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Table 16

Capacity for New Housing Units on Available Sites
By Alternative and Urban Center Village

Alternative 1 [Alternative 2 |Alternative 3 |Alternative 4
Commercial Core 1,260 1,340 1,340 1,185
Denny Triangle (No TDC) 7,170 6,410 6,905 5,375
Belltown (Portion) 2,075 2,070 2,430 1,930
Total Study Area without the TDC Program 10,505 9,820 10,675 8,490
Potential Units under the TDC Program N/A 2,630 4,415 5,300
Total Outside Study Area® 12,350 12,350 12,350 12,350
Maximum Potential Downtown Capacity 22,855 24,800 27,440 26,140

Source: Cushman & Wakefield, Craig Kinzer & Co., The Seneca Real Estate Group, 2001 ; Strategic
Planning Office, 2002

If all of the potential commercial development capacity was built out under Alternative 1, approximately
101,700 households new to the region would include Downtown workers.” If the potential Downtown
residential capacity was used, only about 22% of those households could find housing Downtown. The
other 78% of new households with Downtown employees would need to obtain housing and commute to

work from areas outside of Downtown (see Table 17).

New Worker Households and Nev:. ?:Il:alglé;Intlal Units at Maximum Build-Out
! "~ Altemative_ ’ Altematlve 2 Alternatwe‘s'*- A!tematwe 4.
,,N,ew,_- “New. Rés’. o Ne ; g New ! Res.
o W}S gﬁgr,g Capamty 1 wf;:;er Capactty W&rl};e Capacity [ Wﬁr:er Qg'paci’ty
Commercial Core 32,300 1,260 30,100 1,340 28,600 1,340 25,100 1,185
Denny Triangle 49,600 7,170 42,400 7,070 36,500 8,010 36,200 6,645
Belitown 11,000 2,075 9,200 2,070 7,600 2,430 8,400 1,930
Qutside Study Area 8,800 12,350 8,800 12,350 8,800 12,350 8,800 12,350
Total 101,700 | 22,855 90,500 22,830 | 81,500 | 24,130 | 78,500 | 22,110

Source: Cushman & Wakefield, Craig Kinzer & Co., The Seneca Real Estate Group, 2001; Strategic

Planning Office, 2002

TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDITS PROGRAM

The Denny Triangle Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) program allows additional residential height
with the transfer of development opportunities from rural King County land. The TDC program reduces
the number of units that can be built on a site in rural King County (the “sending area”). The right to build
those units is transferred to a new residential (or mixed-use) project in the Denny Triangle (the "receiving
area"). The sending area property owner is paid to keep the land undeveloped, while the receiving area
property owner buys the credit, allowing additional development beyond what zoning allows in the

2 Includes units in the development pipeline as of 1/1/2000 and potentially developable parcels in the rest of Belltown,
the Chinatown/International District, and Pioneer Square.

3 This assumes that there will be one worker for every 250 square feet of commercial space built, and 1.65 workers
for every household with workers employed Downtown.
4 Assumes use of the TDC program on one-quarter of eligible sites.
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10% in 1990. This would indicate that Downtown condominiums could be a strong component in the
future mix of housing units. However, several recent lawsuits have found condominium developers liable
for multi-million dollar judgements based on claims of poor quality construction. Because of these
lawsuits, condominium developers have had a difficult time finding insurance at prices that would make a
project feasible. Unless liability regulations change, Downtown Seattle is unlikely to see many new
condominiums developed. However, if there is such a change, the percentage of Downtown units that are
owner-occupied will likely continue to increase.

The physical form of residential development will be influenced by the costs of construction and the
markets served. While a number of market-rate apartment and condominium towers have used high-rise
steel-frame construction and future buildings of this type can be expected, this type of construction has
generally not been attractive to non-profit and other subsidized housing developers. This is so for a
number of reasons. First, the initial cost of building taller steel-frame buildings is higher than lower-rise
wood-frame construction. Consequently, the amount of funding that is required from development
partners to build taller buildings is higher. The non-profit developer can’t recoup those costs, but market-
rate builders can recoup costs through the higher rents that market-rate tenants are willing to pay for
higher units. Second, managing larger buildings can require additional staff, which increases costs.

Third, the concentration of low-income and special needs housing in single-use high rise developments is
no longer seen as a preferred development model. Smaller-scale, mixed-income buildings, and subsidized
housing integrated into the non-subsidized housing stock are seen as superior models for the residents as
well as the surrounding community. If non-profit developers build subsidized housing in the study area,
such housing will most likely be lower-density, with up to a five-story wood-frame structure over a
concrete base.

