE

NE 44TH ST

43RD ST

4TH AVE NE

NE42ND ST

4TH AVE NE
5THAVE NE
PASADENA PL NE

LATONAAVE NE

z
m

NERT:

ATHAVE NE
5TH AVE NE

NE CAMPUS PKWY

NE4OTHST

West Campus
MIO

HLAKE

IC45/IB 45

NE PACIFIC ST

A,
y ¥ Mo
¥ u i
; NEG62ND ST < NE 62ND ST
£ E
I |
Nes,
NE 60TH ST ists H
H
NE 59TH ST 5, x
g NE 54,
NE58THS ) st
o !
©
4 nesTiHs SF 5000 4y NE pap,
E g B
5 NE 56TH ST s
SF 5000 S =z
NE 55TH ST /
i w g NE 55TH PL NS
z ! —TLR3 NE 54TH ST
&
A== % LR2 W w
¢ z oA M=
-5 © wow
i 3 rEr
s R
5 1° |
MR
z z =S SIS 02
@ wow o
7 ]
Lir2 z P = =
i 1 B |E—EEEEEEE
2 NessTHET Mixed use: 7 SEEEPER
E LRI max height 240"
NE47TH ST
*1-NC3 85
n
©
. a M
Mixed use: o n
maxheight 340 | & [ of Mixed use:
axineig = max height 300
NE 43RD ST Mixed -
residential LEGEND
LR3 emphésls - Gray italic = existin
max height y = g
[mingsine 340" zoning remains
Bold = New zoning
NE 41ST

proposed

NC = Neighborhood
commercial

LR = Lowrise multifamily
residential

MR = Midrise multifamily
residential

IC = Industrial
commercial

1B = Industrial buffer

No changes are proposed to the existing Major Institution Overlay, SF 5000

and existing industrial zoning.

Alternative 2B

Alternative 2B assumes all of the same zoning designations and setbacks

and widened sidewalks as those discussed under Alternative 2. The only

difference between Alternative 2 and 2B is that Alternative 2B assumes 1,100

more housing units, for a total of 5,000 housing units.
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 retains the existing zoning designations
inthe neighborhood, with noincreased potential for
building heights or development capacity. Existing
zoning is shown in Figure 1-4.
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1.5 Summary of Impacts and
Mitigating Measures

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1

Land Use Patterns. North of NE 50th Street, Alternative 1 would allow for a
continuation of current uses at a greater intensity and density. Compared
to Alternative 2, the potential area for increased height and intensity
extends farther to the north. In the core area, the major impact would be
to allow high-rise structures, although at a lower height than permitted
under Alternative 2. Towers would be allowed to be located closer together,
compared to Alternative 2, which may result in a pattern of tower development
thatis more dense at the street level. High rise development would also be
allowed on University Way NE. Mixed-use development would continue to
be permitted, but at a greater intensity and density.

Land Use Compatibility. Within the study area, there may be some abrupt
transitions in building height, density and intensity between existing
development and new development as redevelopment to the new standards
occurs. These impacts would likely be limited in magnitude and duration
as the area redevelops.

Adjacent to the study area, the proposed maximum heights of 125 to 160
feet along 15th Avenue NE north of the UW campus would adjoin an LR3
zone with a maximum building height of 25 to 40 feet, which may create a
long-term abrupt change in height and scale of development along this edge.

Alternative 2

Land Use Patterns. North of NE 50th Street, Alternative 2 proposes fewer
changesto zoning than Alternative 1. In the core area, Alternative 2 provides
for the greatest building height and most focused growth around the future
transit station. Proposed standards would reduce the appearance of height
and bulk. Building heights would be limited to 65-85 feet along University
Way NE. Mixed-use development would continue to be permitted, but at a
greater intensity and density.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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1.3 Objectives of the Proposal

1.4 Alternatives

1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

Land Use Compatibility. Within the study area, there may be some abrupt
transitionsin building height, density and intensity between existing development
and new development as redevelopment to the new standards occurs. These
impacts would likely be limited in magnitude and duration as the area redevelops.
In addition, the proposed 340-foot height limit in the core area would adjoin the
existing 105-foot height limit in the UW West Campus MIO, which may create a
long-term abrupt change in height and scale of development along this edge.

Adjacent to the study area, the proposed maximum heights of 85 feet along 15th
Avenue NE north of the UW campus would adjoin an LR3 zone with a maximum
building height of 25 to 40 feet and south of NE 45th Street, building heights of
up to 300 feet would adjoin the UW campus.

Alternative 3

Land Use Patterns. Incremental development and redevelopment would continue
to occur. Because existing zoning allows for greater intensity than is currently
found inthe study area, redevelopment would likely be at greater intensities than
currently exists. However, compared to the action alternatives, development
would generally be less intensive and more distributed throughout the study area.

Land Use Compatibility. No significant land use compatibility impacts are
anticipated.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Because the proposed zoning designations and development standards for
Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those assumed for Draft EIS Alternatives
1 and 2, potential impacts to land use compatibility and patterns would be the
same as those discussed in the Draft EIS.

MITIGATING MEASURES

Monitor new development to ensure that long-term land use compatibility
impacts are not created. If necessary, consider additional standards for building
height limits, landscaping, noise or lighting controls or other measures. See also
mitigating strategies identified in Section 3.3 Aesthetics of this EIS.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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PLANS, POLICIES AND REGULATIONS

See Draft EIS Section 3.1.5 for a full

discussion of plans and policies.

This section summarizes adopted policy guidance contained in the King
County Countywide Planning Policies, Seattle 1994 Comprehensive Plan,
Seattle Land Use Code and Environmental Policies and Procedures. This
section also discusses policy guidance in the University Community Urban
Center (UCUC) Plan and U District Framework (UDF). The goals and policies
from the UCUC Plan were adopted by the City. The UDF has not been formally

adopted.

PLAN AND POLICY CONSISTENCY

Changes proposed under the action alternatives would require
amendments to the comprehensive plan text and future land
use map. Existing zoning designations and development
standards would also require amendment under the action
alternatives.

MITIGATING MEASURES

In orderto avoid a future inconsistency with the Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map, either the current zoning should be
retained or the Future Land Use Map should be amended to
maintain consistency with new zoning designations adopted
as part of this proposal.

Adopted UCUC Neighborhood Element policies should be
reviewed for consistency with the proposal. As needed, policies
should be amended, or the final proposal revised, to ensure
continued consistency.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to consistency
with plans and policies are anticipated.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Population. Population and household growth estimates are consistent
across the alternatives. For all of the alternatives, there would be capacity
for the growth estimates.

Employment. Employment growth estimates are consistent across the
alternatives. For all alternatives, there would be capacity to accommodate
growth estimates. Outside of education, retail jobs and service jobs are the
most prevalent type of employment.

Housing. Most new private development will likely be market rate rentalsin
larger, multi-unit structures. Under Alternative 1, small portions of the existing
SF 5000 zoning would be converted to higher intensity designations that
recognize the existing church and retail use at the affected locations. Under
alternatives 2 and 3, the existing SF 5000 zoned area would be unchanged.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

When capacity is compared with the increased total growth anticipated
under Alternatives 1B and 2B, the study area still has ample capacity for
estimated growth. Population and housing impacts discussed in the Draft EIS
related to concentration and dispersal of growth would also be applicable
to Alternatives 1B and 2B.

Alternatives 1B and 2B do not contemplate any changes to the employment
assumptions and would not result in any additional or new impacts to
employment beyond the discussion in the Draft EIS.

MITIGATING MEASURES

All of the alternatives would achieve sufficient capacity to absorb the
neighborhoods’ growth targets for housing and employment. No significant
impacts to population, employment, or housing were identified and no
mitigating measures are proposed.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Housing Supply. All of the alternatives accommodate a supply of housing
above the growth estimates established by the City. The excess capacity
should help to remove the upward pressure on rents and reduce the impact
on housing cost burdens. Overall, the number of existing units anticipated
to be demolished is relatively low, ranging between 40-60 units, depending
on the alternative.

Both action alternatives provide more capacity for housing in multifamily
structures, which are overwhelmingly renter occupied in the area. Anincreased
supply of units that have the lowest average cost, such as apartment buildings,
can help address overall affordability. The concentration of denser housing
zones close to the future light rail transit station could provide additional
benefits to households by reducing household transportation costs.

Theredevelopment of older, lower quality housing usually takes place among
the lowest rent properties. Itis likely that these properties will be replaced
by newer, higher cost housing units translating into an immediate loss of
low-cost housing. This impact is common across all of the alternatives.
The action alternatives envision higher densities and a more efficient use
of land which may resultin the need for less land—and a reduced potential
for demolition of lower cost housing—to meet the estimated population.

Alternatives 1 and 2 contemplate more mid and high-rise construction.
Construction of these taller structures relies on reinforced steel and concrete
construction, which costs more (on a square foot basis) than low- and mid-
rise construction. All things being equal, residential uses in these buildings
will rent for more (on a square foot basis) then buildings constructed for
lower costs. In order to maintain a comparable housing unit rental rate with
low- or mid-rise development, units would need to be relatively smallerin
high rise structures.

Tools and Incentives. None of the alternatives consider changes to the
Multifamily Property Tax Exemption (MFTE) program. The flexibility for more
multifamily structures with rental units considered in Alternatives 1 and 2
may lead to a higher number of income-eligible units created through the
MFTE program compared to the No Action Alternative.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

Currently, incentive zoningis only available in the MR zone in the study area.
If that policy remains unchanged, both Alternatives 1 and 2 increase MR
zoning capacity. Thus, incentive zoning has the potential to create a higher
number of income-eligible units compared to the No Action Alternative.

Draft EIS Section 3.2 describes potential affordable housing that could be
created through incentive zoning under each alternative, summarized here
in Table 1-1. Please see Section 3.2 for assumptions used to develop this
estimate and additional information.

The estimatesin Table 1-1 are shown for the purpose of comparison between
alternatives only. Itis understood that individual developer decisions about
how to achieve the bonus area will vary and that incentive zoning provisions
for the study area may provide options that differ from those assumed to
develop these estimates.

Table 1-1: Incentive Zoning and Affordable Housing

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Mixed Use Zones Mixed Use Zones MR Zone
Affordable Housing Area 247,660 sf 349,045 sf 7,338 sf
Affordable Housing Units 291 410 8

Source: Hewitt; Studio 3MW; City of Seattle; 2014

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

No new or additional impacts are expected to result from Alternatives 1B
and 2B beyond the impacts discussed in the Draft EIS. With the additional
development contemplated under Alternatives 1B and 2B, the potential for
affordable housing created through incentive zoning would increase to 394
units for Alternative 1B and 504 units for Alternative 2B.

MITIGATING MEASURES

No significant impacts to housing affordability were identified across the
alternatives. However, housing affordability remains a major challenge City-
wide even if no action is taken. The City could take a number of code and
programmatic steps that could address part of this challenge, including:

» Expanding the geographic eligibility of the MFTE program to cover
more residential developments to create more income-eligible and
lower cost housing units.
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» Pending a rezone, expanding incentive zoning to include more
eligible commercial and residential zones to create more income-
eligible and lower cost housing units.

» Directing additional federal, state, and local housing funding to build
and preserve affordable housing units for income-eligible households
(especially structures that face redevelopment pressures).

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to affordable housing are
anticipated.

Aesthetics

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Area Context. Overall, all of the alternatives would reinforce the highly
urban character of development in the study area. Alternatives 1 and 2 are
similar in that they both propose greater height and density in the core of
the study area, generally the area north and west of the UW campus and
south of NE 50th Street. Comparatively, Alternative 2 allows for significantly
taller development in a more tightly clustered pattern, while Alternative 1
would resultin a development pattern with lower building heights, but more
dispersed throughout the neighborhood. Under both scenarios, the core
would appear more densely developed, with taller and bulkier buildings,
compared to the No Action Alternative. Alternative 3, No Action, would result
in a continuation of existing development patterns.

Neighborhood Character. Due to the high-rise development pattern of the
action alternatives, they are likely to resultin the most pronounced change
in neighborhood character. The study area would become increasingly more
intensely developed, with a greater density of buildings, and higher levels
of activity. This transition would be focused primarily around the core, with
Alternative 2 focused the most tightly and Alternative 1 somewhat more
dispersed. Under Alternative 3, the study area would continue to redevelop
and become more intensely developed, but would retain its current mid-
and low-rise character.

Under the action alternatives, the character of the Ave would also become
more intensely developed, with taller buildings and more intensive
development. Alternative 1 would allow high-rise development along the Ave,

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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and 11,000 SF above 120 feet.

1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

while Alternative 2 would allow mid-rise development with building heights
up to 85 feet, or about 20 feet higher than currently allowed. Alternative 3
would retain the existing mid-rise development standards.

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, along designated Green Streets—Brooklyn
Avenue NE, NE 42nd and NE 43rd streets—wide landscaped setbacks would
create linear park-like environments. In addition, widened sidewalks along
NE 45th and NE 50th streets would help offset the anticipated tower heights
while providing safer pedestrian circulation.

Height, Bulk and Scale. Both action alternatives increase the building
height and scale for the neighborhood with more mid-rise buildings and
high-rise towers.

Under Alternative 1, building heights in the core area would range from 125
to 160 feet with a more dense configuration of buildings than permitted
under Alternative 2. Building height would transition from 160 feet to 125
feet toward the UW West Campus edge. At a maximum height of 125 feet,
building heights east of Roosevelt Way NE would be similar to the maximum
105-foot building heights in the UW MIO. West of Roosevelt Way NE, building
heights would rise above the UW MIO maximum building heights of 45 to
65 feet. Along the University Way NE corridor, permitted building heights
would range from 85 feet south of NE 55th Street up to 125 feetimmediately
south of NE 50th Street.

Alternative 2 proposes the tallest towers at the core, rising up to 340 feet in
the central core. In addition, mixed use zoning with a maximum building
height of 300 feet is located on the west side of 15th Avenue NE between
NE 45th Street and NE 42nd Street. Proposed zoning in the area between
NE 47th and NE 50th streets ranges from the existing low-rise zoning east of
Roosevelt Way NE, to a maximum height of 240 feet west of Roosevelt Way
NE to Brooklyn Avenue NE, to a maximum height 85 feet east of Brooklyn
Avenue, including along the University Way NE corridor. Adjacent to the UW
West Campus, the proposed maximum building height of 340 feet would
adjoin a maximum building height of 105 feet in the UW MIO.

To the north, both alternatives would retain the existing single-family and
low-rise residential character except around Roosevelt Way NE and University
Way NE. Building heights along Roosevelt Way NE would generally be between
40 and 65 feet and on the Ave a maximum of 65 feet.
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Because many of the existing buildings are not developed to maximum
building height under current zoning, some increase in heights s likely with
new development under Alternative 3. However, heights of new buildings
would be roughly equivalent to those in the existing development and would
remain lower than those in Alternative 1 and 2.

Scenic Route. Impacts to the scenic route are evaluated based on changes
to the character of development immediately adjacent to the corridor and
views to development in the larger area. Development under the action
alternatives would result in the potential for increased density and intensity
immediately along the scenic route. However, this change would be an
incremental intensification of the existing urban character along this route.
Existing topography and development do not currently permit views to
more distant scenic views. No significant impacts to the scenic route are
anticipated.

Shadows. Increased shading would result from all three alternatives due
to the increased amount of development in the study area. Generally, the
infill development on undeveloped or under-developed sites would increase
the local shadows on streets and adjacent properties. Overall, impacts are
typical of an urbanizing area changing from lower intensity development to
that of more intensive development. Increased shade and shadow impacts
are expected at:

» University Heights Open Space
» Christie Park

» University Playfield

>

Peace Park

Light and Glare. More buildings would increase the amount of artificial
illumination within the study area. Because the U District study areais already
a highly urbanized area, increased lighting under any of the alternatives is
not expected to result in significant impacts.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Area Context. Similar to Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, the overall development
pattern anticipated by Alternatives 1B and 2B would reinforce the highly
urban character of development in the U District study area and is not
considered a significant impact.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Neighborhood Character. In general, the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B
would be similar to those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2. The

alternatives would reinforce the urban character of the core and preserve

the existing single family character in the northern portion of the study

area. Alternative 2B would result in a development pattern that is more

focused around the core than Alternative 1B. Compared to the Draft EIS

action alternatives, Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in a slightly more

intensive development pattern, but are not expected to result in any new

significant impacts to neighborhood character.

Height, Bulk and Scale. Although Alternatives 1B and 2B would result
in more development than assumed in the Draft EIS action alternatives,

building height, bulk and scale would be based on the same standards as

in the Draft EIS and impacts would be similar to those described for Draft

EIS Alternatives 1 and 2.

Scenic Routes. The Draft EIS analysis of potential impacts to scenic routes
considered changes to building height and development intensity based

on proposed zoning designations. Because Alternatives 1B and 2B assume

the same zoning designations and development standards as the Draft EIS

action alternatives, potential impacts on scenic routes would be as described

for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.

Shadows. As noted in the Draft EIS, the shadow analysis modeled the
maximum building envelope surrounding the public parksin the study area.

Because Alternatives 1B and 2B assume the same development standards

as the Draft EIS action alternatives, potential impacts on shadows would

U DISTRICT

ol

UrbanDesignF:

.(‘ City of Seattle
Pt

be as described for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.
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MITIGATING MEASURES

Height, Bulk and Scale. Potential approaches for mitigation of height bulk
and scale are outlined below including recommendations contained within
SMC 25.05.665:

» Limiting the height of the development
» Modifying the bulk of the development

» Modifying the development’s facade including but not limited to
color and finish material

» Reducing the number or size of accessory structures or relocating
accessory structures including but not limited to towers, railings,
and antennae

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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» Repositioning the development on the site

» Modifying or requiring setbacks, screening, landscaping or other
techniques to offset the appearance of incompatible height, bulk
and scale

In addition to the above, the U-District Urban Design Framework includes
recommendations to ease height, bulk and scaleimpacts to the neighborhood.
Recommendations include:

» Careful consideration when transitioning from high density at the
core to low density areas at the north

» High-rise separation to reduce the appearance of bulk

» Mid-block pedestrian access to improve east/west connection
through long blocks

» Upper level setbacks to open up views

» Development standards to encourage modulations to break up
large facades

» Control the height and design of the lower portion of high-rise to
maintain a lower-scale street edge in key locations

» Establish standards for building width to avoid monotony along a
block face

» Limit the footprint of the tallest buildings for slimmer building form

» To enhance pedestrian environment, all buildings, including high-
rise structures should focus design details on high quality materials
and design details in the first 30 feet above grade

» Street level setbacks for wider sidewalks

» Widening sidewalks at intersections to increase pedestrian visibility
to drivers

» Landscaping and street trees

» Creation of open spaces as development incentives

Scenic Routes. No mitigation is required or proposed to address impacts
to the designated scenic route.

Shadows. City policy SMC 25.05.675Q2¢ outlines shadow mitigation strategies
in public open spaces including:

» Limiting the height of development
» Limiting the bulk of the development

» Redesigning the profile of the development
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» Limiting or rearranging walls, fences or plant material
» Limiting or rearranging accessory structures, i.e., towers, railings,
antennae

» Relocating the project on the site

In addition to the above, the following are recommended to alleviate the
impacts from shadows:

» High-rise separation to reduce shadow
» Rearranging tower orientation
» Upper level setbacks in certain locations

Light and Glare. SMC 25.05.675 K2d authorizes the City to employ measures
to mitigate adverse light and glare impacts, including the following:

» Limiting the reflective qualities of surface materials that can be
used in the development

Alternative building material and lighting techniques
Limiting the area and intensity of illumination
Limiting the location or angle of illumination
Limiting the hours of illumination

vV v v v Vv

Providing landscaping

In addition to the above, other measures that can be employed include:

» Install screening, overhangs, or shielding to minimize spillover
lighting impacts, particularly near residential areas

» Shield exterior lighting fixtures away from nearby residential uses

» Include pedestrian-scaled and pedestrian-oriented lighting for
safety along sidewalks, parking areas, street crossings and building
access points

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

With the proposed mitigation, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts
to aesthetics, scenic routes or light and glare are anticipated. Under all
scenarios, the University Playground, Christie Park and the University Heights
Open Space will experience increased shade and shadow from surrounding
development. Among the alternatives, these impacts would be greatest
under Alternatives 1, 1B, 2 and 2B.
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Historic Resources

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Older existing single-family residential areas may
be affected over time by increased development
and density around them, resulting in pressure for
conversion or demolition.

All alternatives potentially affect designated
historic buildings and those identified as eligible
for historic status. Compared to Alternative 3,
Alternatives 1 and 2 could result in heightened
pressure for redevelopment, especially in the
Core Area. Impacts could include demolition,
inappropriate rehabilitation and re-use, or changes
in the physical context as a result of development
pressure that could damage integrity of individual
buildings and the character of the street. Conversely,
amore economically vibrant community could spur
investment in maintenance and rehabilitation of
character and historic properties.

Relative to Alternative 2, Alternative 1 proposes
zoning changes to the largest area within the study
area and affects slightly more registered and eligible
historic properties than the other alternatives.
Alternative 2 affects slightly fewer listed and/or
eligible historic properties. Under Alternative 3, even
without zoning changes, the pressure on historic
resources is likely to continue over time.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Impacts would be similar to those described for
Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, although the increased
number of residential units could result in increased
pressure for redevelopment and conversion of
existing structures. Because development will
occur on an incremental basis over time, the City
will be able to monitor and address potential land

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Figure 1-6:
Property Status

Property Status
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Please see Section 3.4 for definitions or acronyms shown in this Figure
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use imbalances through the GMA comprehensive planning process. No
significant impacts beyond those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and
2 are anticipated.

MITIGATING MEASURES

Potential mitigating measures listed below represent a menu of possible
actionsthat could be taken in order to mitigate impacts of growth on historic
resources. Measures apply to all alternatives.

Survey and Inventory. Revisit the 2002 survey to expand the number of
researched inventoried properties. Expand the survey range to include
mid-century buildings and those built post-1962. Conduct a new survey to
determine whether the collection of apartment buildings from the 1910s
through 1930’s might be eligible for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places and as a Seattle landmark.

Historic Registers. Provide funding to allow identified eligible properties
to progress through the local landmarks nomination process. Provide
assistance to owners interested in nominating properties to the National
Register of Historic Places.

Design Guidelines. New guidelines should take design cues from the character
and historic buildings. Besides guidelines on scale, height, mass and materials
of new and infill buildings, attention should be given to signage, accessibility
issues, and appropriate seismic and energy retrofits in older buildings.

Incentives for Retention and Rehabilitation. Give consideration to incentives,
including:
» Historic rehabilitation tax incentives consisting of the 20% federal
tax credit for National Register properties and the locally-based
special property tax valuation for Seattle Landmark properties.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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» Transferable development rights, which should be analyzed for their
potential in the University District.

» Financial incentives in the form of design assistance and grants
or low-interest loans for building and storefront improvements
could be considered. Specific programs could be developed in
coordination with the URM Policy Committee to address seismic
concerns. A block-level approach to shared engineering studies
could help property owners address seismic issues in a more cost
effective way.

» Support for a Main Street-style program along the Ave to assist
small businesses, develop a viable business mix, activate vacant
space, coordinate promotional activities, and provide design
assistance to building and shop owners.

Single family Areas. Monitor the SF 5000 residential zone. Maintain a regular
program of inspections for code violations. Explore a conservation overlay
district that addresses demolition, new construction, and major alterations.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated under any of
the proposed alternatives.
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See Draft EIS Section 3.5 for a

full discussion of transportation
affected environment and

potential impacts.

Trip Generation

Trip generation assumptions
are based on:

Existing and proposed land use

Reasonably foreseeable roadway
improvement projects

Planned bicycle and planned
pedestrian improvements

Transit system improvements
Projected travel costs
Please see Section 3.5

for additional discussion
of methodology.
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Transportation

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 3 (No Action)

The No Action Alternative is discussed first because it serves as the baseline
for the impact analysis of the action alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2). It
represents the operations of the transportation system if no actions were
taken by the City Council and no zoning changes were made in the U District.
The same transportation network is assumed for the No Action Alternative
and the two action alternatives.

Auto and Freight. One of the U District’s main connections to the south—the
University Bridge—is projected to decline from LOS D southbound and LOS
A northbound to operate at LOS F in both directions by 2035. In addition,
the following study corridors would operate at LOS F in 2035:

» Westbound NE 50th St from 5th Ave E to Latona Ave E (LOS E in
2015)

» Westbound NE 40th St from 9th Ave NE to 2nd Ave NE (LOS E in
2015)

» Southbound Roosevelt Way NE from NE 50th St to NE 45th St (also
LOS F in 2015)

» University Bridge from NE Campus Pkwy to Fuhrman Ave E in both
directions (LOS E in 2015)

» Northbound 11th Ave NE from NE 45th St to NE 50th St (LOS Fin
2015)

Transit. The following study corridors would operate at LOS F:

» Westbound NE 45th Street from Roosevelt Way NE to 5th Avenue NE
(LOSFin2015)

» Northbound University Bridge from Fuhrman Avenue E to NE
Campus Parkway (LOS E in 2015)

» Northbound University Way NE from NE Pacific to NE 45th Streets
(LOS F in 2015)

Pedestrian and Bicycle System. The land use development anticipated to
occur under the No Action Alternative will result in a substantial number of
pedestrian and bicycle trips within the study area. This level of pedestrian
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and bicycle activity serves as the baseline against which impacts of the
action alternatives will be assessed.

Safety. While there may be more High Accident Locations under future
conditions with the No Action Alternative, there is no data available to
suggest that a volume-based collision rate (e.g., collisions per million
vehicles entering the intersection) will increase with build-out of the No
Action Alternative. One pedestrian intersection of interest was identified:
Brooklyn Avenue NE & NE 45th Street. This location is already signalized,
but may experience an increase in the total number of collisions due to
future growth in vehicle and pedestrian volumes through the intersection.

Parking. New development would result in potential impacts to on-street
parking supply within the U District, as well as spillover impacts into
Roosevelt to the north and University Park to the east. The duration of time
that demand nears or meets/exceeds supply would likely be longer than is
currently the case. Since the No Action Alternative assumes more evenly
distributed growth throughout the study area, effects would likely be spread
over a larger area than the action alternatives.

Alternatives 1 and 2 (Action Alternatives)

Auto and Freight. The same corridors listed that operate at LOS F under the
No Action Alternative would operate at LOS F under the action alternatives.

Transit. The same corridors listed as operating at LOS F under the No Action
Alternative would operate at LOS Funder the action alternatives. In addition,
the following corridors would be impacted under the action alternatives:

Alternative 1
» Northbound 7th Avenue NE from NE 42nd Street to NE 45th Street

» Northbound University Bridge from Fuhrman Avenue E to NE
Campus Parkway

» Northbound University Way NE from NE Pacific Street to NE 45th
Street

Alternative 2

» Northbound University Bridge from Fuhrman Avenue E to NE
Campus Parkway

Pedestrian and Bicycle System. Development anticipated to occur under
both of the action alternatives would result in an increase in the pedestrian

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015

Because the transportation impacts

of the action alternatives are very

similar, they are discussed together.

The scenarios would operate
similarly because the overall level
of growth in the study area is

the essentially the same among
all three alternatives. Although
the concentration of buildings
would vary, a very similar number
of travelers would be moving

in and out of the U District.
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This section briefly summarizes the
transportation mitigating measures.
Please refer to the full mitigation
description in EIS Section 3.5 for
additional information, including

a discussion of example mitigation
measures and potential mitigation

measure implementation.
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and bicycle trip mode share within the study area, compared to the No
Action Alternative. The area that may see the largest increase in pedestrian
and bicycle travel is between NE 50th Street and NE 42nd Street. Since the
City’s Pedestrian Master Plan and Bicycle Master Plan have identified high
priority improvement needs within the study area, this increase in facility
users results in a significant impact.

Safety. Changes would be similar to the impacts described for the No Action
Alternative.

Parking. Compared to the No Action Alternative, demand for parking would
likely be more concentrated around the core of the U District. Potential
impacts to on-street parking supply within the U District are expected, as
well as potential spillover impacts into Roosevelt to the north and University
Park to the east.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Increased travel time for transit on NE 45th Street from Roosevelt Way NE
to NE 5th Avenue is a new significant impact of Alternatives 1B and 2B. All
other impacts projected for Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those
identified for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS, although severity may vary.
With the exception of transit travel time on NE 45th Street, these differences
do not meet the threshold defined for a significant impact.

MITIGATING MEASURES: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Given the area-wide scale of the zoning alternatives, the recommended
mitigation strategy focuses on three main themes:

Improving the Bicycle and Pedestrian Network. Projects listed in various
plans and documents including the Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) , Bicycle
Master Plan (BMP), University Area Transportation Action Strategy (UATAS),
and U District Urban Design Framework (UDF) were considered as mitigation
measures to address pedestrian and bicycle impacts. There is a well-
documented link between improved bicycle and pedestrian accessibility
and reduced demand for vehicle travel. Moreover, impacts were identified
based on the presence of high priority improvement needs within the study
area. To mitigate these impacts, the City could pursue these improvements.

Implementing Speed and Reliability Improvements. The Seattle Transit
Master Plan (TMP) identified numerous projects to improve transit speed
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and reliability in the U District. In conjunction with other funding sources,
new development could pay for a share of TMP improvements on key routes.

Expanding Travel Demand Management and Parking Strategies. Given cost,

right-of-way, and environmental constraints, it was deemed infeasible to PMP Pedestrian Master Plan
provide additional roadway and intersection capacity beyond whatis currently
planned to reduce impacts to traffic congestion (which affects transit) and

freight mobility. Therefore, managing demand for auto travel is a critical UATAS .ﬁ.’::::;;i:tyag;a
element to reducing auto, freight, and transit congestion. The City and UW Action Strategy
have well established Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) and Transportation UDF
Management Programs (TMP) in the area. This mitigation strategy looks

to expand on the travel demand management strategies proposed as part

of the CTR and TMP programs to include new parking-related strategies.

BMP Bicycle Master Plan

Urban Design Framework

The three potential mitigation packages are listed in more detail below. The
following sections present an example of the types of projects that could
be implemented—other projects could achieve similar results.

Pedestrian & Bicycle System

Improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle system would
mitigate impacts to facility users by providing a more
robust system and addressing high priority improvement
locations identified by the PMP and BMP. Based on a
review of the PMP, UATAS, and UDF, the projects shown
in Table 3.5-15 (p. 3.5-63) and Figure 3.5-22 (p. 3.5-62)
have been identified as potential mitigation measures.
This list will continue to evolve and is not prescriptive as
other plansidentify other projects that may also improve
the non-motorized network. This simply reflects asample
package of projects that could be pursued to improve the
overall network. Zoning codes could also be modified to
include requirements for wider sidewalks, particularly
along greenways and green streets to promote walking
and bicycling.

Figure 1-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Potential
Mitigation Measures

Transit Speed and Reliability Improvements

Transit and freight travel times could be reduced by
providing speed and reliability improvements on key }
routes. Specific projects on key transit corridors were Flgure 35°20

; S : : : Additional maps illustrating existing conditions and potential
identified inthe 2012 Transit Master Plan’ aslistedinTable mitigation measures can be found in Section 3.5 Transportation.
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Figure 1-8: Transit and Freight Potential

Mitigation Measures

3.5-16 (p. 3.5-65). SDOT has identified similar ITS solutions on NE Pacific
Street, which is an important corridor for freight mobility, although it has
not been identified as being impacted by either of the rezone alternatives.

As with the pedestrian and bicycle measures, this transit and freight list
will continue to evolve and is not exhaustive as other plans identify other
projects that may also improve the transit and freight mobility. This list
reflects a sample package of projects that could be pursued to improve
the overall network.

The potential mitigation measures described above extend far beyond the
study area in most cases. The relevantimprovements within the U District are
shownin Figure 3.5-23 (p. 3.5-64). Transit signal priority would be installed
on Roosevelt Way NE, 11th Avenue NE, the University Bridge, 15th Avenue
NE, NE Campus Parkway, and NE Pacific Street. Transit only or Business
Access and Transit (BAT) lanes may be implemented along Roosevelt Way
NE and 11th Avenue NE. Note thatimplementation of dedicated transit lanes
may have secondary impacts on parking supply if a parking lane is taken.

Travel Demand Management and Parking Strategies

The City of Seattle could consider enhancing the travel
demand management programs already in placeinthe U

I
+77+7—i h f
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District. Research by the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA), which is composed of air
quality managementdistrictsin that state has shown that
implementation of travel demand management programs
can substantially reduce vehicle trip generation, which
in turn reduces congestion for transit, freight, and autos.
The specific measures described below are all potential
projects, but are not assumed to be in place for the
mitigation analysis.

Intelligent Transportation __

Parking maximums would limit the number of parking
spaces which can be built with new development. The
City could also review the parking minimums currently
in place within the UW parking impact area (as defined
in the Municipal Code) to determine if they should be
revised. Unbundled parking separates parking costs
from total property cost, allowing buyers or tenants to
forgo buying or leasing parking spaces. These types of

Additional maps illustrating existing conditions and potential . . A
mitigation measures can be found in Section 3.5 Transportation. potential mitigation measures would tend to reduce the
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number of work-based commute trips and all types of home-based trips.
Shopping-based trips would also decrease, but likely at a lower level since
these types of trips are less sensitive to parking costs and limited supply
for short-term use.

