Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:22 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Planning & Community Development :: C011616-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30
2017 and is appended below.

?

The reference number for this request is C011616-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request.

You will hear from a Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request.

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where you can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

If a Public Disclosure Officer submitted your public disclosure request into the PRRC on your behalf, please
login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password'

Enter your ‘Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

o O 0 O O ©

You may now visit the PRRC 'My Records Request Center' anytime!

Request C011616-033017:

"The City has identified its presence at the West Seattle Farmer's Market on August 21, 2016 as one if
its HALA outreach events. Please provide documents regarding the identity of the City agent(s) staffing
the Farmer's Market event."

EXHIBITAA.



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:22 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Neighborhoods :: C011617-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this request is C011617-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request.

You will hear from a Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request.

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where you can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

If a Public Disclosure Officer submitted your public disclosure request into the PRRC on your behalf, please
login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

6 0 0O o o o

You may now visit the PRRC 'My Records Request Center' anytime!
Request C011617-033017:

"The City has identified its presence at the West Seattle Farmer's Market on August 21, 2016 as one if
its HALA outreach events. Please provide documents regarding the identity of the City agent(s) staffing
the Farmer's Market event."



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:24 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Planning & Community Development :: C011618-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this request is C011618-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request.

You will hear from a Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request.

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where you can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

If a Public Disclosure Officer submitted your public disclosure request into the PRRC on your behalf, please
login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

O O O O o0 o

You may now visit the PRRC 'My Records Request Center' anytime!
Request C011618-033017:

"The City has identified its presence at the West Seattle Farmer's Market on August 21, 2016 as one if
its HALA outreach events. Please provide copies of any written materials provided or made available to
the public at the Farmer's Market event."



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:24 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Neighborhoods :: C011619-03301 7

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this request is C011619-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request.

login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password'

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

© O 0o 0o 0 o

You may now visit the PRRC 'My Records Request Center' anytimel

Request C011619-033017:



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:26 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Planning & Community Development :: C01 1620-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this request is C011620-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request.

You will hear from a Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request.

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where You can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password"

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via emai
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

O O 0 0 0o o

You may now visit the PRRC '‘My Records Request Center' anytime!

Request C011620-033017:



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:28 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Neighborhoods :: C011621-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below:.

The reference number for this request is C011621-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
communications about this request,

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Reguest Center where You can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password"

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

O O o 0o o o

You may now visit the PRRC '‘My Records Request Center' anytime!

Request C011621-033017:

Village. "



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:30 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Planning & Community Development :- C011622-03301 7

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this réquest is C011622-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
tommunications about this request.

You will hear from 3 Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request,

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where YOu can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

o Access the Public Records Request Center

o Select 'Forgot my Password"

o Enteryour 'Login ID' (email address)

o A temporary password will be sent to You via email
o Login with the temporary password

©  You will be asked to create a new password

its HALA outreach events. In response to g prior records request (C011047-03151 7) the City indicated
that 50 individuals attended the event. Please provide information as to how that figure was calculated,

including any sign-/'n/sign-up information. "



Christy Tobin-Presser

From: City of Seattle Public Records Request Center <seattle@mycusthelp.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 11:30 AM

To: Christy Tobin-Presser

Subject: Neighborhoods :: C01 1623-033017

Dear Christine Tobin-Presser,

Welcome to the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center (PRRC). Your request was received on March 30,
2017 and is appended below.

The reference number for this request is C011623-033017. You will see this number in the title of any
Communications about this request.

You will hear from a Public Disclosure Officer within five business days regarding the status of your request.

Please visit the City of Seattle Public Records Request Center where you can manage your profile and access
your request. Your login ID is: ctobin@bskd.com

If a Public Disclosure Officer submitted your public disclosure request into the PRRC on your behalf, please
login and complete your new user account by following these steps:

Access the Public Records Request Center

Select 'Forgot my Password'

Enter your 'Login ID' (email address)

A temporary password will be sent to you via email
Login with the temporary password

You will be asked to create a new password

O O O 0 0o o

You may now visit the PRRC 'My Records Request Center' anytimel
Request C011623-033017:

"The City has identified its presence at the West Seattle Farmer's Market on August 21, 2016 as one if
its HALA outreach events. In response to a prior records request (C011047-03151 7) the City indicated
that 50 individuals attended the event. Please provide information as to how that figure was calculated,
including any sign-in/sign-up information."
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What is the Housing Affordability and H/‘;\LA
Livability Agenda? HOUSING:FFORDABILITY

AND |IVABIITY AGENDA

BACKGROUND

In September 2014, Mayor Murray The 28-member Committee included The Mayor's action plan calls for
and the City Council gathered renters and homeowners, for-profit implementation of many of the
leaders in our community to and non-profit developers, and Committee’s recommendations

help develop a bold agenda for other local housing experts. After through tenant protections, renewing
increasing the affordability of months of deliberation, they reached and increasing the Housing Levy,
housing in our city by convening consensus and published a report requiring affordable housing with

a Housing Affordability and with over 60 recommendations to new multifamily and commercial
Livability Agenda (HALA) Advisory consider. development, and more.
Committee.

THE 10-YEAR GOAL

HALA is guided by an ambitious 10-year goal for producing both market-
rate and guaranteed affordable housing. It will take a multi-pronged
approach to meet these goals.

MARKET-RATE UNITS
These market-rate housing units will
add to the overall supply of housing

in Seattle, increasing the quantity
and diversity of housing choices.

+20,000

AFFORDABLE UNITS

These new or preserved affordable
housing units will be reserved for
low-income households.

Creating this many affordable units
will require tripling our historical
annual production of affordable
housing.

Why do we need HALA?

RESPONDING TO A CRITICAL NEED

+ Over 45,000 Seattle lower-income families spend more than half their
income on housing.

+ 2,942 people are living without shelter in Seattle.

+ Rents are beyond the reach of many working families. Fewer homes are
for sale today than at any time in the last 10 years.

+ Average rent for a 1-bedroom apartment in Seattle increased 29% in the
last five years.

+ Even with a new $15 minimum wage, the average rent for a one- When a household has to pay more

! . . than half its income on housing,
bedroom apartment is out of reach for a single household minimum little income remains for other bas?c

wage worker. necessities like food and transportation.




Accomplishments to date I.K\L A

FIRST STEPS HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Since the release of the Mayor's Action Plan in July, City staff and the City AND LIVABILITY AGENDA
Council have laid the groundwork for implementing HALA. While these are
important steps, much of the work lies ahead.

+ In September 2015, the City + In October 2015, the City Council  + In October 2015, the City Council
Council passed Resolution 31609 passed Ordinance 118505 passed Ordinance 124882
setting a work plan and directing renewing and expanding the Multi strengthening regulations for
City Departments to implement Family Tax Exemption (MFTE) assistance to displaced tenants.
HALA recommendations. program. MFTE incentivizes

builders to set aside 20% of
housing units in a new building as
rent restricted,

What’s happening now?
UPCOMING ACTIONS

Right now, we are discussing the many HALA recommendations with the
broader community. There are at least six upcoming action items we’re
working on now where we need your input:

E— S— — e

See the following pages for
information about these actions.

+ Strengthen tenant protections + Create the Fair Chance housing + Establish a Supportive Housing

+ Renew and increase the Seattle program Medicaid Benefit

Housing Levy + Pass a Mandatory Housing
Affordability (MHA) program for
new development

Community engagement

WE NEED YOUR HELP

In January 2016, an extensive public engagement
process began, calling on the community at large to
weigh in on the Housing Affordability and Livability
Agenda.

To address the housing crisis, stakeholders from all
corners of our community are pitching in. We need your
input and are looking for creative suggestions on how
the HALA recommendations should be implemented.
There are many options for how residents can give
input on HALA.

Your ideas will shape how HALA recommendations are Community member comments from a HALA Open House

implemented, especially in neighborhood areas. meeting in November 2015,




Seattle Housing Levy H/:i. A

Since 1981, Seattle voters have approved one bond HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
and four levies to create affordable housing. Seattle SHE VAR V. ACENGA
has now funded over 12,500 affordable apartments

for seniors, low- and moderate-wage workers, and
formerly homeless individuals and families, plus provided
homeownership assistance to more than 900 first-

time low-income home buyers and emergency rental
assistance to more than 6,500 households. Learn more
about the need for affordable housing and the impact of
the Housing Levy in Seattle on our new webpage Under
One Roof Seattle.

The 2009 Seattle Housing Levy expires at the end of .
2016, and Mayor Murray and City Council have approved /n 2015, the Office of Housing awarded a record $57 million

anew $290 million levy (over seven years) for the August that will enable over 900 new affordable units for low-income
2 ballot, households.

Contact: Todd.Burley@seattle.gov

Deliver legislation
to City Council

Decision to send a bailot —‘ Potential public vote

measure to the voters on ballot measure
Conimunity Inputidrafing: researc;

TIMELINE . T O

JAN 2016 FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG

Strengthening Tenant Protections

The Mayor and Council are working together to
strengthen protections for renter households that live
in substandard dwelling units and/or experience other
prohibited landlord-led actions.