Given the current and probable future stock of Downtown housing (mostly smaller rental units) and
current and historic household sizes, households attracted to living in Downtown Seattle would likely be
smaller households of one or two people. Larger households, most family households, and many
households interested in owning rather than renting their housing, would generally not be able to find
appropriate housing within the Downtown Urban Center.

Supply of Affordable Units

Given current and projected Downtown office tenants, approximately 16% of these office worker
households would eam less than 80% of the Median Area Income (MAI). These households would
generally need some subsidy in order to afford a Downtown housing unit. By 2020, as many as 550
households with new Downtown workers would have household incomes of less than 30% of MAL
Approximately 2,160 households would have incomes between 30% and 50% of MAL Finally, as many as
3,725 households with new Downtown employees would have incomes between 50% and 80% of MAL

New office and hotel projects contributing to the Downtown Bonus program would create funds that could
be leveraged with other public and private funds to create housing to serve projected new populations with
housing assistance needs. Under Alternative 1, funds could be generated over twenty years to address the
housing needs of approximately 450 (74%) of households earning up to 30% MAI (see Table 18). The
bonus program could contribute funds to house approximately 1,325 (54%) of the households earning
between 30% and 50% MAIL Approximately 900 households earning between 50% and 80% MAI (21%)
could be housed through housing from the Bonus program. The current stock of subsidized housing
Downtown generally consists of smaller units (Single Room Occupancy units and Studios), not appropriate
to larger households. Approximately 4,075 households attracted by new jobs in Downtown Seattle would
not be able to find housing in Downtown Seattle they could afford.

® The economics of building senior housing projects may be different. The type of services offered to senior housing residents,
such as providing meals, may be subject to increased efficiencies as tenant populations increase.
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LAND USE
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing Conditions
SUBAREAS

The study area for this EIS encompasses three zoning categories in three Urban Villages. Each of these
areas has a distinct land use character that emphasizes different mixes of uses, ranging from the densest
concentration of office space in Washington State to areas at the periphery of Downtown most notable for
their surface parking lots. Downtown Seattle accommodates a wide range of densities and uses from high-
rise office buildings to warehouses, surface parking lots to department stores, the new football stadium, to
historic single room occupancy (SRO) hotels. Table 21 and Figure 14 present summaries of the range of
land uses on Downtown Seattle parcels in the different subareas based on King County Assessor’s data,
surveys of the study area undertaken in 2001 and knowledge of recent construction in the area.

Table 21

Percent of Parcel Area by General Land Uses

A Indust./ | Gov't Public/ | R

Motel | Utility | Facility | Non-Profit |Se
. el v e Facility
Commercial Core
DOC1 56% 9% 0% 13% 12% 5% 1% 5% 0%
DOC2 14% 11% 0% 24% 7% 9% 2% 22% 11%
DMC 25% 5% 7% 15% 4% 7% 19% 19% 0%
Denny Triangle
DOC2 18% 9% 7% 5% 22% 15% 5% 20% 0%
DMC 24% 7% 6% 5% 2% 19% 5% 31% 0%
Belltown
DOC2 25% 0% 3% 0% 0% 15% 3% 54% 0%
DMC 26% 12% 0% 0% 4% 27% 12% 19% 1%
Rest of Downtown 20% 2% 14% 0% 6% 33% 10% 12% 4%
Total Downtown 25% 4% 9% 4% 7% 24% 8% 14% 3%

Source: King County Assessor; City of Seattle Strategic Planning Office,

December 2001, parcel area excludes

waterfront parcels.

Commercial Core

Downtown Office Core 1 (DOC1)

The DOCI1 zone, located approximately between Second Avenue and I-5 south of Union Street, is the
Downtown zoning area with the densest pattern of land uses, predominantly consisting of large full- and
half-block office buildings and hotels. Retail spaces in this area primarily serve Downtown office tenants.
However, near the retail core, several buildings include ground-floor retail and restaurant uses to attract
pedestrians and shoppers. There are few residential structures in the office core — all residential buildings
in this area were built before 1940, and almost all of these are designated landmark structures. Single-use
parking structures are much less frequent in this area than in other parts of Downtown, and in contrast to
other parts of Downtown, there are no surface parking lots.
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