Incentive zoning provisions could also be explored to encourage developers
to include parking spaces for car share and bike share programs. Site
requirements could be modified to accommodate bike share stations on
private sitesin high demand areas. Bicycle share will launch in the U District
in 2014 and more bike share stations will likely be added to the study area
as demand and use increases. A more detailed review of the code would
be required before setting specific recommendations for facilitation of
bike share station siting. However, some regulatory sections for potential
modification may include:

» Adding bike share stations as a “residential amenity” in the open
space provisions

» Floor Area Ratio (FAR) bonuses allowing bike share setback, listing
bike share stations in the street improvement manual (as a “green
street” improvement or separately)

» Allowing modifications from landscaping setbacks to allow bike
share stations, where appropriate

The City could also consider encouraging parking operators, including UW, to
upgrade their parking revenue control systems (PARC) to the latest technology
soit could beincorporated into an electronic guidance system, such as the
e-Park program that s currently operating Downtown. This technology would
help direct drivers to off-street parking facilities with available capacity. An
analogous approach for on-street parking—SFpark—has been implemented
in San Francisco. SFpark uses sensors embedded in metered spaces to
provide real-time data to drivers so they can find open spaces more easily
and spend less time cruising for parking, thereby reducing congestion. The
sensor data also allows the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
to periodically adjust parking pricing to match demand. In the absence of
a new ITS parking program, the City would continue to manage on-street
paid parking through SDOT’s Performance-based Parking Pricing Program
which evaluates data to determine if parking rates, hours of operation and/
or time limits could be adjusted to achieve the City’s goal of one to two
available spaces per block face throughout the day.

In addition to the parking management strategies described above, the
City of Seattle could also consider establishing an area-wide transportation

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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management partnership organization to provide programs, services, and
strategies toimprove access to employment and residences while decreasing
the SOV rate, particularly during peak periods. This could include integrated
land use and transportation planning as well as partnerships with transit
providers. Local Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) can provide
some of these services. Programs like the state’s Growth and Transportation
Efficiency Center (GTEC) concept or the existing local Business Improvement
Area (BIA) are possible models or future funding sources. The program could
include features of relevant programs such as Seattle Center City’s Commute
Seattle, Whatcom County’s SmartTrip or Tacoma’s Downtown on the Go
programs. The City could also work with UW to expand their existing TDM
campus services to all UW-owned facilities in the study area.

The City could consider updating municipal code and Director’s Rules
related to Transportation Management Plans required for large buildings
toinclude TDM measures that are most effective in reaching the U District’s
mode share goal. This may include membership in a TMA and discounted
or free transit passes and/or car share and bike share memberships. For
residential buildings, the City could also consider extending the Transportation
Management Plans or requiring travel options programs (such as Green Trips
in Oakland, CA and Residential Services in Arlington, VA).

MITIGATING MEASURES: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

To address the new impact related to transit travel times on NE 45th Street,
the Transit Master Plan identifies speed and reliability improvements on
that corridor (TMP Corridor 13/13A) that would reduce travel times by an
estimated 20 percent. This reduction applied to the travel time forecast
would mitigate the impact to NE 45th Street. All other mitigating measures for
Alternatives 1B and 2B would be identical to those described for Alternatives
1and2in the Draft EIS.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

The proposed mitigation packages would reduce the magnitude of all of
the identified impacts of the rezone alternatives to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, there are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to
transportation.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015



FACT SHEET 1.1 Proposal
1. SUMMARY 1.2 Location
2. ALTERNATIVES 1.3 Objectives of the Proposal
3. ANALYSIS 1.4 Alternatives
4. COMMENTS 1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

APPENDICES
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES See Draft EIS Section 3.6 for a
full discussion of greenhouse gas
Table 1-2 compares greenhouse gas emissions from the development emissions affected environment
alternatives based on the King County GHG Emissions Inventory Worksheets and potential impacts.

forembodied and energy emissions. Transportation GHG emissions combined
two methodologies: the King County SEPA GHG spreadsheet and a VMT
(Vehicles Miles Traveled) GHG analysis tool geared toward a more detailed
subarea evaluation. The completed SEPA GHG Emissions Worksheets for
all alternatives, as well as an explanation of the methodology employed to
create the formulas, are included as an appendix to this Draft EIS.

Based on these calculations, all three 2035 Draft EIS alternatives generate
roughly the same annual GHG emissions. The same embodied and energy
emissions are expected under all three alternatives

since the planning estimates are identical. The o )

iation is within one percent and represents Table 1-2: GHG Emissions Based on King County Sepa
va.|r|a |on- IS wi o p P GHG Emissions Inventory Worksheets and VMT-GHG
slightly different distribution patterns for the land Analysis Tool
uses and resulting differences in transportation-

oo Esti A H
related GHG emissions: stigited Ammuel EiE

Emissions Associated by

» Alternatives 1 and 2 would generate roughly Alternative (MTCO,e)
216207,000 MTCO,e GHG annual emissions Existing Conditions 159,000

» Alternative 3 (No Action) would generate No Action Alternative 218,000
roughly 238209,000 MTCO,e GHG annual Alternative 1 216,000
emissions Alternative 2 216,000

» Alternatives 1 and 2 have tower comparable
annual emissions than the No Action
Alternative.

Source: Fehr & Peers and Studio 3SMW, 2013

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

MTCO,e is defined as Metric

. . . T Dioxide Equivalent,
Since Alternatives 1B and 2B include more household growth, the study enne Floxide Fquivaien

area’s vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and total emissions would be slightly
higher than the Draft EIS alternatives. However, per capita greenhouse
gas emissions are essentially equivalent among the five alternatives, at
2.0 pounds of CO e per person during the 3-hour PM peak period. Since
annual emissions would be higher under Alternatives 1B and 2B than under
the No Action Alternative, an impact is expected. However, given that the
difference in emissions is less than 2 percent and the per capita emissions
are equivalent, this impact is not considered significant.

equating to 2204.62 pounds of

CO,. This is a standard measure

of equivalent CO, emissions.
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1.1 Proposal

1.2 Location

1.3 Objectives of the Proposal
1.4 Alternatives

1.5 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigating Measures

MITIGATING MEASURES

Transit, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Improvements. Transit, pedestrian, and
bicycleimprovements would help encourage use of non-SOV modes, thereby
reducing transportation-related GHG emissions. Refer to Section 3.5.4 fora
complete discussion of transportation mitigation measures.

District Infrastructure Systems for Energy, Water and Waste. District
Infrastructure Systems aggregate enough service demands to make local
neighborhood utility solutions feasible, and may reduce greenhouse gases
by utilizing renewable sources of energy and increasing the use of local
resources, materials and supplies. District parking solutions and car sharing
are designed to reduce vehicle trips and land devoted to parking. Water
reuse and anaerobic digesters may reduce sewer flows. Rainwater capture
may reduce stormwater flows. Water reuse and rainwater capture could
also reduce potable water demands. The City could pursue a district energy
system in the U District, which was identified as a major opportunity area
for district energy in a 2011 study. The City could also pursue a partnership
with private developers and UW to expand the University’s existing district
heat system to more areas within the U District.

Waste Management and Deconstruction. When existing buildings need to
be demolished, there are often opportunities to reduce the amount of waste
being sent to the landfill with sustainable waste management strategies. In
the Seattle area, standard practice for building construction and demolition
resultsin fairly high recycling rates of over 50 to 60 percent. However, these
rates can be increased by implementing aggressive demolition recycling.
The City could consider programs to require or encourage best practices to
achieve higher recycling rates.

Building Design. Green buildingencompasses energy and water conservation,
waste reduction, and good indoor environmental quality. Tools and
standards that are used to measure green building performance, such as Built
Green, LEED, the Living Building Challenge, and the Evergreen Sustainable
Development Criteria, could be encouraged or required for development
within the U District.
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Natural Drainage and Green Roofs. Green roofs can provide additional
open space, opportunities for urban agriculture, and decreased energy
demands by reducing the cooling load for the building. Green Stormwater
Infrastructure (GSI), currently required for all redevelopment, also could
reduce climate change impacts by adding landscaping and reducing energy
requirements for stormwater treatment. Most areas north of NE 50th Street
will be eligible for GSI funding through the Residential RainWise program,
whichisrun as a partnership between Seattle Public Utilities and King County.
Much of the U District is already required to meet a landscaping standard
called Seattle Green Factor, which encourages incorporation of various
landscaping features such trees, shrubs, groundcovers, green roofs, green
walls, native plants, and food gardens. This program should be maintained,
and potentially expanded to cover the entire study area.

Tree Protection. The City of Seattle has aggressive urban forest goalsin order
to help restore tree cover which has been lost due to development. Trees
can provide stormwater management, habitat value, noise buffering, air
purification, carbon sequestration, and mitigation of the urban heat island
effect. Trees also have a positive effect on property values and neighborhood
quality. Protection of existing trees, as feasible, and careful attention to
new tree planting could help meet the Seattle Comprehensive Urban Forest
Management Plan Goals for multifamily residential and commercial office
development by achieving 15-20 percent overall tree canopy within 30 years.

Urban Agriculture. New P-patch Community Gardens and rooftop gardens
could be provided or encouraged within the neighborhood for residents to
grow food. Balconies, decks, and right-of-way planting strips could also be
utilized for individual residents’ agriculture needs.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No impact is expected for Alternatives 1 or 2 since they would both have
lower GHG emissions than the No Action Alternative. Moreover, the proposed
development in the U District has lower GHG emissions than comparable
development elsewhere in the Puget Sound region.
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See Draft EIS Section 3.7 for a

full discussion of open space and
recreation affected environment

and potential impacts.

1-34

Open Space and Recreation

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Table 1-3 summarizes the status of existing and future open space and
facilities compared to the City’s adopted targets. The projections suggest
that growthin the neighborhood will out-pace the expansion of open spaces
and recreation facilities—generally this means that the neighborhood will
be farther from meeting these goals in 2035 than it is today. Because the
growing deficiencies in supply and type of open space are the same with
or without zoning changes, these deficiencies are not considered impacts
for purposes of this EIS.

As for the 2004 Comp Plan citywide goal for Breathing Room Open Space,
Seattle’s 2012 population (634,535 residents) already surpassed the eligible
Breathing Room Open Space. To meet the goal of 1 acre per 100 residents,
Seattle would need 6,345 acres—as of 2011, there were 6,187 acres. Like the
deficiencyinVillage Open Space, the growing deficiency in Breathing Room
Open Space is projected to be the same with or without zoning changes.
Consequently, the increasing lack of Breathing Room Open Space is not
considered an impact for purposes of this EIS.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in an increased 2035 Village Open
Spacetarget of 11.14 acres, by household. The Village Open Space target for
employmentwould remain at 1.11 acres, as shown in the Draft EIS. Based on
these targets, the total 2035 Village Open Space target would be 12.25 acres,
or 1.1 acres more than the target for Alternatives 1 and 2. Corresponding
to this increased demand, the estimated 2035 open space shortfall of the
target would be 5.8 acres, compared to 4.7 acres for Draft EIS Alternatives 1
and 2. Other potential impacts for Alternatives 1B and 2B would be similar
to those described for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.

MITIGATING MEASURES

Various actions could help provide more open spaces and recreational
opportunities for the growing neighborhood (including Village Open Space,
Breathing Room Open Space, and open space “offsets”):

» New property acquisition and improvement by Seattle Parks,
funded through a future levy, Parks District resources, open space
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impact fees, or other means—especially in the existing gap between
NE 47th and NE 41st streets.

» Provision of dedicated, publicly accessible open space as part of
private development (“POPS”), through development standards or
an incentive zoning program in the land use code.

» On-site open space provided as residential amenities through new
development.

» Public/private partnerships to develop, manage, and program
public open spaces.

» Additional community gardens.

Table 1-3: Draft EIS Alternatives Comprehensive Plan Open Space and Recreation Facility Goals for U District

Comprehensive Plan Goal U District Target Resource Status
Open Space Supply
2013 Village Open Space 6.77 acres total 4.0385 acres Goal not met:
» one acre per 1,000 households 6.14 acres, by household 2.772:9-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 0.63 acres, by jobs deficit
2035 Village Open Space 11.15 acres total 6.456:04 acres Goal not met:
» one acre per 1,000 households 10.04 acres, by household anticipated, per 4.75:t-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 1.11 acres, by jobs planned projects deficit
One “Village Commons” 1 1 Goal met
» where the existing or projected Village Village
households total 2,500 or more Commons Commons
Specific facilities
One indoor, multi-use recreation facility 1 No City-owned Goal not met
» per Urban Center recreation recreation center
center
2013 One dedicated community garden 2 3 Goal met
» for each 2,500 households community community
gardens gardens
2035 One dedicated community garden 4 3 Goal not met
» for each 2,500 households community community
gardens gardens

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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» Improvement of designated green streets to provide outdoor
seating and other amenities. Adopt green street concept plans
to the Right-of-Way Improvements Manual to guide private
development, and/or grant funding for streetscape improvements.

» Improvement of “festival streets,” i.e., special streets that can be
shut down to vehicular traffic for community events.

» Improved access to campus for the public for the purposes of
public access to open spaces located on the UW campus within the
immediate vicinity of the planning area.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

None anticipated, the proposed mitigation packages would reduce the
magnitude of all identified impacts of the rezone alternatives to a less than
significant level.
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Public Services
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS; DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES See Draft EIS Section 3.8 for a full
discussion of public service affected
Fire and Emergency Services. Construction activities associated with environment and potential impacts.

potential development under the proposed alternatives could result in
an increase in demand for fire services. Existing Fire Department staffing
and equipment are anticipated to be sufficient to handle increased service
needed for construction activities.

As development occurs, the increased number of residents and workers
would likely result in a commensurate increase in calls for emergency
services. The Fire Department would attempt to maintain response times
consistent with current performance levels. However, depending on the
rate and amount of new development, additional staffing and equipment
may be required in order to maintain performance levels.

Since each Draft EIS alternative

assumes the same planning
estimate for growth, the potential
for impacts to public services is the

same for all Draft EIS alternatives.

Police Services. It is anticipated that the Police Department would have
sufficient staffing and facilities to accommodate the increased demand for
service fromthe U District study area and no additional safety problems would
occur as a result of development under the alternatives. Part of this can be
attributed to the Department’s ability to deliver proactive police-community
project solving services to the area and the City of Seattle in general through
the implementation of the Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan.

Public Schools. Under any of the alternatives, an increase in households
in the U District study area would contribute to a continuing need by the
Seattle School District to manage capacity at local schools and to construct
new and expanded facilities to accommodate a growing student population.
The current study area population is characterized by a large number of
student households and relatively few families. Itis likely potentialincreases
in public school student population associated with development in the U
District study area would be incremental and would result in associated
incremental impacts on school facility capacity. This type of change would
allow the District to respond through short-, intermediate- and long-term
capacity management planning. Significant impacts associated with the
proposal are not anticipated.
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1.1 Proposal
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Fire and Emergency Services. The higher development levels assumed
for Alternatives 1B and 2B could be expected to result in somewhat higher
demands on fire and emergency services, compared to the Draft EIS
alternatives. Depending on the amount and rate of new development,
additional staffing and equipment may be required in order to maintain
fire and emergency service performance levels. All other impacts would be
as described in the Draft EIS.

Police Services. Impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B would be as described
in the Draft EIS. It is anticipated that the Police Department would have
sufficient staffing and facilities to accommodate the increased demand for

service in the U District study area and no new impacts would occur as a

result of development under these new alternative scenarios.

Public Schools. Impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B would be as described in
the Draft EIS. An increase in households in the U District would contribute

to a continuing need by the Seattle School District to manage capacity at

local schools and to construct new and expanded facilities to accommodate

a growing student population.

MITIGATING MEASURES

Future population and employment increases associated with potential
developmentin the U District study area would be incremental and would
result in associated increases in demand for public services. These impacts
could be addressed by the following mitigation measures.

» Aportion of the tax revenue generated from potential
redevelopment in the study—including construction sales tax,
business and operation tax, property tax and other fees, licenses
and permits—would accrue to the City of Seattle and could help
offset demand for police and fire services.
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» All new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the 2006
Fire Code which is comprised of the 2006 International Fire Code
with Seattle amendments or the applicable fire code in effect at the
time of permit submittal.

» Design features could be incorporated into potential development
in the study that would help reduce criminal activity and calls for
police service, including orienting buildings towards the sidewalk
and public spaces, providing connections between buildings, and
providing adequate lighting and visibility.

» Ongoing capacity management by the Seattle School District will
help meet future school capacity needs associated with growth
in the U District study area. The School District also has the
option of collecting impact fees under Washington State’s Growth
Management Act and voluntary mitigation fees paid pursuant to the
State Environmental Policy Act.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to public services are anticipated.
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Utilities

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: DRAFT EIS ALTERNATIVES

Water. New development will be required to include practices which will
incorporate efficient plumbing fixtures, water conserving landscaping, and
water reuse opportunities that can reduce per capita water demand. These
practices will reduce the overall impact to water use within the area of the
proposed alternatives. It should be noted that the potential impact to water
use is equally likely under the no action alternative as under the action
alternatives. Therefore, increased water use is not considered a significant
impact of the proposal.

Sanitary Sewer System. The increased development that would be
permitted by any of the alternatives could result in greater demands on
the local sewer collection system and on the downstream conveyance
and treatment facilities. The potential increased demand is equally likely
underthe no action alternative as under the action alternatives. Therefore,
increased demand for sanitary sewer service is not considered a significant
impact of the proposal.

Storm Sewer System. Current drainage code will require redeveloped sites
that discharge to the storm sewers to provide stormwater detention with
Green Storm Water Infrastructure (GSI) that allows some water to infiltrate,
and be kept on site, before the rest is released to the storm sewer.

Current stormwater code standards will help control peak rates of stormwater
through the local combined sewer systems, limiting the frequency of street
flooding from the local collector pipes and reducing the risk of combined
sewer overflows from the trunk mains.

Electricity. Underall scenarios, future growth and development willincrease
demand for electrical energy. Additional studies are required to determine
whether major upgrades to the substation infrastructure will be required.
The local distribution system may need improvements or reconfiguration
to meet future growth needs throughout the study area. Development
concentrated in the network distribution area may have a higherimpact to
the electrical system than development spread over a wider area and/orin
the area served by the looped radial distribution system.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: FINAL EIS ALTERNATIVES

Water System. Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in more development and
increased demand on the water supply and distribution system compared to
the Draft EIS action alternatives. However, it is likely that increased demand
associated with the additional 1,100 housing units would be very small
relative to available water supply and distribution capacity. No impacts
beyond those described in the Draft EIS are anticipated.

Sanitary Sewer System. Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in more
development and increased demand on the sewer collection, conveyance
and treatment facilities compared to the Draft EIS action alternatives. It is
likely that increased demand associated with the additional 1,100 housing
units would be very small relative to available sanitary sewer collection,
conveyance and treatment facilities. No impacts beyond those described
in the Draft EIS are anticipated.

Storm Sewer System. As described in the Draft EIS, redevelopment in the
study area would be required to provide stormwater detention with Green
Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) that allows some water to infiltrate and
be kept on site before the rest is released to the storm sewer. Because
these stormwater standards are more stringent than the standards in
place historically, no new significantimpacts to the stormwater system are
anticipated from the Final EIS alternatives.

Electricity. Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in increased demand for
electrical energy compared to the Draft EIS action alternatives. As described
inthe Draft EIS, electrical energy is supplied to the study area through three
different systems; a network distribution system, a looped radial system
and the University of Washington system. These systems cannot be inter-
connected and the distribution capacity to serve new developmentis varied
between systems, with the network distribution system being the most
constrained. For these reasons, the capacity to serve new development
is very site and use specific. Impacts could result under any alternative,
including Alternatives 1B and 2B described in this Final EIS.
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MITIGATING MEASURES

Water

» The use of low or no-flow fixtures and water saving devices in new
construction and renovations.

» Collection and re-use of storm water for non-potable uses
(irrigation, toilet flushing, mechanical make up water, etc.) would
reduce demand on the public water supply.

Combined Sewer

» Asindividual sites redevelop, current stormwater code standards,
including Green Stormwater Infrastructure, will help control peak
rates of stormwater through the local combined sewer systems and
reduce the risk of combined sewer overflows.

Stormwater

» New development in the area will be required to meet the 2009
City of Seattle Drainage Code. Stormwater collected on site will be
required to be held on site with Green Stormwater Infrastructure
(GSI) methods, or detained before discharge to the city storm
system. These measures will reduce the peak rate of water
discharged to the combined and storm sewer systems.

Electric Power

» Evaluate and identify the future service system needs through
collaborative planning process between Seattle Department of
Development and Seattle City Light.

» Theinstallation of photo-voltaic and other local generating
technologies will reduce the demand on the public generating and
distribution facilities.

» Evaluate the feasibility of a district energy system.

» Construction and operation of LEED compliant (or similar ranking
system) buildings will reduce the level of increase required in power
systems.

» Reduce the use of power in building heating and cooling with
passive systems and modern power saving units.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to utilities are anticipated.
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2 Description of the Proposal

and Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

This chapter of the Final EIS contains the description of the proposal and

alternatives as found in the Draft EIS. In addition, this updated chapter

includes a description of two new alternatives related to the
Action Alternatives 1 and 2. These new alternatives assume
a higher growth estimate than was considered in the Draft
EIS and are more fully described in Section 2.3. The new
alternatives, together with other corrections and revisions to
this chapter since issuance of the Draft EIS, are described in
cross-out (for deleted text) or underline (for new text) format.

The City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable
Seattle, is a 20-year vision and roadmap for Seattle’s future.
It provides the framework for most of Seattle’s big-picture
decisions on how to grow while preserving and improving our
quality of life. For example, the plan guides City decisionson
where new jobs and homes should be located, how to improve
the transportation system, and how to prioritize investment
in public facilities, such as utilities, sidewalks, and libraries.

The urban village strategy is a key component of the plan,
providing a comprehensive approach to planning for future
growth in a sustainable manner. The Urban Village element
of the planidentifies four categories of urban villages: urban
centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, hub urban villages
and residential urban villages. Urban centers are identified
asthedensest neighborhoods in the city, with a diverse mix
of uses, housing, and employment. The Comprehensive

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015

Figure 2-1: U District Study Area with the
University Community Urban Center and Village
Designations
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FACT SHEET 2.1 Introduction

Plan designates the community surrounding and including the University
of Washington (UW) campus as the University Community Urban Center
(UCUC). As shown in Figure 2-1, the UCUC is divided into three urban villages.
The area considered in this EIS—the U District study area—encompasses
much of the University District Northwest Urban Village and the southwest
portion of the UW Campus Village. (See Figure 2-1.)

Within the U District study area, the potential for a concentration of housing
and employment is supported by the future Link light rail U District Station.
The station, located on Brooklyn Avenue between NE 43rd and NE 45th
Streets, is anticipated to open in late 2021 and to serve as an opportunity
to permit more intensive development in the surrounding area.

The City has initiated this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process to
study the potential impacts of increased height and density in the U District

1. SUMMARY 2.2 Planning Context
2. ALTERNATIVES 2.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives
3. ANALYSIS 2.4 Environmental Review
4. COMMENTS 2.5 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying the Proposed Action
APPENDICES
Figure 2-2:

U District Study Area Boundaries

JEBE%FLQEH% Eﬁ@ﬁ@%ﬁ%%é&
cEmid R

N e
S g7y I

Ehlas/
L
aniinjuY/Si

i)
i
iy
[ LI I (TR

T

T
1L

I
kiR

ER
&
B
T
1M

| =] e |
[T T

i

T
[

[T T

1

e

100

T 1m

m
i J R

- |

A

oA
-5 east 15th Ave NE
et LTEL

aa |
[TTE,
i Al

N

iR Erh

Hh
g

i

m—1m

il

|

|

\

F)

2-2

study area. For the purpose of the Draft EIS this-study,
the City identified two alternative zoning scenarios,
along with a scenario that maintains existing zoning
standards. Based on the analysis and public comment
received during the Draft EIS comment period, the
City developed two new alternatives related to Draft
EIS Alternatives 1 and 2 that assume a higher growth
estimate than was considered in the Draft EIS. These are
described in Section 2.3. wittdeterminefuture-actions;if

’ rithcode-tind . |
heioht amd-densitvin the U-Bistr | .

Overview of the Proposal

The City is considering text and map amendments to the
Seattle Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code (Seattle
Municipal Code Title 23) to allow development and design
standards that permit greater height and density inthe U
District study area. Zoning changes would be accompa-
nied by an affordable housingincentive program and by
development standards, including setbacks, tower sep-
aration and street frontage improvements. The proposal
is based on acomprehensive public stakeholder process
that addressed land use, urban design, transportation
and other topics related to the urban character of the
U District planning area. The legislative action, if taken,
would apply within the U District study area.
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Alternatives tobe addressed in the Draft EIS include No Action—growth under
currentland use code standards and development patterns—and two action
alternatives—growth under different use code standards and development
patterns. Alternatives considered in this Final EIS assume a higher growth
estimate than was considered in the Draft EIS. Both All action alternatives writt
evaluate increased allowable height and developmentintensity for residential
and commercial development within the study area.

STUDY AREA

As shown in Figure 2-2, the study area is bounded by Portage Bay on the
south, NE Ravenna Boulevard on the north, Interstate 5 on the west and
15th Avenue NE on the east.

Objectives of the Proposal

The City has identified the following specific objectives of the proposal:

» Advance Comprehensive Plan goals to use limited land resources
more efficiently and to maximize the efficiency of public investment
in infrastructure and services.

» Allow greater concentration of development in the area surrounding
the future light rail station.

» Provide for a more diverse neighborhood character by providing a
mix of housing types, uses, building types and heights.

» Enhance the pedestrian quality at street level by providing
amenities, taking into consideration light and air as well as public
view corridors and providing for retail activity at key locations.

» Increase height and density to achieve other goals such as providing
affordable housing, increasing the variety of building types in
new development and supporting equitable communities with a
diversity of housing choices.

» Determine how to best accommodate growth while maintaining a
functional transportation system, including street network, transit,
and non-motorized modes of travel. Similarly, determine how to
accommodate growth while maintaining functional capacity of
utility systems, including electrical energy, water, sewer and storm
drain systems.

» Provide for consistency between the comprehensive plan and land
use code.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Draft EIS Planning
Estimates for Growth

3,900

Housing Units

4,800

Jobs

Final EIS Planning
Estimates for Growth

5,000

Housing Units

4,800

Jobs

2.5 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying the Proposed Action

2.2 Planning Context

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, is a 20-year
plan that provides guidance for how Seattle will accommodate growthin a
way that is consistent with the vision of the citizens of the City. As a policy
document, the plan lays out general guidance for future City actions. In
many cases, general guidance in the Plan is more specifically addressed in
functional plans that focus on a particular aspect of City services, such as
parks, transportation or drainage. The City implements the Plan through
development and other regulations, primarily found in the City’s zoning
map and land use code.

Consistent with the Washington Growth Management Act (GMA), the City
adopted the current Plan in 1994. It has been updated in major and minor
ways in subsequent years, with the last major update in 2004. The City is
currently preparing a major update to the City’s comprehensive plan that will
incorporate updated estimates of job and population growth and changes
since the last major plan update. The current comprehensive plan provides
policy guidance through 2024; the updated plan will extend to 2035. This
major update is scheduled to be complete in 2015.

PLANNING ESTIMATES FOR GROWTH

The current comprehensive plan contains planning estimates for growth
that establish how much residential and employment growth is anticipated
through 2024 and where it will be located. The City’s ongoing update to the
comprehensive plan will adopt new planning estimates for growth for 2035
and allocate growth to individual urban villages based on these estimates.
The basis for the planning estimates for growth are established in the King
County Countywide Planning Policies. Citywide, 2035 estimates for growth

are 70,000 households and 115,000 jobs. The City has not yet adopted the
updated estimates into the comprehensive plan or allocated portions of
those estimates to individual urban centers or urban villages. The current
2024 growth estimates for the University Community Urban Center are for
2,450 housing units and 6,140 jobs. As shown in Figure 2-1, the U District
study area comprises a portion of the overall Urban Center and overlaps
with the University District Northwest Urban Village, which has 2024 housing
and jobs estimates of 2,000 housing units and 500 jobs.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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For the purposeofthis Draft EIS analysis, growth estimates of 3,900 housing
units and 4,800 jobs by 2035 were applied appty equally to all alternatives.
While each alternative assumed asstmes the same level of growth, each
wotttd accommodated this growth in a different manner, with variation in
the height, intensity and pattern of potential developmentin the study area.
Please see the discussion of alternatives in Section 2.3.

Some comments received on the Draft EIS questioned the assumption of a
single growth estimate for all alternatives. In particular, some comments
asked for consideration of potential impacts should actual growth ex-
ceed the planning estimate. As discussed in Section 4 of this Final EIS, the
growth estimate was held constant under the alternatives for two reasons:
(1) because they are the estimates that are being used for the U District in
the Comprehensive Plan update and will therefore be consistent with the
assumptions in the Comprehensive Plan; and (2) by holding the amount of
growth constant, the analysis can more easily isolate the impacts of different
zoning configurations, development and design standards, which are the
essence of the proposed action. Comparisons among alternatives are more
difficult to discern when there are multiple variables to take into account.

However, in order to respond to comments received on the Draft EIS, this
Final EIS evaluates a revised growth estimate for Action Alternatives 1 and
2. This revised growth estimate is for 5,000 housing units, or 1,100 more
housing units than considered in the Draft EIS alternatives. This growth
estimate assumption isintended only to test the sensitivity of impactsiden-
tified in the Draft EIS to increased growth. At an approximate 28% increase
over the Draft EIS growth assumption, the magnitude of this difference is
considered large enough to reveal potential impacts related to increased
growth under these alternatives. Please see Section 2.3 for additional de-
scription of the alternatives.

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY Development Capacity in the U District Study Area
Development capacity is a mea- ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE o ALTERNATIVE (NO ACTION)
sure of the total amount of new wohilin willin

9,130 3" 9,802 6,606:;
development that could be ’ Units
added in an area. The City of 16'435 Jobs 17,832J°b5 8,l|.O:|.J°bs
Seattle calculates this measure
by comparing existing land uses

. Jobs =Employment Capacity Dwelling Units = Residential Capacity
to what could be built under Assumes one job per 350 square feet Assumes an average dwelling
of commercial development unit size of 850 square feet

currentor proposed zoning. The
Source: City of Seattle, Hewitt, Studio 3MW, 2013

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015 2-5



FACT SHEET

1. SUMMARY

2. ALTERNATIVES
3. ANALYSIS

4. COMMENTS
APPENDICES

2-6

2.1 Introduction

2.2 Planning Context

2.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives
2.4 Environmental Review

2.5 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying the Proposed Action

difference between the potential and existing development is the capacity
for new development. Development capacity estimates are not a prediction
that a certain amount of development will occur or when it may occur, but
instead a measure of the maximum development that could occurin a given
area. Development capacity is expressed in terms of housing units and the
number of potential jobs that could be added.

The estimate of development capacity varies according to the amount and
type of development that is permitted. Accordingly, the development ca-
pacity for the U District study area has been calculated for each alternative,
including No Action (Alternative 3). Because the proposed zoning designa-
tions for Final EIS Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those for Draft EIS
Alternatives 1 and 2, development capacity estimates for Alternatives 1 and2
also apply to Alternatives 1B and 2B. Please see Draft EIS Appendix B for a
description of the development capacity methodology used in this analysis.

University District Community Urban Center Plan

The University Community Urban Center Plan was completed in 1998.
The plan was developed through a collaborative process that included
neighborhood representatives, UW, and the City, and was subsequently
approved by resolution by the City of Seattle. Goals of the plan include:

» Vibrant commercial districts. Serve local and regional needs,
especially along the Ave, Roosevelt, and NE 45th Street

» Efficient transportation. Balance different modes, including public
transit, pedestrians, bicycles, and cars, minimizing negative impacts
to the community.

» Housing. Meet the needs and affordability levels of demographic
groups including students, young adults, families with children,
empty nesters, and seniors. Balance homeownership opportunities
with rental unit supply.

» Recreation. Increase open spaces and active recreation, consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan open space goals for urban centers.

» Physical identity. Build on historical and architectural resources,
attractive streets, the university campus, and other unique features.

» Arts, culture, and education. Build on the widespread recognition
of the U District as a hub of arts, cultural activities, and the region’s
foremost educational institution.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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Key goals of the plan were subsequently adopted into the comprehensive
plan. Please see discussion in Section 3.1 of this the Draft EIS.

Existing Zoning

As shown in Figure 2-3, the study area is zoned for a range of single
family and multifamily residential and commercial development. Zoning
designations found in the study area are summarized in Table 2-1.

Figure 2-3: Existing Zoning in the U District Study Area
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Table 2-1: Existing Zoning in the U District Study Area

Zoning
Designation

SF
Single
Family

Summary

Single family zones generally allow one unit per lot, typically a
detached single family home. Allowable heights range between 25
and 35 feet, depending on the width of the lot. Accessory dwelling
units may also be permitted, subject to administrative review.

LR1, LR2, LR3
Lowrise

Lowrise zoning allows a variety of multifamily housing types,
including cottages, townshouse, rowhouses, and apartments.
The LR zones generally allow structure heights of 25 to 40 feet.

MR
Midrise

Midrise zoning accommodates a full range of housing types
and is most often the location of new apartment structures.
The MR zone generally allows heights up to 85 feet.

NC2,NC3
Neighborhood
Commercial

The NC zones allow both residential and commercial uses. Height
limits are as identified on the zoning map—for example NC3-65
designates a maximum building height of 65 feet. NC zones include
standards to ensure a pedestrian-friendly streetscape environment.
Density allowances correspond to height limits. Some NC zones
include a Pedestrian (P) designation, which identifies locations where
street-front retail and pedestrian-oriented design are required.

Cl
Commercial

Similar to the NC zone, the C zone allows a mix of residential and
commercial uses. However, C zones allow a broader range of higher-
impact commercial uses, including auto-oriented lot configurations.