Elements of the legistation may include:

+ Require minimum housing standards to be met
when rent increases occur.

+ Enhance protections for tenants against prohibited
landlord-led actions (e.g. retaliation for complaints).

+ Transfer primary City responsibility for enforcing
against prohibited acts by landlords and tenants
from the Seattle Police Department (SPD) to SDCI.

+ Enable enforcement action against landlords that do
not provide 60 days’ notice before applying a rent
increase of 10% or more.

Legislation would protect tenants from rent increases without
adequate notice.

_ L Contact: Geoff. Tallent@seattle.gov
+ Streamline the penalty structure for violations of the

Housing Code.
g ' Deliver legislation

Expected date for
to City Council

passing legistation
Communily inpul, drafting; and research . Policy becomes law
TIMELINE

JAN 2016 FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG

Councll Process




Fair Chance Housing H/:\LA

ENSURING FAIR ACCESS TO HOUSING T e

An estimated one in every three adults in the United ANGLIVABILITY AGEMNOA
States has a criminal record, and nearly half of all
children in the U.S. have one parent with a criminal
record. Due to a rise in the use of criminal background
checks during the tenant screening process, people
with arrest and conviction records face major barriers to
housing.

The Seattle Office for Civil Rights is bringing together
a diverse set of stakeholders to provide input on a
legislative strategy to address barriers faced by people
with arrest and conviction records while balancing
business and safety concerns.

\
s\‘

Contact: Loren.Othon@seattle. gov
ety L1 fdrating and fesearch T

TIMELINE

APR 2016 MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP

Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) L

BUILDING AFFORDABILITY AS WE GROW

The proposed MHA program would ensure new
commercial and multifamily buildings either include
affordable housing units or pay a fee towards
affordable housing, in exchange for increases in
development capacity. MHA is part of the Grand
Bargain struck in July 2015.
+ The City Council adopted a framework for the MHA-
Commercial program in November 2015.

+ We are now working to develop a framework for the

MHA-Residential program (see below). New development would be required to provide or help pay
for affordable housing.
These frameworks enable MHA — they do not

implement the program. Throughout 20186, the City will craft zoning changes to implement MHA across the city.
Extensive engagement with communities will occur before any such changes go into effect. The South Lake Union
and Downtown neighborhoods are the first expected to have MHA. MHA is not expected for other neighborhood
areas until 2017, after the community engagement process.

Contact: Geoffrey. Wentlandt@seattie.gov Deliver legislation
to City Council

. . Expected date for

Comm. i ul;::mhmﬁ'.-;-:r‘e*s‘éa_tch.--'." ) 1.Gi

passing legislation

Community input, drafting, and research

TIMELINE
JAN 2016 APR JUL OCT JAN 2017 APR




Establish a Supportive Housing I_r“\l
Medicaid Benefit ,,"OA}

ANIT LIVARILITY AGENDA
PROVIDING SERVICES AND HOUSING FOR
PEOPLE EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS

Washington state is currently negotiating a new and
groundbreaking Permanent Supportive Housing Services
Medicaid benefit with the federal government. This

new benefit is anticipated to be approved as early as
Spring 2016 and will cover targeted supportive housing
services for people experiencing chronic homelessness
and people who are at risk of homelessness who have
significant health care needs.

This benefit will help bring permanent supportive housing
fully to scale in our state, and will help ensure that people

who are homeless with significant disabilities and health
care needs are able to access and retain housing and Contact: Robin.Koskey@seattle.gov

health care services.
Benefit implemented through
local housing providers

APR 2016 MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP

State legislature
includes program
in state budget

Expected
program
approval

Expected date
benefits availab;‘

Negotiation w/
Federal Gov

TIMELINE

Finalization of Program Terms

Transportation, Affordability and Livability

The average Seattle household spends 17% Additionally, the Levy to Move Seattle passed by
of its budget on transportation — the second voters in 2015 provides funding to improve safety

largest monthly expense after housing — and long for all travelers, maintain our streets and bridges,
commutes to good jobs in Seattle impact our and invest in reliable, affordable travel options
quality of life. For these reasons and many more, for a growing city. And in March of 2016, Sound
transportation plays a key role in the affordability Transit opened U-Link Light Rail connecting the
and livability of our city. Prop. 1, approved by University District and Capitol Hill to the regional
voters in November 2015, led to the largest light rail network.

increase in transit service in more than 40 years.
Today, more than 70% of Seattle residents live
within a short walk of frequent bus service.

The Levy to

M&VE SEATTLE




HALA Community Engagement Plan

This is an overview of how the community can glve Input on HALA aver the next year. Other Ideas for how to provide Input are welcome,
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A variety of housing options H:LA

Different types of housing suit different household needs  unssromeun

Childcare Worke ame Care Aide, ont chi_ld HH
ic w \ Single Person Household
Affordable rents at 30% of monthly Income for 1 bedroom

43,000

42,500
§42,300

.00

Alfordable Rent 51,209
51,554 = aversge rent 18 / 1B ~ all units

qcRenl, ZGR/1EA 51771 1,800
$1,009 = rent of 1B / 18 under MHA

$1,000

“:“;wl”}mww |
s ST ﬁf

:Rent, 18R
Triplex Single family Studio apartment
3 oltached unila sdjecant le singla- remdence
Iemily rosldence
floor area 1,498 sq, ft. floor area 2,960 sq. ft. floor area 514 sq, ft.
bedrooms 3 bedrooms 3 bedrooma 1
_S0.18 helight 34 ft, helght 34 ft. helght 40 ft.
5753 lot size 3,447 sq. ft. lot alze 5,063 sq. ft. lot slze 4,200 sq. ft.
zone Lowrlse zone Single Family 2o0ne Lowrlse
udl la pri ol
WG 84S pamaenn S92 g 912
2Mew home bomtn St Tt
e nangeianny . $2,598 for s thesedream”  $1,554

B
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A variety of housing options HALA
Zoning changes to implement MHA could oyl %
encourage a range of housing options D LINABILITY AgEna

. e I | Y]

This image shows the variety of housing types currently present in Seattle.

This chart outlines what these housing types are called and provides more detail on what is currently being
built and what is not. MHA could encourage a wide variety of housing types. Look around your neighborhood
and see where you fit into this chart.

Join the Conversation — June 2016




Urban Design Quality H-LA

Upper-level setbacks QUSING AFFOROABILITY

ND LIVABILTY AGENDA

An upper-level setback requires that the upper portion of a building be further
away from the property line or from a street.

Requiring upper-level setbacks can have several outcomes. Upper-level setbacks:

+ allow more daylight to reach the street level. + can be placed when buildings are adjacent to the

+ can create open space and shared areas for right-of-way to help transition between zones.
people in the building such as gathering and play *+ reduce the amount of floor area that can be
spaces. developed, resulting in an overall smaller building.




Transitions H-lA

QUSING AFFORDABILITY
NI LIVABILITY AGENDA

In Seattle, there are many instances where different zones end or begin midblock or at an alley. This
scenario provides llttle transition from the higher-intensity zone to the lower-intensity zone. Below
are some strategies for softening transitions between different zones.

Lowrise

Midrise

Jee a L a5 N Neighborhood
se a Lowrise zone lo create a "step-down” in ;
scale between the larger and smaller buildings. CommerClal

Create zone boundaries at a street edge. Here

we have buildings that are a bit taller and have
commercial space on the bottom across the street
from Midrise buildings that are primarily residential.
The width of the street right-of-way creates separation
between zones,

Use design features to create a transition between
zones. For instance, an upper-level setback can
reduce the perceived scale of buildings where one
zone is next to another. The picture to the right shows
an example of an upper-level setback.

e Conversation — June 2016
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HALA : housing affordability and livability agenda

MYTH @ FACT

HALA is climinating all
Single Family Zoning.

What about changes to ADU/
DADUs*? Won't that unleash
tremendous growth in single
family areas?

*ADU: Accessory Dwelling Unit; DADU:
Detached ADU or backyard cottage

HALA is an affordable housing strategy, which includes some zoning
changes. These zoning changes allow us to require developers to
contribute affordable housing. Zoning changes will only: occur in our
designated growth areas which affects less than 6% of our current Single
Family Zoning. All other Single Family will remain as is.

The City Council proposal would make it easier for homeowners to

create ADU and DADUS, which are already allowed in single-family

zones. Less 1% of lots have an ADU or DADU today, and only 220

DADUs have been built. Over time, the proposal could result in

3,000-4,000 ADU/DADUs, distributed citywide across 123,000
ossible lots.

Developers are
not paying their
fair share.

But what about
how much they
have to pay? That
is not enough.

HALA is a compromise
and it won't do anything
to make Seattle more
affordable.

If developers pay a fee instead
of building the units in their
buildings, we will have units
only in poor areas and
concentrate poverty.