MIO

Major
Institution
Overlay

The MIO designation applies to development on the University of
Washington campus. The MIO requires development of a campus master
plan intended to: (1) establish clear guidelines and development standards
on which the institution can rely on for long-term development; (2) provide
the neighborhood advance notice of development plans; (3) allow the

city to anticipate and plan for public capital or programmatic actions:

(4) provide the basis for defining measures to avoid or reduce adverse
impacts from major institution growth. Within the U District study area,
height limits in the MIO range from 40 to 105 feet. Lowest maximum
buildings heights are generally located near the Portage Bay shoreline, and
permitted heights increase with distance from the shoreline. The University
of Washington Master Plan was approved in 2003. Future updates will be
reviewed through a separate process and are not included in this proposal.

IC
Industrial
Commercial

The IC zone allows both industrial and commercial activities, including
light manufacturing and research and development. Residential uses are
not allowed. Maximum building heights are identified on the zoning map.

IB
Industrial
Buffer

The IB zone provides a transition between industrial development
and adjacent residential or commercial zones. Typical land uses
include general manufacturing, commercial and entertainment
uses. Height limits are identified on the zoning map.

2-8

Source: City of Seattle
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SHORELINE DESIGNATIONS

The southern edge of the U District study area is bounded by Portage Bay
as shown in Figure 2-2. The Portage Bay shoreline is regulated by the
Washington Shoreline Management Act and the City of Seattle Shoreline
Master Plan. The City has completed an update of its shoreline master plan,
which is in review with the Washington State Department of Ecology prior
to final adoption.

In the study area current shoreline designations are Urban Stable, east
of 7th Avenue NE (extended) and Urban Maritime, west of 7th Avenue NE.

The Urban Stable designation is intended to provide opportunities for
substantial numbers of people to enjoy the shorelines through water-
dependent recreational uses, to preserve and enhance views of the water
from adjacent streets and upland areas and to support water dependent uses.

The Urban Maritime designation is intended to preserve areas for water-
dependent and water-related uses while still providing some views of the
water from adjacent streets and upland residential streets. Public access
shall be second in priority to water-dependent uses.

The proposal and alternatives do not propose any change to existing
shoreline designations, activities or uses. Shoreline designations are not
discussed further in this EIS.

Public Outreach

U DISTRICT LIVABILITY PARTNERSHIP (ULDP)

Through a grant provided by the Office of Economic Development (OED), the
City of Seattle has participated in and supported a robust public planning
process led by the UDLP. Specific to the proposed action, the UDLP created
a Future Development and Urban Design working group to focus on the
physical development of the U District. This working group led a series of
14 public meetingsin 2012 and 2013 to consider land use, design standards,
transit, parks and open spaces, and environmental sustainability. The UDLP
process and the progress of the Urban Design Framework were widely
advertised through print and digital media.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015 2-9
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In addition to these public meetings, the UDLP hosted three “Community
Conversation” events that were attended by hundreds of people from
the U District and beyond. Staff from Seattle Department of Planning and
Development (DPD), OED, Department of Neighborhoods and Seattle
Police met with neighborhood groups and individuals. Walking tours were
organized in the community.

In April 2013, the working group hosted a public open house to share draft
recommendations and DPD held public “drop-in office hours” at a local coffee
shop to have more detailed conversations with interested individuals. This
public process led to development of the U District Urban Design Framework
(UDF), which recommended preparation of an EIS to study the potential
impacts of different zoning alternatives.

URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

The U District Urban Design Framework (UDF) was developed in 2012
and 2013 through a collaboration between the community, the Seattle
Department of Planning and Development, Office of Economic Development
and Department of Transportation. The process was led by the U District
Livability Partnership (UDLP). Participants included local business people,
residents, social service providers, the faith community, students, UW
representatives and neighbors from outside the planning area. A physical
development working group of the UDLP met for an extensive series of
public meetings which ultimately led to the recommendations in the UDF.

The UDF proposes a shared design vision and implementation strategy for
the U District study area. Measures contained in the UDF are meant to help
guide future growth in the study area through guiding principles, specific
recommendations, and implementation tasks.

Guiding principles identified in the UDF include:
» Recognize light rail as a catalyst for change
» Balance regional and local needs
» Provide a network of great streets and public spaces
» Grow and diversify jobs
» Welcome a diversity of residents

» Improve public safety

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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» Encourage quality and variety in the built environment
» Build an environmentally sustainable neighborhood
» Improve integration between the UW and the U District

» Support and coordinate active transportation choices

Urban design recommendations address land use character, public space
network, station surroundings, urban form, building height, incentive
zoning, retail activation, housing choices and gateways, hearts and
edges. Environmental sustainability recommendations address mobility,
landscaping, green stormwater infrastructure, green building, district
infrastructure, community health, and environmental planning and
governance.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

As part of the environmental review process the City held a public scoping
meeting on September 24,2013, at the University Heights Community Center.
Materials and a presentation at the meeting described the EIS process,
draft zoning alternatives, and environmental elements to be considered in
the EIS. A total of 72 people signed in and 21 people spoke at the meeting.

process: ThisEIS processincludeds a Draft EIS public comment period, during
which a public hearing was conducted on May 20, 2014. ene-ormorepublic

meetingshavebeenscheduted: During the public comment period, written

and verbal comments are were invited. In response to public requests, the
45-day Draft EIS comment period was extended for 14 additional days. Public

comments wittbe are considered and addressed in the Final EIS, please see
Final EIS Chapter 4. Pkeaseseeﬁre%aet—Sheet—at—thehegmmg—eﬁ%Bra&

FUTURE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement continues to be an important element of the planning
process. Following completion of the EIS, DPD will invite further public
review of draft zoning recommendations before transmitting to Council.
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Figure 2-4: Sound Transit U District Station Vicinity
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Sound Transit Light Rail U District Station

The future U District Station is part of Sound Transit’s Northgate Link
Extension approved by votersin 2008. The U District Station will be located
on Brooklyn Avenue NE between NE 43rd and NE 45th streets. The station
will serve the surrounding residential community, business district and
north University of Washington Campus. The Northgate Link Extension,
including the U District Station, is expected to open in late 2021. By 2030,
approximately 12,000 people a day are expected to board light rail at the
U District Station. Travel time to downtown Seattle will be 8 minutes and
to Sea-Tac Airport 41 minutes. See Figure 2-4 shows the U District Station
and surrounding vicinity.

As shown in Figure 2-5, the “walkshed” around the station site, meaning
the area within a 10-minute walk, extends from the NE 45th Street freeway
overpass to UW’s Central Campus, and from NE 52nd Street in the north to
NE Pacific Street in the south.

Figure 2-5: U District Station Walkshed
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Source: Sound Transit, U District Station Fact Sheet, 2013

Minute Walk
Source: City of Seattle Department of Planning and
Development. Existing Conditions Report. 2012
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2.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Overview

The City has identified three alternatives for consideration in this the Draft EIS.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would allow for high rise development in the core of the
study area of varied height and location of growth. Comparatively, Alternative
1would provide for lower tower heights in a dispersed development pattern.
Alternative 2 would provide for taller towers concentrated around the
transit center. Alternative 3 would retain existing zoning designations and
standards. Zoning designations proposed for each alternative are shown
in Figures 2.6 through 2.8.

For this Final EIS, the City has added two new alternatives, based on Action
Draft Alternatives 1 and 2, and, identified as Alternative 1B and Alternative
2B. Alternatives 1B and 2B assume a higher growth estimate than the Draft
EIS alternatives. The new growth assumption is the only difference between
Alternative 1 and 1B and Alternative 2 and 2B. The zoning designations
assumed under each alternative remain as shown in Figures 2.6 through 2.8.

GROWTH ESTIMATES

For the purpose of analysis in this the Draft EIS, a growth estimate of 3,900
housing units and 4,800 jobs is assumed. This assumption isinformed by the
City’s adopted 2024 growth targets, updated guidance from the 2012 King
County Countywide Planning Policies, historic development trends and a
recent analysis of the U District real estate market.! This growth estimate
assumes a conservatively high demand for future office and residential
high-rise development.

In addition, in order to respond to comments received on the Draft EIS,
this Final EIS evaluates two additional alternatives based on an increased
growth assumption. The revised assumption is for 5,000 housing units, or
1,100 more housing units than considered in the Draft EIS alternatives. This
estimate is intended only to test the sensitivity of impacts identified in the
Draft EIS to increased growth. At an approximate 28% increase over the
Draft EIS growth assumption, the magnitude of this difference is considered
large enough to reveal potentialimpacts related to increased growth under
these alternatives.

1 Heartland. U District Urban Design Framework Support Analysis Memo. June 2013
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Figure 2-6: Alternative 1/1B Proposed Zoning
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Figure 2-7: Alternative 2/2B Proposed Zoning
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Figure 2-8: Alternative 3 (No Action) Existing Zoning
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Estimated growth was allocated within the study based on the following:

» Likely development sites were based on the Potential Development
Map, U District Urban Design Framework, June 2013

» Arange of residential, commercial, mid-rise and high-rise
development could occur and should be represented in the
alternatives

» New development would likely occur on large sites and smaller
easily aggregated sites

» New development would most likely cluster around the future
U District Link Light Rail station, but some would also occur
throughout the study area

» Residential development would average 850 square feet per
housing unit. Commercial development would average 350 square
feet per employee.

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

The Draft EIS cites Comprehensive Plan amendments as part of the proposed
action. In Draft EIS Chapter 3.1, potential amendments to the Future Land

Use Map and University Community Urban Center Neighborhood element
policies are identified as possible mitigating measures to ensure consistency
with the proposed action. The following identifies more specifically the
potential map and text amendments that may be adopted as part of the
proposed action.

While the zoning scenarios analyzed in Alternatives 1/1B and 2/2B are
largely consistent with the University Community Urban Center portion of
the Neighborhood Planning element, there are some goals, policies, and
maps that would need to be modified. These changes include:

Future Land Use Map amendments. The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) is
a high-level planning map adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan. It
designates areas as one of several use categories, such as “single-family
residential,” “multifamily residential,” or “commercial/mixed use.” Zoning
maps in the Land Use Code add specificity to these general designations.

» To enact the zoning maps from Alternatives 1/1B or 2/2B, several
areas on the FLUM would need to change from multifamily
residential to commercial/mixed use, or from single-family
residential to multifamily residential.

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015 2-17
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» To redesignate parcels from single-family residential to anything
else on the FLUM, Comprehensive Plan policy LU59 requires that the
parcels be part of an urban center. In Alternative 1, the proposed
zoning would change two locations from single-family zoning to
lowrise multifamily residential (at Blessed Sacrament Church) or
neighborhood commercial (Ravenna Boulevard frontage at the
north end of University Way). To make these zoning changes, the
urban center boundary must be expanded to include these parcels.

Text amendments. The University Community goals and policies in the
Comprehensive Plan came out of the 1998 University Community Urban
Center Plan. Many of these ideas are still relevant to more recent planning
processes. Some are not—specifically, policies that limit building height to
65 feet in the vicinity of the planned light rail station. Also, some schematic
figures seem to recommend a mix of uses not entirely consistent with
subsequent planning processes. To make some of the zoning changes
proposed in Alternatives 1/1B and 2/2B, these goals and policies would
need to be updated.

Text and/or map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan do not directly
result in environmental impacts. However, as described in the Draft EIS,
these amendments would support new regulations to allow development
and design standards that permit greater height and density in the U District
study area. The potential impacts associated with greater height and density
are fully disclosed in this EIS. No additional analysis of the potential policy
amendments is required.

Incentive Zoning

The City’s existing incentive programs offer development bonuses—usually
in the form of additional height or floor area—for development projects
that undertake measures beyond standard requirements to mitigate the
impacts of development, such as:

Affordable housing

Meeting a specific LEEDTM standard

Provision or payment in lieu of childcare
Provision of public amenities, such as open space

vV V. v Vv Vv

Transfer of development rights (TDR)

In a separate action, the City is reviewing the provisions of the incentive
zoning program which may lead to future change in the program.
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1. SUMMARY

2.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Forthe U District study area, the UDF identifies the following list of incentive

measures for further consideration and prioritizing:

>
passive recreation

Mid-block pedestrian pathways
Affordable housing

seniors, non-English speakers, and homeless people
Child care

Preservation of historic buildings

landscaping, sidewalk cafés and other features

» Preservation of regional forests and farmlands

Any future decisions about specific incentive measures will
be made based on the public comment and city review of
this EIS and other data.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would allow for high-rise towers in the core
area—including along University Way NE—with areas of
mid-rise development extending north of NE 50th Street.
Maximum building heights would be between 125 and 160
feet, less than permitted under Alternative 2, and significantly
greater than permitted under Alternative 3 (NoAction). The
proposed zoning would generally focus growth around the
new transit station while yielding a development pattern
more dispersed than in Alternative 2. Alternative 1/1B
zoning designations are shown in Figure 2-6. Areas shown
with a blue tint indicate a change to zoning designations
as described below.

Compared to Alternative 2, the area of increased height and
intensity extends farther north from the core. In addition,
development along University Way NE (the Ave) would be
permitted to develop to high-rise standards, ranging from 125
to 160 feet, depending on location. Compared to Alternative
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2, mid- and high rise towers would be allowed in closer proximity to each
other, with a minimum 60-foot separation between towers above 75 feet.

To help maintain the pedestrian character on designated Green Streets,
landscaped setbacks would be required on both sides of Brooklyn Avenue
NE and NE 43rd and 42nd Streets. Widened sidewalks would be required
on NE 45th and 50th Streets.

CORE AREA: SOUTH OF NE 50TH STREET AND NORTH OF UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTON CAMPUS MIO

The majority of this area is proposed for redesignation to a future mixed-
use zone. The area between NE 47th and NE 42nd Streets, including the
University Way NE corridor, would be allowed the greatest building heights,
up to a maximum of 160 feet. The area north of NE 47th and south of NE
42nd streets would be allowed a maximum building height of 125 feet.
Table 2-2 summarizes the development standards for the mixed-use area.

Other new designations include:

» The area between NE 50th and NE 47th Streets, east of Interstate-5
would be re-designated from LR1 to LR3

» The area south of NE 45th Street and west of 8th Avenue NE would
be re-designated from LR3 to MR in the southwest.

NORTH OF NE 50TH STREET

The majority of the area currently zoned SF 5000 would be retained in this
area. However, two changes to the SF 5000 zoning are proposed:

» 8th Avenue NE, south of NE 53rd Street—the Blessed Sacrament
Church property would be re-designated to LR3.

» NE Ravenna Boulevard/Brooklyn Avenue NE—an existing retail and
multifamily development would be re-designated to NC2P 40.

Other changes in the area north of NE 50th Street would include:

» An area along 9th Avenue NE and extending west would be re-
designated from LR1 and LR2 to LR3.

» A portion of the Roosevelt Way NE corridor immediately north of
NE 50th Street would be re-designated from NC2 40 to NC3 65.
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» The University Way NE corridor would be re-designated to NC3P at
65 and 85 feet in height.

» The west side of 15th Avenue NE would be re-designated from LR3
to MR.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON CAMPUS MIO

No change is proposed to the existing Major Institution Overlay zoning or

industrial zoning.

Alternative 1B

Alternative 1B assumes all of the same zoning designations
described under Alternative 1. The only difference between
Alternative 1 and Alternative 1B is that Alternative 1B assumes

g £ 5 u y g,
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Ref. Figure 2-7, p. 2-15
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CORE AREA: SOUTH OF NE 50TH STREET AND NORTH
OF UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON CAMPUS MIO

The majority of this area would be designated for mixed-use, with building
heights varying from 240 feet to the north of NE 47th Street and 340 feet
south of NE 47th Street. A portion of the mixed-use area, generally south
of NE 43rd Street and between Roosevelt Way NE and Brooklyn Avenue NE,
would be mixed-use with a residential emphasis. Table 2-2 summarizes the
development standards for the mixed-use area.

In contrast to Alternative 1, the mixed-use designation does not extend to the
University Way NE corridor, which would be rezoned to NC3P-85, allowing
20 feet greater height compared to existing zoning. The area to the west of
15th Avenue NE would be rezoned to NC3 85 to the north of NE 45th Street
and to mixed-use with a maximum height of 300 feet south of NE 45th Street.

Two partial blocks south of NE 45th Street and between 8th and 9th Avenues
NE would be re-designated from LR3 to MR.

NORTH OF NE 50TH STREET

No changes are proposed to the existing SF 5000 and LR2 designations in
this area. Proposed changes include:

» Three discrete areas along the Roosevelt Way NE and University Way
NE corridors would be re-designated from NC2P 40 and LR3 RC to
NCP 65.

» The area immediately north of NE 50th Street would be re-
designated from LR3 to MR.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON CAMPUS

No changes are proposed to the existing Major Institution Overlay and
existing industrial zoning.

Alternative 2B

Alternative 2B assumes all of the same zoning designations described under
Alternative 2. The only difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative
2B is that Alternative 2B assumes a higher growth estimate for residential

development. The residential growth estimate for Alternative 2 is 3,900

units and for Alternative 2B, 5,000 units. Potential impacts associated with

this increased increment of growth are discussed in Final EIS Section 3.1.
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Figure 2-9: Zoning Envelopes and Floor Area Ratios

Gray: hypothetical “zoning envelopes” established
by setbacks, height limits, tower floorplate limits,
minimum tower separation and other development
standards.

Blue: possible building configurations within the
allowed zoning envelope, limited by a floor area
ratio (FAR) of 12. All three buildings have the same
amount offloor area but they configure the space

differently.

A floor plate is the horizontal
plane of the floor of a building,
measured to the inside

surface of exterior walls.

Floor area ratio is the ratio of
the total square feet of a building
to the total square feet of the
property on which it is located.

Source: City of Seattle, 2013

Table 2-2: Mixed-Use Development Standards

Features

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Height Limits

> 125-160 feet

> 240-340 feet

Floor Plate Size

» Max floor plate is 24,000 SF above 65 feet

>

If structure over 160 feet tall,
max floor plate is 24,000 SF above 65 feet, then

11,000 SF above 120 feet

*

Floor Area Ratio Limits

» 6—106 Mixed-Use 125:6-8
Mixed-Use 160: 8-10

» 9—12 Mixed-Use 240:9-11

Mixed-Use 340: 11-12

Tower spacing

» 60 feet

» 100 feet

Area-specific standards

University Way NE  » 10-foot setback above 65 feet » 15-foot setback above 45 feet
120-foot building facade limit
Brooklyn Avenue NE  » 5-foot ground level setback (landscaping) » 10-foot ground level setback (balconies above,
» 10-foot setback above 40 feet but not structural overhangs)
NE 42nd &43rd Streets ~ » 5-foot landscaped setback both sides » 10-foot setback above 40 feet on
» 10-foot setback above 40 feet the south side for solar exposure
NE 45th Street  » 7-foot ground-level setback for sidewalk » 10-foot ground level setback for sidewalk

(OK to cantilever back above 15 feet)

(no cantilever, absolute 10-foot setback)

NE 50th Street

» 5-foot ground-level setback for sidewalk
(OK to cantilever back above 15 feet)

>

8-foot ground-level setback for sidewalk
(no cantilever, absolute 8-foot setback)

Source: City of Seattle

* Floor Area Ratio (FAR) assumptions include an exemption for street-level retail use from the FAR calculation. Within each potential mixed use zoning

designation, FAR was derived based on specific parcel size and the assumption that modeled growth should maximize height and FAR permitted
allowed under each zoning scenario. For the purpose of the alternatives, specific base and incentive FARs were not defined, but were assumed to be

within the range considered in this EIS.
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LR3

West Campus

2.4 Environmental Review
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NC365

2.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 retains the existing zoning designations in the neighborhood,
with no increased potential for building heights or development capacity.
Existing zoning is shown in Figure 2-8 and briefly described below.
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S PAR
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21ST AVENE
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LEGEND

NC = Neighborhood
commercial

LR = Lowrise multifamily
residential

MR = Midrise multifamily
residential

IC = Industrial
commercial

1B = Industrial buffer

Ref. Figure 2-8, p. 2-16

CORE AREA: SOUTH OF NE 50TH STREET AND NORTH OF

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON CAMPUS MIO

The central portion of the core area is designated NC3, with
heights ranging from 65 to 85 feet. The University Way NE
corridoris zoned LR3,NC2 and NC3, with maximum building
heights of 40 to 65 feet. Other designations include the MR
zone in the northwest and southern portions of the core
area, C1 along a portion of the Roosevelt Way NE corridor
and LR3 in the southwest corner of the core area.

NORTH OF NE 50TH STREET

North of NE 50th Street, existing zoning consists of a mix of
Lowrise (LR1, LR2, LR3), Neighborhood Commercial (NC1,
NC2, NC3) and Single Family (SF 5000) zones. The major
corridors along NE 50th, University Way NE and Roosevelt
Way NE are generally designated for the greatest relative
intensity and building heights. Highest maximum building
heights are 65 feet on the south side of NE 50th Street and
extending north on Roosevelt Way NE.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON CAMPUS
As in the action alternatives, the existing Major Institution
Overlay and industrial zoning would be retained.
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2.4 Environmental Review
Pu rpose This Draft EIS provides
qualitative and quantitative
The purpose of this EIS is to assist the public and agency decision-makers analysis of environmental
in considering the potential environmental effects of proposed changes to impacts as appropriate to the
land use code standards for height and density in the U District study area. general nature of the Proposed

Action planning efforts.

Programmatic Review

SEPA requires government officials to consider the environmental
consequences of proposed actions, and to consider ways to accomplish
the objectives that minimize adverse impacts or enhance environmental
quality. They must consider whether the proposed action will have a probable
significant adverse environmental impact on the elements of the natural
and built environment.

The adoption of development regulations s classified by SEPA as a non-project
(also referred to as programmatic) action. A non-project action is defined
as an action thatis broader than a single site-specific project, and involves
decisions on policies, plans, or programs. An EIS for a non-project proposal
does not require site-specific analyses; instead, the EIS will discuss impacts
and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the non-project proposal and
to the level of planning for the proposal. (See WAC 197-11-442 for detail.)
The analysis in this EIS may also be used in the future to help inform project-
level development proposals.

EIS Scope of Analysis

The City issued a Determination of Significance and Scoping Notice on
September 5,2013. During the scoping comment period, which extended from
September 5to October9, 2013, interested citizens, agencies, organization
and affected tribes were invited to provide comments on the scope of the
EIS. During the comment period, the City held a public scoping meeting to
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provide information and invite comment from interested parties. A total of
21 persons spoke at this meeting. In addition, a total of 29 letters and emails
were received during the scoping period related to:

» Specific environmental impacts proposed for study in the EIS
» The alternatives proposed for study

» The planning process that led to the proposed alternatives
See Draft EIS Appendix C for a summary of scoping comments.

Based on this process, the City revised the EIS alternatives and finalized the
scope of the EIS. Elements of the environment addressed in this EIS include:

» Land Use Plans & Policies
Housing

Aesthetics

Historic Resources
Transportation
Greenhouse Gas

Open Space & Recreation
Public Services

Utilities

vV vV v v v v Vv Y

Environmental Impacts

Foreach of the alternatives, potential environmental impacts to the elements
of the environment listed above are described in Draft EIS Chapter 3 and
additional analysis and revisions are described in Final EIS Chapter 3 of
thisEtS and briefty summarized in Chapter 1. Please refer to these chapters
for a comparison of the impacts of the alternatives, potential mitigating
measures and significant unavoidable adverse impacts.
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2.5 Benefits and Disadvantages of
Delaying the Proposed Action

Delaying adoption of rezoning would maintain the existing land use pattern,
building forms and heights. While the U District has sufficient capacity
to accommodate growth targets without rezoning, development would
be relatively more dispersed and would have a different character. New
development standards and incentive zoning provisions would not be
adopted, and the improvements in design associated with the rezone would
not occur. Similarly, implementing the design vision of the UDF would be
delayed. Land use would be less focused around planned light rail facilities.
Maintaining existing, lower building heights may be seen as a benefit or
a disadvantage depending on the perspective of the individual. Betaying

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015
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3 Additional Analysis, Revisions
and Clarification

This chapter includes an analysis of Alternatives 1B and 2B, described in
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS, and revisions and clarifications of information
from the Draft EIS.

3.1 Additional Analysis

Section 3.1 describes the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B for the same
elements of the environment discussed in the April 24, 2014 Draft EIS.
Consistent with the analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, this analysis is
programmatic and follows the same methodologies described in the Draft
EIS. This section of the Final EIS should be read in the context of the Draft
EIS because the affected environment section is not repeated. Alternatives
1B and 2B are described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

Land Use

LAND USE PATTERNS AND COMPATIBILITY

Because the proposed zoning designations and development standards
for Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those assumed for Draft EIS
Alternatives 1 and 2, potential impacts to land use patterns and compatibility
would be the same as those discussed in the Draft EIS.

Overall, development under Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in slightly
greater intensities of development compared to Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and
2. However, the amount of additional development under Alternatives 1B

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015

As described in Chapter 2,
Alternatives 1B and2B are based on
a residential growth assumption of
5,000 dwelling units, compared to
an assumption of 3,900 dwelling
units in Alternatives 1 and 2. This
increased growth assumption is
intended to test the sensitivity

of impacts identified in the Draft
EIS to increased growth. There

are no other differences between

Alternatives 1 and 1B and 2 and 2B.
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3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

and 2B would be relatively limited, estimated at an additional 8 buildings for
Alternative 1B and 3 buildings for Alternative 2B. In addition, new development
would be based on the same zoning designations as described for Alternatives
1 and 2. For these reasons, the additional development anticipated under
Alternatives 1B and 2B is not expected to result in significantimpacts beyond
those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2.

LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES AND REGULATIONS

Because the proposed zoning designations and development standards
for Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those assumed for Draft EIS
Alternatives 1 and 2, consistency with plans and policies would be the same
asdiscussed inthe Draft EIS. Please see Final EIS Section 3.2 for an expanded
review of consistency with specific UCUC Neighborhood Element policies
listed in the Draft EIS. This policy review is the same for the Draft EIS action
alternatives and Final EIS Alternatives 1B and 2B.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B are largely the same as those
expected from Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, the mitigation identified in the
Draft EIS is adequate to mitigate potential impacts unique to Alternatives
1B and 2B. No new mitigation is proposed.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Population, Housing, Employment

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Alternatives 1B and 2B assume 5,000 new housing units, or 1,100 more
housing units than assumed for the Draft EIS alternatives. When capacity
iscompared with the increased total growth anticipated under Alternatives
1B and 2B, the study area still has ample capacity for estimated growth, see
Table 3-1. Additional background on the capacity analysis can be found in
the Draft EIS.
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Table 3-1: Alternatives 1B and 2B Net Development Capacity

Alternative 1B Alternative 2B

Housing Units Housing Units
Capacity?! 9,130 9,802
Growth Assumptions 5,000 5,000
Remaining Capacity? 4,130 4,802

Source: Studio 3MW, Hewitt, Berk 2013, 2014

1 Capacity estimates are based on data in Draft EIS Section 3.2. Because the proposed zoning
designations for Alternatives 1B and 2B are the same as those assumed for Draft EIS Alternatives 1
and 2, development capacity is as described in the Draft EIS.

2 Remaining capacity is the additional capacity remaining after development of housing under the
alternatives.

Population and housing impacts discussed in the Draft EIS related to
concentration and dispersal of growth would also be applicable to Alternatives
1B and 2B.

EMPLOYMENT

Alternatives 1B and 2B do not contemplate any changes to the employment
assumptions and would not result in any additional or new impacts to
employment beyond the discussion in the Draft EIS.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

The Draft EIS discussion of affordability impacts identifies the following
conclusions:

» zoning capacity does not constrain housing supply under any of the
alternatives;

» expanded capacity for housing in denser multifamily structures,
particularly rental units, could help address the affordability
challenge;

» construction costs for mid- and high-rise buildings is typically more
expensive than for low-rise buildings and these costs are likely to be
passed on to the consumer;

» relatively lower cost housing may be lost as redevelopment occurs;
with alternatives that contemplate a more focused growth pattern,
this impact may be reduced because less land is required to meet
growth needs.

These impacts are also true for Alternatives 1B and 2B.
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3.1 Additional Analysis
3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

The Draft EIS estimates the affordable housing that could be created through
incentive zoning provisions under each alternative. The assumptions and
methodology for this comparison are discussed on Draft EIS page 3.2-20.
Table 3-2 below uses the same methodology to estimate the affordable
housing that could be generated for Alternatives 1B and 2B. Note that the
estimates are provided for residential development only; Alternatives 1B and
2B assume the same commercial development levels as Alternatives 1 and 2.

Table 3-2: Incentive Zoning and Affordable Housing

Alternative 1B Mixed Use Zones Alternative 2B Mixed Use Zones

Residential Development Residential Development
Bonus Area? 1,301,118 sf 1,646,504 sf
Affordable Housing Area? 182,157 sf 230,510 sf
Affordable Housing Units?® 214 units 271 units

1 60% of the bonus area for residential uses is assumed.
2 14% of the bonus area for residential uses is assumed to be developed as affordable housing.
3 Total units if average unit size is assumed at 850 sf.

As shown in this table, an estimated 214 affordable housing units under
Alternative 1B and an estimated 271 affordable housing units under
Alternative 2B could be created through incentive zoning provisions for
residential development. This compares to the estimates of 111 units for
Draft EIS Alternative 1 and 177 units for Draft EIS Alternative 2. If the potential
bonus commercial area (described on Draft EIS page 3.2-20) is included, the
estimated potential housing unit creation through incentive zoning provisions
is 394 units under Alternative 1B and 504 units under Alternative 2B. This
compares to estimates of 291 units and 410 units for Draft EIS Alternatives
1 and 2, respectively.

As discussed in the Draft EIS, these estimates are only calculated for the
purpose of comparing the alternatives. In addition, it should be noted that
the additional affordable housingis solely a function of increased residential
growth. Under the assumptions of this analysis, increased residential growth
under any alternative would result in additional affordable housing. While the
assumptions provide acommon basis for comparison, individual developer
decisions about how to achieve the bonus area will vary and incentive
zoning provisions for the study area may provide options that differ from
these assumptions.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Because the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B are largely the same as those
expected from Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, the mitigation identified in the
Draft EIS is adequate to mitigate potential impacts unique to Alternatives
1B and 2B. As noted in the Draft EIS, no significant impacts were identified
asaresult of the alternatives. However, the EIS includes potential code and
programmatic steps that the City could take to address housing affordability.
Please see Section 1 of this Final EIS. No new mitigation is proposed.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to resultin significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Aesthetics

The potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B have been evaluated based
on the methodology described in Draft EIS Section 3.3.2.

AREA CONTEXT

The aerial views of Alternatives 1B and 2B are shown on pages 3.8-6 through
3.8-13. As in the Draft EIS, these perspectives show:

1. Roosevelt Way NE looking south

2. NE45th Street looking west from 17th Avenue NE
3. NE45th Street at I-5 looking east

4. Looking northeast from I-5 at the University Bridge

For comparison purposes the existing development pattern and expected
development under No Action (Alternative 3) are shown for each view. The
additional development that is expected under Alternatives 1B and 2B is
shown in a bright orange shade. As these illustrations show, the number of
new structures required to accommodate the additional 1,100 units varies
depending on the assumed height and bulk of development. For example,
atotal of eight new buildings are shown in the Alternative 1B representative
development pattern, compared to the three new buildings shown in the
Alternative 2B representative development pattern. Many, though not
all, of the buildings in Alternative 2B are taller and allow a higher density
than buildings in Alternative 1B, as permitted by the Alternative 2 and 2B
development standards. Both Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in the
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Figure 3-2.0: NE 45th Street looking west from 17th Avenue NE—EXxisting Conditions
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Figure 3-2.2: NE 45th Street looking west from 17th Avenue NE—Alternative 2B
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Figure 3-3.0: NE 45th Street at Interstate-5 looking east—Existing Conditions
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Figure 3-3.2: NE 45th Street at Interstate-5 looking east—Alternative 2B

Figure 3-3.3: NE 45th Street at Interstate-5 looking east—Alternative 3
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Figure 3-4.0: Looking northeast from Interstate-5 at the University Bridge—Existing Conditions
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Figure 3-4.1: Looking northeast from Interstate-5 at the University Bridge—Alternative 1B
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Figure 3-4.2: Looking northeast from Interstate-5 at the University Bridge—Alternative 2B

Figure 3-4.3: Looking northeast from Interstate-5 at the University Bridge—Alternative 3
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shown in a gold shade.
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greatestvisual impacts looking to the east and west along NE 45th Street, and
more limited impacts looking south from Roosevelt Way NE and northeast
from I-5. Similar to Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, the overall development
pattern anticipated by Alternatives 1B and 2B would reinforce the highly
urban character of development in the U District study area and is not
considered a significant impact.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

In general, the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B would be similar to those
described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2. The alternatives would reinforce
the urban character of the core and preserve the existing single family
character in the northern portion of the study area. Alternative 2B would
result in a development pattern thatis more focused around the core than
Alternative 1B. Compared to the Draft EIS action alternatives, Alternatives 1B
and 2B would result in a slightly more intensive development pattern, but
are not expected to result in any new significant impacts to neighborhood
character.

HEIGHT, BULK AND SCALE

Although Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in more development than
assumed in the Draft EIS action alternatives, building height, bulk and scale
would be based on the same standards asin the Draft EIS and impacts would
be similar to those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2.

The street-level views illustrated in the Draft EIS were also prepared for
Alternatives 1B and 2B. The only two street-level perspectives that differ
from those shown in the Draft EIS are the views to the east and west along
NE 45th Street. These views are shown in Figure 3-5 and Figure 3-6 and
described below. For comparison purposes, the figures include a view of
existing conditions and anticipated development under Alternative 3 (No
Action). New development anticipated under Alternatives 1B and 2B are
shown in gold.