X

ATECAU M

Al B 1 M

Scattle is proposing a new program that, for the first time, will require developers to
contribute to affordable housing as they build new buildings in multifamily and
commercial zones. This is the first step in an ambitious program that will produce
significantly more affordable housing than the current, voluntary incentive zoning.

Seattle’s affordability requirements are calibrated to the amount of new
developable space being added and are sensitive to market conditions. In areas,
where we have seen little development we are calibrating the amounts to require
affordability but not stifle new development. In our hotter markets developers

- will contribute more, so that we can harness the market and produce an overall
greater amount of affordable housing.

HALA is a multi-pronged approach. It willharness growth for
affordability, expand access for communities that have a hard time
finding housing, protect tenants from rent increases and bad landlords,
and create strong tools for anti-displacement of our most vulnerable.
HALA is planned to produce 20,000 new or preserved affordable
housing units over the next 10 years. That represents a tripling of our

past annual productionrate of affordable housing..

The payments from developers go to the Office of Housing (OH) to be
distributed. OH has a 30-year proyen track record of funding housing
throughout the city, including in high cost areas and building more
housing with these dollars, leveraging each City $1 with $3 of private
contributions. In areas with a high risk of displacement, this funding
can provide stable rents and stimulate economic development in aveas
that lack private investment. And, these investments can build more
family-friendly housing and support preservation of existing housing.
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DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE AND REQUEST FOR ... http://web6.seattle.gov/DPD/LUIB/Notice.aspx?BID=1158&NID=...

Conditions:
Description of proposal: The City of Seattle is proposing amendments to Land Use Code (Seattle
Municipal Code Title 23) to implement a proposed new program, Mandatory Housing
Affordability (MHA). MHA would require that all new multifamily and commercial developments
meeting certain thresholds to either build affordable housing units on-site or make an in-liey
payment to support the development of new affordable housing. The MHA program would focus
primarily on creating housing reserved for community members earning 60% of the Area Median
Income (AMI) or below. MHA is expected to create a total of 6,000 new affordable housing units
over the next 10 years. In order to implement the new MHA program, the City is considering
zoning code amendments to allow developments to build slightly higher or slightly more floor
area in certain zones.

Alternatives to be addressed in the EIiS include No Action, or continued growth as guided by the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code standards; and two action alternatives that will
consider growth under different development patterns and Land Use Code standards. Both action
alternatives will evaluate increased allowable height and floor area in commercial and multi-
family zones, as well as single family zones in designated urban villages and potential urban
village expansion areas identified in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. It is likely that one
action alternative will consider MHA implementation, and one alternative will consider MHA
implementation with program measures seeking to reduce potential for displacement in high risk
areas.

Proponent: City of Seattle

Location of proposal: The proposal considered in this EIS is for areas in the City of Seattle outside of
the Downtown and South Lake Union neighborhoods. The MHA program and associated zoning
changes are expected to be considered for all areas that are currently zoned for commercial or
multi-family development, plus any existing single family zoned areas that are located in an urban
village or urban center as designated in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and in potential urban
village expansion areas identified in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. In addition, the EIS will
incorporate the separate environmental analysis conducted for MHA implementation in the
Downtown and South Lake Union neighborhoods. This will allow the EIS to conduct a citywide
cumulative analysis of potential impacts associated with the proposal and alternatives.

Lead agency: City of Seattle

EIS Required. The lead agency has determined this proposal is likely to have a significant adverse
impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS} is required under RCW
43.21C.030 (2)(c) and will be prepared. Once they are prepared, a draft EIS and technical
appendices will be available for review at our offices.

The lead agency has identified the following areas for discussion in the EIS:

The EIS will consider potential impacts associated with land use, housing and socioeconomics,
aesthetics and height/bulk/scale, historic resources, open space and recreation, transportation,
public services, and utilities.

Scoping. Agencies, affected tribes, and the public are invited to comment on the scope of the EIS.
You may comment on alternatives, mitigation measures, probable significant adverse impacts, and
licenses or other approvals that may be required. The methods and deadlines for providing
comments are:

1. Provide written or verbal comment at the public scoping meetings on:

Saturday, August 13, 2016
20f3 4/19/2018, 1:40 PM
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4/20/2018 About Seattle - OPCD | seattle.gov

Office of Planning & Community Development (opcd)
Samuel Assefa, Director

About Seattle

(/x69527.xml)

Population
(/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tabs-1)

Housing
(/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tabs-2)

Prosperity
{/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tabs-3)

Race & Ethnicity
(/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tabs-4)

Land Use
(/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tabs-5)

Neighborhoods
{/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#tahs-6)

Population & Households Quick Statistics

2016 population estimate for Seattle: 686,800
2010 Census estimates for Seattle:

= 2010 population count: 608,660

Population in households: 583,735

= Number of households: 283,510

Average household size: 2.06

Average family size: 2.87

Population in group quarters: 24,925 EXH ‘ B‘ I -—‘E‘I

Note: More up to date estimates for demographic characteristics are
available from the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey (ACS).

Highlights

http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle 1/5
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YOUR AUDIENCE.
YOUR MARKET. YOUR MESSAGE.

Want to reach an affluent, educated, growing audience?
You might say we've got the market cornered.

OUR AUDIENCE

No matter who your audience is, we've got their attention.
From broad reach - including 64% of adults in King and
Snohomish counties — to strategically targeted populations
tailored to fit your business, we deliver your message to
1.5 mlllion adults in the Designated Market Area (DMA)
— and get results,

Learnh more about our audience P

SEATTLE MARKET

With 5.08 million residents, the Seattle-Tacoma DMA is the 12th largest in the country, but our median household income
ranks at #5 among the top 10 markets, making Seattle an economic powerhouse. Seattle is also #1 In the U.S. for
technology job growth, #1 for online local news usage and #2 on Bloomberg’s 50 Best Cities in America list — which
all adds up to a smart spend for your seattle advertising dollars.

Learn more about the Seattle market »

ONLINE STATS

The Seattle Times is the #1 local digital network in the region. Our online network reaches more than 6.9 milllon
unique visitors, with 32 mllllon page views monthly. Our network reaches across all age groups.

Learn more about our online stats

NEWSPAPER & CIRCULATION

The Seattle Times Sunday has the largest readership of any publication in the state: 821,800 adults. A single issue of
The Seattle Times Sunday reaches nearly twice as many adults as a prime-time TV spot in the market. The Seattle Times
weekday newspaper reaches an average of 607,000 adults each day.

Learn more about our newspaper & clrculation b

O 000 X

TALKTO US

Have questions? Need rates?
We're here to help. Call 206.464,2400,

CONTACT US

RELATED LINKS
How Seattle Spends (PDF)
Market boundarles map (PDF)

Creative gallery

PLAN YOUR
CAMPAIGN

WANT T0 INCREASE VISIBILITY?

Our audlence
finder shows
you how,

EXHIBITHH

https://mediakit.seattletimes.com/audience-market/
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G. A change is made to increase the zoning proposal from NC-55 to NC-65. The change
responds to feedback that increased capacity should be located along existing commercial and mixed-
use areas.

INTERROGATORY NO. 25: Identify the method of notice the City used to provide notice of

the determination of significance and the invitation to comment on EIS scoping for the MHA proposal
to residents of and/or owners of businesses located in the WSJ.

ANSWER: The City provided notice of the issuance of the determination of significance by
publishing the notice in the City’s Land Use Information Bulletin, and Seattle Daily Journal of
Commerce. These are the methods of notice that are required by the City’s SEPA rules. In addition,
the City posted notice on the HALA website, and advertised opportunities to comment on OPCD and
DON social media. City staff were available at two Summer Parkway events to receive scoping

comments on August 13 in the Rainier Valley, and on August 27 in Ballard.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26: Identify the method of notice the City used to provide notice of

the issuance of the DEIS to residents of and/or owners of businesses located in the WS]J.

ANSWER: The City provided notice of the issuance of the DEIS by publishing the notice in
the City’s Land Use Information Bulletin, and Seattle Daily Journal of Commerce, and with direct
mail to the agencies and tribes listed in distribution list at Section 6 of the FEIS. These are the
methods of notice that are required by the City’s SEPA rules. In addition, the City sent notice via e-
mail to everyone who was subscribed to the HALA list-serve, and via OPCD and DON social media.
The City also issued a press release the day the DEIS was published, and numerous media outlets

including newspapers and blogs ran stories on the topic.