NE 45TH STREET, LOOKING EAST FROM 7TH AVENUE NE

From this perspective, representative development under Alternatives
1B and 2B would include new development on the south side of NE 45th
Street. In conjunction with development anticipated by the Draft EIS action
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alternatives, new development would frame the NE 45th Street corridorin
this area. Compared to existing conditions and No Action, views to the sky
would be narrowed and bounded by the towers along the corridor.

NE 45TH STREET, LOOKING WEST FROM 15TH AVENUE NE

From this perspective, new development associated with Alternatives 1B
and 2B are visible in the background, but do not represent a significant
difference from this same view of Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2.

SCENIC ROUTES

The Draft EIS analysis of potential impacts to scenic routes considered
changes to building height and development intensity based on proposed
zoning designations. Because Alternatives 1B and 2B assume the same
zoning designations and development standards as the Draft EIS action
alternatives, potential impacts on scenic routes would be as described for
Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.

SHADOWS

As noted in the Draft EIS, the shadow analysis modeled the maximum
building envelope surrounding the public parks in the study area. Because
Alternatives 1B and 2B assume the same development standards as the
Draft EIS action alternatives, potential impacts on shadows would be as
described for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Because the impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B are largely the same as those
expected from Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2, the mitigation identified in the
Draft EIS is adequate to mitigate potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and
2B. No new mitigation is proposed.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.
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Figure3-5.0:  Existing Conditions on NE 45th Street
looking east from 7th Avenue NE
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Note: On these two pages, the colored buildings represent potential new
development under the various alternatives.

Figure3-5.2:  Alternative 2B on NE 45th Street
looking east from 7th Avenue NE

1

Figure 3-5.3:  Alternative 3 on NE 45th Street
looking east from 7th Avenue NE
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Figure3-6.0:  Existing Conditions on NE 45th Street : y
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Figure3-6.1:  Alternative 1B on NE 45th Street
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Note: On these two pages, the colored buildings represent potential new
development under the various alternatives.

Figure 3-6.2:  Alternative 2B on NE 45th Street
looking west from 15th Avenue NE
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Figure 3-6.3:  Alternative 3 on NE 45th Street
looking west from 15th Avenue NE
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3.1 Additional Analysis
3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

Historic Resources

Alternatives 1B and 2B could potentially affect designated historic buildings
and those identified as eligible for historic status. Impacts could include
demolition,inappropriate rehabilitation and re-use, or changes in the physical
context (i.e. new construction adjacent or across the street) as a result of
development pressure that could damage integrity of individual buildings
and the character of the street. Conversely, a more economically vibrant
community could spur investment in character and historic properties,
particularly along University Way NE if they are protected, and could advance
historic designations among the apartment buildings in the study area to
take advantage of rehabilitation tax incentives.

Impacts would be similar to those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1
and 2, although the increased number of residential units could result in
increased pressure for redevelopment and conversion of existing structures.
Because development will occur on anincremental basis over time, the City
will be able to monitor and address potential land use imbalances through
the GMA comprehensive planning process. No significant impacts beyond
those described for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 and 2 are anticipated.

MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigating measures identified in the Draft EIS would be adequate to address
potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B. No new mitigation is proposed.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to resultin significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Transportation

In the analysis of Alternatives 1B and 2B, the 2035 No Action Alternative
(Alternative 3) still acts as the baseline for identifying transportation impacts.
Asdescribed inthe Draft EIS, a significant transportation impact is identified
if an action alternative would:

» Cause the ratio between PM peak hour travel time and free-flow
travel time to be greater than or equal to 3.33 (LOS F) for more than
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20% of the total PM peak hour study segment VMT. This threshold is
used for both auto and freight travel.!

» Cause travel time on a transit analysis corridor to increase by more
than 10% compared to the No Action Alternative or cause any
increase on a transit analysis corridor already operating at LOS F
under the No Action Alternative.

» Cause anincrease in the proportion of pedestrian travel in an area
with high priority pedestrian improvement needs, compared to the
No Action Alternative.

» Cause anincrease in the proportion of bicycle travel in an area
with high priority bicycle improvement needs, compared to the No
Action Alternative.

» Cause on-street parking demand to exceed on-street parking supply.

» Cause anincrease in vehicle, pedestrian, or bicycle volumes at a
High Accident Location compared to the No Action Alternative.

MODE CHOICE

Mode share percentages for Alternatives 1B and 2B are expected to be
very similar to those projected for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in the Draft EIS.
As with Alternatives 1 and 2, Alternatives 1B and 2B are expected to have
slightly lower auto mode shares and slightly higher pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit mode shares than the No Action Alternative. Both new alternatives
are expected to meet the City’s 70% non-SOV mode split goal, so no mode
share impacts are expected.

AUTO AND FREIGHT

Most auto and freight travel times are expected to increase by no more than
5seconds over the Alternative 1 and 2 estimates on any given corridor. Travel
time across the University Bridge is expected to increase by 5to 10 seconds
over the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 estimates. Under Alternatives 1B
and 2B, the LOS F corridors would represent 19.0% and 19.1% of the total
study segment VMT, respectively. Although this is slightly higher than the
percentage of study segment VMT that would operate at LOS F conditions

1 Asdescribed in the Draft EIS, this threshold is meant to achieve a point of balance between two ends to
the spectrum: not so low as to allow very minor changes to trigger an impact, and no so high as to dilute
the meaning of the performance measure.
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3.1 Additional Analysis
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under the No Action Alternative, the difference does not meet the threshold
defined for a significantimpact. Therefore, no significant travel time impacts
are expected under Alternatives 1B or 2B. The potential freight impacts
identified in the Draft EIS would be the same for Alternatives 1B and 2B.

TRANSIT

Most travel time increases are expected to be no more than 5 seconds
compared to Alternatives 1 and 2. Transit travel times are expected to increase
by 5to 10 seconds over the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 estimates on the
University Bridge and 7th Avenue NE. Four corridors meet the impact criteria
under Alternatives 1B and 2B:

» Westbound NE 45th Street from Roosevelt Way NE to NE 5th Avenue
» Northbound 7th Avenue NE from NE 42nd Street to NE 45th Street

» Northbound University Bridge from Fuhrman Avenue E to NE
Campus Parkway

» Northbound University Way NE from NE Pacific Street to NE 45th
Street

Theimpacton northbound 7th Avenue NE is triggered by a travel time increase
of at least 10% compared to the No Action Alternative. However, that corridor
is still expected to operate at LOS C. Moreover, with University Link light rail
openinthefuture,itis likely that fewer buses would be using that route. The
other three impacted facilities would operate at LOS F under the No Action
Alternative and would see slightincreases in travel time under Alternatives
1B and 2B, triggering the impact. Except for the westbound NE 45th Street
segment, which is a new transit impact identified for Alternatives 1B and
2B, these transit impacts are the same as were identified for Alternative 1
and 2 in the Draft EIS.

PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE SYSTEM

As with Alternatives 1 and 2, Alternatives 1B and 2B are expected to resultin
anincrease to the pedestrian and bicycle mode share within the study area
compared to the No Action Alternative. Since the City’s Pedestrian Master
Plan and Bicycle Master Plan have identified high priority improvement
needs within the study area, this increase in facility users would result in
a significant impact. The location of the highest intensity pedestrian and
bicycle increases would likely be between NE 50th Street and NE 42nd Street
with particularly high activity at the Link light rail station at Brooklyn Avenue
NE and NE 45th Street.
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SAFETY

As stated in the Draft EIS, no High Accident Locations were identified in the
study area. Therefore, no safety impacts are expected. There is nothing to
suggest the volume-based rate of vehicle-to-vehicle collisions would increase
under Alternatives 1B and 2B, although, because of growth in traffic, the
total number of vehicle collisions may increase slightly.

As stated in the Draft EIS, the intersection of Brooklyn Avenue NE and NE
45th Street should be prioritized forimprovement as traffic volumes increase
given its identification as a pedestrian intersection of interest.

PARKING

The type of impacts identified for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS are
also expected for Alternative 1B and 2B: namely, potential impacts to on-
street parking supply, as well as potential spillover impacts into Roosevelt
and University Park. The severity of the impacts under Alternatives 1B
and 2B is likely higher than under Alternatives 1 and 2 given the increased
number of households.

IMPACT SUMMARY

With the exception of the transit travel time impact on NE 45th Street, the
type and location of impacts projected for Alternatives 1B and 2B are the
same as those identified for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS. Although
the severity may vary, these differences do not meet the threshold for a
significant impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Since the impacts for Alternatives 1B and 2B are largely the same as
Alternatives 1 and 2, the mitigating measures discussed in the Draft EIS also
apply to Alternatives 1B and 2B.

The only additional specificimpact is to transit travel times on NE 45th Street
from Roosevelt Way NE to NE 5th Avenue. The Transit Master Plan identifies
speed and reliability improvements on that corridor (TMP Corridor 13/13A)
that would reduce travel times by an estimated 20 percent. This reduction
applied to the travel time forecast would mitigate the impact to NE 45th
Street. All other mitigating measures for Alternatives 1B and 2B would be
identical to those described for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.
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3.1 Additional Analysis
3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternatives 1B and 2B were reanalyzed in terms of greenhouse gas emissions.
Since Alternatives 1B and 2B include more household growth, the study
area’s vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and total emissions would be slightly
higher than the No Action Alternative (and Alternatives 1 and 2). However,
per capita greenhouse gas emissions are essentially equivalent among
the five alternatives, at 2.0 pounds of CO2e per person during the 3-hour
PM peak period. This level of per capita GHG emissions is lower than both
existing conditions as well as a less-centrally located comparison site such
as Redmond.

Since annual emissions would be higher under Alternatives 1B and 2B than
underthe No Action Alternative, an impactis expected. However, given that
the difference in emissionsis less than 2 percent and the per capita emissions
are equivalent, this impact is not considered significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No new mitigation measures are identified.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Open Space

Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in an increased 2035 Village Open
Space target of 11.14 acres, by household. The Village Open Space target for
employment would remain at 1.11 acres, as shown in the Draft EIS. Based on
these targets, the total 2035 Village Open Space target would be 12.25 acres,
or 1.1 acres more than the target for Alternatives 1 and 2. Corresponding
to this increased demand, the estimated 2035 open space shortfall of the
target would be 5.8 acres, compared to 4.7 acres for Draft EIS Alternatives
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1and 2. Please see revised Draft EIS Table 3.7-3, Comprehensive Plan Open
Space and Recreation Facility Goals for U District, in Section 3.2 of this Final
EIS for additional information.

Other potential impacts for Alternatives 1B and 2B would be similar to those
described for Alternatives 1 and 2 in the Draft EIS.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigating measures identified in the Draft EIS would be adequate to address
potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Public Services

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

Asdescribed in the Draft EIS, the potential forimpacts to fire and emergency
servicesis based primarily on the total amount of development rather than the
distribution of development with the study area. Because of this, the higher
development levels assumed for Alternatives 1B and 2B could be expected
to result in somewhat higher demands on fire and emergency services.
Growth would occur on an incremental basis as individual development
projects are built. Depending on the amount and rate of new development,
additional staffing and equipment may be required in order to maintain fire
and emergency service performance levels.

All other impacts would be as described in the Draft EIS.

POLICE SERVICES

Impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B would be as described in the Draft EIS. It
is anticipated that the Police Department would have sufficient staffing and
facilities to accommodate the increased demand for service in the U District
study area and no new impacts would occur as a result of development
under these new alternative scenarios.
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3.1 Additional Analysis
3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B would be as described in the Draft EIS.
Anincreasein householdsin the U District would contribute to a continuing
need by the Seattle School District to manage capacity at local schools and
to construct new and expanded facilities to accommodate a growing student
population. Because the District estimates future growth based on a cohort
survival model that does not explicitly include consideration of household
growth and housing types, it is not possible to quantitatively estimate the
impact of increased growth under Alternatives 1B and 2B.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigating measures identified in the Draft EIS would be adequate to address
potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.

Utilities

WATER SYSTEM

Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in more development and increased
demand on the water supply and distribution system compared to the
Draft EIS action alternatives. New development will be required to include
practices which incorporate water conservation and water reuse measures.
It is likely that increased demand associated with the additional 1,100
housing units would be very small relative to available water supply and
distribution capacity. No impacts beyond those described in the Draft EIS
are anticipated.

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM

Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in more development and increased
demand on the sewer collection, conveyance and treatment facilities
compared to the Draft EIS action alternatives. Similar to the Draft EIS action
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alternatives, most of the new growth anticipated under Alternatives 1B and
2B would be focused in the core are, served by the separated sewer system. It
is likely thatincreased demand associated with the additional 1,100 housing
units would be very small relative to available sanitary sewer collection,
conveyance and treatment facilities. No impacts beyond those described
in the Draft EIS are anticipated.

STORM SEWER SYSTEM

As described in the Draft EIS, redevelopment in the study area would
be required to provide stormwater detention with Green Stormwater
Infrastructure (GSI) that allows some water to infiltrate and be kept on site
before the rest is released to the storm sewer. Because these stormwater
standards are more stringent than the standards in place historically, no
significant impacts to the stormwater system are anticipated under the
new alternatives.

ELECTRICITY

Alternatives 1B and 2B would result in increased demand for electrical energy
compared to the Draft EIS action alternatives. As described in the Draft EIS,
electrical energyis supplied to the study area through three different systems;
a network distribution system, a looped radial system and the University
of Washington system. These systems cannot be inter-connected and the
distribution capacity to serve new development is varied between systems,
with the network distribution system being the most constrained. For these
reasons, the capacity to serve new developmentis very site and use specific.
Impacts could result under any alternative, including the Alternatives 1B
and 2B described in this Final EIS.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigating measures identified in the Draft EIS would be adequate to address
potential impacts of Alternatives 1B and 2B.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Alternatives 1B and 2B are not expected to resultin significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.
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3.1 Additional Analysis
3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

3.2 Revisions and Clarifications

This sectionincludes Draft EIS clarifications or revisions based on responses
to comments presented in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS or City staff review of
the Draft EIS information. The clarifications and revisions are organized in
the same order as the Draft EIS sections and by page numbers. Text that has
beeninserted or deleted since the Draft EIS is shown in cross-out underline
format.

Draft EIS Section 3.1 Land Use

Add the following paragraph to the discussion of Alternative 1 impacts to land
use compatibility impacts in the Core Area (pp. 3.1-12-13):

In the northwest corner of the Core Area, the proposed mixed use
zone with a maximum height of 340 feet would adjoin the existing
LR1 and LR2 zones at NE 47th Street, extending from I-5 to just west of
Roosevelt Way NE. The LR zones generally allow a maximum building
height of 25 to 40 feet. Along this boundary, consideration should be
given to ensure a compatible transition between these zones. Please
see potential mitigation strategies in Draft EIS Section 3.3, Aesthetics.

Draft EIS Section 3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Page 3.6-4, corrections as shown below to text.

Theresults of the EMFAC analysis indicate that the study area generates
about 265 185 metric tons of transportation-related CO,e per day, or
7265,000 metric tons of transportation-related CO,e per year.

Table 3.6-2: Existing Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions Based on King County
SEPA GHG Emissions Inventory Worksheet with VMT GHG Tool

Energy Emissions Transportation Emissions  Total Estimated Existing
(MTCO,e) (MTCO.e) GHG Emissions (MTCO_e)*
87,000 +265,000 159152,000

*Total may differ from sum due to rounding during calculation.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013

U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015



FACT SHEET 3.1 Additional Analysis
1. SUMMARY 3.2 Revisions and Clarifications
2. ALTERNATIVES
3. ANALYSIS
4. COMMENTS
APPENDICES

Since the numbers above are large and difficult to put in perspective,
the transportation GHG emissions can be summarized in another
way, which compares the three-hour PM peak period CO,e emissions
in pounds per person (residents plus employees in the U District).
As a point of comparison, driving an average car for one mile emits
approximately one pound of COe.

This result indicates that under existing conditions, each person who
lives/ works in the area generates about 2:952.7 pounds of CO2e per
personinthe PM peak period. Thisresultis higher than the 2035 CO2e
emissions estimates discussed under Impacts of the Alternatives later
in this section (roughly 2:222.0 pounds per person), which is expected
given the lower densities under existing conditions.

Based upon the calculations from the table above, the U District
currently generates roughly $59152,000 MTCO,e GHG per year.

Page 3.6-6, corrections as shown below to text.

Similar to how the existing conditions GHG emissions were calculated,
the MXD model and VMT-GHG spreadsheet were used to forecast 2035
annualtransportation emissions. The results are shown below and an
example calculation can be found in AppendixE updated Appendix B.

Existing Conditions 265,000 MMCO,e
No Action Alternative  8677,000 MMCO,e
Alternative 1 ~ 8475,000 MMCO_e
Alternative 2 8576,000 MMCO,e

Table 3.6-4 illustrates that under existing Table 3.6-4: Estimated Transportation GHG Emissions:
conditions, each person who lives or works in VMT-GHG Analysis Tool
the area generates about 2:952.7 pounds of CO,e Pounds of CO,e per Person*
during the PM peak period. This result is higher during 3 Hour
than the CO,e emissions estimates for both of the o " P Peak Period

. . L. . Existing Conditions 29527
action alternatives, which is expected given the No Action Alternative 22620
lower densities under existing conditions. Asis also Alternative 1 29920
shownin Table 3.6-4, the two action alternatives Alternative 2 29920
produce transportation GHG emissions per Redmond Comparison Site 431842

capita that isabouttwo-percenttowerthan are *U District residents and employees

equivalent to the No Action Alternative. Source: Fehr & Peers and Studio 3MW, 2013
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The table also shows the result of the transportation GHG emissions
rates for a more suburban employment center that is otherwise similar
to the U District: Downtown Redmond. While Downtown Redmond is
not located next to a major university, the overall level of employment
and housing is similar to the U District. Downtown Redmond is also
close to the major employment centers of Overlake and Downtown
Bellevue, similar to the U District’s proximity to Downtown Seattle. As
shown, Downtown Redmond would generate more than double the
has-about85-percenthigher CO,e emissions per person because it is
more isolated and less dense than the U District. Downtown Redmond
also has substantially less transit service than the U District, even when
assuming the extension of East Link and several major frequent bus
lines to Seattle, Kirkland, and Bellevue.

Page 3.6-7, corrections as shown below to text.

Based on these calculations, all three 2035 alternatives generate

roughly the same annual GHG emissions. The same embodied and

energy emissions are expected under all three

Table 3.6-5: GHG Emissions Based on King County SEPA alternatives since the planning estimates are
GHG Emissions Inventory Worksheets and VMT-GHG identical. The variation is within one percent and
Analysis Tool represents slightly different distribution patterns
Estimated Annual GHG for the land uses and resulting differences in

Emissions Associated by transportation-related GHG emissions:
Alternative (MTCO,e)

Existing Conditions 159152,000
No Action Alternative 218209,000
Alternative 1 216207,000

» Alternatives 1 and 2 would generate
roughly 236207,000 MTCO,e GHG annual
emissions

» Alternative 3 (No Action) would generate
Alternative 2 216207,000 roughly 238209,000 MTCO,e GHG annual
Source: Fehr & Peers and Studio 3SMW, 2013 emissions

3-30 U District Urban Design Final EIS January 8, 2015



FACT SHEET 3.1 Additional Analysis
1. SUMMARY 3.2 Revisions and Clarifications
2. ALTERNATIVES
3. ANALYSIS
4. COMMENTS
APPENDICES

Draft EIS Section 3.7 Open Space & Recreation
Page 3.7-4., correction to size of new waterfront park, as shown below.

New waterfront park. To help mitigate the impacts of expanding SR
520, the Washington State Department of Transportation will pay for
shoreline restoration and recreationimprovements at Sakuma Viewpoint
and the larger property to the west. Both are currently owned by UW,
but the new park will be owned and managed by Seattle Parks. It is
expected to be about 3:62 2 acres.

Page 3.7-8., correction to Table 3.7-3, as shown below

Table 3.7-3: Comprehensive Plan Open Space and Recreation Facility Goals for U District

Comprehensive Plan Goal U District Target Resource Status
Open Space Supply

2013 Village Open Space 6.77 acres total 3854.0 acres Goal not met:
» one acre per 1,000 households 6.14 acres, by household 2.92.77-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 0.63 acres, by jobs deficit

2035 Village Open Space 11.15 acres total 604 6.45 acres Goal not met:
» one acre per 1,000 households 10.04 acres, by household anticipated, per 5:14.7-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 1.11 acres, by jobs planned projects deficit
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Section 3.9 Utilities
Page 3.9-6. Figures 3.9-6 and 3.9-7 are corrected as shown below.
Figure 3.9-6: Figure 3.9-7:
Electric Network-Service-Area Underground Electric Underground-Electrie Service-Area Electric Network
Service Area Service Area
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4 Comments and Responses

Chapter4 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) contains
public comments provided on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) during the 60-day comment period and provides responses to
those comments. The comment period for the Draft EIS extended from April
24,2014 to June 23,2014.

Section 4.1 includes all written public comments and responses to those
comments and Section 4.2 provides public meeting comments and response
to those comments.

4.1 Public Comments

This section begins with a complete list of comment letters in alphabetical
order (by organization or name) showing the assigned letter number. For
the convenience of the reader, this list has been divided into ten sub-groups.
Each sub-group begins with the list of letters in the group, followed by copies
of the letters and responses to all comments. Specific comments in each of
the comment letters have been identified and numbered in the margin of
the letter. Responses are provided to each numbered comment.

Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a
response that indicates the comment is noted. Comments that address
substantive EIS issues are responded to with an explanation of the issue, a
correction or other applicable reply.
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4.1 Public Comments
4.2 Public Hearing

Table 4-1: Public Comments Received During the Comment Period

Letter
Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization Date
Agencies and Organizations

Chiarello, Gail Hawthorne Hills Community Council 6/23/14

2 Kooistra, Marty and Stephanie Velasco Housing Development Consortium 6/23/14

3 Gerhard, Gabrielle and Tony Provine, Co-Chairs Northeast District Council 6/10/14

4 Bocek, Nancy Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance 6/23/14

5 Griffin, Mark Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance 6/23/14

6 Fox, John V. and The Rev. Bill Kirlin-Hackett ?j:;tlizI’I)Cies;())lr?;eorrr;e:ltes(:;)na;istsion and Interfaith 6/20/14

7 FouMathew Communtty Adwsory Cormmitie 6/13/14

Risler, Ruedi University Park Community Club 6/16/14

Stockdale, Jim University Plaza Condominiums Civic Affairs Committee 6/23/14

10 Fox, Matt University District Community Council 6/23/14

11 Doherty, Theresa University of Washington 6/23/14

Citizen Comments

12 Acorn, Jeff 5/20/2014
13 Alden, N. Sue, FAIA 6/20/2014
14 Alexander, Tyson 6/9/2014
15 Anderson, Richard 6/23/2014
16 Babadjanov, Anton 6/23/2014
17 Bader, Jorgen 6/14/2014
18 Bajuk, Chris 6/22/2014
19 Barrere, lan 6/19/2014
20 Bennett, John E., AIA 5/16/2014
21 Bennett, John E., AIA 6/19/2014
22 Benson, Arielle undated
23 Bond, Charles 6/19/2014
24 Bonjukian, Scott 6/23/2014
25 Broesamle, Ben 6/19/2014
26 Campbell, Doug Bulldog News 6/23/2014
27 Chaddock, Colin 6/19/2014
28 Countryman, Ryan 6/22/2014
29 Crocker, Cory U District Advocates 6/23/2014
30 Cullen, Kathryn and Thomas 6/8/2014
31 Dampier, Cathy Malloy Apartments 6/23/2014
32 Dejneka, Alex 5/20/2014

continued on the following page
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Letter
Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization Date
Citizen Comments
33 deMaagd, Chris 6/23/2014
34 DiLeva, Mary Pat 6/22/2014
35 Dubman, Jonathan
36 Duke, Martin 6/19/2014
37 Espelund, Leif 6/23/2014
38 Fesler, Stephen A. 6/22/2014
39 Fischlin, Segue 4/29/2014
40 Futhey, Kevin 6/19/2014
41 Futterman, Alan 6/19/2014
42 Gangemi, Matt 6/19/2014
43 Grafious, Mary S. 5/20/2014
44 Grafious, Mary S. 6/22/2014
45 Griffin, Mark 5/20/2014
46 Hansen, Justin 6/19/2014
47 Hernandez, lan 6/19/2014
48 Hopkins, Jonathan J. 6/19/2014
49 Hurrle, J. 5/20/2014
50 Islam, Aminul 6/19/2014
51 Jensen, John 6/19/2014
52 Jergins, JP 6/19/2014
53 John, David 6/19/2014
54 Johnson, Iskra 6/19/2014
55 Johnson, Matt 6/19/2014
56 Johnson, Rebeckah 6/23/2014
57 Joseph, Gabriel 6/22/2014
58 Kostka, Donna 4/29/2014
59 Kyle, Keith 6/19/2014
60 Laird, Charles 4/24/2014
61 Langhans, Aila, Ailgen, 6/9/2014 &
Wendy and Katherine 6/17/2014
62 Lewis, Penny 6/19/2014
63 Lin, Anson 5/20/2014
64 Lukoff, Benjamin 6/20/2014
65 MacDermid, Todd 6/19/2014
66 Machida, N. 6/23/2014
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Table 4-1: Public Comments Received During the Comment Period (cont.)

Letter
Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization Date

Citizen Comments

67 Martin, Andrew 6/20/2014
68 McMasters, Andrew Jet City Improv 6/20/2014
69 Nigh, Peter 6/19/2014
70 Nixon, Shirley 5/20/2014
71 Nostdal, Zach 6/19/2014
72 Nowicki, Gayle The Gargoyle Statuary 5/20/2014
73 Nowicki, Gayle The Gargoyle Statuary 6/23/2014
74 Nulty, Brigid 6/19/2014
75 Oakes, Leila W. 6/23/2014
76 Orr, Mike 6/22/2014
7 Pagel, Martin 6/21/2014
78 Peter 6/19/2014
79 Pigotti, Gerry Gibraltor 6/09/2014
80 Pong, Paul 6/17/2014
81 Reay-Ellers, Andrew 6/19/2014
82 Reid, Brent 5/21/2014
83 Reimers, Milton A. Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt 6/23/2014
84 Rice, Fred 6/19/2014
85 Sahabu, Preston 6/19/2014
86 Salomon, Andres 6/23/2014
87 Schmitt, Michael E. 6/21/2014
88 Smyth, Jim 6/23/2014
89 Sommers, Amy 6/21/2014
90 Soules, Scott Soules Properties, Inc. 6/23/2014
91 Stewart, John 6/23/2014
92 Timberlake, Craig M. and Steve Aleinikoff undated
93 Whalen, David 6/19/2014
94 White, Alex 6/23/2014
95 Wight, Steve LCA/IPG patents 6/19/2014
96 Wilkins, Steve 6/17/2014
97 Willis, Darin, and Don Schulze U District Parking Association 6/23/2014
98 Wilson, Debra 6/2/2014
99 Wilson, Ruth 6/19/2014
100 Wirth, Judith undated
101 Woelfer, Karl 6/23/2014
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Agencies and Organization Comment Letters 1-11

Letter

Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization
1 Chiarello, Gail Hawthorne Hills Community Council
2 Kooistra, Marty and Stephanie Velasco Housing Development Consortium
3 Gerhard, Gabrielle and Tony Provine, Co-Chairs Northeast District Council
4 Bocek, Nancy Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance
5 Griffin, Mark Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance
6 Fox, John V. and The Rev. Bill Kirlin-Hackett _IS_ae:I:t;zzzﬁl:l;eon;e;tegsona;istsion and Interfaith
7 FouMathew Communtty Advisory Committee.
8 Risler, Ruedi University Park Community Club
9 Stockdale, Jim University Plaza Condominiums Civic Affairs Committee
10 Fox, Matt University District Community Council
11 Doherty, Theresa University of Washington
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Letter # 1

Hawthorne Hills Community Council Comments - June 23, 2014

June 23, 2014

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: Dave LaClergue

700 5th Ave, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Via email: dave.laclergue(@seattle.gov

RE: Comments on the U District Urban Design Alternatives Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. LaClergue,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the U District Urban Design Alternatives. We realize that the City of Seattle has made great
efforts to include input from interested parties over the last few years in terms of what might
work for height and density rezoning design alternatives in the U District neighborhood. Some of
the residents of Hawthorne Hills were peripherally involved in those public processes. Many of
us work in the U District, travel through the U District to get to our jobs, rely on public transit
that connects in the U District, attend cultural and sporting events in the U District, shop at stores
or eat at restaurants in the U District, teach or attend classes at the University of Washington
(UW) or own rental property or businesses in the U District. What happens in the U District has
a direct impact on us. Therefore, we appreciate this opportunity to provide our questions and
concerns to you so that they may be addressed in the FEIS.

We also want to take this opportunity to remind you that Hawthorne Hills Community Council
(HHCC) is a member of the Northeast District Council (NEDC) and signed the letter of October
8, 2013 that NEDC submitted on ‘scoping’ comments for the U District Urban Design
Alternatives EIS. That letter specifically asked for consideration and mitigation of the following
potential adverse impacts on the elements of the environment listed below that could result from
a change in height and density:

Recreation - Open space

Housing - Preservation of single family zoning and homes

Parking - Realistic parking options

Traffic - Elimination of traffic congestion

Public Services and Utilities - Concurrency for needed infrastructure improvements
Aesthetics- Restrict up-zones to % mile walk-shed

Impact Fees - Development fees for roads, public services, schools and infrastructure
Evaluate distribution of (density) adverse impacts among other Urban & Transit Centers
Mitigation - Provide alternatives and concessions to the neighborhood for granting up
zones: Infrastructure Improvements, Public Open Space, Public Square, Public Services,
Access to Views and Sunlight, Elementary School, Affordable Family Housing and
Mitigation of Transportation and Parking Impacts.
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cont

Hawthorne Hills Community Council Comments - June 23, 2014

Our review of the DEIS resulted in the conclusion that some of the issues listed above received
excellent detailed evaluation, some of the issues received mediocre evaluation and require
additional analysis and the remainder of issues received little or no mention or analysis at all.
This is of concern to us because we thought that by stating our concerns in the scoping period
that we would at least see all of the issues listed above addressed and analyzed. We will discuss
these concerns in more detail in our table of comments.

HHCC has additional concerns with potential negative effects on the U District and surrounding
neighborhoods (including HHCC) due to the proposed design alternatives described in the DEIS.
The description of the alternatives in the DEIS and the subsequent analysis of their potential
impacts resulted in the overarching concern that we have with the DEIS: the lack of definition
and commitment to the long list of “potential” mitigation measures for the design
alternatives. We believe the potential adverse effects on the neighborhood and the surrounding
neighborhoods may be irreversible if there is no commitment and upfront assurance of
mitigation.

One other major concern we have is that the impact analysis appears to be a checklist of whether
the design alternative impacts are within the parameters of laws, guidelines, rules, and set trigger
levels rather than a thoughtful response to “Will there be an adverse impact due to the proposed
design alternatives?” We understand that one test of whether there is an adverse environmental
impact is to determine if it meets specific set guidelines. However, the level of analysis that is
missing from the entire document is whether there is an adverse impact to the environment over
and above the set guidelines.

The attached table, “Hawthorne Hills Community Council Comments on the U District Urban
Design Alternatives Draft EIS,” identifies a number of issues we have identified in review of the
DEIS that illustrate the deficiencies that we have found with the analysis that must be addressed
before the City makes any further decisions regarding the design alternatives selection.

Today, Seattle is faced with important choices about whether we will strengthen or undermine
the livability of the U District. This decision will set the course for the future of the U District.
We see a need to protect and enhance the neighborhood and policy planning established to
preserve the U District neighborhood because the U District is different from many of the other
neighborhoods in town that have already undergone height and density change EIS analysis by
the City.

For example, both the South Downtown and the South Lake Union Height and Density EIS’s
examined changes that would occur in an area that was more industrial and did not impact as
many residents. In addition, we now have the benefit of reflecting on how proposed impact fees
and mitigation proposals have or have not worked in those two areas. As you will see from the
newspaper articles that are attached to this comment letter, the proposed fees and mitigation have
not worked as well as many in the City had hoped. Since the same or similar approaches are
proposed as part of the U District design alternatives, we would like to see evidence of why those
approaches will work now when they have not worked in the past.
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cont

Hawthorne Hills Community Council Comments - June 23, 2014

The U District neighborhood serves as a central hub of culture, sports, education, and
employment for Seattle as a whole and for the community of residents that live there. There is no
other neighborhood in Seattle similar to the U District and that is why we are glad to take the
time to provide our input. We hope that our comments and involvement will assist in providing
the information needed to make good decisions for its future.

Conclusion: The HHCC finds that the U District Urban Design Alternatives DEIS is lacking in
analysis on key issues of the environment and additional information is respectfully requested as
noted on the attached table. The change in height and density that is part of the proposed design
alternatives results in impacts that require companion mitigation associated with the proposed
changes or there will be long-term consequences for the people currently living in the
neighborhood and on the people that live in the surrounding neighborhoods such as ours. There
are too many unanswered questions about the proposed mitigation for the proposed design
alternatives impact to the neighborhood. While we express many concerns in this comment
letter, the major concern remains the lack of definition and commitment to the long list of
“potential” mitigation measures for the project.

City and regional decision makers must be armed with a thorough and comprehensive analysis of
the effects of this decision through the analysis presented in the EIS. Based on the Draft EIS, we
don’t believe that City or regional decision makers will be armed with critical information
needed to make decisions about the design alternatives.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the DEIS. We would be happy to work with
your staff in development of the Final EIS process, in particular with regard to our comments
above. Please do not hesitate to call me at (206) 523-0175 if you need any further information.

Sincerely,

Gail Chiarello
President, Hawthorne Hills Community Council

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Hills Community Council Table of Comments on U-District Urban Design Alternatives Draft EIS
Attachment 2: Seattle Times, May 9, 2011

Attachment 3: Seattle Times, November 28, 2013

Attachment 4: Puget Sound BizTalk, April 15, 2014

Attachment 5: Incentive Zoning: A Reality Check. Downtown Seattle Association, February 2014. DSA Workforce
Housing Subcommittee

CC: Ed Murray, Susan McLain, Tim Burgess, Jean Godden, Sally Clark, Mike Obrien, Nick
Licata, Sally Bagshaw, Bruce Harrell, Tom Rasmussen, Kshama Sawant, Diane Sugimura

cc: ed.murray@seattle.gov, Susan.McLain@seattle.gov, tim.burgess@seattle.gov,
jean.godden(@seattle.gov, sally.clark@seattle.gov, mike.obrien@seattle.gov,
nick.licata@seattle.gov, sally.bagshaw(@seattle.gov, bruce.harrell@seattle.gov,
tom.rasmussen@seattle.gov, kshama.sawant@seattle.gov, Diane.Sugimura@seattle.gov.
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Education | UW students bring kids to classes, seek child-care help | Seattle Times Newsp... Page 1 of 2

Alecdn ment A

m’t Scaulc Lrimcs Winner of Eight Pulitzer Prizes

Originally published Monday. May g, 2011 at g:18 PM

UW students bring kids to classes, seek child-care help

At the University of Washington on Monday, dozens of student-parents brought their children to class to draw attention to the lack of child care
near the UW's Seattle campus, and to ask the university for help in providing more family-friendly areas around the school.

;v Katherine Long

Seattle Times higher edueation reporter

It wasn't easy to keep a g-month-old baby entertained while trying to absorb the
intricacies of the state's Growth Management Act, but University of Washington
student Joel McMillan did his best.

Top comments Hide / Show comments

) . . ) . © "Protesting a lack of child care, he brought his
While UW lecturer Mike Schechter discussed the history of comprehensive planning in

2 ; B ey . six kids to campus with the help ... (May g, 2011, by
the state, McMillan bounced Nello on his knees, then tried to entertain him with a

krokoko) Read more
rattle.
At the UW Monday, dozens of UW student-parents brought their children to class to ' Your children are not our responsibility!
draw attention to the lack of child care near the UW's Seattle campus, and to ask the Figure it out or forgo your desire to receive... (May
university for help in providing more family-friendly areas around the school. 9. 2011, by nick469) Read more
No one knows exactly how many UW students are parents, but the school's Graduate tt You had the kids...you figure out the child
:;:gdli'rofessmnal Student Senate (GPSS) estimates that one in 10 students is raising a care: Not:one dimie /s moneéy shoukd 610, . Map 0,

2011, by CH3NO02) Read more
Lack of adequate child care is the third-greatest barrier to completing a college degree,
said Ben Henry, vice president of the GPSS and a parent himself. The GPSS has been
working on child-care issues for several years, mostly through legislative proposals, and
students are now asking the university administration for help.

Read all 170 comments > Post a comment >

Student-parents describe how difficult it is to complete a college degree while trying to raise a child. Child-care centers closest to campus
have long waiting lists, and it can take several vears to secure a spot, they say.

Mashael Alsufvani, a student from Saudi Arabia who is in the UW's intensive English program, said her son Othman has had problems
adjusting to day care, and the facility is so far away from campus that she has missed some classes while she dashed across town to get him.
"We want a day care here," she said. "This is really necessary for us.”

Eric Godfrey, the UW's vice provost for student life, said the university has investigated how much it would take to create on-campus child
care, but "the cost is just enormous,” and "a relatively small number of children" would be helped.

Students also say they plan to ask the administration for family-friendly study rooms, play areas for children, diaper-changing stations and
lactation rooms, They'd like to have some sort of drop-in day care offered at the intramural activities building, or IMA, the student-owned
recreational sports facility next to Edmundson Pavilion.

"If specific ideas surface, we would look at them," Godfrey said.

A number of community colleges offer child-care programs on campus, including Shoreline, Everett and Edmonds community colleges and
Bellevue College. The programs often serve as instructional labs, where students can do observations and internships while working on an
education degree.

The UW does offer some aid to student-parents,

Its child-care assistance program provides subsidies to low-income students, covering up to 60 percent of child-care costs; this year, about
300 student-parents got some level of assistance for approximately 400 children.

The program, which used to get a small state matching grant, is now entirely paid through student fees — "basically, students subsidizing
students," Henry said.

http://seattletimes.com/html/education/2015009857 parents10m.html 6/23/2014
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There is no plavground on campus, and diaper-changing areas are few and far between. But the UW's law-school building, William H. Gates
Hall, has a remote-learning room that allows students to watch law-school lectures on video sereens while their children play in the room,
sort of like a movie theater's erying room.

"It's been terrific,” said Hudson Hamilton, a third-vear law student. He and his wife, Sayaka, have a 13-month-old son, Oliver, and
Hamilton said he uses the room in a pinch, when other child-care arrangements fall through. "The professors have been really
understanding in our school,” he said.

The law school has tried to use its family-friendly atmosphere as a recruiting tool, said Sarah Reyneveld, president of GPSS and also a law
student. The more relaxed attitude about children in the law school helps to attract professors and students alike, she said.

But the law school is an exception on a campus where few facilities exist for the children of students.

"I rarely see children on campus, and [ can count on one hand the number of times I have brought nmy own son to campus,” said Henry, of
the GPSS. "It shouldn't be that way."

Katherine Long: 206-464-2219 or klong @seattletimes.com

http://seattletimes.com/html/education/2015009857 parentslOm.html 6/23/2014
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Visions for the U District: taller, vital and still funky

City planning efforts for the University District envision more density around a future light-rail station and buildings up to 34 stories high.

By Lynn Thompson
Seattle Times staff reporter

On a recent cold and sunny
afternoon, a young man in
bluejeans and dreadlocks
strummed a guitar outside the
University District post office.
It might have been 1973 or
19093. There’s a sameness to the
street scene over time here —
youthful energy, a creative
spirit, the ongoing tension
= between counterculture and
. conformity.

But “The Ave” has struggled in
recent decades. Much of the
retail business shifted long ago
to University Village, a long
walk and a world away. Narrow
storefronts featuring budget
terivaki and pho proliferated.
More homeless street kids and
drug dealers moved in.

Doug Campbell, who's run
Bulldog News since 1983,
describes the experience of
walking the street today as
abrasive.

Planning for growth “The Ave has seriously declined as a business district. It shouldn’t be that way.” he
said.
Anter s s coaiieing Buddngs up |
L beeant 0f 1he University District

Now, with construction of a new Sound Transit light-rail station at Northeast 43rd
Street and Brooklyn Avenue Northeast set to begin next month, city planners and
community leaders are trying to guide new development along The Ave and the

. — surrounding neighborhood.
. ke ’ Through two years of meetings and workshops, they've reached a surprising amount
5 family d of agreement: Keep the funky, eclectic character. Add several thousand new residents,
Single  § Tridemial o along with parks and a school to attract families. Build residential and office towers in
ittt B oo DB the heart of the district as high as 340 feet.
Wiy ¥ With the University of Washington taking an active role in the planning,
R neighborhood advocates have identified other shared goals: Attract youth-oriented
comabbriet, o businesses including shops, night life, art galleries and music venues. Provide social
Lowiise  Medium density services to residents in need. Become an innovation center attracting spinoff
residential o - businesses from the UW so the U District resembles not just Berkeley, but also Palo
/ € Alto and Cambridge.
Office and residential 3 i
fowers up 10 340 feet “In my career, I've never seen such a clear consensus about strategic growth,” said
Brian Scott, an urban planner and the project manager for the University Livability
P T Partnership, the planning cf_furt sponsored by the city, th:e UW, the University District
medium ¥ < universiyy  Chamber of Commerce and its Business Improvement District. “Clearly people want
iy 2 : | of to see the U District grow and evolve.”
z § WASHINGTON
B Open-space issue
™ o The higgest source of disagreement so far hasn't been about height and increased
West Centrol density, which many feel is necessary to attract more full-time residents, but about
¥ Compas b b open space. The UW paid $4.6 million for the right to develop above the light-rail
i \ station that’s scheduled to open in 2021.

University officials say they haven’t yet determined what they will do with the nearly
block-long site on Brooklyn, behind the Neptune Theatre and across the street from

http://seattletimes.com/html/localnews/2022357441 _udistrictfuturexml.html 6/23/2014
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s e o s e UW Tower, formerly Safeco Tower. Officials say they favor adding housing, including
some that might be subsidized so young faculty members or professional staff can
afford to live nearby.

But they also say they need additional office space.

“The UW Tower is full. There's not a lot to rent in the district. But it's not just the UW who might want space. We want a diversity of
employers who want to locate next to a major research institution,” said Theresa Doherty, director of regional and community relations
for the university.

“We have a key stake in the U District being safe, with a mix of shops and more innovative things happening,” she said.

Some neighborhood activists, including former City Councilmember Peter Steinbrueck, who lives in nearby Ravenna, don’t want to see
another office tower dominating the station site.

They are advocating for a public plaza above the future light-rail stop to serve as a gathering place for some of the estimated 14,000
commuters and students who will travel daily to and from the district by rail. The plaza also could host a relocated University District
Farmers Market, one of the district's most popular draws, or a midweek satellite market.

“If it's an office tower, it will only be active during the day. It will be dead at night and on the weekends,” said Cory Crocker, a resident
and small-business owner. Alternately, he suggests, the city could create a public space by acquiring the four corner parcels at University
Way Northeast and Northeast 43rd Street, another heavily traveled intersection.

Campbell, of Bulldog News, notes that an upzone has the potential to create a lot of wealth for property owners.
“For the neighborhood to recapture some of that wealth in the form of open space seems like a reasonable proposal,” he said.
Others involved in the planning process see several problems with the proposals.

“Cory’s group has identified three different locations for open space, none of which they control,” said Scott, the partnership project
manager. The partnership plans to host a series of community meetings on open space in the coming months, he said.

Some of those who actually do control some of the property think more public space will produce more problems — loitering, drug sales,
homeless campers.

“The existing urban public parks and spaces in Seattle are centers for crime and anti-social behavior and have been for some time. To
think that building another urban open space will somehow avoid those problems, which the city has been unable/unwilling to deal with,
is absurd,” said Scott Soules, a past president of the University District Chamber of Commerce, Business Improvement Area and Parking
Associates, which owns several parking lots in the neighborhood with development potential.

UW’s role praised

The UW has gotten high marks for its participation in the planning process. Many of the partnership members noted that university
officials have historically not been engaged in the neighborhood. The word “gorilla” (as in 800-pound) was the common description of
the university’s past relationship to the neighborhood.

But UW President Michael Young arrived in 2011 with the idea that the university could be more entrepreneurial and spin off new
businesses or research-and-development companies that could locate nearby. He also told staff that the university could be a better
neighbor than it had been in the past.

The city under Mayor Mike MeGinn also was praised for bringing a half-dozen different departments to the partnership discussions,
including the Office of Economic Development, the Department of Planning and Development, the police, the Department of
Transportation and the Department of Neighborhoods.

Barbara Quinn, who has lived for almost 40 vears in University Park, the neighborhood north of the UW and Greek Row, said the city,
like the university, has more often been an adversary than an ally. She’s fought illegal rooming houses, cars parked in yards, noisy
drunken parties and absentee landlords, and has feared the neighborhood would be "swallowed whole” by development.

Now she feels like all the major players are working toward the same vision of adding housing and families, new stores and a school. The
UW, she said, is talking about some new development along 15th Avenue Northeast that would face the neighborhood. Property owners
are talking about the possibility of housing on the opposite side of 15th that would overlook the campus, making less of a wall between the
two.

Still, Quinn, whose children went to the former University Heights Elementary School that was closed in 1989 because of declining
enrollment, worries that the city will rezone for greater height and density but not provide the amenities like parks, attractive pedestrian
routes and a new school.

“We could get all of the bad stuff and none of the good stuff,” she said.

Other community advocates worry about the right mix of market rate and affordable housing, of upscale new development and social
services to meet some of the district’s chronic needs.

On a recent Friday afternoon, volunteers including students from the UW prepared a meal at Roots, a homeless shelter for young people
that operates in the basement of the University Temple United Methodist Church.

Roots Executive Director Kristine Cunningham noted that many homeless young people who pass through the neighborhood don't look
much different from the students in backpacks and bluejeans walking up and down The Ave. Last year, she said, more than 500 young
people came through the shelter’s doors.

No matter how much new development is attracted over the coming vears, she said, the U District will still have homeless youth, some

only temporarily stranded and awaiting financial aid or a vacant room, others aging out of foster care or escaping abusive families, and
who are vulnerable to addiction and predation.

http://seattletimes.com/html/localnews/2022357441 udistrictfuturexml.html 6/23/2014
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And no matter how extensive the revitalization effort now under way, Cunningham said, “there will still be college kids wanting to buy
drugs on The Ave.”

She also worries that developers incentivized by taller building heights will build only market-rate condos and apartments that displace
the many students and lower-income people who call the district home.

“There's amazing diversity here. You can get more international food here than anywhere else in the city. There are incredible cultural
and academic opportunities because of the UW. It would be wonderful if we could showcase that without being afraid of our gritty side.”

Lynn Thompson: lthompson@seattletimes.com or 206-464-8305. On Twitter @Ithompsontimes

http://seattletimes.com/html/localnews/2022357441 _udistrictfuturexml.html 6/23/2014
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Tug of war over density, open
space in U District

Marc Stiles
Staff Writer- Puget Sound Business Journal
Email | Twitter

Seattle’s U District light rail station isn't scheduled to open for another seven
years, but already there are different ideas about what should go on top.

A community group called U District Square is pushing to have some open
space above the station, which is now under construction on the east side of
Brooklyn Avenue Northeast near Northeast 45th Street. But an agreement
between Sound Transit and the University of Washington calls for construction
of housing and office space above the station.

This push and pull between the community and university comes at a pivotal
time for the U District, and has a nonagenarian UW professor emeritus pushing
for open space where authorities are talking about adding significant amounts
of urban density.

In addition to the arrival of light-rail service in 2021, the city is in the early
stages of possibly rezoning the U District, and — under one scenario —
buildings of up to 340-feet-tall would be permitted in the heart of the
neighborhood. That's 15 feet taller than UW Tower, the U District’s tallest
building, which is just west of the future light-rail station.

Ultimately it is up to the University of Washington to decide what happens on
top of the station. UW spokesman Aaron Hoard said the university hasn’t
decided what it might build on the station. But as part of a property swap with
Sound Transit, the UW bought the air rights over the station and the deal
commits the transit agency to design and build the station so that a “transit-
oriented development” could go there. Sound Transit spokesman Bruce Gray
said buildings between 85 feet and 125 feet could be built on top of the
station.

As the name implies, transit-oriented developments are real estate projects —
usually residential and commercial buildings — near transit stops. The idea is to
have people live and work nearby without needing cars.

A TOD makes tremendous sense for the U District Station, which is part of
Sound Transit’s $2.1 billion light-rail project that will extend service 4.3 miles
between the Husky Stadium and Northgate. Sound Transit forecasts that the
new segment will add 62,000 daily boardings by 2030 to the overall light-rail
svstem, with 12,000 of those occurring at the U District Station. Riders will be
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able to get from the U District to downtown Seattle in just eight minutes. The
trip to Northgate will take only about four minutes.

But members of U District Square, a group of citizen volunteers, say
development of the station presents a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to create a
public square above the light rail station. According to the group’s website, the
open space could be furnished with sculptures and murals, and ringed with
trees and benches. It would become a center for arts-and-culture events and a
farmers’ market.

The UW wants to see more open space in the U District, Hoard said but, “We
are just not sure where that is most appropriate to happen.” He said station
entrances and mechanical equipment will rise from the ground plain. “When
Sound Transit is done, the site is not going to be a flat, open site.”

It seems odd that there’s a need for more park space in a neighborhood, which
is home to one of the nation’s most beautiful college campuses with hundreds
of acres. But U District resident and business owner Cory Crocker, a member of
U District Square, said city data show the neighborhood needs two more blocks
of open space.

The problem with the campus is that it's not technically open to everyone. You
can't hold a protest or have a farmers’ market there, and homeless people are
escorted off the property, Crocker said, adding, “It becomes a social justice
issue.”

U District Square has looked at several sites in the neighborhood for a plaza,
but is focused on the property above the light-rail station. “We think the closest
we can get to the station the more successful the square will be,” Crocker said.

The group is not inflexible. It has proposed slightly shifting the location of the
open space so it would be next to the station. This would allow development
on top of the station area, but it also would require buying additional property.

The group isn't opposed to high-rise development, either. Under one U District
Square proposal, the public space would be on top of the station but with a
new tower across Brooklyn from UW Tower. “Tall slender towers could be very
livable,” Crocker said, adding what residents don't want is another blocky
building like UW Tower, which “does feel claustrophobic.” But, he said, high-
rise developers should be required to provide or help pay for amenities, such as
open space and a new public elementary school.

Philip Thiel, a 93-year-old professor emeritus in the UW'’s Department of Urban
Design and Planning, is a key proponent of having open space on top of the
light-rail station. “"He has been more or less the passion behind this effort,” said
Crocker.

Crocker, a web designer who has studied public spaces around the world, said
he is helping because it’s his passion to ensure the U District ends up with
some great public space of its own.

Marc Stiles covers commercial real estate and government for the

Diinat Crinnd Riicinace Tmnirnal



A Hoch ment S~

INCENTIVE ZONING:
A REALITY CHECK

Downtown

SEATTLE

ASSOCIATION

February 2014
DSA Workforce Housing Subcommittee



Seattle’s affordable housing strategy is failing.

Seattle is focusing on the wrong problem,
which leads to the wrong solution

and limited outcomes.



Income disparity results in housing disparity

Annual income for 2-person
household in Seattle $56,480 $35,300

Hourly wage equivalent

$27.06 $16.91

% of Seattle rental units
affordable by income level

Seattle’s most significant affordability gap is at 50% AMI and below,
not at 80% AMI.






Assumption 1: Seattle Doesn’t Have Enough Workforce Housing

83% 370/

AFFORDABLETSS

BFFORDABLE

According to the most recent data available from King County:

¢ 83% of Seattle’s rentals were affordable to incomes at 80% area median (AMI)

* In contrast, only 37% of Seattle’s rentals were affordable to incomes at 50% AMI

Conclusion:

There is no shortage of workforce housing, and Incentive Zoning’s focus on it

neglects Seattle’s much greater affordability need for households at 50% AMI and
below.



Assumption 2: Incentive Zoning fees are too low

The Facts:
« At current fees, 62% of eligible development in Seattle did NOT to use the incentive since 2001
« In South Lake Union alone, 14 of 20 projects did not use the incentive

< Significant public benefit was left on the table as a result of projects in downtown and South
Lake Union building below zoned capacity:

3,811 (fk) 4% 2pe $49.5M

nmm URITS ™ AFFORDABLE HOUSING o
NOT BUILT NOT AGOMMDDATED DAY CARE PROGRAMS

100.8
08 aasam $74 SL5

IN RURAL TDRs consucnonsoss IN SALES TAX Revexve  PROPERTY TAX
NOT PURCHASED NOT CREATED  NOT COLLECTED NOT COLLECTED

Conclusion:

Increased Incentive Zoning fees will lead to even less participation in the program,
resulting in less housing supply, less revenue for affordable housing, and loss of many
other significant public benefits.



Assumption 3: Incentive Zoning fees are an effective way to create affordable
housing
+3,700
+2,563 o
Units B B
+616 Fe Bl e
Units H H H H H H
PE R % FE B

Incentive Zoning Fees MFTE Program Housing Levy

The Facts:

Over the past 12 years:

* Incentive Zoning has resulted in funding for the equivalent of only 616 units of
affordable housing, compared to 46,000 total units developed in Seattle.

¢ The Housing Levy produced over 3,700 units and the MFTE Program produced 2,563
units, with another 4,312 units in the pipeline.

Conclusion:

Incentive Zoning accounted for less than 2% of Seattle’s new housing supply
in the last 12 years. Under any approach, Incentive Zoning will supply only a
fraction of Seattle’s affordable housing needs; other tools are needed.
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Assumption 4: Requiring affordable housing in on-site performance in high-
rise buildings makes sense

The Facts:

« High-rise construction costs 1/3rd more per

mnnm

unit than mid-rise “5-over-2" -m

m N

« For the same amount of money, 1/3rd more L]
affordable units could be produced in mid-rise : :

construction

Conclusion:

Requiring affordable housing in high-rise
buildings results in fewer homes for
workers, as 1/3d more affordable housing
units could be produced for the same
resources in mid-rise construction.




Assumption 5: Incentive Zoning supports the city’s comprehensive plan goals

The Facts:

* Incentive Zoning charges an extra fee for zoned capacity that increases the cost and risk
to produce the housing supply goals established by the Comp Plan.

* Incentive Zoning taxes housing supply, ironically, in an effort to produce housing supply.

Conclusion:

By increasing the cost to produce additional housing, Incentive Zoning is a
deterrent to building the housing supply envisioned by city policy.
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Incentive Zoning is not working — so what should we do?

Fix the incentives:

« Establish true incentives to encourage developers to build to maximum capacity
and increase housing supply.

« Re-examine fee rate and the base height to increase participation in the program
— leading to more housing supply and contributions to the program.

Focus on more productive tools:

« Incentive Zoning accounts for less than 2% of the housing supply while other
tools (Housing Levy, MFTE) have been 10X more productive

« Use of City-owned property

« Up-zones around transit areas

¢ Expansion of the MFTE program

« Purchase/conversion of multi-family properties

« Encouragement of market innovations such as Micro-housing, ADU’s, etc.

Using the right tools to tackle the right job, we can meet the policy
objectives driving zoning increases in designated urban centers.
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June 23,2014

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: Dave LaClergue

700 5t Ave, Suite 1900

Seattle, WA 98124

RE: University District Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. LaClergue:

On behalf of the Housing Development Consortium Seattle-King County
(HDC), thank you for the opportunity to comment on the University District
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). When drafting the Final EIS,
we urge you to emphasize the importance of applying a strong affordable
housing incentive zoning program concurrently with any proposed zoning
changes. HDC is a nonprofit member organization which represents more
than 100 private businesses, nonprofit organizations, and public partners
who are working to develop affordable housing in King County and who are
dedicated to the vision that all people should be able to live in a safe, healthy,
and affordable home in a community of opportunity.

As a thriving urban center, the University District is a high-opportunity
neighborhood that should be accessible to individuals and families of all
incomes. It should also be affordable to the students who work, learn, and
live there. We appreciate the recognition in the DEIS that while private
market forces, such as "filtering”, may provide lower cost housing over time,
this process is neither efficient nor adequate "to address lagging incomes and
the impact of rising housing cost burdens" (pg. 3.2-14). That said, we support
the implementation of strong incentive zoning policies to stimulate the
production of affordable alongside new market-rate development.

As we witnessed in Seattle's South Lake Union neighborhood, a lack of
concurrency between the area's upzone and the implementation of a strong
incentive zoning policy can lead to missed opportunities for public benefit (in
this case, affordable housing performance and/or fee contribution). In order
to secure the greatest public benefit from the potential upzone of the
University District, we urge you to ensure a strong incentive zoning
policy is implemented concurrently with any proposed zoning changes.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the University District Draft EIS. HDC will
continue to closely monitor this process and provide public comment as it progresses. If
you have any questions about our comments, please feel free to contact me at
stephanie@housingconsortium.org or call 206-682-9541.

Best regards,

Marty istra Stephanie Velasco
Executive Director Outreach Coordinator



o . Letter # 3
Northeast District Council
4534 University Way NE
Seattle, WA 98105

(206)-233-3732

CORRECTED FINAL VERSION
June 10, 2014

Mr. Dave LaClergue

City of Seattle Department and Planning and Development
700 5" Ave, Suite 2000

Seattle, WA 98124

RE: University District Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. LaClergue:

The Northeast District Council (NEDC), representing 16 community and business organizations including those
within the University District (UD), submitted comments for the University District Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) scoping process on October 8, 2013. Our letter specifically asked for consideration and
mitigation of adverse environmental impacts in these areas:

More open space

Preservation of single family zoning and homes

Realistic parking options

Elimination of traffic congestion

Concurrency for needed infrastructure improvements

Restrict up-zones to % mile walk-shed

Development fees for roads, public services, schools and infrastructure

Evaluate distribution of (density) adverse impacts among other Urban & Transit Centers

Provide alternatives and concessions to the neighborhood for granting up zones:

Infrastructure Improvements, Public Open Space, Public Square, Public Services, Access to Views and
Sunlight, Elementary School, Affordable Family Housing and Mitigation of Transpiration and Parking
Impacts

W N RWN R

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) published by Department of Planning and Development (DPD)
on April 24, 2014 provided no mitigation to any of these problems. This document reads as if it provides
compliance with laws, regulations, permits and conditions. However, it only complies with one of the two levels
required for SEPA analysis. Impacts to the environment beyond this limited review need to be addressed.

It is not enough to state that there are no significant impacts or that if problems arise in the future there “may”
be ways to deal with them. This document must state what mitigation will take place before these proposed
massive zoning changes take place. As is, this document stands in error.

Belvedere Terrace Community Council Matthews Beach Community Council University Park Community Club
Greater University Chamber of Commerce Portage Bay/Roanoke Park Community Council View Ridge Community Council
Hawthorne Hills Community Council Ravenna Bryant Community Association Wedgwood Community Council
Inverness Community Club Residents of Magnuson Park Windermere Corporation
Inverness Park Homeowners Association Roosevelt Neighborhood Association Windermere North Community
Laurelhurst Community Club Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Association

University District Community Council
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NEDC - 4534 University Way NE, Seattle, WA 98105, 206-233-3732

NEDC challenges the wisdom of DPD’s unwillingness to make judgments or specify mitigation when judgments
and mitigation are required. The failure of this document to provide any mitigation to identified long range
problems to the neighborhood can be read in some of the findings of this DEIS:

e (Open Space and Recreation) deficiencies are not considered impacts for purposes of this EIS

e (Village Open Space) not considered an impact for purposes of this EIS

o (Fire and Emergency Services) staffing and equipment are anticipated to be sufficient for construction
activities (what about the various build alternatives?)

e (Police Services) anticipated sufficient staffing and facilities to accommodate the increased demand

e (Public Schools) Significant impacts associated with the proposal are not anticipated

NEDC respectfully requests that this document be resubmitted in a form that provides consideration and
mitigation of the above-referenced adverse impacts identified by this neighborhood council and its respective
councils. We also request that sufficient time again be allowed for public comment. Further, NEDC opposes any
future re-zone until these environmental impacts are addressed by inclusion of specific mitigation measures.

Sincerely,

[ ]
Lbie S g V7

M\rw'—-—

Gabrielle Gerhard, Co-Chair Tony Provine, Co-Chair
5916 NE 60" St. 7527 Ravenna Avenue NE
Seattle, Washington 98115 Seattle, Washington 98115
206-972-6830 206-769-7819
ggerhardl@gmail.com tprovine@msn.com

CC: Seattle City Council
Mayor Ed Murray


Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
4

Jessica
Typewritten Text
5

Deborah
Typewritten Text

Deborah
Typewritten Text

Deborah
Typewritten Text

Deborah
Typewritten Text

Deborah
Typewritten Text

Deborah
Typewritten Text


Letter # 4

From: Nancy Bocek <nancybocek@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 23, 2014 6:05 PM

To: LaClergue, Dave

Cc: jeannieg9@q.com; jgwirth@clearwire.net; asletteb@u.washington.edu; kslett5308

@comcast.net; oldhammerhand@hotmail.com; sharon.dunn@gmail.com;
yher@uw.edu; rowley_jane@yahoo.com; anderson@cs.washington.edu; todd@
13oclock.com; 'k_kurttila@yahoo.com'; ‘Mark Griffin'; Mark Griffin; Bagshaw, Sally;
Burgess, Tim; Godden, Jean; Harrell, Bruce; Licata, Nick; O'Brien, Mike; Rasmussen, Tom;
Sawant, Kshama; Clark, Sally

Subject: Roosevelt Neighbors' Alliance comments on U District Urban Design DEIS

Attachments: RNA_DEIS letter - revised.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 2 Alternatives_nb.pdf; RNA_UD
DEIS Section 3.1 Land use_nb.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.2 Population Housing
Employment_kk_tb.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.3 Aesthetics_sd_yh.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS
Section 3.4 Historic Resources_kk_tb.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.5 Transportation_
jw_jg.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.6 Open Space_sd yh.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.8
Public services _ks_as.pdf; RNA_UD DEIS_ Attch_Letter of intent RNA-BSP_signed
051414.pdf

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: Dave LaClergue

Please find attached the Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance comments on U District Urban Design DEIS by section and the
RNA letter written by President Mark Griffin that was submitted today.

Thank you,

Nancy Bocek
206-632-7760

Attached:

RNA_DEIS letter —revised

RNA_UD DEIS Section 2 Alternatives_nb

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.1 Land use_nb

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.2 Population Housing Employment_kk_tb
RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.3 Aesthetics_sd_yh

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.4 Historic Resources_kk_tb

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.5 Transportation_ jw_jg

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.6 Open Space_sd yh

RNA_UD DEIS Section 3.8 Public services _ks_as

RNA_UD DEIS_ Attch_Letter of intent RNA-BSP_signed 051414
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To: Dave LeClergue
Urban Designer
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5™ Ave., Suite 1900
Seattle, WA 98124

Subject: U District Urban Design Draft EIS and LR3

Dear Mr. LeClergue,

In regards to the DEIS, the Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance feels that there are a number of items
that still need to be addressed in the Final EIS. We feel the following observations and concerns
reflect our experience as neighbors within the study area, and reflects the concerns of those
who experience the University District at all hours and of impacts not appropriately discussed in
the DEIS. We also have specific requests to mitigate those adverse impacts.

The DEIS limits itself by stating that adverse impacts which currently exist, or will occur under
the Alternate 3 (no change scenario), should not be considered an impact. It is our belief that a
deficit that is currently reflected in the neighborhood should be addressed in this process. Itis
our understanding that the city should be addressing and mitigating these impacts and
deficiencies in neighborhoods whenever possible, but especially those targeted for substantial
growth.

A change in zoning offers an opportunity for the City to craft changes that will encourage the
mitigation of those impacts by coupling them with incentives for development. Those
mitigations should be discussed in more depth in the DEIS. However, considering the presence
of a very large nonprofit institution in the UW, improvements must also be made by the City of
Seattle as well as the UW to bring the deficiencies in the neighborhood up to acceptable
standards. Those improvements must be explicitly noted within the FEIS or we risk a
continuation of hollow promises and continued deficiencies.

The following represents significant impacts that currently exist and will increase with additional
density, and which must be addressed in the FEIS:

Traffic Mitigation — the DEIS states that there is no significant traffic impact to the
neighborhood. However, any time spent in the U District will reveal dramatic gridlock in the
neighborhood, as a majority of the east/west traffic from Ballard to I-5, as well as
Windermere/Laurelhurst/U Village/etc. to I-5 utilize 45" and 50" Streets, which turns the U
District into gridlock seven days a week, both in the mornings and the evenings. Roosevelt and
11t are also a major north/south arterial and bike routes as it is one of six bridges (including 15,
99, Ballard, Mountlake and Fremont bridges) to cross the ship canal. While the addition of light
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rail will benefit the neighborhood, it won’t address the east/west traffic. The EIS should be
modified to call for a new overpass over |-5 between 45™ and extending north of 50*" dedicated
to busses, cyclists, and pedestrians.

Parking Mitigation - The single family and lowrise neighborhoods currently soak up a lot of the
parking demands of non-permitted group housing (generally houses broken up into individual
room rentals) throughout the U District, and faces further demand by the modification of the
rule previously requiring developers to provide parking for new developments in the U District.
Currently the U District includes Zone 10 parking restriction which encompasses single family,
lowerise, and midrise zoning. Zone 10 was created at a time in which parking was still required
of developers. With the recent change in which no parking is required by developers, Zone 10
no longer protects single family and lowrise family neighborhoods from being inundated with
cars. The original intent of this modification to the rule was to encourage people living in
midrise or taller buildings to use mass transit by making cars less convenient without ready
parking. With the Zone 10 geography, rather than encouraging midrise building occupants to
use mass transit, it enables them to get around the requirement by acquiring a Zone pass and
parking in the single family or lowerise blocks. Not only does this change the character of the
blocks of traditional single family structures from one that is family friendly, it dramatically
increases traffic on residential streets, decreasing safety and increasing the likelihood of a
significant accident occurring. For the safety of all of the current and future residents, especially
the youngest residents, we strongly request that the EIS include as mitigation the breaking up of
Zone 10 into two zones, one encompassing the areas zoned LR3 and denser/higher, and another
encompassing the more family oriented areas zoned LR2/LR1/Single Family.

Open Space — The U District currently has the lowest ratio of park space to households in the
city. As the DEIS notes, this ratio will become substantially worse with additional density.
Whether that density is related to continued growth in Alternate 3 or higher density noted in
Alternates 1 and 2. While the UW has open space, it serves the student and employee
population of the University, and not the general public, and the DEIS correctly excludes the
University of Washington from the analysis on open space. As the different alternates being
examined include significant upzoning, the opportunities to expand the open space in the U
District will only decrease as properties are redeveloped and the cost of land increases.