FIRST INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR
PRODUCTION DIRECTED TO THE CITY OF SEATTLE —

Page 32
6 99001 ca023706¢8 EX H l B l Tﬂ




4/17/2018 Rainier Valley Summer Parkways and Big Day of Play - Parkways

N e a3 N R o
Memrtila aoy

Parkways

Seattle Parks and Recreation

Home Events Volunteer Press Releases Seattle Park District

Rainier Valley Summer Parkways and s
Big Day of Play i

August 11, 2016 by Shelly Smith S
eattle

Coming out for fun at the Big Day of Play? Rainier Valley has a huge celebration going Parks & Recreation

on Saturday, August 13. Summer Parkways are events where designated streets are closed

to cars so that folks can walk, bike and roll between parks, interact with neighbors and get Visit our Website n se D

active in a safe environment. Join us for Big Day of Play at Rainier Playfields and live
entertainment at Othello Park and Brighton Playfield. Offerings include live DJ’s, live
jazz, blues, Hawaiian slide guitar, Zorb Balls, face painting, and food trucks. We’ll see

| Search this website

you there!

Saturday, August 13, 2016 CATEGORIES

Othello Park and Brighton Playfield Entertainment 12:30 to 4:30 PM

Parade starts at 11 AM Select Category v

Big Day of Play 12 - 6 PM
Download the Poster and learn more at www.seattle.gov/summerparkways

ARCHIVES

Select Month v

EXHIBITY-

http://parkways.seattle.gov/2016/08/11/rainier-valley-summer-parkways-and-big-day-of-play/ 1/3
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4/17/2018 Seattle Summer Parkways to transform City Streets into "Park” Ways

SDOT Blog EXHIBITkK

Department of Transportation

Visit our W

Seattle Summer Parkways to
transform City Streets into “Park” s
Ways

June 2, 2016 by Norm Mah

CATEGORI
Seattle Summer Parkways returns this summer in August and September, and features Select Cat
three separate days of special events in three iconic neighborhoods: Rainier Valley, West
Seattle and Ballard.
ARCHIVES
Select Mo
CONTACT!

Call 206-684

Hosted by the Seattle Department of Transportation, Seattle Summer Parkways will
transform streets into open-street “parkways” where people can bike, play, walk, run and
experience neighborhoods in unique and inviting ways. Based on the success of last year’s
inaugural event, thousands of neighbors, families and kids are expected to participate in
this summer’s community-based activities, live music and recreation,

hitp://sdotblog.seattle.gov/201 6/06/02/seattle-summer-parkways-to-transform-city-streets-into-park-ways/ 17



4/17/2018 Seattle Summer Parkways to transform City Streets into “Park” Ways

The 2016 Summer Parkways lineup includes:

* Saturday, August 13: Rainier Valley, 12:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.

Kick-off festivities will celebrate with existing events including the Big Day of Play,
Rainier Valley Heritage Festival, Hillman City Car Show, South Seattle Community
Picnic and dozens of community partners, to bring safe streets and sunny fun to the south
end. This route will highlight some of the Valley’s beautiful and vibrant areas including
Rainier Valley Playfields, Columbia City, Columbia Park, Hillman City, Brighton
Playfields and Othello Park.

*» Saturday, August 27: Ballard, 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

The second event in the series will bring the fun back to Ballard! In partnership with the
Sustainable Ballard Festival, Seattle Parks and Recreation and dozens of community
partners, a variety of activities will take place along the route of Ballard Commons Park,
Ballard Corners Park, Salmon Bay Park, Loyal Heights Community Center, Sunset Hill
Park, Bergen Place Park, and the myriad shops and businesses along Ballard Avenue NW,

* Sunday, September 25: West Seattle, 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

The final event will celebrate the conclusion of summer with a community party on Alki
Beach! In partnership with Orca Running, Seattle Parks and Recreation, the Beach Creeps

Bicycle Club and dozens of community partners, the route will highlight activities
throughout Alki Beach Park, the Alki Trail, Don Armeni Park, Alki Community Center,
and the myriad shops and businesses along Alki Avenue SW.

Participation is free, and those who want to host an activity in their neighborhood can fill
out an online application. Volunteer positions are also available, ranging from intersection

http://sdotblog.seattle.gov/201 6/06/02/seattie-summer—parkways-to-transform-city-streets-into-park-ways/
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4/17/2018 Seattle Summer Parkways to transform City Streets into “Park” Ways

management and community ambassadors, to route patrols and mobile bike mechanics.

For sign-ups, route maps and more information, please visit:
www.seattle.gov/summerparkways and follow Seattle Parkways on Facebook and
Twitter @SeattleParkways #SeattleSummerParkways.

Share w B O O 7 S u™

Filed Under: Bikes, Peds, SDOT

g

http://sdotblog.sealtle.gov/2016/06/02/seattle-summer-parkways-to-transform-city-streets-into-park-ways/ 3/7



APPENDIX D

ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING REPORT.

Available online at:

htin'h’www.sea!tle.qowDocumenLs,-'Departrnems(HALA!PolichMHA%20Scouinq%zoSummarv%ZD

FINAL 110916.pdf

EXHIBITLL
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MANDATORY HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY EIS SCOPING
SUMMARY

City of Seattle, Office of Planning and Community Development | November 9, 2016

1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Seattle is proposing amendments to the Land Use Code to implement Mandatory
Housing Affordability (MHA) for muitifamily and commercial development meeting certain
thresholds. MHA would require developers either to build affordable housing on-site or to make
an in-lieu payment to support the development of affordable housing throughout the city. MHA
is expected to create a total of 6,000 new affordable homes over the next 10 years for low-
income families and individuals.

To implement MHA, the City would make changes to the Land Use Code to grant additional
development capacity in existing commercial and multifamily zones and in areas currently zoned
single family in existing or expanded urban villages. A summary of the current draft of the
additional development capacity in each zone can be found at
http://www.seattle.gov/hala/focus-groupsiMHA%20Development%20Examples.

The City is proposing to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will analyze three
alternatives and identify the impacts of each alternative. Alternatives to be addressed in the EIS
include No Action, or continued growth as guided by the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land
Use Code standards; and two action alternatives that will consider growth under different
development patterns and Land Use Code standards. The No Action alternative includes the 20-
year growth estimate of 70,000 additional households, consistent with the Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan, and no MHA. The two Action alternatives both consider increased amounts
of growth compared to the No Action alternative and implementation of MHA to create at least
8,400 affordable homes citywide.! The alternatives differ in whether MHA is implemented and

1 These are citywide estimates; estimates would be lower for the particular alternatives being evaluated. MHA is
expected to yield approximately 6,000 new affordable homes over the next 10 years. For purposes of this EIS analysis,
this number has been extrapolated to maintain consistency with the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan's 20-year
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how growth and affordable homes are distributed among urban villages. Both action
alternatives will evaluate increases in the maximum height and floor area limits in commercial
and multifamily zones, as well as single family zones in designated urban villages and potential
urban village expansion areas identified in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. The primary
difference between the two Action alternatives is the intensity and location of land use changes,
including the extent of potential urban village boundary expansions. The proposal considered in

this EIS does not include the Downtown or South Lake Union neighborhoods or the core of the
University District.

The EIS analysis will incorporate and leverage information and analyses contained in the recent
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan EIS (2016), Growth and Equity Analysis (2016), and other
recent city studies and plans.

2 EIS SCOPING

Scoping is the process of identifying the elements of the environment to be evaluated in an EIS.
Scoping is intended to help identify and narrow the issues to those that are significant. Scoping
includes a public comment period so that the public and other agencies can comment on key
issues and concerns. Following the comment period, the City considers all comments received
and determines the scope of review for the environmental analysis.

The City issued a Determination of Significance/Scoping Notice for MHA on July 28, 2016, and
made it available to the public through a variety of methods (see Attachment 1). The Scoping
Notice states that the EIS will consider potential impacts associated with land use, housing and
socioeconomics, aesthetics and height/bulk/scale, historic resources, open space and
recreation, transportation, public services, and utilities. The scoping period closed on September
9, 2016.

During the scoping period, comments were invited through the project website, via mail and
email, at four HALA Community Focus Groups held in August, and at two tabling events held at
the Seattle Summer Parkways in Rainier Valley on August 13, 2016, and in Ballard on August 27,
2016. Materials from the tabling events are contained in Attachment 2. In total, the City
received 59 scoping comments. Summarized public scoping comments and responses to these
comments are shown in the table on the following page.

All comments are summarized in Section 3 (Table of Comments) in this Scoping Summary. All
letters and emails, as well as written comments received at the scoping events, may be
reviewed with advance notice (contact Geoffrey.Wentlandt@seattle.gov).

planning horizon. For this reason, the City estimates approximately 8,400 affordable homes will be added within 20
years.

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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In response to the comments received through the scoping process, the City will make
adjustments to the analysis of the environmental elements in the proposed EIS scope and the
formulation of the action alternatives, compared to what was outlined in the Scoping Notice.

Responses to comments in Section 3 below document areas where the City will make
adjustments.

November 9, 2016| Scoping Summary
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3 TABLE OF COMMENTS

The following tables summarize comments by EIS element/topic, with the City’s response to comments provided below each table.