We request that three forms of mitigation be included in the FEIS to address this ‘worst in the
city’ deficit. For the immediate term to address the open space shortfall, is the full funding of
the park at 50" and University, which has been designed but as of yet construction has not yet
begun. For the intermediate term, we request that as an offset to increased height
opportunities that will benefit the UW being examined in Alternates 1 and 2, that the University
of Washington dedicate the space above the Light Rail station at 43™ and Brooklyn to create the
Commons or U District Square. For the long term, to balance out the space alternative and in
conjunction with the traffic congestion noted above, we request that the FEIS require the City to
fund an analysis on placing a cap over the freeway between 45" and 50%™. In addition, as part of
any additional federal or state highway projects related to work on 15 north of downtown or
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1520/15 freeway exchange, that funding for a lid between 45th and north of 50th be included as
mitigation to the University District. A cap at that location should include a mixture of
playfields, gathering space and balanced with trees.

Zoning — Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance, with broad support of the neighbors and Blessed
Sacrament Church, has sponsored a request to change the urban center boundary to exclude
the LR1 and LR2 zoned properties around University Playground. This area is home to a number
of owner occupied single family structures composed of families as well as long term residents
of the neighborhood. We request that the FEIS note this application to not upzone these areas,
with the exception of unifying the Blessed Sacrament campus under LR1 with a contract rezone,
which in Alternate #1 shows being be upzoned to LR3.

Schools — Currently the U District has no public school (elementary, secondary or high school)
within its boundaries. The two closest elementary schools to the University District are Sanford
and MacDonald. Both of these elementary schools have immersion programs and the Seattle
School District has recently changed the designations for those schools to full city application
rather than drawing from the U District. As mitigation for the influx of additional households
into the U District with additional density, and to address a current deficit, we request that the
Seattle School District give all residents of the U District a first priority in applications to Sanford
or MacDonald over other geographical locations in the City. When combined with Green Lake
Elementary as the future geographical elementary school, the option to attend any of these
three schools will help to mitigate the anticipated growth in school children and prevent the
likely result of bussing elementary children longer distances. As a longer term mitigation, we
request continued study and funding of attempts to building an elementary school within the
University District.

Development Fees — As part of any upzoning, developer fees are often added to the additional
zoning density. We request that any developer fees be segregated from the general City of
Seattle funds, and specifically held separately to be spent only within the University District.
Considering the current deficiencies in the U District, especially in comparison to most other
Seattle neighborhoods, any added fees associated with development, whether it be instituted
by DPD, Seattle Light, SDOT, sidewalk rentals, Seattle Public Utilities, low income housing fund,
etc., should be segregated and used to improve the infrastructure and open space requirements
within the neighborhood. It should not be accumulated in the general fund and utilized in other
neighborhoods given the U District’s current deficiencies in services, infrastructure, and open
space, which will be magnified with increased density.

Circulation and Setbacks — the FEIS should provide greater detail in regards to set backs both on
the street level as well as at higher elevations the setbacks related to the different zoning
heights. Specific language should be included on how mid-block cross-throughs and street set
backs will offset greater density/heights.
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These mitigation requests represent a general consensus from many people within the
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance. While this doesn’t represent all of the thoughts or opinions on
the EIS, and we will include other general thoughts and feedback from individuals and groups as
well, there is strong consensus that these mitigations must be included in the FEIS.

Please also confirm that the FEIS will conform to the SEPA. We request that the issuance of the

FEIS be delayed, if necessary, until all of these mitigations are addressed and incorporated into
the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Mark Griffin
President
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 2 Alternatives

Authored by Nancy Bocek
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Comment on Alternatives and UCUC plan:

11 | The DEIS identifies Alternative 3 as “No Action”. This is the adopted University Communty Urban
Center Plan. Understandably, it was included in the study as “existing conditions”. The UCUC
acknowledged and supported the community’s unique character with a complete and thorough
set of guidelines (design, transportation, zoning, affordable housing, etc) that is not evident in
the DEIS and must be part of the FEIS. The FEIS must include and identify all differences and
changes between the UCUC plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 to provide best guidance to the City.

It is critical that real and functional mitigation measures are adopted by the City before any

12 .
upzoning is approved.

The upzoning is too sweeping and generalized. Zoning must be more targeted and zoning
heights more gradual, especially near residential lowrise.

e Alt1shows 125, 160, abutting Lowrise 1, 2 and 3, Midrise and NC 65 zones
e Alt 2 shows 240 and 340 abutting LR1 & LR2 (25’+), MR, NC 65 and NC3P85
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13

14

15

16

17

Pg. 2-5 Objectives

Comment: Jobs and housing unit targets will be met by all 3 alternatives. We are concerned that
Alternatives 1 and 2 would entail greater density and development with greater impacts than
anticipated and planned for in Alternative 3, the adopted UCUC plan - there are not adequate
resolutions for mitigating these in the DEIS and must be in the FEIS.

Problem: Housing diversity goals discussed in study area includes SF zones that are actually
outside of the Urban Center. The Urban Center has no single family zone and thus does not have
a wide range of housing options and zoning if built to maximum zoning, which means all old
structures would be demolished for new multifamily structures.

Mitigation: retain existing zoning in historic neighborhood around the University Playground
Park and University Branch Library, downzone to SF these LR1-2 blocks, and exclude these
blocks from Urban Center boundaries.

Note —SF zones/single family structures: The study area is not entirely within UCUC — The UCUC
does not fully meet goals for housing/residential diversity and it is not accurate to include zones
outside of it. For the purposes of this study, the SF zones were included.

However, the reality is that the UCUC does not include ANY SF zone. It does have a few
remaining blocks of 80-100 year old Seattle single family structures, “historic”, which are
occupied by families, unrelated individuals and divided into apartments. These types of housing
are diverse and not being met by new built and planned structures of studio and one bed room
apartments. These ways of living such as shared student housing and apartments in single family
structures are preferred by many people, and single family owners and renters are long term
stakeholders who form the basis of a strong neighborhood.

These structures are necessary to preserve to meet diversity goals, however none of the
alternatives do this. Therefore, residents of the University Playground Park and Library blocks
have submitted an amendment to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to exclude these blocks from
the Urban Center in order to preserve this old housing stock, type residential diversity and an
existing close knit community. The community intends to work on getting the blocks downzoned
from L1 &2. The residents reject any upzone.

Pg. 2-13 Incentive zoning
Incentive measures noted as for “consideration and prioritizing”:

e Stated here is a long list of measures without any stated “teeth”.

e There needs to be a clear definition of what incentive programs and development
bonuses are, and how they are exchanged for example: one item missing from the list of
measures is preserving mature trees on a property or the street. The community needs
to have sufficient time to help the City review and strengthen incentive measures. The
community may not regard some “trade-offs” as beneficial to UCUC quality of life.

e The incentive measures need specifics and describe how they functionally and
aesthetically contribute to the UCUC meet its needs for infrastructure, open space,
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19

20

21

community space, safety, mature trees and the “urban canopy” and preservation of
valued structures. They must, for example, specifically name ownership of public open
space as the City of Seattle, public open space traded for development bonuses should
have a minimum square footage appropriate for actual public use, should have sun and
air to be truly functional as public open space, etc. Public open space should never be
“private-public”, a roof top garden, a breeze-way, a wide sidewalk, etc.

e Our community has grave concerns that the schedule for the process to upzone the

18 University District will not allow the community sufficient time to consider and prioritize

incentive programs and development bonuses.

Pg. 2-14 Problem: map shows LR-3 zone north of NE 50, west of Roosevelt Way NE.

e L3 isrejected by the neighborhood.

e Blessed Sacrament Church does not request an L3 in order to complete their master
plan and has signed a letter of intent with the neighborhood to upzone to L1 through a
Contract Rezone with neighborhood involvement. The request is submitted as an
amendment to Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan (2014). (Please refer to attachment: Letter
of intent RNA-BSP_signed 051414)

e L3 destroys an existing community of long term residents, destroys historic Seattle
structures, and destroys a valid types of desirable multifamily use of single family
structures rapidly disappearing from the UCUC.

Alternative 1

Pg. 2-18 Problem: Blessed Sacrament Church is on record as needing to upzone to LR1.
Alternative 1 upzones “for” Blessed Sacrament to LR3 (unnecessary) and also upzones the
neighborhood around University Playground Park and University Branch Library while it’s at it.
The neighbors totally reject this upzone. (Please see attachment: Letter of intent RNA-
BSP_signed 051414)

Alternative 2

Pg. 2-20 Omitted: Description of LR1 zone north of NE 50 St and west of Roosevelt. No
changes appear to be proposed to LR1, however there is not a statement of this. “No changes
are proposed to existing SF5000 and LR2 designations in this area.”

Alternative 3

Pg. 2-22 LR1&2 zoning around University Playground Park and University Branch Library
endangers the existing single family structures and longtime residential community. These old
houses offer a different, valid type of housing diversity and residential diversity that will not
exist in new built townhouses, row houses (etc), midrises or high rises. The community wishes to
preserve the uniqueness of its community and these old single family structures.
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23

2.4 Environmental Review

Pg. 2-23 Questions:

Do these alternatives actually best enhance environmental quality?

Do they minimize and/or negate adverse impacts?

2.5 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying the Proposed Action

Pg. 2-24 Benefit of Delaying adoption of zoning

Problem: The DEIS declares concern for slowing down the process to follow through on
upzoning. This paragraph appears to assume that the existing standards and height limits for
existing zoning are not adequate. (“depending on the individual”)

This assertion that adverse impacts of new, higher and denser zoning will be adequately
mitigated is not at all certain. The community wants the City to be specific and targeted
in where zoning will occur, types and set in place real, functional mitigations before
putting the cart before the horse and completing rezoning.

This paragraph contradicts assertions in later sections that existing City building
standards and codes are sufficient mitigation for upzones next to existing zones.

The paragraph does not include the benefit of delaying action of allowing the City and
community to carefully consider through public process new development standards,
incentive programs and development bonuses. Additionally, rushing zoning
recommendations will potentially overlook adverse impacts and functional mitigations.
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.1 Landuse

Authored by Nancy Bocek
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General comment:
24 | The section is vague in content.
Lacks detail to fully understand the ramifications of zoning and problems.
Lacks appropriate and critical mitigations to support a huge increase of density.
Analysis of impacts and mitigations do not take into account or make projections regarding a
maximum build-out of zoning, which is necessary to understand reality over time.
Zoning creep and Maximum Build-out:

A concern is a spread of higher, denser developments into neighborhoods, as well as
unanticipated exemptions that allow more than zoning standards and codes specify. The FEIS
must identify specifics on all development configurations, parcel subdivisions and exemptions for
each type of zoning; how zoning standards and codes may be different than anticipated by the
community. The FEIS must consider these in Adverse Impacts and mitigations.

e The DEIS does not include maximum build-out in analyzing Adverse Impacts and
Mitigations. Adverse impacts may be much more intense and negative if a development is
more dense, higher, has subdivided parcels than what is anticipated and studied in the DEIS.
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e The DEIS analyses does not examine maximum build-out as a likely scenario for any/all
alternatives. This in effect would be an unanticipated “upzone” in the future zoning plan
(FLUM) and be characterized as zoning “creep” into unsuspecting neighborhoods.

Guidance: “If” there are to be high rises, the DEIS should consider more carefully where they are
to be as opposed to presenting the very broad area of blocks as proposed for 340 ft.

e Zoning specificity by block is required in FEIS.
e Zoning maps are too generalized.

Downzoning

Downzoning was not evident in any alternative studied. Although, perhaps, downzoning does not
cause negative impacts, it should be studied in the DEIS especially in conjunction with upzoning.

Downzoning should be studied in all alternatives with an aim to preserve the old neighborhoods
of historic houses that offer the Urban Center a desirable and valid type of density and diversity
that will not survive otherwise. The new zoning plan needs to include the housing types,
community character and quality of life appreciated by the people who live here now as well as
planning for the needs of a future population.

Recommendation: The city could reinstate the Lowrise/Duplex/Triplex zone to increase options
for “multifamily” zoning. It reflects the reality of the historic single family houses that are divided
into multifamily residences and helps preserve this historic housing stock, the urban gardens,
mature trees and a life style option that many people prefer and are living now. Sharing a home
or living in an apartment in a house is preferred by many people who do not thrive living solitary
in a studio apartment. Additionally, preserving these historic houses also provides the opportunity
for traditional family homes; the Urban Center very much needs to attract families to ensure an
established, invested community.

Land Use Compatibility

Pg. 3.1-8 Within the Study Area: There is great potential for impacts between increased
development intensity and residential areas, and within residential areas as new construction
replaces the existing, long time neighborhood.

Core: It is stated that it is “unlikely to result in significant land use conflicts within these areas—
this is not true for the University Playground Park and University Branch Library blocks, which will
experience extreme land use conflicts as old houses are demolished for new multifamily
construction and experience both an extreme reduction in the quality of the residential life and
destruction of a long time community.

Alt1

Problem: Zoning heights are too extreme next to lower height zones, especially abutting
residential lowrise.

e Alt 1shows 125, 160 abutting Lowrise 1, 2 and 3, Midrise and NC 65 zones
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30

Problem: LR3 zone

Pg. 3.1-9 Core Area: It is not acknowledged that there is a major impact of upzoning residential
blocks to LR3.

Pg. 3.1-10 North Study Area:

e Needs to expand on understanding the impact of Single family zone next to new LR2 & LR3.
e Needs to address upzones and impact to current residents of the neighborhoods.

Core: Upzoning and density is too widespread, will destroy a community, not adequate
mitigations to support this.

No mention of significant adverse impact of LR3. There are many, including:

e It abuts a single family zone, which would experience problems associated with it.

e It abuts three institutions on one block and a popular park.

e Will close in the University Playground Park, UCUC’s only “large” open space
= Adversely impact the quality of experience people need from the park.
= UPG Park needs to be protected as a place to recreate in the sun and to away from city

hustle with a view of trees and open sky.

e Uproots and destroys an established, long-time community around the park and library.

e Reduces housing diversity (type and variety) and single family housing options (single family
and apartments, preferred by many and more affordable than new construction.

e Eliminates back yards and urban canopy (mature trees).

e Will significantly increase traffic congestion and parking woes on residential streets.

e  Will make walking in the community potentially more hazardous — more people, more cars,
more residential units and businesses.

Note: There is a large church, the city library, a private elementary school, a popular city park,
local businesses, movie theater on 9™ Ave NE in this proposed LR3 zone; and several soon to be
built studio apartment buildings (6 story), a food bank (BSP and soon the University Food Bank), a
car dealership, Trader Joe’s, pizza and drinking establishments and more that are accessed or
impact the small residential streets in this potential LR3 zone. Increased zoning density will have
impacts to an already dense and densely used neighborhood.

e Thereis a lack of understanding in the study of the University Playground Park and
University Branch Library neighborhood as exists and therefore the DEIS is missing data and
information about the adverse impacts of increased zoning and mitigations for this
proposed LR3 zone.

Alt 2

Problem: 340 and 240 heights:

e Too generalized and broad in mapped zoning. Zoning is necessary to be identified by
specific blocks to fully understand the reality of impacts and potential mitigations.
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e Too abrupt in height changes between zones and not appropriate for 240/360 heights to
abut Lowrise zones.

e 340’ height zone abuts LR1, LR2 and LR3, MR, NC85 zones.

e 240’ abuts LR1 & LR2 (25’+), MR, NC 65 and NC3P85.

Land Use Compatibility
Pg. 3.1-13 Core: Omits describing LR1 and LR2 zones.

“Abrupt transitions” — “limited in magnitude and duration”: This assumes that all old structures
will be demolished and replaced. “Limited” but not in magnitude: This is not adequately
addressed in sections regarding Adverse Impacts and Mitigations — Old structures are home to
small business and affordable residential. Old structures give the University District a sense of
history, place and a better quality of life.

e Accurate zoning description is necessary in FEIS and all zoning, including Lowrise, analyzed
accordingly.

3.1.3 Mitigating Measures

Pg 3.1-14 Problem: We have great concerns about lack of specificity. DEIS doesn’t say much
about providing mitigations but states vague assurances about “monitoring” and “considering”
that are not specific or to be deemed straightforward in dealing with reality, today or in the
future. Currently the Urban Center is in deficit of critical, necessary infrastructures. The DEIS
offers no real solutions to support the target growth in any Alternative.

e DEIS needs to specify actual, real mitigations

e Mitigations must be in place to support the anticipated doubling/quadrupling of density

e Lack of actual mitigations for the significant increased density created by this zoning will be
catastrophic for the community.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

States NONE. Ergo, impacts are avoidable?
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.2 Population, Housing, Employment

Authored by Kelly Kurtilla and Todd Bradley

Concerns with the DEIS:

The study lists 92% of the estimated available housing units in the study area as occupied. Leaving a
remainder of 8% vacant which is much higher than the current vacancy rate of 4.6% throughout the city
as a whole.

According to the study the new development will likely be in smaller units, conducive to one-person
households, which is an inefficient way to increase density, as only 22% of the occupants in the study
area live in one-person households currently, this leaves the remaining population in households with
an average of 3.6 people. Suggesting that if new units are needed within the study area, 78% of them
should accommodate an average occupancy of 3.6 people. To maintain the character and diversity of
the neighborhood. This is in direct conflict with the DEIS which states new housing will likely be smaller
units.

With this in mind, provisions for protecting single-family dwellings should be written into the EIS as the
new housing will not support the current housing trends within the study area.

Construction of larger units than occurring in current and proposed construction projects would provide
the opportunity to increase the number of residences suitable for families, families with children, and
students who wish to live in small groups.

In summary: within the study area, there is a deficit of single-family homes. With this in mind,
preservation of current single-family dwellings in the area should be given higher priority - allowing for
more flexible housing options. The new construction of smaller units result in:

e Increase in price due to construction costs

e Decrease in livability/potential for shared housing

o Decrease of long-term residency

This study seems to be written solely for the concerns of the University of Washington and to the
detriment of the current long-term residents and homeowners within the study area.

In an area already burdened with high housing costs, a decrease in affordability and no guarantees for
any of the mitigation listed, makes the statement “no unavoidable significant adverse impacts to
affordable housing are anticipated” incorrect.

Listed as “Significant Impacts” are:
e “Immediate loss of low cost housing”
e “Potential demolition of lower cost housing”
o “The effect of filtering takes decades and does not affect short term cost burdens of households
in the area.”

Because these are listed as common to all three alternatives they would seem unavoidable according to
current planning. It would be an injustice to not take the opportunity to address housing affordability
during the drafting of the EIS as it is our best chance and it is being ignored.
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.3 Aesthetics

Authored by Sharon Dunn and Ylva Hurnlund

Section 3.3. 1 “Affected Environment”

“The study area contains three designated Neighborhood Green Streets:
Brooklyn Avenue NE, extending through the study area

NE 43rd Street, from I-5 to the west edge of the UW campus

NE 42nd Street, from I-5 to the west edge of the UW campus
Neighborhood Green Streets are generally defined as a street right-of-way that, through a

variety of design and operational treatments, give priority to pedestrian circulation and open
space over other transportation uses.

Comment: Brooklyn, NE 43™ and 42" are all defined as “Green Streets” If the building heights
are extended to the greatest impact, Alternative 1, or even the second highest limit, Alternative
2, these “Green Streets” will experience shadow and wind impacts. If the proposed community-
backed plaza for the light rail station is not approved, there will be a negative impact on the
aesthetics for circulating pedestrians and bicyclists, and no new, direct connection forged
between Brooklyn and University Way.

“The University Heights Community Center is a Seattle landmark listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Seattle Parks and Recreation Department is redeveloping the
south parking lot into public open space for the neighborhood.”

Comment: At present, this “park” is still a parking lot. The neighborhood has been informed that
it will be a park, but lacks the evidence of a defined timeline, in a community critically short of
public green space.

“Roosevelt Way NE is an active southbound thoroughfare with low-rise commercial uses,
multi-family housing, single-family housing, and the public library. It runs from the Roosevelt
Neighborhood and connects to the north slope of Capitol Hill.”

Comment: While this characterization is roughly correct in the immediate present, it is not fully
reflective of five facts:
1. The northeast corner of 50" and Roosevelt is being redeveloped, as of June 2014, into a
multi-story apartment building.
2. The current low-rise site of an Indian restaurant and parking lot on the west side of
Roosevelt Way, between 47™" and 50%, is to be redeveloped into a multi-story dwelling
that will function as a private dormitory, meaning that it is slated to have some 500
residents for approximately 160 units.
3. The entire site of the current Trader Joe’s, the block between 47" and 45", is already
planned to be redeveloped into a multi-story dwelling building with commercial space.
4. A multi-story building is to be constructed on Roosevelt Way in the lot directly north of
the historic library.
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5. All of the development already underway, i.e., the new buildings being constructed for
UW-Children’s Hospital staff between 47" and 45 along 11" Avenue is already having a
dramatic impact on traffic conditions, which are often backed up on weekends from
north of 50" all the way across the University Bridge.

“Auto dealerships are located along Roosevelt Way NE between NE 50th and NE 45th Streets.”

Comment: This statement is no longer as fully accurate, since it ignores that fact that the new
Audi facility is an auto dealerships that occupies the entirety of the west side of 11™" Avenue, NE,
between 47" and 50" streets; it is, essentially, a three-block long structure.

“The half-mile walkshed surrounding the future U District station extends from I-5 on the west
to the UW campus on the east and from NE 52nd Street in the north to NE Pacific Street in the
south.”

Comment: This refers to an area with only two open space features,. One that is quite distant
from the station is University Playground, located at almost the northern boundary of this so-
called ‘walkshed.” University Playground is, in fact, the only actual “park” green space of any size
in the University District’s inner core. It is currently not only used for athletics and children’s
activities, but is essentially occupied by homeless people, often inebriated, for hours every day.
The homeless used the benches and picnic tables located immediately adjacent to the children’s
play area and the new, neighborhood-sponsored health activities course.

The other “open space” in the walkshed is the equivalent of a pocket park called Christie Park.
This park’s greatest expanse is in the form of cement, as it has a paved seating area and an
occasionally used basketball court. This park is not generally visible to most residents and users
of the neighborhood, as it is west of Roosevelt, and west of a multi-story brick condominium
building and the UW Medical Center clinic building.

Re Transit Center illustration Pg. 3.3-6.

Comments: The rendering of the transit station that appears on this page of the DEIS is of a
large, rectangular block of some sort of material —perhaps green glass? It is a large, intrusive
glass box that would reflect anything around it and, if Alternative 2 is approved, would be
surrounded by vast highrises. This illustration, 3.3-5, has no indication of any open space
amenities or pedestrian and culture friendly aspects that relate it to the commercial and
residential character of the area adjacent to it on all sides. It is rendered as a functional bock
structure existing for people to enter and exit, stepping out on to the street to immediately, if
Alternative 1 goes through, put up their guard against wind. When the rains come, as they will, if
the amount of high rise development for that small area is allowed to go through, with no open
space, we can have a most excellent area for turned up collars, and turned inside-out umbrellas.

Shade and wind factors, including shadows that would extend to the campus, would result from
either alternative, but especially Alternative 2.
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Street amenities—current building boom has already occupied the street such that there is less
light, air, and more wind and shadow. Ava apartments on 47t

There is nothing that fronts the streets and is conducive to mingling—many of the new buildings
are focused inward. They have roof gardens that minimally reduce the carbon imprint but do
nothing for the neighbors

The area has “some high-rise buildings (up to about 320 feet)” Pg. 3.3-7

Comment: This statement is notably vague; the area actually has only two structures of that
height, both of which are several blocks away from each other: the former Safeco Tower that is
now U.W.’s single tallest building, and the University Plaza condominiums. The latter structure,
though bordered on 8" by notably tall trees and set back with grass around it, creates a definite
wind and, in inclement weather, rain impact on all who pass it by or enter it. Residents of the
building can supply photos that document its shadow impact at various times of day.

“Due to its location and topography, the study area does not impact views from the viewpoints
designated in Attachment (sic) 1 to the features identified in SMC 25.05.675, above. Therefore,
viewsheds are not further discussed in this EIS.”

Seattle’s SEPA regulations do not protect specific views from private property, but they do
encourage reducing private view impacts through height, bulk and setback controls in the
Land Use Code.Pg.3.3-8

Comment: While the community may not have “viewsheds” that meet the specific criteria of
the SEPA, it absolutely has views by virtue of its predominately low- and mid-rise character. The
University District has open sky, multiple locations where Lake Union, the campus, Montlake,
etc. are visible.

Additional points:

e The topography of the U District is that it slopes up from its southern boundary along
the Montlake Cut and Portage Bay in a gradual incline, and levels off at about 43™. To
the west, it drops down to Roosevelt and then goes uphill to 7" and the freeway, along
50™. Along 45™, structures of a certain height will have a shadow and wind impact on
the remaining open view corridors of the N-S streets themselves.

e Right now, residents and occupants of University of Washington buildings indisputably
have views. The UW tour is the tallest structure; occupants of offices in that building
can, depending upon their situation, see Mount Ranier, the Cascades, or the Olympics,
etc. The residents of the UW dormitories along Pacific have views of Lake Union and the
Ship Canal; a portion of the community view that previously existed along the
northeastern end of the University Bridge is obstructed by those dorms.

e Regarding Alternatives 1 and 2: Any buildings constructed at the high end of either of
these height limits that have residences on the upper stories, will indubitably be
marketed in part for their views, with the higher rental or purchase rates for the upper
stories. Occupants, depending on their location, will be able to enjoy the views of the
campus, the Eastside, the Cascades, Mount Rainier, the Montlake Cut, Lake Union,
downtown, or the Olympics — as well as the sight of the huddled masses below, rapidly
trying to get into and out of the building and out of the weather.


Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
41
cont

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
42

Jessica
Typewritten Text
43

Jessica
Typewritten Text


44

45

46

47

Shadows

“It is the City of Seattle’s SEPA policy to “minimize or prevent light blockage and the creation
of shadows on open spaces most used by the public” (SMC 25.05.675 Q2). The concern is the
impact to these public places in terms of topography, the built environment and vegetation. “
Pg. 3.3-10

Overall, impacts are typical of an urbanizing area changing from lower intensity development to
that of more intensive development. Generalized impacts to each of the parks in the study area
are briefly described below.

University Heights Open Space. Under all alternatives, development to the north, east and west
of the University Heights Open Space would result in shadows during some daylight hours.
Alternative 2: “University Heights Open Space. To the west, proposed zoning changes from LR3
(40 feet) to MR (85 feet), while to the east LR3 (40 feet) changes to NC3P 85 feet. Area to the
north of this open space will remain LR2 (up to 40 feet). During the fall months, this space will
experience shadows to the northeast and southeast corners during the morning hours, the south
end of the space will be shaded by noon and all but the northwest tip will be covered by 3:00 pm.
During the winter months, this space will be entirely covered in shadow.

Comment: This statement makes it clear that the University Heights open space would be
unacceptably in shadow.

Christie Park. Under all alternatives, development to the southwest of Christie Park would
create shadows on portions of the park.

Alternative 2: Christie Park. Around Christie Park, the proposed zoning would allow a significant
increase in building height, from LR3 (40 feet) to a maximum of 340 feet. In the morning hours,
this park will be covered in shadow in the fall months and in the afternoon in the winter months.

Comment: This statement makes it clear that the Christie Park’s open space would be
unacceptably in shadow.

University Playground. Development surrounding University Playground will increase in all
alternatives and result in shade and shadow impacts.”

Alternative 2: University Playground. Zoning at the immediate surroundings of University
Playground will remain unchanged under this alternative. However, development of towers to
240 feet in height to the east would cast shadows in the morning hours during the fall and
winter months.

Comment: This statement makes it clear that the University Playground open space, the only true
“green space” of these three parks, would be unacceptably in shadow.

Comment: Given that the U District already has a document shortfall of green space even
relative to its current residents, additional “shade and shadow” impacts are not acceptable,
especially with no confirmed support for provision of public space by the planned light rail
station. The neighborhood only experiences a net loss of light, warmth, and air; receives no

4
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substantial additions of genuinely public green space, and experiences the impact of significantly
higher population and traffic density.

Section 3.3.2 Significant Impacts
Height, Bulk and Scale, Pg. 3.3-15

Alt 1:

To the north of the core area, proposed zoning would allow a combination of low- and mid-
rise, neighborhood commercial (NC3) along the University Way NE and Roosevelt Way NE
corridors. Along these commercial corridors, permitted building heights would range from 40
to 65 feet along NE Ravenna Boulevard to 85 feet south of NE 55th Street on the University
Way corridor. Building heights would transition up to 125 feet immediately south of NE 50th
Street.” Pg. 3.3-27

Comment:

1. This alternative will have a profound impact on Ravenna, a street that has an existing
mix of homes and small apartment buildings. It will damage an existing open space zone
between the University District and the Roosevelt Neighborhood.

2. Alternative 1 appears to be placing the area by University Playground inside LR3 for
redevelopment

“Alt 2

Along 15th Avenue NE, proposed zoning under Alternative 2 would increase maximum building
heights from 65 feet to 300 feet. However, because this development potential is limited to a
relatively small area and does not result in impacts to distant scenic views, no significant
impacts to this portion of the scenic route are anticipated.” 3.3-44

Comment: This language is ambiguous. “Limited to a relatively small area” — the intensity of
density in height in a very small area is profound because of the concentration of shadow and
wind impacts.
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.4 Historic Resources

Authored by Kelly Kurttila, Todd Bradley, Judith Wirth, Mike Schmitt

Concerns with DEIS

The major concern is that all of the quoted study informed relied on research from 1998 and
2002. Due to budget restrictions during the 2002 study, only 1/3rd of the buildings identified as
possibly historically significant were researched and documented. Relying on these studies to
assess significant impacts in the DEIS does not adequately demonstrate the richness or historical
importance within the study area.

Planning and Policy Content 3.4-4

There are several policy and goals established by the City that should be used to evaluate
construction in the study area. They include:

d. When a project is proposed adjacent to or across the street from a designated site or
structure, the proposal shall be referred to the City’s Historic Preservation officer for an
assessment of any adverse impacts on the designated landmark...

City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan

Goals and policies include UC-G12, A community where the historic resources...that add to the
community’s sense of history and unique character should be conserved. (3.5-6)

City of Seattle Landmarks Process

Although this does not directly apply to the single family areas in the study area, the intent is
clear. “It” embodies the distinctive visible characteristics of an architectural style or period. This
idea is further embodied in the language on page 3.5-14 of the DEIS which states “The project
area includes several notable character features that have not been evaluated for NRHP, WHR
or SL eligibility: Single family residential concentration north of NE 50th Street and west of
Roosevelt Way NE”.

The study area includes three buildings listed on different registers, University Branch Library,
University Heights School and Church of the Blessed Sacrament. The above principles should be
applied to the areas surrounding them.

Significant Impacts 3.4.2

In terms of significant impacts, the DEIS states that “these older SF residential areas may be
affected over time by the projected increased development and density around them, resulting
mounting pressure to convert large homes into multi-family or congregate dwellings or to
demolish them in favor of larger buildings.” (3.5-15) Unfortunately, this is already happening to
the great detriment of those of who live here and cherish our humble old homes which are still
considered “affordable”, in relation to many parts of the city.
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The DEIS also states rezoning “could accelerate the real estate pressures in the area and
potentially impact older buildings and recognized historic buildings.”

Using even stronger language in 3.4-17 the DEIS states “All alternatives potentially affect
designated historic buildings and those identified as eligible for historic status, including
demolition and inappropriate rehabilitation and re-use. (Notice the frequent use of potentially)

Another major impact not discussed is that homes, whether owned or rented create more
stable residents. These residents pay taxes, work to enhance their own and public properties
and create more stable school populations. Kids who are stable at school tend do better than
those that move frequently and are able to become more productive citizens.

Unbelievably, the DEIS states there will be no significant impacts from any of the proposed
alternatives.

Mitigation

We agree with the proposals to update the 2002 survey, expand the age and range of buildings
evaluated, survey apartment buildings from 1910-1930’s for landmark status and the proposal
to provide financial and other assistance to owners of these properties.

Section 3.4.3 talks about “the intact neighborhood and religious properties that together create
a distinct neighborhood within the city and that these properties will be used to inform the
nature of new and infill development”. If only this were true. It isn’t happening now and,
therefore, means nothing in the future.

Saving individual buildings, designated as landmarks or not, makes little sense unless their
physical context is also preserved. (See 3.4-4) Treating these intact neighborhoods as historical
districts would provide meaningful mitigation and would increase the value and livability of the
area while preserving a range of housing options. In addition, these graceful “craftsman” style
homes have gardens, shrubs and fully-mature trees that add beauty to the area and a diverse
ecosystem.
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.5 Transportation

Authored by Judith Wirth and Jeannie Gorman

The U District is a truly unique Seattle neighborhood. We have a sustainable mix of shopping,
business, education, medical, religious, services and residential uses. We are in the middle of
the city, serve as a hub for transportation for thousands of Seattle residents to access these
services and facilities and absorb tens of thousands of transient students every school year. No
other neighborhood deals with these unique stresses. We residents of the U District pride
ourselves on dealing gracefully and creatively with the numbers of students, patients,
congregants and homeless that utilize this area. We do it while embracing ethnic and economic
diversity and sustaining an urban, healthy and livable neighborhood. Students, professors,
patients and congregants leave but the homeowners and long-term renters of the U District
remain. We maintain our houses and lawns, plant traffic circles, organize trash cleanups and
serve as the mainstay to an otherwise shifting neighborhood. Our commitment to maintaining
this vitality and the historic homes of the U District makes this the desirable neighborhood it is
today.