Overall Approach

EIS TOPIC COMMENTS

Approach to Analysis Consider impacts for each urban village individually

Consider citywide and regional Impacts

Establish clear baselinas for analyzing Impacts In each urban village

Analyze existing conditions and Impacts for each block of each urban willage

Conduct a separate EIS for each area proposed to have zoning changes

Eliminate vague terms such as "slightly higher," “slightly more floor area,” or “certain zones”

Include current projects under development injcalculations of density and grawth models, |n addition ta the projected growth

Response;

e  While the proposal considered in this EIS is for a very broad geographical area, where information is available and would help in
understanding potential impacts of the alternatives, smaller geographlic areas may be examined. These include, for example, urban villages,
police precincts and fire service battalions.

» The analysis will include documentation of existing conditions and identification of threshold for determining significance of impacts.

s The description of the proposal and alternatives will quantify proposed building height limits, affected zones and other data as available. The
environmental analysis will quantify data and conclusions to the extent that reliable quantifiable data is available and would help inform the
discussion. Where reliable quantitative data is not available, environmental analysis will rely on a qualitative and comparative review of
alternatives. As established in the SEPA Rules, this is appropriate for a programmatic analysis of a legislative proposal of this scale.

e Each action alternative will be associated with a detailed zonlng map and urban village boundary expansion map. Amounts and distribution
of estimated growth, as well as affordable housing quantities, will be provided based on the detalled maps, and include estimations for

November 8, 2016 Scoping Summary
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urban villages Indlvidually. To the extent posslble, If the potential for any acute localized impacts are identified for any of the elements of the
environment reviewed, discussion of such localized impacts and mitigating measures may be included.
s Pipeline development proposals will be considered in estimating future growth estimates.

Alternatives

EISTOPIC COMMENTS

Alternatives Include alternative(s) where growth exceeds projections

Study alternatives that Include more affordable housing, with lower AMI thresholds

Broaden the range of alternatives

Consider an alternative that doesn‘t require demolition of existing housing stock or histaric buildings

Consider alternative(s) that do notincrease allowable height, floor area, or building footprint through upzones

Consider alternative(s) that require bullders to provide affordable housing on site, rather than In-lieu fees

Include an alternative that fotuses on non-Mandatary Inclusionary Zoning palicy, like expanding the Multifamily Tax Exemption
program

* Consider an alternative that limits growth to the types and amounts of growth in the individual neighborhood plans

Response:

e Each alternative will be associated with a detailed zoning proposal and the alternatives will include a range of growth projectlons generated
from these specific zoning proposals, including projections that exceed the 2035 Comprehensive Plan growth estimates.

» Consistent with SEPA Rules, the EIS will consider a reasonable range of alternatives conslstent with the objectives of the proposed action.
The proposed action is Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA} consistent with the State authorized incentive program pursuant to RCW
36.70A.540 that will achieve at least 8,400 affordable homes over a 20-year period. The proposal will consider variations that can achleve
the stated objective.

¢ The No Action Alternative, which is one of the EIS alternatives, will consider no increase in height, floor area or building footprint because of
MHA, The No Action alternative includes the City’s existing Incentive Zoning program.

e The proposal is not intended to limit or slow growth, so an alternative that limits growth in individual neighborhoods is not included.

November 9, 2016 Scoping Summary
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a  The MFTE program and other suggested programs are outside of the scope of the proposed action and are therefore not included in the

alternatives.

Housing and Socioeconomics

EISTOPIC

COMMENTS

ﬁﬂnrﬂnﬁla.Hnu&h;

MHA Reqtirements

Address increased housing affardability for a range of people tecunamir:allv-_dl'verse.'d.lllu'l_'al'l_y_dfve.l'.s_e. all ages, various physical
abilities, etc,) )

Consider the risk that MHA may resultin a net zero.or net loss in affordable housing.

include the ratio of affordable housing produced under HALA relative to market priced housing produced

Analyze the impacts of increased residential development on current rental units ~ consider rent control

Could a fee or tax such as Vancouver's be considerad for individuals or companies from out-of-state or out-af-country buying up
Seattle's real estate?

1f we continue to have an averall regulatary environment where the supply of new housing Is not keeping up with demand, we
will continue to see a metaorlc escalation in the cost of housing

Do not replace the current housing mix with more expensive multifamily housing

Need more mid-income housing

MHA driven develapment will accelerate our loss of moderately priced homes and decrease housing diversity

Home ownearship is not attainable or affordable for mid-Income families

State MHA-R project objectives and basis for claims that 6,000 new affordable homes will be added over the next 10 years
Distribute where affordable housing is built with developer fees — where will the fees be spent?

Wil MHA payments create public housing and/or permanently affordable housing?

In-lieu fees delay the creation of affordable homes in comparison to developer built affordable homes

Allowing developers to pay Inlieu fess instead increases the socioeconomic segregation of neighborhoods

Consider that higher fees in areas "at risk of displacement” will discourage investment in new housing in poorer less developed
neighborhoods

Renters and homebuyers end up paying for the additional cost to developers from policies and constraints

Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning is bad housing policy as it infiates the price of market rate housing all over the city

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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EIS TOPIC COMMENTS
Equity, ® Describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social Justice Initiative
Displacement,and & accyrataly dentify areas with 3 high risk of displacement
Vulnerable = Distinguish displacement caused by development (physical) from displacement due to rising housing prices (economic)
Eoplations e Refine the Growth and Equity Analysis to more accurately reflect displacement risks by géograhhic sub-region within urban villages
s Address the growing economic disparity In "hot development” neighborhaods
e Consider the recent history of gentrification within each urban village
e Consider options for allowing displaced families to remaln in the same area
s Expand urban village boundariesin strategic ways that limit impacts on vulnerable areas
» Provide support for homeless communities (like tent cities) moving into mare lang-term housing
»  Explain how the City will track economic displacement due to rising rents, property taxes, ete.
Jobs/Business = (Consider the displacement of small businesses in urban villages due to escalating rents and increased property taxes
s Address the design standards and planning needed to include affordable commercial spaces
* Consider the availability of “average” jobs — working class families won't be able to buy even If housing becomes more
affordable if they don't have access to jobs
Response:

Housing Affordability

o Housing affordability review will include an analysis of neighborhood soclo-economic characteristics, current housling affordability, and the
relative potential for displacement due to growth. The analysis will include an estimate of housing with potential to be demolished and
replaced by redevelopment in order to characterize the potential loss of existing affordable homes. in addition, the analysis will quantify
new market rate and affordable housing that is likely to be produced and discuss the likely geographic distribution of new affordable housing
at income levels served by the MHA.

e Several comments suggest measures to support housing affordability separate from the MHA proposal. Potential actlons outside of the
scope of the proposed actlon are not included in the alternatives, but may be identified as possible mitigating measures.

November 9, 2016| Scoping Summary
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HA Requirements

MHA-R objectives and basis for the 10 year 6,000 new affordable homes estimate will be described in the description of the alternatives
chapter of the EIS.

Several comments raise questions about how MHA will be implemented and administered. The EIS will include a full description of the
proposed implementation of MHA.

Equity/Displacement/Vulnerable Populations

The EIS analysis will leverage and build upon the City’s Growth and Equity analysis to examine neighborhood sacio-economic characteristics
within the study area, current housing affordability, and the relative potential for displacement due to growth.

The consistency of the proposal with the Race and Social Justice Initiative will be considered in the EIS Plans and Policies analysis.

The EIS analysis will include analysis of the potential for direct displacement due to demolition.

The analysis will include discussion of the potential for economic displacement in addition to discussion of direct physical displacement.
Several comments propose measures, such consideration of urban village boundary expansions, to limit impacts on displacement. These
measures will be considered for incorporation into the alternatives, and will be varied to determine the effectiveness of such measures to
address displacement. Such actions may also be considered as mitigation measure to reduce impacts of the alternatives.

The proposal considered in this EIS is intended to serve low-income households. Other programs in the City provide services to support the
homeless in transitioning to long-term housing.

In addition to the EIS process, the City is undertaking a companion report that focuses on a broader discussion of anti-displacement
measures and identifies strategies for increasing access to opportunity for marginalized populations. This will include discussion of economic
and cultural displacement. The companion study will explore a broad range of strategies to mitigate displacement not limited to housing
strategies.

Jobs/Businesses

The analysis will include a review of income and demographic characteristics of Seattle’s population, based on the analysis contained in the
Comprehensive Plan EIS.

Scoping Summary | November 8, 2016
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COMMENTS

Zoning and Land Use
Patterns

Single Family Areas

Plans and Policies

4 ® & ® © o ® 8 © & @

There are enough properties already zoned multifamily and LR to provide the affordable homes needed
Zoning changes could have dramatic effects on the distribution of growth and impacts
Require zoning changes to go through individual neighborhood plans

The proposed zoning changes do not take livability values into account

Consider the impacts of institutional overlays

Allow density but slow it's pace to avoid unintended consequences

Don't just put density on arterials and don't turn all arterials Into Upzones

Limit allowed density (number of peaple per lot) of single family lots and LR1in single family areas :
Provide transition areas to single family properties:

Distribute growth/density throughout the city

Increase a'_II_:pwahiéfl'iai'g_ht and FAR in multifamily and single family zones (infill) to accommodate current and forecasted
population growth and suppart increases in services; transit, diversity, etc.

Analyze expanding MHA into single family zones outside of urban villages

Complete an inventory of the current number of single-family residences in LR1 zones

Single family homes are an important part of affordable housing options

Redevelopment of single family areas, whether near or in urban villages, should not be a City policy

Include evaluation of the refative compliance of the alternatives with the Comprehensive Plan
Compliance with HUD Fair Housing rules

Opposition to Seattle 2035 polley LU 7.3 in general and to proposed amendments tasuppart redevelopment in single-family

areas near urban villages (not justinside)

Response:

o The land use analysis will include a review of compatibility of the proposal and alternatives with the existing and planned zoning
designations and land use patterns, potential land use conflicts and impacts on overall growth distribution for all alternatives. This analysis

November 9, 2016 | Scoping Summary
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will Include a revlew of existing conditions and potential impacts to single family zoned areas, but is not anticipated to include an inventory
of housing by zoning category.

The alternatives will include varlations in the distribution of expected growth based on a specific zoning proposal to implement MHA.
Potential impacts of the alternative distributions of growth will be evaluated.

The EIS will include an analysis of the impacts of conversian of single family zoned areas inside urban villages, and any expanded urban
village areas.

Expansion of MHA into single family areas outside of existing or expanded urban villages is not proposed by the City and is not considered in
the EIS.

Plans and policies analysis will Include a review of consistency of the alternatives with the Growth Management Act, PSRC Vision 2040, King
County Countywide Planning Polices, Seattle Comprehensive Plan and Seattle Land Use Code. Based an commaents received through this
scoping process, the analysis will also include a review of the City of Seattle Race and Social Justlce Initlative, HUD Fair Housing rules and the
Seattle Climate Action Plan.

Aesthetics, Height/Bulk/Scale

EIS TOPIC COMMENTS

Aesthetics e How will the alternatives change the look of each urban village? What relationship will mew buildings have to the existing

neighborhoods? What will transition areas look like?

Pay attention to the quality of development

Consider the architectural character of existing development

Consider the impacts of increased bullding heights and size to general neighborhood aesthetic and spatial cohesion
Include programs, policies, and development codes to ensure visual interest of homes and the urban environment
Evaluate and compare the impacts of the MHA code amendments and Increased floor area/building helght an those
neighborhoods with adopted neighborhood design standards versus those without

Scoping Summary | November 8, 2016

10



Mandatory Houslng Affardability H/;{L A
Environmental Impact Statement -

EI5 TOPIC COMMENTS

Height/Bulk/Scale o Whatimpacts will the height, bulk, and scale of proposed zoning changes have on the surrounding areas, including potential
wind tunnels, access to light, privacy, auditory disturbance, green space, bullding sccess, waste storage, and view corridors?
 Be more specific than “slight” with regards to ncreased building height FAR, and setbacks and be specific about the zonesin
which these apply - heights, setbacks, and openings In the bullding bulk are too vague and masses too large
® Focus on small-scale affordable housing {duplexes, cottages, etc.)

Shade * Consider the environmental and financial impact of taller buildings shadowing solar panels, especially in zones changed from
single family to multifamily
e Developers should comp te preexisting shadowed solar installations or allow them to be moved to the top of the shadowing
building

Response:

® The aesthetics analysis will consider street-level character, public spaces, general sun and shadowlng impacts, and relationship of new
buildings to existing development patterns. Based on visualizations of neighborhood prototypes, the analysis will include a discussion of
neighborhood context, impacts associated with increased height, bulk, and scale of development and identification of potential measures to
mitigate any Identified Impacts.

e The description of the proposal and alternatives will quantify proposed building height limits, affected zones and other data as available. The
environmental analysis will quantify data and conclusions to the extent that reliable quantifiable data is available and would help inform the
discussion. Where reliable quantitative data is not available, environmental analysis will rely on a qualitative and comparative review of
alternatives. As established in the SEPA Rules, this is appropriate for a programmatic analysis of a legislative proposal of this scale.

e Compatibility with and impact on existing development standards will be considered.

s The EIS will include a qualitative analysis of shadow impacts associated with proposed increased building height and bulk.

Navember 9, 2016| Scoping Summary
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Transportation

EIS TOPIC

COMMENTS

Traffic/Congestion

Transit

Parking.

Pedestrian/Bicycle

Maintenance

Impact(s) of zoning changes on traffic — LOS and trafflc delays at major Intarsections In urban villages and congestion citywide

‘Analyze the impacts on arterlal traffic as well Increased traffic diverted to side streats-
\Impact of Increased housing density on freight mobility

Improve gridlock by focusing density into walkable neighbiorhoods supported by mass transit
Affordable housing should help ensure commute times are lower and traffic is reduced t:e.;,, live close to where you work)

What impact will future light rail have an nearbyy land and property values and on small business currently located on the lines?
Consider expanding Commute Trip Reduction programs or expanded vanpool/carpool systems instead of light rall

Existing public transportation deficiencies in many urban villages will be exacerbated by increased density/housing — impact on
public transportation capacity generally (and bus service specifically)

Light rail will not be here soon enough to support the massive population growth

Need mass transportation and/or parking around new apartment buildings

‘Consider the impacts of new construction without parking spacesion available street parking

Plan for car ownership and establish realistic parking requirements for new developments

Impact of loss of parking to street-side businesses and residents where density and bike lanes have been put in

Consider impacts of constrained parking on low-income persons and those who can't walk far
Consider parking for delivery vehicles; schools buses, and other services not replaceable by transit

Impacts on pedestrian safety and mobility in residential areas that don’t currently have sidewalks or street crossings on major
arterials

Consider the need for Increased pedestrian and bike paths in neighborhoods that will recalve increased density

Encourage walking and biking

Ensure new sidewalks are functional for all users

Existing streets have many paving/pothole Issues, resulting in difficulties far biking, driving and walking
Increased density may lead to accelerated depreciation and earlier need for rebullding of critical infrastructure like roads and
bridges

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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Response:

e The transportation analysis will evaluate mobility impacts and other potential impacts, including vehicular and non-motorized circulation,
transit, parking, and freight. Existing transportation system operations and functionality versus analysis of system operations under alternate
patterns identified in the alternatives analysis will be analyzed. The transportation analysis will be based largely on the transportation
analysis completed for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan updated with current information, as well as other city modal transportation
plans including the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, Pedestrlan Master Plan, and Transit Master Plan. The effects of Sound Transit 3 investments, if
approved, will be considered In the transportation analysis.

e The analysis will analyze level of services using both the mode share measure discussed in the Draft Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan and
the currently adopted screenline volume-to-capacity ratios. AddItional metrics, based on the analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, will also
be analyzed.

Historic Resources

EIS TOPIC COMMENTS

Historic Buildings e Consider impact(s) of increased density on properties listed on landmark registries and properties that meet the criterla to be
listed but have not yet achleved landmark status

* (Copsider a transfer of development rlghts scheme to mitigate the adverse impact of zoning changes on historlc resources
® Specificsteps to protect Seattle’s historic bulldings and prevent thelr destruction with new developments

Archeological, *  Pracautions to limit potential discuption te cultural sensitive resources (especially for taller bulldings with greater excavation
Cultural Resources depths),
Response:

e The historic resources analysis will describe the general distribution of older and potenttally historic buildings and the historic patterns of
development across Seattle. The impact analysis will describe the potentlal for MHA to result in significant changes to the histaric fabric
through incremental redevelopment of older neighbarhoods. Mitlgation measures to reduce these impacts, such as incentives for preserving

Navember 9, 2016 | Scoping Surnmary
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all or part of historlc structures, will be described. The historic preservation analysis will focus primatily on differences, if any, from the
analysis and findings in the Comprehensive Plan EIS. Material may be summarized and Comprehensive Plan EIS findings referenced.

® MHAis not proposed to be applied in designated National Register Historic Districts. No application of MHA or associated zoning changes
will be studied in an Alternative, within the Districts.

Open Space, Urban Forest, Sustainability

EIS TOPIC COMMENTS
Open Space ° What will be done ta increase open space in variols urban villages and address the city's growing deficit?
*  Presgrve public views and access to water
& MHA will reduce private yard space and increase the burden on existing park space
= Public space needs to be cleatly visible and available for all - ct | greenspaces, large trees, and areas that peaple can,

individually garden are essentlal elements for Seattle identity/character and public health

Urban Forest ® Examine the potential net loss of trees in rezoned areas — Impact ori the tree canopy and associated wildlife
* Address the preservation of trees and green spaces
* Opportunities for urban food production, including fruit and vegetables, will be drastically reduced with the loss of vegetated
open space and trees

* ‘Green Factor’ features (such as green roofs, planting strips, and green walls) are not adequate substitutes for the loss of large
trees

Sustainability Consider Impact(s) of construction, vegetation loss, and increased population on CO2 and other greenh gas emission levels
Focus on the sustainabllity/durabllity of development patternis — will the changes provide an improved city 30 years from now?
Consider the impacts to urban habitat from increased density (birds, salmon, etc.)