We understand the inevitability of growth and as our neighborhood plan and the No-Action
Alternative prove, are willing to accept our share. However, the City’s Urban Center plan shifts a
disproportionate amount of growth on our neighborhood, putting more and more pressure on
homeowners and long-term renters. The City must consider the impact of towering apartment
buildings with no lot-lines, no green space, no amenities and transient residents on quality of
life for residents and businesses alike. Long-term residents are a mix of older, younger, active
and disabled and even families with small children. Any changes must take into account varying
degrees of mobility and activity, both in terms of building and traffic.

According to the DEIS, all the alternatives provide MORE THAN SUFFICIENT CAPACITY in the
study area to accommodate both the residential and employment growth estimates. (3.2 5)
Even Alt 3, no action provides, 2,706 more capacity than the 3900 the City is using as a baseline.

TRANSPORTATION 3.5

We are not engineers or urban planners; we are concerned residents who live here and know
the problems we encounter daily leaving and returning to the U district. The analysis of traffic
and transportation impacts associated with the three alternatives in the DEIS are woefully
inadequate, especially in regard to Alternatives one and two. Further increasing density in the
area, along with increased growth in Seattle will certainly exacerbate transportation problems,
despite the claims in the DEIS stating there will be no significant impacts. We are baffled by the
EIS’ apparent conclusion that Seattle can increase almost twice the number of new residential
units and 3-4 times the number of jobs in the area and end up with the same number of trips
across all modes of transportation. Dramatic differences in density will generate differences in
trips for all modes, not almost identical numbers.

Please provide information on the analytical approach, data and assumptions used to reach this
surprising conclusion. We also question the use of the MDX traffic model rather than the
Institute of Transportation Engineers methodology and rates, which is the industry standard for
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determining trip generation data. Does the MDX model have a track record that shows it can
accurately predict the future, especially in twenty years?

SINGLE OCCUPANCY VEHICLE (SOV) GOAL:

Increased density will create increased traffic, whether by bus, car or bicycle. The goal of 70%
non-SOV travel in the U District Urban Center (UDUC) does not take into account the aging
population, the disabled and families with children. Also, Seattle is a region with a high
percentage of outdoor pursuits that draw a younger population who also need vehicles to get to
recreation areas. Alternative 3 would still meet the City’s mode split goal of 70% non-SOV.
According to the DEIS (3.5-44) the auto mode share percentage would decrease compared to
2015, but the absolute number of auto trips would increase by roughly 12% without needing the
density levels of the Action Alternatives.

We are also wondering how the City expects to ensure that the projected transit mode split can
be achieved, considering our Region’s inability to adequately fund transportation infrastructure
and transit service. A recent letter by the Federal Transit Administration’s Rick Krochalis to the
Puget Sound Regional Council questioned the region’s ability to provide the funds necessary to
implement the Transportation Improvement Plan. Transit service is being cut due to lack of
funding, yet future transportation plans are based on a dramatic increase in the transit mode
split. The letter indicated that the federal government may no longer accept the region’s
certification without guarantees that the funding to implement our Transportation Plan is
actually available, potentially threatening the City’s ability to receive federal funds for future
projects. Please explain how the City would ensure that the funding to support the transit
service required to meet the projected transit mode split goal will be guaranteed.

TRAFFIC STUDY

The most telling statement in the traffic study is that “...from both a policy and feasibility
perspective, increasing roadway capacity ...is undesirable and cost-prohibitive (3.5- 70)Thus the
study only considered non-auto mode mitigation, a minor part of the problem The study does
not quantify in any way the efficacy of the types of proposed mitigation and it does not discuss
any implementation strategies other than “possible” impact fees, changes to the City municipal
code and additional monitoring of parking etc.

The traffic study in the Draft EIS is woefully inadequate. The City has used limited data to
analyze current conditions and, thus, makes general projections about future growth based on
inadequate data from a regional model. Much of the data is based on information from 2006 to
2010, too old to be accurate. Existing traffic, 3.5-2; parking data 2010, 3.5-19.

The DEIS shows only two areas of congestion projected for 2015, Roosevelt Way and 11th Ave,
both from 45th to 50th. This is inaccurate. 50th westbound is so congested from 9th Ave to
the southbound 1-5 onramp that it is impossible to a) access the left hand lane from west of
Roosevelt, and (b) impossible to travel through each intersection from Roosevelt to the 1-5
onramp. Often access to the 1-5 southbound onramp is blocked by the quantity of travelers
heading eastbound on 50th, gridlocking U district traffic from Roosevelt (or 11th) to 1-5. Again,
we need more comprehensive and current data on traffic congestion as any increased density in
the U District will negatively impact already deteriorating traffic conditions.
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Transit service is already inadequate( 3.5-7) and 20% of VMT is at LOSF (3.5-45) with Roosevelt
and 11th NE predicted to be at LOSF by 2015 and this is with Alternative three, the No Action
Alternative.

PARKING

The City’s DEIS acknowledges that demand for parking presently exceeds supply. Seattle DPD
(3.5 49; 3.5-57) Increased density will exacerbate this problem. Also, much of the discussion
was based on a 2010 parking study. Current data must be used to analyze impacts for the
UDUC and also for the region as we now know Seattle is one of the fastest growing areas in the
country. Lack of parking also impacts many small businesses in the area. For example, one
business near Trader Joe’s rents the drive-ways of nearby residents for their customer’s cars.

There is inadequate parking even with the RPZ’s and increased enforcement. Residents on
unregulated streets are routinely unable to park in front of or near their homes. Again no
meaningful mitigation is offered. We have two proposals to help alleviate this problem. First,
make all residential streets in the UDUC into RPZ’s. Second, restrict the availability of RPZ
permits outside of single family areas and limit the number of permits per household.

Another solution is to require all new developments to provide adequate parking for its
residents. This requirement has recently been abandoned to the detriment of the residents
who live here all the time. Developers who build, guarantee occupancy and who then leave our
neighborhood have no stake in addressing the problems they create. Nor do the residents of
these complexes, as they tend to be transient.

SAFETY 3.5-35

Again, the data is inadequate. The study projects data from January 2010 to September 2013 to
represent 2015. That is ludicrous given the rapid growth in the region and UDUC. Also, the
study needs to use a multiplier to project the actual numbers of accidents as many,
undoubtedly, were not reported.

Based on this faulty assumption, the DEIS states there are no high accident locations in the
study area. Using the study definitions (see chart on 3.5 - 37 Annual Collision Rates), there were
eight locations that were in the 5-7 accident range and eight locations in the 4-5 accident range,
both of which denote high accident locations. Pedestrian and bicycle collisions are shown on
3.5-38 and again two locations show 5 to 7 accidents and six show 3 to 4.

MITIGATING MEASURES 3.5.3

This document offers almost no mitigation measures and apparently doesn’t think they are
necessary, despite the proposed increase in density and the inability to improve roadways in the
area. The DEIS claims that the “proposed mitigation packages (3.5-4) would reduce the
magnitude of all the identified impacts of the rezone alternatives to less-than-significant level,
therefore there are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation”. This, despite
the City’s acknowledgement that there are “unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation”
(3.5.72) Yet the DEIS embraces the increased density and upzones in the UDUC, particular in
reference to Alternatives one and two. An example of this bias can be seen in the language
used throughout this document, such as using “Deficiencies of No Action Alternative (3.5-43)
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and then describing “Impacts of Action Alternatives”. Also the use of words such as “could” and
“potential” which tell us nothing.

Some of the proposed mitigation measures, such as the requirement for more active
transportation demand management on the employer side are very difficult to implement for
the small local businesses that make the U District the lively place it is today. Requiring more
active TDM measures from employers would favor large companies and corporations,
threatening the economic fabric and character of the study area.

No adverse impacts is the most egregious statement we have ever seen in a DEIS and uses
sophistry in an absolutely indefensible manner. We are demanding that the City pay for an
independent transportation expert, who will also work with the community, to review this
section, the studies used, more recent data and the basic assumptions used to make such
outlandish statements, before proceeding with this DEIS process. We also want more discussion
about who defines what is acceptable.


Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
70
cont


71

Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.7 Open Space

Authored by Sharon Dunn and Ylva Hurnlund

From the DEIS:

“For total supply of open space, the following goals apply:
One acre of Village Open Space per 1,000 households (within the urban center)
One acre of Village Open Space per 10,000 jobs (within the urban center)
One acre of “Breathing Room Open Space” per 100 residents (citywide)

Comprehensive Plan goals for specific facilities within urban centers:
At least one “Village Commons” of at least one acre in size
One indoor, multiple use recreation facility
One dedicated community garden for each 2,500 households, with at least one
dedicated garden site

Goals for distribution of open space in the Comprehensive Plan:

All locations within an urban village boundary should be “within approximately % mile of

Village Open Space”
All locations outside of urban villages should be within % to % mile of Usable Open
Space”

Development adjacent to these designated green streets is required to provide street
improvements that prioritize pedestrian and open space functions priorities. These street
improvements are not counted toward the Village Open Space goals stated in the Comprehensive

Plan, but they do provide public amenity space for residents and workers.

The 2005 University District Park Plan provides a detailed analysis of open space needs specific to

the U District. It establishes open space priorities based on community input:

1. Highest Priority: A centrally located park, approximately one-half acre, in a high-
volume pedestrian area with current or projected multi-family mixed-use buildings; this
type of park should be designed to accommodate a variety of recreation uses. Work with
property owners in the vicinity of Brooklyn Avenue between NE 43rd and NE 47th streets

to develop a central multi-use park.

2. Highest Priority: A number of smaller plazas in high-volume pedestrian areas. The
design of these parks should be coordinated with adjacent development and need not

necessarily be provided through Department of Parks and Recreation acquisition.

3. High Priority: Smaller neighborhood-oriented parks (approximately one-quarter acre)

to serve local needs.

3.7.2 Significant Impacts

IMPACTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
Today, the U District does not meet some of the open space goals established by the

Comprehensive Plan. While several planned parks will increase the supply of open space, this
increase alone will not be enough to catch up to a growing neighborhood. Without additional


Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
71


71
cont

72

73

open spaces, the deficit in the study area will grow from approximately 3 acres to 5 acres. (See
Table 3.7-3.) Similarly, the U District does not meet the goal for indoor recreational space. With

future growth, the goal for community gardens will not be met unless additional space is

allocated.

Table 3.7-3 (pg. 3.7-8)

U District Urban Design Draft EIS April 24, 2014

the existing or projected »
households total 2,500 or more

(University
Playground)

Comprehensive Plan Goal U District Target Resource Status
Open Space Supply
2013 | Village Open Space » one 6.77 acres total 6.14 3.85 acres Goal not met:
acre per 1,000 households acres, by household 2.9-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 0.63 acres, by jobs deficit
2035 | Village Open Space » one 11.15 acres total 10.04 6.04 acres Goal not met:
acre per 1,000 households acres, by household anticipated, per 5.1-acre
» one acre per 10,000 jobs 1.11 acres, by jobs planned projects deficit
One “Village Commons” » where 1 Village Commons 1 Village Commons Goal met

Specific facilities

One indoor, multi-use recreation
facility » per Urban Center

1 recreation center

No City-owned
recreation center

Goal not met

garden » for each 2,500
households

gardens

2013 | One dedicated community 2 community gardens 3 community Goal met
garden » for each 2,500 gardens
households

2035 | One dedicated community 4 community gardens 3 community Goal not met

ALTERNATIVE 1 increases the capacity for job and residential growth in this same core area, which
is currently under-served with open space amenities. This increases the likelihood that more
people will live and work in an area that does not meet Comprehensive Plan goals for access to
open space. This is a potential adverse impact of Alternative 1.
When the three planned parks (Christie Park expansion, University Heights south lot, and the
waterfront) are complete, they will reduce but not eliminate the gap in the U District’s core.

ALTERNATIVE 2

Same as Alternative 1. More development capacity in the core of the neighborhood increases the
likelihood that new jobs and homes will not meet Comprehensive Plan goals for access to open
space. This is a potential adverse impact of Alternative 2.

ALTERNATIVE 3

There are no impacts unique to Alternative 3.

Comment: The quoted portions of the DEIS, above, essentially speak for themselves. They make
explicit a fact everyone who lives in this community knows: the University District already, with
no zoning change whatsoever, and not counting the additional population and density impacts
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of construction recently completed or underway, has an open space deficit. This deficit is clearly
not slated to be rectified in any clear, comprehensive, funded manner in the immediate or even
the long-term future relative to the increased pace of building presently permitted and to the
much greater degree of development that would be permitted under Alternatives 1 or 2.

3.7.3 Mitigating Measures

“Section 3.7.2 highlights existing deficiencies and potential future adverse impacts relating to
Seattle’s open space goals and policies. Various actions could help provide more open spaces and
recreational opportunities for the growing neighborhood (including Village Open Space, Breathing
Room Open Space, and open space “offsets”):

New property acquisition and improvement by Seattle Parks, funded through a future
levy, open space impact fees, or other means—especially in the existing gap between NE 47th
and NE 41st streets
Comment: This wording makes it clear: actions could help, but they are only vague possibilities.
Meanwhile, rapid construction in the community is already underway.

“Provision of dedicated, publicly accessible open space as part of private development

(“POPS”), through development standards or an incentive zoning program in the Land

Use Code

On-site open space provided as residential amenities through new development

Public/private partnerships to develop, manage, and program public open spaces.

Additional community gardens.

Improvement of designated green streets to provide outdoor seating and other

amenities. Adopt green street concept plans to the Right-of-Way Improvements Manual

to guide private development, and/or grant funding for streetscape improvements.

Improvement of “festival streets,” i.e., special streets that can be shut down to vehicular

traffic for community events.

Improved access to campus for the public for the purposes of public access to open

spaces located on the UW campus within the immediate vicinity of the planning area. “

Comment:

1. This wording makes it clear: actions could help, but they are only vague possibilities.
Meanwhile, rapid construction in the community is already underway.

2. Furthermore, publicly accessible open space incorporated into private developments do
not offer the same guarantee of full public access and freedom of usage that public
open spaces have.

3. The existing public open space, especially University Playground, already receives an
undue level of high impact usage by transient and homeless populations.

4. While a small parcel of formerly residential property has been acquired, under the levy,
as an adjacent extension to Christie Park, it is small, it is behind the UW medical building
and distant from the heavy use corridors of the University District, and is unlikely to
make any notable aesthetic or usage impact on the University District. Furthermore, this
small park will need attention to ensure it does not become a location for transient
populations.

5. All parks and any open spaced in the U District have continual problems with overnight
camping and substance use, especially the area of University Playground.
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3.7.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

This section describes potential significant adverse impacts to open space that could result
through implementation of the rezone alternatives. The proposed mitigation packages would
reduce the magnitude of all identified impacts of the rezone alternatives to a less than
significant level.

Comment: There is no visible see content for this section. That is unacceptable.
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Roosevelt Neighbors’ Alliance Comments on U District Urban Design Draft EIS (June 2014)

Section 3.8 Public Services

Authored by Kathy Slettebak and Arn Slettebak

3.8.1 Affected Environment
Fire and Emergency Services

e Statement made without comment on 3.8-3. No explanation about how any of Alt 1, 2
or existing plans would affect fire fighter response.

o "Building and associated densities are critical factors in estimating fire fighter
requirements."

e Fire station #17 had an increase incident responses in 2012, 8% increase for fire engine
and 5% increase for ladder. No statistics available for 2013. With increased growth and
density anticipation would be for more calls resulting in increased incident responses.

e SFD reports that special operations and technical rescues such as use of ladder trucks
require 8.41 minutes for arrival. We note that the proposed high-rise buildings would
potentially require more use of ladder trucks in all plans, especially Alt 1 & 2. 3.8-4

e Mitigation: assumes all alternatives would have the same impact. However taller
buildings in higher density would have the potential for a negative impact as for
maneuvering fire engines and ladders. Also, increased population especially during the
day with outside workers present in the U. District will result in an increase in calls for
emergency medical services which already comprise 80% of total calls to SFD. DEIS says
additional staffing and equipment may be required but does not address who will foot
the bill. 3.8-11

Police Services

The North Precinct facility is currently overcrowded and does not meet the needs of precinct
personnel even at this time. The University District is in Union sector U2 and U3. The overall
crime activity in the North Precinct between 2009 and 2012 fell 8%, while U3 has seen a 20%
increase in major crime reports and U2 has seen a 4% increase over the same time period. U3
with its high increase in major crime encompasses Greek Row where students are easy
targets. The city of Seattle meantime saw a 12.5% drop in major crime. It is evident that more
police activity is needed here right now and much more will be needed when the increase in
population occurs as more proposed developments are built.

e The DEIS states the average response time in the city is 7 minutes. However response
time can be different depending on geographic area, time of day and day of week. No
data is given for response time in the University District.

e Precinct priorities for the University District include more patrol in the business core and
emphasis on patrolling Greek Row on Friday and Saturday nights in the spring. We note
there has been substantially more crime in that sector on any day of the week, any
season of the year and any time of day. Consider involving University Police in patrolling
section U3.
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Public Schools

There is an important relationship between families and schools. Families give a lot of
consideration to what schools are available and their reputation for excellence before they
decide to move into an area. Without a school, the University District began losing families after
University Heights was closed in 1989. Families anchor a neighborhood and the school anchors
families. Hard to have one without the other. Even the DEIS supports a school in the University
District.

3.8.2 Significant Impacts

DEIS states the "current study area population is characterized by a large number of student
households and relatively few families." That is not too surprising considering recent
developments have targeted student housing in apodments and other studio-style

housing. How many new single-family homes have been built in the area? How many older
homes have been destroyed to make way for these student houses? Where is the new housing
that would attract families? 3.8-12

e Among all households the percentage of married couples with children is 66% in the
University District compared to 33% for the city of Seattle. The percentage of single-
mother households is 22% compared to 10% for the city of Seattle. Yet the University
District does not have a public school facility. Seattle Public Schools projects a 1300
increase in enrollment for 2014-15. Of the public schools that currently serve the
University District, 2 of the 3 are already over capacity.

e The Seattle Public School District includes these guiding principles related to how school
boundaries are set:

Maximize walkability: only Roosevelt High School could be considered a walkable distance. No
public elementary or middle school is in walkable distance.

Be responsive to family input to the extent feasible. Huh?

3.8.3 Mitigating Measures

"The School District has the option of collecting impact fees under Washington State's Growth
Management Act and voluntary mitigation fees paid pursuant to the State Environmental Policy
Act." Questions: Who will see that the school district actually does collect these fees and where
do the voluntary mitigation fees come from? Is the money locked into the University District or
does the School District use it at will? 3.8-14
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Letter of intent re. Contract Rezone for Blessed Sacrament Master Plan and application
to amend Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan

Signatories: The Priory of the Blessed Sacrament dba Blessed Sacrament Parish and
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance

The Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance (RNA) a 501(c)3 community organization in Seattle’s
University District, and the Priory of the Blessed Sacrament dba Blessed Sacrament Parish
(encompasses all legal authorities associated with the non-profit organization) support an
amendment to the City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan allowing inclusion of BSP
property in the University Urban Center and exclusion of some nearby property from the
Urban Center (see map). If the Comprehensive Plan amendment is approved, BSP will
apply for an up-zone of its SF zoned property to LR1 through a Contract Rezone. Following
the protocol of the Contract Rezone, the Priory of the Blessed Sacrament dba Blessed
Sacrament Parish, in an effort to minimize negative impacts on the neighborhood, will
collaborate with neighbors on 9th and 8th Avenues NE and the RNA community in the
design and implementation of the BSP Master Plan. This collaboration should ensure
projects compatible with the neighborhood and help mitigate negative impacts.

Potential Impacts could include:

e increased traffic on the narrow neighborhood streets, and increased pedestrian and
car accidents,

e increased neighborhood parking (until parking garage is constructed)

e adverse visual impact of the new structures (priory, parking garage, plinth, entrances
and exits)

e neighbors’ concern regarding potential for increased housing density

The RNA and BSP will submit a joint application to Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan
requesting the inclusion of BSP in the Urban Center and excluding neighborhood
properties on the west edge of the Urban Center (west side of 9t" Ave NE to 7t" Ave NE,
between BSP and University Child Development School (UCDS) and NE 47" St, including 5
residential properties on the east side of 9t" Ave NE between the library and UCDS.)

The requested adjustment to the Urban Center boundary will have two effects beneficial
to both BSP and the surrounding neighborhood.

1. It will allow BSP to request the up-zone that will allow them to develop their property
in accordance with their Master Plan (a new priory, ADA access via a plinth on the
north side of the church, a below grade two floor parking garage), respect the historic



nature of their buildings, house clergy, and serve their congregation and the larger
community, including neighbors.

2. The adjustment would also remove certain blocks around University Playground Park
and University Branch Library from the Urban Center, protecting them from an
upzone in future Urban Center rezoning processes and allowing the community to
explore a future downzone that further preserves the existing single-family housing
character, yard trees and gardens of the residential areas around the church,
University Playfield, the University Child Development School and the public library
(see map).

The joint request for adjustment of the Urban Center boundary is the result of a long (and
continuing) conversation between RNA and BSP and we believe that this change is in the
best interests of both BSP, its clergy and congregation, and the residents of the
surrounding neighborhood. Through the City of Seattle planning processes we anticipate
ongoing outreach to the neighborhood to allow for more feedback on the requested
changes and ensure all homeowners are well informed.

We respectfully request an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan as described in the
attached map.

Debbie Gonzalez, Parish Administrator on behalf of Fr. Daniel Syverstad, Pastor through
his delegated authority.
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This letter duplicates the first 10 comments in

Letter No. 4. Please refer to Letter No. 4, I—etter # 5
Comments No. 1-10 for responses to the

comments in this letter.

From: Mark Griffin <markg@compass-gc.com>

Sent: Monday, June 23, 2014 5:27 PM

To: LaClergue, Dave

Cc: Mark Griffin; nancybocek@gmail.com

Subject: Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance comments on DEIS
Attachments: DEIS letter - revised.docx

Dave,

Attached is the letter from the RNA regarding the DEIS. A bunch of the neighbors have been meeting for several weeks
and discussing concerns. The letter reflects a broad consensus on mitigations that we would like to see incorporated
into the EIS for current issues that will continue to compounded with changes in the future (especially additional
density).

We have additional and more detailed comments that we will also forward to you that is reflective of the different
voices that contributed to our discussions (Nancy was going to tabulate and send them to you). | would suggest that all
of the comments be read, as there are many good points and suggestions that we didn’t include in our attached

letter. However those comments reflect more of individual perspectives, and doesn’t necessarily reflect consensus.
We do feel that the mitigation we call out for in this letter is reasonable and should be incorporated into the FEIS.

Let me know when you get a chance to review.

Thanks,

Mark

President
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance

THIS LETTER IS INCLUDED IN THE ROOSEVELT
NEIGHBORS ALLIANCE 1 DOCUMENT.
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To: Dave LeClergue
Urban Designer
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 5" Ave., Suite 1900
Seattle, WA 98124

Subject: U District Urban Design Draft EIS and LR3

Dear Mr. LeClergue,

In regards to the DEIS, the Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance feels that there are a number of items
that still need to be addressed in the Final EIS. We feel the following observations and concerns
reflect our experience as neighbors within the study area, and reflects the concerns of those
who experience the University District at all hours and of impacts not appropriately discussed in
the DEIS. We also have specific requests to mitigate those adverse impacts.

The DEIS limits itself by stating that adverse impacts which currently exist, or will occur under
the Alternate 3 (no change scenario), should not be considered an impact. Itis our belief that a
deficit that is currently reflected in the neighborhood should be addressed in this process. It is
our understanding that the city should be addressing and mitigating these impacts and
deficiencies in neighborhoods whenever possible, but especially those targeted for substantial
growth.

A change in zoning offers an opportunity for the City to craft changes that will encourage the
mitigation of those impacts by coupling them with incentives for development. Those
mitigations should be discussed in more depth in the DEIS. However, considering the presence
of a very large nonprofit institution in the UW, improvements must also be made by the City of
Seattle as well as the UW to bring the deficiencies in the neighborhood up to acceptable
standards. Those improvements must be explicitly noted within the FEIS or we risk a
continuation of hollow promises and continued deficiencies.

The following represents significant impacts that currently exist and will increase with additional
density, and which must be addressed in the FEIS:

Traffic Mitigation — the DEIS states that there is no significant traffic impact to the
neighborhood. However, any time spent in the U District will reveal dramatic gridlock in the
neighborhood, as a majority of the east/west traffic from Ballard to I-5, as well as
Windermere/Laurelhurst/U Village/etc. to I-5 utilize 45™ and 50" Streets, which turns the U
District into gridlock seven days a week, both in the mornings and the evenings. Roosevelt and
11" are also a major north/south arterial and bike routes as it is one of six bridges (including 15,
99, Ballard, Mountlake and Fremont bridges) to cross the ship canal. While the addition of light
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rail will benefit the neighborhood, it won’t address the east/west traffic. The EIS should be
modified to call for a new overpass over I-5 between 45" and extending north of 50" dedicated
to busses, cyclists, and pedestrians.

Parking Mitigation - The single family and lowrise neighborhoods currently soak up a lot of the
parking demands of non-permitted group housing (generally houses broken up into individual
room rentals) throughout the U District, and faces further demand by the modification of the
rule previously requiring developers to provide parking for new developments in the U District.
Currently the U District includes Zone 10 parking restriction which encompasses single family,
lowerise, and midrise zoning. Zone 10 was created at a time in which parking was still required
of developers. With the recent change in which no parking is required by developers, Zone 10
no longer protects single family and lowrise family neighborhoods from being inundated with
cars. The original intent of this modification to the rule was to encourage people living in
midrise or taller buildings to use mass transit by making cars less convenient without ready
parking. With the Zone 10 geography, rather than encouraging midrise building occupants to
use mass transit, it enables them to get around the requirement by acquiring a Zone pass and
parking in the single family or lowerise blocks. Not only does this change the character of the
blocks of traditional single family structures from one that is family friendly, it dramatically
increases traffic on residential streets, decreasing safety and increasing the likelihood of a
significant accident occurring. For the safety of all of the current and future residents, especially
the youngest residents, we strongly request that the EIS include as mitigation the breaking up of
Zone 10 into two zones, one encompassing the areas zoned LR3 and denser/higher, and another
encompassing the more family oriented areas zoned LR2/LR1/Single Family.

Open Space — The U District currently has the lowest ratio of park space to households in the
city. As the DEIS notes, this ratio will become substantially worse with additional density.
Whether that density is related to continued growth in Alternate 3 or higher density noted in
Alternates 1 and 2. While the UW has open space, it serves the student and employee
population of the University, and not the general public, and the DEIS correctly excludes the
University of Washington from the analysis on open space. As the different alternates being
examined include significant upzoning, the opportunities to expand the open space in the U
District will only decrease as properties are redeveloped and the cost of land increases.

We request that three forms of mitigation be included in the FEIS to address this ‘worst in the
city’ deficit. For the immediate term to address the open space shortfall, is the full funding of
the park at 50" and University, which has been designed but as of yet construction has not yet
begun. For the intermediate term, we request that as an offset to increased height
opportunities that will benefit the UW being examined in Alternates 1 and 2, that the University
of Washington dedicate the space above the Light Rail station at 43" and Brooklyn to create the
Commons or U District Square. For the long term, to balance out the space alternative and in
conjunction with the traffic congestion noted above, we request that the FEIS require the City to
fund an analysis on placing a cap over the freeway between 45" and 50", In addition, as part of
any additional federal or state highway projects related to work on I5 north of downtown or
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1520/15 freeway exchange, that funding for a lid between 45th and north of 50th be included as
mitigation to the University District. A cap at that location should include a mixture of
playfields, gathering space and balanced with trees.

Zoning — Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance, with broad support of the neighbors and Blessed
Sacrament Church, has sponsored a request to change the urban center boundary to exclude
the LR1 and LR2 zoned properties around University Playground. This area is home to a number
of owner occupied single family structures composed of families as well as long term residents
of the neighborhood. We request that the FEIS note this application to not upzone these areas,
with the exception of unifying the Blessed Sacrament campus under LR1 with a contract rezone,
which in Alternate #1 shows being be upzoned to LR3.

Schools — Currently the U District has no public school (elementary, secondary or high school)
within its boundaries. The two closest elementary schools to the University District are Sanford
and MacDonald. Both of these elementary schools have immersion programs and the Seattle
School District has recently changed the designations for those schools to full city application
rather than drawing from the U District. As mitigation for the influx of additional households
into the U District with additional density, and to address a current deficit, we request that the
Seattle School District give all residents of the U District a first priority in applications to Sanford
or MacDonald over other geographical locations in the City. When combined with Green Lake
Elementary as the future geographical elementary school, the option to attend any of these
three schools will help to mitigate the anticipated growth in school children and prevent the
likely result of bussing elementary children longer distances. As a longer term mitigation, we
request continued study and funding of attempts to building an elementary school within the
University District.

Development Fees — As part of any upzoning, developer fees are often added to the additional
zoning density. We request that any developer fees be segregated from the general City of
Seattle funds, and specifically held separately to be spent only within the University District.
Considering the current deficiencies in the U District, especially in comparison to most other
Seattle neighborhoods, any added fees associated with development, whether it be instituted
by DPD, Seattle Light, SDOT, sidewalk rentals, Seattle Public Utilities, low income housing fund,
etc., should be segregated and used to improve the infrastructure and open space requirements
within the neighborhood. It should not be accumulated in the general fund and utilized in other
neighborhoods given the U District’s current deficiencies in services, infrastructure, and open
space, which will be magnified with increased density.

Circulation and Setbacks — the FEIS should provide greater detail in regards to set backs both on
the street level as well as at higher elevations the setbacks related to the different zoning
heights. Specific language should be included on how mid-block cross-throughs and street set
backs will offset greater density/heights.
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These mitigation requests represent a general consensus from many people within the
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance. While this doesn’t represent all of the thoughts or opinions on
the EIS, and we will include other general thoughts and feedback from individuals and groups as
well, there is strong consensus that these mitigations must be included in the FEIS.

Please also confirm that the FEIS will conform to the SEPA. We request that the issuance of the

FEIS be delayed, if necessary, until all of these mitigations are addressed and incorporated into
the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Mark Griffin
President
Roosevelt Neighbors Alliance



Letter # 6

Seattle Displacement Coalition

5031 University Way NE * Seattle * Washington * 98105 * 206-632-0668 * jvf4119@zipcon.net

Interfalith Task Force on Homelessness

creating the political will to end homelessness in king county in ten years

June 20, 2014

Dave LaClergue, City of Seattle (dave.laclergue@seattle.gov)
700 5th Ave. Ste 2000

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA

98124-4019

Re: Our Comments on the DEIS — University District ‘Urban Design’ Upzone Alternatives
Dear Mr. LaClergue and others who it concerns,

The Seattle Displacement Coalition is a 37 year-old city-wide low income housing and homeless non-
profit organization here in Seattle whose membership is made up of residents of Seattle and
representatives of various church, community, and social service organizations within our city. Our
membership includes residents of the University District and our offices have been located here in the
District since 1987. As such, we are directly affected by the proposed upzones now under
consideration and analyzed in the “Urban Design” University District DEIS.

The Interfaith Task Force on Homelessness was officially convened in December 2001 and has
partnered with the Seattle Displacement Coalition, the Church Council of Greater Seattle, the
Archdiocesan Housing Authority, and other organizations. The organization works regionally to bring
leadership and members of faith communities together to do advocacy for increased public funding for
low income housing and homeless programs. The group for years has been involved in programs
affecting homeless youth and adults in the University District.

To remain consistent with requirements for full analysis of significant environmental impacts under
SEPA and in order to ensure decision-makers full and accurate disclosure of those impacts, it is
necessary to revise/amend the DEIS, particularly with respect to those sections related to direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the considered alternatives on housing, population, and land use
and the unique historic character of the University District. Lacking this information, the document
also fails to identify specific forms of prescribed mitigation decisions-makers could otherwise employ
to mitigate those impacts.

For purposes of identifying our specific concerns, herein, we shall refer to the two alternatives being
considered as “the 340° Highrise Alternative” and the “150° Highrise Alternative”. However, given
that either of these options is so grossly out of scale and at odds with the current lower density
character of the UDistrict (and its current zoned capacity), most of our comments will apply to either
option.
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Here are key points of concern that we believe must be addressed in order to meet the legal
requirements of SEPA:

1. The assessment of impacts associated with either of the two alternatives whether the 340° or 150’
Highrise Option, makes a fundamental error in it’s calculation which leads to an analysis that grossly
underestimates the impacts of each option on all SEPA elements of the environment especially impacts
on housing, land use, population, historic structures, utilities and other elements related to demands on
public infrastructure. .

As the following gquote from the DEIS indicates, their analysis proceeds from the following assumption
(see Sec 1-3 DEIS):

“PLANNING ESTIMATES FOR GROWTH

For the purpose of analysis in this EIS, a growth estimate (thru 2035) of 3,900 housing units and 4,800 jobs is
assumed. This assumption is informed by the City’s adopted 2024 growth targets, historic development trends,
anticipated regional growth estimates and a recent analysis of the U District real estate market.”

This assumption provides the rationale throughout the document especially in their arguments used in
the housing and land use sections) to argue that the growth (or demand) is fixed at 3900 units and 4800
jobs through the planning period 2035. Therefore, regardless of which option you examine, the
environmental impacts of each option are relatively similar — in fact almost the same. It also is what
allows writers of the DEIS to conclude erroneously and throughout the document that there are few
adverse impacts associated with either of the highrise options when compared to the no action option.

In the Housing and Land Use Sections, the DEIS goes even one step further, arguing that under either
highrise options, a lot more existing housing could be preserved (and not demolished/redeveloped)
because the upzones would serve to concentrate more of these 3900 units to be developed on fewer
sites. In contrast, it is claimed that the *do nothing’ option would spread that development over more
sites, meaning more existing housing could be lost.