‘Cluantify the environmental impacts of replacing existing housing stock types with small-scale inflll housing {like ADUS)

What impacts will there be to noise levels?

How will the increased density and changes to urban form impact physical health and access to healthy foods?

Ensure that denser neighborhoods are sustainable across all dimensions — housing, transportation, utilities, and the natural
environment

* Encourage green building design practices in large developments and ensure that construction methods are sustainable,

. & ® = & 8 @

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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Response:

Dpen Space: The EIS will use the analysis for the Comprehensive Plan EIS to compare potential MHA areas with areas where gaps in open
space currently exist. Impacts will be defined as areas where open space shortfalls would be increased by increased density within open
space gaps. Mitigation measures such as targeting gaps for future open space acquisition will be discussed. The open space and recreation
analysis will focus primarily on differences, if any, from the analysis and findings in the Comprehensive Plan EIS. Material may be
summarized and Comprehensive Plan EIS findings referenced.

Urban Forest: The EIS will build from the Urban Forest discussion included in the Comprehensive Plan EIS and incorporate updated
information from the Seattle Office of Sustainability and Environment’s (OSE) 2016 update to the Tree Canopy Cover Assessment and the
Urban Forest Stewardship Plan. The EIS will provide a qualitative assessment of potential impacts to the tree canopy. To the extent possible,
the EIS will include a quantitative evaluation of impacts to the urban forest and tree cover. Methods to evaluate impacts on the urban forest
will include a review of potential tree canopy impacts in areas that are converted from single family zoning to other zoning categories that
allow greater lot coverage. The analysis will consider LIDAR data and past permit data. Measures to mitigate potential loss of tree canopy
will be identified in partnership with OSE and described in the EIS.

Sustainability: Future development that would be associated with the proposal, if adopted, would be subject to existing City of Seattle
standards for sustainable development, including individual project-level SEPA review, standards for sustainable development, low impact
development, and related requirements. The proposal would not impact these processes and requirements and no additional analysis of
potential sustainability impact is proposed. Development standards in the proposal may consider minor modification to Green Factor
requirements to enhance sustainability of future construction projects. The impact of modifications to Green Factor will be considered in the
Alternatives and/or as a mitigating measure.

Naise: The Seattle Noise Control Code (Seattle Municipal Code Chapter 25.08) is applicable to the construction and operation of all
development proposed as part of the project. The Noise Code sets levels and durations of allowable daytime/nighttime operational noise
and daytime construction noise. These limits are based on the zoning of the source and receiving properties. Because the proposed uses
under any of the alternatives would be consistent with existing uses, no significant impacts to noise levels, as defined in the Seattle Noise
Code, are anticipated.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions. The consistency of the proposal with the City’s Climate Action Plan will be considered in the EIS Plans and
Palicies analysis. The Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update EIS {2016) included an analysis of GHG emissions resulting from future growth

Navember 9, 2016| Scoping Summary
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alternatives, including an assessment of GHG emissions associated with an increase in residential growth of 30,000 more houslng units than
anticlpated in the City’s growth estimate. Because the proposal being considered in the MHA EIS would not result in a significantly different
land use pattern or increased residential growth compared to that considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, no additional analysis of
potential GHG emissions is needed.

e Physical Health: The MHA proposal considered in this EIS would focus increased development intensitles within the urban villages and in
multifamily and commercial areas outside of the urban villages. In these areas, existing and future development patterns are more llkely to
result in walkable neighborhoods with greater access to services, such as options for healthy food. Significant adverse Impacts are not
anticipated as a result of the proposal and no additional analysis is needed.

Public Services and Utilities

EIS TOPIC COMMENTS

General .

Schoals and .
Community Services 2

Public Safety .

Impact on infrastructure, such as sewers (especially those in which CS0 sewage outflows into Lake Union}, parks, schools,
community centers, senidr centers, services for the elderly and disabled, and transportation
Impose impact fees on developers so that the cost of public service and utility infrastructure improvements is shared

Impacts to school capacity/classroom slze, the ability of students to attend lacal schools, and safe walking routes to schools

Consider impact(s) to community services for senjor citizens and the disabled Make sure everyone has easy access to full library
services — especially low-income and refugee families

Plan for and propose funding for the increased demand on public safety services (palice, fire, and public health) — what existing
deficiencies in fire and police protection will be amplified by increased density and population?

Analyze impacts ta police and fire/EMS response times

What is the existing availability and location of equipment capable of addressing emergencies in high rise structures?

Ensure adequate access for emergency service vehicles, especially in neighborhoods with existing narrow streets

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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EIS TOPIC COMMENTS

Utilities w Analyzeimpacts on stormwater drainage and sewer systems under estimated growth, as well s If growth exceeds estimated
|avels —specifically look at existing hotspots of flaoding and sewer failures within the urban villages slated for upzaning,
» Adiliess Increased risks to water quality, public health, and environmental safety due to incressed runoff from greater paved
dreas and discharges from untreated sewage (especially in the cantext of the State Shoreline Act and the €50 sewer system)
o Make sureelactrical infrastructure Is adequate:

Response:

s The EIS will use the analysis and data gathered for the Comprehensive Plan EIS to disclose the potentlal for the proposal and alternatives to
impact demand for services overall and ih different geographic areas of the City. The public services and utilities analysis will focus primarily
on differences, if any, from the analysls and findings in the Comprehensive Plan EIS. Materlal may be summarized and Comprehensive Plan
EIS findings referenced.

Other

EIS TOPIT CONIMENTS

Communicationand s Caardinate with neighboring communities/cities
Outreach s Nead more community involvement — outreach seemead minimal and upzones should not be-accomplished without praper
community engagement
o Scoping notice did not make it clear if the scope of the EIS is focused on the MHA code amendment only or ifit also includes the
proposed zoning changes
« Bring members of affected communities to the table early In the process and educate them about potential zoning changes and
what these changes may mean i
e Need more education about why density and affordability are not at odds

November 9, 2016| Scoping Summary
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Response:
e Communication: Comments are noted. Following issuance of the Draft EiS, there will be a public comment period and opportunities to

provide verbal and written comment. Please see also http://www.seattle.zov/hala for additional information about the project and
community engagement opportunities.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 Determination of Significance and Scoping Notice
Attachment 2 Scoping Informational Handout

Scoping Summary | November 9, 2016
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West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines

Introduction

What are Neighborhood Design Guidelines?

Design guidelines are the primary tool used by Design Review Boards. The West Seattle Junction Design Guide-
lines apply to development that is subject to design review as set forth at SMC 23.41.004 if it is located in the West
Seattle Urban Village as reflected in Map 1 (page 1). Guidelines define the qualities of architecture, urban design,
and public space that make for successful projects and communities. There are two types of guidelines used in
the Design Review Program:

» Seattle Design Guidelines—applying to all areas of the city except for downtown; and

= Neighborhood design guidelines—applying to a specific geographically-defined area, usually within a neigh-
borhood urban village or center.

Once a set of neighborhood guidelines is adopted by City Council, they are used in tandem with citywide guide-
lines for the review of all projects within that neighborhood that fall within the scope of the Seattle Municipal Code
(SMC) section 23.41.004. Not all neighborhoods within the city have neighborhood-specific guidelines, but for
those that do, both sets of guidelines—citywide and neighborhood—are consulted by the Boards, with the neigh-
borhood guidelines superseding the citywide ones in the event of a conflict between the two. Neighborhood guide-
lines are very helpful to all involved in the design review process for the guidance they offer that is specific to the
features and character of a specific neighborhood.

As of November 2013, there were nineteen sets of neighborhood design guidelines, each following the same orga-
nization and numbering system of the City’s original citywide guidelines entitied Design Review: Guidelines for
Multi-family and Commercial Development that were adopted in 1993.

The West Seattle Junction Desian Guidelines reveal the character of the West Seattle Junction as known to its
residents and business owners. The guidelines help to reinforce existing character and protect the qualities that
the neighborhood values most in the face of change. Thus, a neighborhood’s guidelines, in conjunction with the
Citywide Design Guidelines, can increase overall awareness of design priorities and encourage involvement in the
design review process.

Revised Neighborhood Design Guidelines

The West Seattle Junction Desian Guidelines were developed by community members and design consultants,
and adopted in 2001. In 2013, the City adopted new, updated guidelines entitled Seattle Design Guidelines to
replace the citywide guidelines that had been in effect since the inception of the Design Review Program in 1993.

Because the Seattle Design Guidelines uses a different organizational and numbering system than the original
guidelines, DPD has revised each set of neighborhood guidelines to match the Seattle Design Guidelines in for-
mat, organization, and numbering system. The revised neighborhood design guidelines will help Board members,
applicants, staff, and the public better correlate neighborhood guidelines with the updated Seattle Design Guide-
lines.