There are several errors inherent in their conclusion that the amount of growth is fixed at 3900 units
and 4800 jobs thru 2035, regardless of which option you implement over the planning period. In the
first place, the writers of the DEIS fail to explain adequately the basis for “cherry picking” those
growth estimates that inform this analysis. Further the analysis incorrectly assumes that changes in
zoning (from the no action option) won’t set in motion additional and variable rates of growth (and
demand).

Both highrise options are grossly out of scale — at odds - with current uses and current zoned capacity.
Each has the real potential to bring several thousand more units and several thousand more jobs to the
area above the 2035 projections (and above the no action alternative). In fact, this clearly is the intent
of the proposed highrise zoning as indicated in scoping documents and as stated in the “goals” section
of the document — to shift more of the citys and region’s office and residential growth into
neighborhoods that surround rail stops. The added allowable densities under each of the highrise
options would give the UDistrict nearly three times the growth capacity over the 2035 projections
whereas the no action alternative would leave the district with only about twice the capacity.

This added increment of growth above current zoned capacity and current uses and up to the new
zoned capacity - this is the additional growth that is likely to occur, and it is this increment that must
be the subject of analysis in the EIS. The differences in allowed capacity between the options — this is
what needs to be analyzed — direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts — of all three options.
And mitigation must be identified and discussed to address these impacts for each option.
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One of the scoping documents referenced in the DEIS is the Heartland Report analyzing the feasibility
of adding highrises across the University District. Referring specifically to sections in their report
related to demand and supply, and we quote:

“Any new high---rise capacity introduced in the U---District will compete for a limited amount of
demand or for high---rise Development city---wide. The question is how well the U---District will
compete with other sub---markets/neighborhoods based on the relative value and cost that this
Urban Center can offer when compared to other competitive areas.

Although a comprehensive assessment is beyond the scope of this analysis, it is our opinion that the U-
--District can compete relatively well with other sub---markets within the city and should capture
some number of new high---rise development over the planning period.

Overall,the housing options offered in the U---District make the area one of the more affordable of the
Urban Centers or Villages in the city. And, as the demand for affordable housing is seemingly
endless....

The deepest pool of potential residents is students and faculty who study and work at the University of
Washington. As of the autumn 2012 quarter there were 42,570 students enrolled with 3,752
employed as instructional faculty (3,075 ofWhich are full---time). Together this totals over 46,300
people and that does not include administrative staff and other university related employees.

Other residential groups that may become attracted to the Study Area in the future include
professional households without children, empty---nesters, and families..... Another group that could
be attracted to high---rise development includes empty---nesters/life---long learners.

A new group of higher end market developments are being developed in the U---District at present.
This group will measure the strength of demand in the U--- District for higher---end mid---rise product.
These units should add substantial demand for new retail services in the District. “

(For full report, see Heartland Report referenced in the DEIS and scoping documents)

The Heartland Report states, albeit with some caution, that if the area is upzoned for highrises, more
households and jobs will be attracted to the area to fill up those highrises. Heartland identified
considerable potential for added or new demand that could support or “be attracted” to the UDistrict by
highrise zoning. This is in fact what informs their belief that highrise zoning is “feasible” given that
more of the city’s highrise office and residential development (meaning more demand) will switch
from areas like Belltown and Downtown to the U-District.

Further, it is this analysis that informs DPD’s decision to proceed with these proposed highrise options
in the first place — the belief that it will attract this greater share of new or additional demand. In other
words if you build them, “they will come”. There are numerous planning documents, in addition to the
Heartland report, including the Comprehensive Plan that reference the City and City leader’s interest in
attracting and concentrating more of the region and city’s households to urban villages and into areas
around planned rail stops such as the UDistrict. The current comprehensive plan is now in the process
of being revised to further these aims. These policies and goals should be specifically cited in and
referenced in the final EIS.
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This DEIS generally references this goal — concentrating more growth in the UDistrict - in the
introduction and summary of reasons the city is undertaking this upzone at all. Effectively the new
highrise buildings accompanying the upzones (both office and housing development) itself will attract
more demand from these groups including professionals, faculty, empty nesters, even wealthier
seniors. The Heartland Report (forming the basis for the upzones) specifically makes this case. That
is the intent of the upzones.

The document identifies current zoned capacity of 6800 units - about twice the 2035 target (3900
units). Each of the upzone alternatives would bring the zoned housing capacity up to about 10,000
units - an increase of about 3000 units. On the jobs side, either upzone option adds capacity for
another 8000-10000 jobs. This is the increment of growth that is more than “probable” but likely if the
upzones are granted that have not been analyzed in accordance with SEPA.

See State SEPA law, RCW 43.21 C.031:

(1) An environmental impact statement (the detailed statement required by RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c))
shall be prepared on proposals for legislation and other major actions having a probable significant,
adverse environmental impact.

Even if the extra growth, up to the new added capacity allowed by the highrise rezones, is not a
certainty that doesn’t absolve DPD from studying the eventuality i.e, the “probability” that the new and
larger envelope will be filled up. Indeed, the “experts” from Heartland substantiate the need for the
upzones and say its feasible to upzone the area precisely because that new highrise zoning will attract
more of the city’s share of residential and office development to fill up those new towers and the new
zoning envelope over the planning period. Despite that, there is no analysis provided of the impacts of
such growth that could “feasibly” occur and accompany the rezones.

All sections of the Final EIS must include and examination of the impacts of this added increment
above current uses and current zoned capacity up to these new capacity thresholds on all elements of
the environments and for each of the options.

2. We are particularly concerned about the failure to assess the housing, population, and land use
impacts of this added increment of growth on the Districts supply of existing low income and
affordable housing.

The DEIS should contain a detailed “susceptibility to change” analysis (as Seattle planners have done
in other DEIS’s), identifying these buildings and totaling the exact number of units placed at risk in the
rezone area. It’s a relatively simple and critical analysis that is needed to inform decision makers.

This has all been written off in the DEIS by the specious observation there would be no increase in
demand called forth by the upzones, no additional jobs in the District, and no additional increment of
households moving in to all those shiny new highrises over and above the 3900 units city planners in
DPD have projected over the planning horizon. This is what allows the DEIS to ludicrously conclude
that perhaps only 40 existing units would be lost during the planning period.

We have conducted our own “windshield survey” of the areas affected by the planned upzone and we
identify about 40 low income and affordable apartment buildings (containing approximately 1000

4
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units) directly affected in the rezone area and likely to be removed over the 20 year planning — much of
it lost early in the period - units that likely would be removed if either rezone ultimately is adopted.
This would be directly attributable to the added increment of growth generated by the upzones
themselves (in contrast to the do nothing option).

Much of the loss would occur in earlier years during the planning period because the change in zoning
(at such an extreme scale) from lower allowed densities to much higher densities would significantly
affect land values and taxes. This would have the immediate affect of driving up rents in many cases
above low income thresholds on these properties.

In other cases (when there is such a disparity between existing and zoned uses), particularly in areas of
high demand, it leads to the speculative selling and buying (and refinancing) of these older structures.
Longterm owners will no debt sell to speculators using debt financing. These excessive costs are
immediately passed on to the existing tenants in the form of higher rents. This would occur quickly
and very early in the planning period upon the heels of either upzone. Then of course, over time, these
lower density units are demolished to make way for new more expensive rentals built to the new
higher zoned capacity.

The DEIS includes no analysis of these impacts — no windshield survey or susceptibility to change
analysis identifying the number of existing low income rents in the affected area that are likely to be
placed at risk or lost. There are commonly conducted forms of EIS study and ways to readily
understand and reasonably estimate housing units likely to be lost.

Instead of providing any such reasonable and required assessment of impacts on land uses, housing,
and population, the DEIS waxes on about the marvels of “filtering” — a glorified version of trickle
down taken from an econ 101 text book.

Ironically, in these related sections of the DEIS their own charts demonstrate the value of existing
older apartment buildings as a much needed source of low income and affordable housing. Older
buildings are priced by their own charts at rent levels hundreds of dollars below newly constructed
buildings, or apartments built in recent years. (see Charts 3.2 — 7 and — 8). Upzones will accelerate the
loss of these older affordable existing structures and this must be analyzed in the final EIS.

The DEIS should (and could easily do so) document (under “current conditions™) what percentage of
the existing stock in the affected rezone area is offered at below market rates and affordable to low
income and average wage earners. The DEIS also could readily calculate what portion of the current
total stock in the District now is affordable to these income groups and what the gap or need currently
is in supply. Further, how much of this stock is located in the areas of rezone could be easily
calculated.

This is necessary to inform decisionmakers how much existing affordable housing is placed at risk
under each of the two upzone options, and on the significance of how that gap (between current and
new upzoned capacity) ould be exacerbated by that loss. Our windshield survey indicates that it could
be as high as a loss of 1000 existing older rental units — directly resulting from either of these rezones.

The impacts of such a dramatic loss of lower priced units would significantly affect the rent levels on
the remaining existing affordable units. This assessment must be included for each of the upzone
options — how much this loss would impact rents for low income households.
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The loss of 1000 units represents over 15 percent of the existing rental stock in the District estimated at
about 6000 units. However, most of that loss would be lower priced older rentals and represent
potentially as much as 70 or 80 percent of current or existing affordable rentals stock.

There is ample evidence indicating that rezones of this scale and the additional market rate
development that is generated (and added demolition of lower density existing affordable housing that
will occur) will place substantial upward pressure on rents in the UDistrict and city wide. Our window
survey identifies about 40 low income and affordable apartment buildings (containing approximately
1000 units) in the rezone area likely to be removed over the 20 year planning period if not sooner and
that are directly threatened with removal should either rezone be adopted.

The final EIS should acknowledge these losses and assess their impacts on housing need in our
community and its impacts on the demand for subsidized housing, shelter and social services.

Further, there is not such thing as “trickle down” or “filtering” in Seattle’s housing market.
Throughout the Coalition’s 37 year life, supply and accelerated rates of new construction in Seattle
have never led to lower prices. In fact, in times of high growth as we are seeing now, historically,
supply that is added cannot keep pace with the added demand.

The charts in the DEIS prove this point. Despite new construction reaching record levels in Seattle and
the District - the UDistrict now is at 94 percent of its 2024 growth target and Seattle has reached 104
percent of its 2024 target. As charts in the DEIS demonstrate, it has been accompanied not by falling
rents or lower vacancy rates. City-wide we have seen record rent increases up 8 percent in just the last
year city wide and up even higher in the UDistrict. Dupres and Scott’s rental housing analysis for the
UDistrict also shows this.

It highlights the risk accompanying upzones that bring more expensive new rental construction, which
attracts more demand to the district for those units, but also causes more demolitions of existing units
driving up rents on what remains of the existing affordable stock.... and displacing hundreds of lower
income households in the process.

The DEIS should refer to and document over time how current rates of rent increases have gone up at
the same time rates of new construction have gone up. Documenting rates of housing loss should also
be included in the DEIS and increased rates of homelessness over time as rates of construction go up.

The department (DPD) has at its disposal a digitalized program that can plot where and when housing
demolitions occur in the UDistrict (and for every neighborhood of the City.). That data base shows
rates of demolition have accelerated dramatically in the District as growth has accelerated in recent
years. The Final EIS can readily access this information and provide this documentation which
provides a base to compare how the accelerated rates of growth brought on by the proposed upzones
could exacerbate these trends. (See link here: http://webl.seattle.gov/dpd/maps/ )

3. Given the flawed assumption that demand won’t change with the upzones, the DEIS fails to include
any accurate assessement of the indirect and cumulative effect that either upzone option will have on
land uses, population trends, and housing trends especially prices and rents across the entire
neighborhood, adjacent neighborhoods, and city-wide not just within the rezone area. To what degree
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will that increase and loss of existing units affect the demand for subsidized housing, shelter, and
social services in the District, adjacent neighborhoods and City Wide.

There is ample evidence from past experience to be drawn upon here to demonstrate and to catalogue
these effects. In Seattle we’ve recently gone thru a series of substantial upzoning and are now at
record levels of new residential growth. Since 2005, we’ve added city wide some 50,000 units of new
market rate espensive units (counting those going thru permitting). That correlates with the loss of
6500 existing units due to demolition (counting those going thru permitting. During this period rents
have skyrocked. Homelessness city-wide has skyrocketed.

How will the accelerated loss of low income units under each rezone option effect the City’s overall
housing needs assessment and demand for subsidized housing — these impacts should also be
considered and documented.

Again this failure to undertake an analysis of these effects primarily tracks back to the false assumption
currently informing the City analysis, the DEIS proceeds with the assumption that demand is fixed at
3900 regardless of the added capacity (and demand)

4. Since there has been no adequate assessment of these impacts cited above, there has been no
inclusion of proper forms of mitigation or proper levels of mitigation. There should be a thorough
documenting and cataloguing of additional regulatory measures that must be put in place — even
selective downzones — in order to preserve the existing affordable stock threatened by these upzoned.
What measures can be put in place that require developers to replace housing they remove or that
could prevent these demolitions from occurring in the first place — such as measures that incentivize
infill and penalize demolition of existing units.

The PSRC has documented that the UDistrict is at more than a moderate risk of displacement due to
Transit Oriented Development (see their growth management committee risk assessment report). That
document proposes a number of anti-displacement strategies to mitigate these effects. Their also are
several other anti-displacement reports recently produced that apply to Seattle that should be
referenced in the final EIS including especially the anti-displacement strategies these reports reference.
See especially SAGE report, Licata 2010 Forum Report, among others.

Studies should be referenced in the final EIS showing formulas and planning measures that are
commonly used to ensure that developers share in the cost of adding infrastructure to meet demands
caused by their projects. Over sixty cities in the region make use of impact fees to help cover
development induced impacts on transportation, schools, parks and utilities. None of these mitigation
measures are even identified let along discussed.

5. We’ve referenced above the failure to adequately assess impacts on housing, land use, population,
social and human services largely due to the failure of the Draft EIS to assess impacts accompanying
the added increment of growth allowed under each of the two upzones when compared to the no action
option. This is growth that is probable and being sought by city planners over the planning period, i.e.,
new growth up to or that would fill the new zoned envelope under each highrise option.

This is an increment not studied in the DEIS - that amounts to an added capacity for about 3000
residential units and 8000-10,000 jobs —above the 2035 planning period targets rather arbitrarily set by
DPD (3900 units and 4800 jobs).
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The planners have a responsibility to include an assessment of impacts accompanying this added
increment on all other SEPA environmental elements as well. It would be especially important to
assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of this increment on infrastructure such as impacts
on transportation, schools, CO2 emissions, historic buildings, utilities, etc. All of this has been
conspicuously left out of the DEIS.

The University District as we know it — it’s unique mix of lower density affordable homes,
townhomes, 3 story apartments and its rich social, racial and economic diversity, it’s unique blend of
affordable small businesses and shops serving young and old — all these things are at grave risk if
either of these upzones are approved.

Should the City Council ultimately approve the proposed upzones, over time it would irrevocably alter
the existing physical and social character and affordability of the community. The U-District’s unique
historic mix of affordable homes, townhomes, 3-story apartments, and its rich social, racial and
economic diversity would all be tossed aside. Small businesses that line the Ave -- many owned by
first generation immigrants--could not withstand such changes. The upzones would push their lower
income customers out and storefront rents sky high.

In fact, the city’s proposed upzones seem intentionally designed to pave the way for a corporate
makeover of the community. The city recently convened an “economic task force” where plans were
drawn up to turn the U-District into the region’s next “high tech” hub, with new office space and shiny
high-rise apartments for ‘techies’ living within walking distance of the new jobs. The University could
expand its campus into these areas as well.

The public — through the EIS process — at least deserves an honest assessment of these impacts as is

legally required under SEPA. We urge that substantial additional study be undertaken as prescribed
above. .

Sincerely,

/Qza%,«

Signing for both of the following parties:

John V. Fox The Rev. Bill Kirlin-Hackett

Seattle Displacement Coalition Interfaith Task Force on Homelessness
5031 University Way NE 3030 Bellevue Way NE

Seattle, Washington 98105 Bellevue WA 98004

206-632-0668  jvf4119@zipcon.net 425-442-5418  itfh@comcast.net
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Laurelhurst Community Club
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Council

Sharon Scully
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Matthew Stubbs
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Ex-Officio Members

Steve Sheppard — DON
City of Seattle, Dept. of
Neighborhoods
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University of Washington, Office of
Regional Affairs

City of Seattle - University of Washington
Community Advisory Committee
June 13. 2014

Dianne Sugimura

Department of Planning and Development
700 5t Avenue,

PO Box 34019Seattle, WA 98124-

Attn: Dave LaClergue
Sent Via E-mail

RE: Formal CUCAC Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the U District Urban Design Alternatives

Dear Ms. Sugimura,

We are writing to offer comments from the City-University Community Advisory
Committee on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Urban
Design Alternatives/zoning changes being proposed for the University District.
We would also like offer our thanks for honoring the request from CUCAC and
other groups/individuals that this comment deadline be extended.

CUCAC first wrote to DPD back in October of 2013 regarding our concerns
with this project, and we refer you to it again as many of the points raised in
our initial comments were not addressed in the DEIS. Most notably, the DEIS | 1
does not include any evaluation of possible downzones to ensure that
development under the two alternatives that would increase heights would
actually be focused around the light rail station (we will also touch on this
point again later in this letter). In addition, there is no analysis of the effects
that doubling the allowable heights along University Way would have on the 2
pedestrian environment there. Similarly, our request that the DEIS evaluate
the potential impact that 300’ and greater height limits would have on the 3
proliferation of office tower development and that it identify policy and
regulatory mechanism to preclude this possibility remains unaddressed.

The DEIS is also silent on the concern expressed by CUCAC back in October 4
2013 that permitting greater height and density could expand further into the
surrounding neighborhoods. This latter point is particularly salient given that
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CUCAC

Urban Design Comment Letter
June 13, 2014

Page 2

DPD allowed a significant up-zone of properties owned by University Christian Church to
NC65, including along the east side of 15t Ave NE, and that current plans for these projects
now under consideration by DPD would not require transitions to lower-intensity zones
across the alley there. This does not inspire confidence that similar exemptions will not be
permitted in the future - indeed, it seems to almost guarantee the opposite (and one
technical note - the zoning maps in the DEIS need to be corrected to reflect the up-zoning of
these properties).

CUCAC reached consensus at our May 2014 meeting about a number of areas in the DEIS
that still raise concerns for its members. First among these is the proposal to up-zone
University Way NE to 125’ - our members were unanimous that this proposal would
undermine the pedestrian scale and experience of the Ave in a manner that simply cannot
be mitigated given the narrowness of the street. In addition, new buildings would likely not
have the sort of smaller spaces that make it possible for local non-chain businesses to
thrive there.

Another area of concern for CUCAC is the lack of specific street-level design in the DEIS. The
existing neighborhood plan had a great deal more in the way of specific design guidelines
that were unique to our unique neighborhood, where the proposed DEIS apparently intends
to push this off to some future process. We believe the FEIS needs to have far greater
specificity about specific street-level design rules, as well as the teeth to enforce them.

With regard to consistency with adopted plans, CUCAC notes that the DEIS only makes a few
passing general references to the adopted University Community Urban Center (UCUC)
neighborhood plan. The Final EIS must do a much more thorough job of documenting the
inconsistencies between the existing neighborhood plan and the changes DPD now
proposes, including but not limited to zoned heights, streetscape design and design
guidelines, transportation planning, affordable housing, and numerous other areas where
there are significant discrepancies.

CUCAC strongly believes that DPD’s assumption that all three alternatives would yield the
same level of development is fatally flawed, and that the FEIS must do the analysis of the far
more likely scenario that Alternatives 1 and 2 would yield significantly higher levels of
development than the so-called “No Action” alternative. As the DEIS notes, property
ownership in the U-District is fragmented, and the decision of a property owner whether or
not to develop a property outside of an area that has been upzoned to 125’ or 340’ is not
simply a decision to develop closer to the light rail station, which is what the DEIS currently
implies. The current City Comprehensive Plan (and related zoning changes) was adopted
with the promise that new development would be focused in Urban Centers and Villages,
and that other areas would be protected from growth. The reality has been that growth is
occurring both inside and outside of Urban Villages and Centers, and we are very concerned
that this DEIS makes assumptions regarding new development where history has shown us
that rather than the promised either/or scenario, with regard to new density the reality has
actually been “both.”
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CUCAC

Urban Design Comment Letter
June 13, 2014

Page 3

The impacts analysis relies upon levels of projected development that pre-suppose a
relatively limited replacement of existing low- and mid-rise developments. This appears to
assume that relatively newer development at much lower scales will remains and that only
the oldest or least fully developed sites will see growth under the proposal. We remain
skeptical. Under the worst case, almost all land developed below the new maximums might
develop, making the University District essentially a secondary central business district. This
lack of analysis of a true worst case is a fatal flaw in the analysis. Relying upon some rapid
rollback if development progresses more rapidly than anticipated are problematic.
Removing development authority once given is infinitely more difficult than granting it.

CUCAC members are also concerned that the proposed 30-100 foot spacing between new
towers may not provide a sufficient guarantee that the visual and shadowing effects of this
level of new high-rise development can/will be minimized. In an NC 65 zone with the
addition of a few towers, the ground-level view is still going to be a 6 or 7 story wall of
buildings with a few somewhat more slender towers for another 10-20 stories above that -
which is hardly a welcoming pedestrian environment. In addition, the FEIS must do view
studies for both Alternatives 1 and 2 that show what the visual environment would be under
a full build-out of the potential zoning, and the effects of the higher possible levels of build-
out on transportation, open space, utilities, and all other infrastructure must also be
analyzed.

Finally, CUCAC is concerned that the mitigation measures proposed throughout the DEIS to
ameliorate the effects of Alternatives 1 and 2 on the neighborhood must be firmly in place
before ANY zoning changes are made.

We appreciate your attention to these comments, and look forward to seeing greater detail
on how these concerns can be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Mathew Fox
Chair
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Letter # 8

From: Ruedi Risler <risler@u.washington.edu>

Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 3:24 PM

To: LaClergue, Dave

Subject: U-District DEIS Comments fro University Park Community Club
Attachments: UPCC DEIS COMMENTS FINAL.pdf

Hello Dave,

Attached you find our comment letter regarding the DEIS. I will also mail the original hard copy today. While I am the primary author
of this letter, it has undergone several revisions based on comments from board members and neighbors, who were sent a draft
version. While our comments are quite negative, we hope this will trigger the City to seriously address the issues raised, so we can
move forward.

Ruedi Risler
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UNIVERSITY PARK COMMUNITY CLUB

City of Seattle

Department of Planning & Development
Attn: Dave LaClergue

700 5th Ave, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE: University Park Community Club Comments on the Draft U-District Urban Design EIS

16 June 2014
Dear Mr. La Clergue:

Please accept the following comments from the University Park Community Club (UPCC)
as our input into the Draft U-District Urban Design Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS).

After all the work by many U-District groups involved with the U-District Urban Design
Framework, we are very disappointed with this document. While most of the major
discussion points in the Design Framework report and in our UPCC scoping letter of
October 6, 2013 are mentioned in this lengthy document, no hard recommendations
and conclusions come out of it, with the exception of higher zoning limits in
Alternatives 1 and 2. For all other points the document states: “the City could
pursue these improvements”, “Incentive zoning provisions could also be explored”,
“The City could consider updating municipal code” or similar wishy-washy sentences. It
also concludes “Significant impacts associated with the proposal are not anticipated” for
areas of interest considered, where in fact we and other community groups have
indicated that there are serious negative impacts.

We understand that the EIS process is only part of the overall Neighborhood Plan update,
but we are nevertheless expected to support higher buildings and increased density,
without any guarantee that public amenities and infrastructure improvements are going
to be integral parts of this up-zone. We are not willing to do this, and oppose any
zoning changes, unless public interests are addressed in binding legislation,
and mechanisms to fund improvements in the public realm are identified, for
instance through development impact fees.
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Specifically we have concerns with the following:

General:

While all three alternatives can accommodate the projected 2035 growth targets, the up-
zone Alternatives 1 and 2 clearly provide more capacity beyond the 2035 projected
numbers, as documented under “Development Capacity” on page 2-5, pdf 69. The
potential development depicted under 3.3 Aesthetics (figures on pages 3.3-17 to 23, pdf
161-167) is therefore misleading, as it only shows how the U-District might appear in
2035 and not how a full build-out at a later stage is going to look. The conclusions that
Alternatives 1 and 2 are “unlikely to result in significant incompatibilities in height, bulk or
scale” are not justified in the long run (pages 3.3-39 and 3.3-43, pdf 183, 187).

During the Urban Design Framework discussions there was never talk about such a full
build-out. Rather it was proposed that the overall number of towers be limited, although
how this was legally going to be made feasible was left open. We do not want the U-
District to become a clone of downtown Bellevue or South Lake Union.

Public Schools (pages 3.8-8 to 3.8-13, pdf 318-323)

The DEIS acknowledges that "There are no public schools in the study area” and “schools
in NE Seattle will be at or over capacity”. It also lists seven nice guiding principles as to
how the School Board identifies attendance boundaries and states that any of the
alternatives “would contribute to a continuing need by the Seattle School District...to
construct new and expanded facilities”. However, it concludes that ”Significant impacts
associated with the proposal are not anticipated” and “the alternatives are unlikely to
have an impact on the potential for locating a new school in the study area”. It also
concludes that as the “study area population is characterized by a large number of
student households and relatively few families”, ... “potential increases in public school
student population would be incremental”. This does not take into account one of the
main planning objectives to “provide for a more diverse neighborhood character” (page 1-
2, pdf 28). While the concerns about schools we brought up in our scoping letter of
October 6, 2013 are acknowledged, no statement is made in the DEIS that these
problems must be addressed and solved.

Instead of leading the way and using the Neighborhood Plan and zoning changes to
address these longstanding issues, the DEIS basically says it is a mess, we can make no
impact on the mess, but it will only get incrementally worse. Any consideration of up-
zoning must include specific actions by the City to identify sites for new public schools
where they will be needed, and to provide the necessary funding for site acquisition and
construction.
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Public Safety

The DEIS does not mention the safety challenges facing the U-District as identified in the
U-District Strategic Plan, among others the need for stronger rules for behavior in public
places, including enforcement, policies that effectively address problems with alcohol and
illegal drugs, improved collaboration and seamless interoperability between law
enforcement agencies, and establishing a clear alley program.

More people in the streets and proper design standards for lighting and such, if
implemented, will help with public safety, but additional efforts will be needed to reverse
the current trend of increased major crime in the U-District as documented in the DEIS
(page 3.8-7, pdf 317). Safety concerns mentioned in our letter of October 6, 2013 and
suggestions for improvements, such as integrating SPD space in the future UWPD facility,
have not been incorporated in the DEIS.

Before new zoning is approved, these issues must be addressed, and necessary funding
mechanisms must be identified.

Social Services

This is an issue not addressed in the EIS but it must be included to address one of the
primary objectives stated as “Support for equitable communities with a diversity of
housing choices” (page 1-2, pdf 28).

While there are huge requirements for social services city-wide, a major issue in the U-
District are the many homeless youth. They are attracted to this area because of the
many students of similar age, which make them feel more welcome than elsewhere in the
City. This is not expected to change in the future. Services for this population, such as
expansion of overnight shelter space, must be part of the planning for any future
development, and funding must be made available. Other services, such as health care
and help with training and employment are important as well. Fortunately we have many
excellent organizations already working in the U-District, but they are stretched to the
limit without any further density increase. They cannot simply be burdened with additional
demands created by the increased population, without serious support from the City.

We want an updated Neighborhood Plan to proactively address these issues through
specific actions that include binding legislation and mechanisms to fund improvements.

Transportation

The transportation section purports to “present a multimodal transportation analysis”
(page 3.5-1, pdf 217). It contains a huge amount of data and study results, but it is very
weak on actual proposals, with only small incremental changes being considered. It follows
Seattle’s tradition of disjointed transportation planning with separate pedestrian, bicycle,
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transit and freight mobility plans. We need an integrated approach, with a mobility plan,
that balances these modalities.

What are lacking are solutions that would be more visionary and bold. If we consider the
construction of the light rail line or an up-zone to 340 ft. towers as bold steps forward,
we should also consider matching bold changes to the transportation infrastructure.

An example would be to create a pedestrian-only Ave south of 50t or an Ave with
pedestrian and buses only. This would be in line with the fact that 60% of all school or
work trips in the U-District are on foot or by bus (page 3.5-4, pdf 220).

This type of out-of-the-box thinking is entirely discouraged by the chosen planning
approach, where “only “reasonably forseeable” transportation improvement projects were
included” (page 3.5-40, pdf 356). Not even trivial pedestrian improvements, such as
getting rid of the stupid push buttons at crossings are considered, despite the declared
strategy in the Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) to “Improve crossing conditions, especially in
areas with high pedestrian demand”. Is this how we “Make Seattle the most Walkable City
in the Nation” (PMP Home Page)?

As part of a U-District Mobility Plan, buses must be rerouted to allow seamless transfers
to and from the light rail system. This would not even be visionary, but it is not
considered in this “multimodal transportation analysis”.

With this outdated transportation planning approach we have locked ourselves into some
concepts that were defined before the location of the U-District light rail station was
chosen, for instance the fact that Brooklyn is going to be a Green Street. Before more
work goes into this we should consider if it would not be better to route some buses on
Brooklyn, in particular in the light rail station vicinity. It may very well be possible to do
this and still maintain the Green Street concept.

None of the problems pointed out in our scoping letter of October 6, 2013 have been
addressed in the DEIS.

Open Space

The DEIS clearly identifies that “the U-District does not meet some of the open space
goals established by the Comprehensive Plan” and “Without additional open spaces, the
deficit in the study area will grow from approximately 3 acres to 5 acres” (page 3.7-7,
pdf 305).

In 2005 the University District Park Plan gave highest priority to a centrally located park
in a high-volume pedestrian area (page 3.7-6, pdf 304). Now, nine years later, only vague
statements are made regarding this need, rather than a proposal for decisive action.

However, “because the growing deficiencies in supply and type of open space are the
same with or without zoning changes, these deficiencies are not considered impacts for
purposes of this EIS” (page 3.7-7, pdf 305).
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Because of the higher development potential for alternatives 1 and 2 beyond the planning
horizon, there will be significant long-term impacts if one of these two alternatives is
chosen.

Just as for other areas of interest the DEIS goes on to state “Various actions could help
provide more open spaces” (page 3.7-11, pdf 309). Any up-zone must include binding
legislation to mitigate the open space deficiencies, and must include funding
mechanisms to achieve this goal by acquiring suitable parcels of land and
constructing the desired amenities.

Conclusion

We strongly believe that the present update of our U-District Neighborhood Plan is a
once-in-a-lifetime chance for our neighborhood, and that we have to get this right. To
achieve our goals, we must identify problems, determine solutions, find the necessary
funding and implement changes as agreed. While we have identified the problems, this
DEIS is not helpful in determining a path to future improvements, because it makes only
vague statements about potential approaches and has no strong recommendations about
the necessity for the City to act in a decisive manner.

Any up-zone in our very desirable neighborhood will increase property values and the
potential for major financial gains through development. There is nothing wrong with this,
if part of this increased value flows back to the citizens of Seattle in the form of
improved infrastructure and amenities that enhance our quality of life. We oppose give-
aways to developers and then having to pay for public improvements and services
through our overly regressive tax system.

We therefore regretfully cannot support Alternatives 1 or 2, unless the public interest
issues are comprehensively addressed. Consequently we request that any zoning action
by the City be put on hold until an acceptable solution to these issues is found.

With best regards,

Zw‘ Z%.)

Ruedi Risler
For the University Park Community Club

5256 19t Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98105

cc.(electronically) Mayor Ed Murray
City Council Members


Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Typewritten Text
10
cont

Jessica
Typewritten Text
11


Letter # 9

UNIVERSITY PLAZA CONDOMINIUMS CIVIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
4540 8™ Ave. NE #100; Seattie, WA 98105

June 23,2014

Seattie Department of Planning & Development
Attention: Dave LaClergue, Urban Designer

PO Box 34019

700 Fifth Ave. Suite 1900

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re: Comments on Draft EIS, University District Urban Design Alternatives
Dear DPD and Mr. LaClergue,

The tall, siim, mid-century-modern University Plaza Condominium tower anchors a city block between
8" and 9™ Avenues NE, on the south side of NE 47" Street in the University District. It was designed by
architect Manson Bennett, with the help of the structural engineers who masterminded the Space
Needle. This 24-story high-rise is believed to be among the first condominium projects in the state to be
organized under the Horizontal Regimes Property Act of 1963. Members of the University Piaza Civic
Affairs Committee are resident homeowners at University Plaza, and appreciate the opportunity to
comment upon the DEIS for the University District Urban Design Alternatives.

Our overall impression is that the DEIS is slanted toward the desires of those who see the University
District as a short-term destination, and not as a place to live. It falls far short of fully exploring the
Proposai's Objectives, as stated in Section 1.3. instead of attempting to balance increased density
pressure with measures that would mitigate adverse impacts, it feels as if the DEIS is treating our
residential neighborhood as a sacrifice zone --- to be inevitably encroached upon, paved-over and
turned into a dreary, viewless, treeless, architecturally uninspiring, and unhealthy place. Without
adequate open spaces, without wide sidewalks with green plantings on either side, without adequate
parking for residents, visitors, and customers of small businesses, without sunlight being able to shine
into residences and onto play fields, without schools and neighborhocd shops, the University District will
not attract and support a family-friendly, age-group-diverse set of permanent residents. It will become
a district filled with transients and short-timers: renters and students who can endure unattractive
surroundings for a relatively short time, or commuters who flee the area at night to live their lives
elsewhere.

Members of the University Plaza Civic Affairs Committee testified individually at the May 2