Introduction i
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Guidelines at a Glance

The West Seattle Junction design guidelines apply to development that is subject to design review as set forth at SMC
23.41.004 if it is located in the West Seattle Urban Village as reflected in Map 1 (page 1). These guidelines augment
the Seattle Desian Guidelines adopted in 2013. The list below correlates the guidelines by subject matter and shows
which Seattle Design Guidelines are augmented by West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines. A “yes” indicates
supplemental guidance is provided; a “no” indicates that the citywide guideline is sufficient. Note that the numbering
system of the Seattle Design Guidelines is different from the original numbering applied to the West Seattle Junction
Design Guidelines in 2001.

Context and Site
CS1. Natural Systems and Site FEAtUres ... no

CS2. Urban Pattern and FOIrM .....c.oeeeeveieeiereiisisisssesinssissessasenesserssssssssssnsssssssssenssssnssssenssssssssess Y €8
Streetscape Compatibility (former A-2)
Corner Lots (former A-10)
Height, Bulk, and Scale Compatibility (former B-1)

CS3. Architectural Context and Character ... yes
Architectural Context (former C-1)
Public Life
[ T T 0 oY 1= o2 £ U yes
Human Activity (former A-4)
PL2. WalKabBility .....cccoiiiiiiiiiiiieis s ssssencns s sesssssssansasssasassassssnssss sessssnsnnsnnnssanssesnssensens yes

Human Scale (former C-3)
Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances (former D-1)

PL3. Street-Level INteraction ......c.ccveveirerrerrresererersssnssssrssssenssssrsessssssssrssssensessssssssarnsersasssssssasssnss1O
PL4. Active TransSportation ......cccciieimmneemnrne i ssis s ssssssssstssassis e s ssssnsnassasessessnss no

Design Concept

DC1. Project Uses and AcCtiVities .........cccccciiminiinimiimniniii i yes
Visual Impacts of Parking Structure (former D-5)

DC2. Architectural CONCEPL ........ciiiirmmmmmmiiinmrmerisisrnes s ssns e s sresssssensssapanesessasassnssens yes
Architectural Concept and Consistency (former C-2)
Human Scale (former C-3)

DC3. Open SPace CONCEPL .....cciiiiiriiiiriri st s s e e e e no

DC4. Exterior Elements and FiNISes ... sssssnssssssene e Y €8
Human Scale (former C-3)

Introduction i



West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines

Context and Priority Issues: West Seattle Junction

The overriding objective of the citywide design guidelines is to ensure that new development fits in well with its sur-
roundings. The following West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines share this objective, and with an emphasis on
siting and design conditions and priorities supported by the community, aim to guide the design of new development
in a manner that strengthens the Junction’s mixed-use commercial core (see map 1, page 1 or the diagram below).

Through the neighborhood planning process, the community clearly stated its desire to maintain the small town
atmosphere and qualities that have historically characterized the West Seattle Junction. However, it was also recog-
nized that new development provides the opportunity for a broader mix of businesses and services, residential units
and employment. As the Junction prepared its neighborhood plan, the citywide design guidelines were evaluated to
determine whether the guidelines adequately supported the community’s vision.

The Neighborhood Plan (1999) recommended the development of design guidelines to ensure that new develop-
ment creates a compact, mixed-use commercial core that is pedestrian oriented in scale, character and function.

A neighborhood design guidelines committee comprised of residential and business representatives was formed to
address the Neighborhood Plan urban design-related recommendations. Several design issues and related priorities
were identified and have been incorporated into the West Seattle Junc-

tion Design Guidelines.

2

1. Pedestrian Environment: In general, the pedestrian environ- ~~ —_ %Genesee
ment (sidewalks, pathways, entries and crossings) should be safe, 7 = ~
accessible to all, connect to places people want to go, and pro- //’ \\

I

AR

vide good places to be used for many things. New development
should reflect these principles by enhancing commercial district
streetscapes with development that makes pedestrian activity at
the street level a priority (see Map 2, page 3). {

Y

The overall goal of these guidelines is to aid in creating a district in
which new development supports a mix of uses and engages the
public realm (i.e. sidewalk) in a pedestrian-oriented manner. The -
commercial core is considered to include California Avenue SW Q? #@}
from SW Edmunds Street to SW Genesee Street, SW Alaska from

44th Avenue SW to 39th Avenue SW, and SW Genesee, Oregon
and Edmunds Streets from 44th Avenue SW to 42nd Avenue SW.
California Avenue SW is recognized as the area’s current pedes-
trian-oriented business district, however the neighborhood envisions
SW Alaska Street from California Avenue SW to Fauntleroy Way SW
to become an extension of this mixed use district with a continuous
pedestrian scale and high level of comfort at the street level.

Design guidelines for new mixed
use development

Pedestrian district streetscape
standards

ﬁ\ ./1@

The neighborhood recognizes that a successful pedestrian environment is really a pedestrian “network”, extend-
ing beyond sidewalks to include paths, crossings and building entries. Mid-block pedestrian connections are
encouraged to be incorporated into larger new development to link parking and surrounding streets to the com-
mercial core.

2. Height, Bulk and Scale Compatibility: A pervading quality of the Junction’s small town "feel” is expressed
in the existing architecture. One way to preserve and continue the small town quality in new development is
through the siting, massing and design of new buildings. However, Neighborhood Commercial zones with 85-
and 65-foot height limits (NC-85’ and NC-65') are the predominant zoning designations in the commercial core
on California Avenue SW and SW Alaska Street, causing potential conflicts in height, bulk and scale compat-

Introduction 1
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ibility between new development and existing one- to two-story commercial buildings occupying small parcels of
land. Furthermore, current zoning in the Junction has created abrupt edges between NC-65" and 85' zones and
less intensive, multifamily development.

The City of Seattle’s Land Use Code prescribes setback requirements for new development on zone edges
between higher and lesser intensive zones. New development in the Junction must carry this treatment further
as more refined transitions in height, bulk and scale - in terms of the relationship to surrounding context and
within the proposed structure itself - must be considered.

Architectural Character: Elements and materials that respect and strengthen the commercial core are encour-
aged in new building design. The quality of the Junction’s built environment can be characterized as mixed - good
buildings mixed with more mundane construction - and therefore a selective approach to contextual design is war-
ranted. New development should respond to the Junction's context by providing enough visual linkages between
the existing stock of good buildings and the proposed structure so as to create a cohesive overall effect. Appropri-
ate visual linkages are simple, basic features such as window proportions, entryway placements, decorative ele-
ments and materials. For example, many of the area’s most successful commercial buildings exhibit human scale
window proportions and bold cornices. Repeating such elements in new development would continue an appropri-
ate pattern.

Introduction iv
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Citywide Guideline:

- Strengthen the most desirable forms,
“characteristics, and patterns of the
streets, block faces, and open spaces
_in the surrounding area. '

West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance

I. Streetscape Compatibility
A pedestrian-oriented streetscape is perhaps the most important char-
acteristic to be achieved in new development in the Junction's mixed
use areas (as previously defined). New development—particularly
on SW Alaska, Genesee, Oregon and Edmunds Streets—will set the
precedent in establishing desirable siting and design characteristics in
the right-of-way.

i. Reduce the scale of the street wall with well organized commercial
and residential bays and entries, and reinforce this with placement
of street trees, drop lighting on buildings, benches and planters.

ii. Provide recessed entries and ground-related, small open spaces
as appropriate breaks in the street wall.

iii. Outdoor power and water sources are encouraged to be provided
in order to facilitate building maintenance and exterior decorative
lighting needs. Conveniently located sources could also be taken
advantage of for special community events.

€S2, Urban Pattern and Form 2
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West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines

Il. Corner Lots
Pedestrian activities are concentrated at street corners. These are
places of convergence, where people wait to cross and are most
likely to converse with others. New development on corner lots
should take advantage of this condition, adding interest to the street
while providing clear space for movement.

i. New buildings should reinforce street corners, while enhancing the
pedestrian environment.

ii. Public space at the corner, whether open or enclosed, should be
scaled in a manner that allows for pedestrian flow and encour-
ages social interaction. To achieve a human scale, these spaces
should be well defined and integrated into the overall design of
the building. Consider:

a. providing seating;
b. incorporating art that engages people; and

¢. setting back corner entries to facilitate pedestrian flow and allow
for good visibility at the intersection.

The Seattle design guidelines encourage buildings on corner lots to
orient to the corner and adjacent street fronts. Within the Junction there
are several intersections that serve as "gateways” to the neighborhood.

iii. Building forms and design elements and features at the corner of
key intersections should create gateways for the neighborhood.
These buildings should announce the block through the inclusion
of features that grab one’s interest and mark entry.

Gateways:

. California Avenue SW and SW Alaska Street

. California Avenue SW and SW Oregon Street
SW Alaska Street and Fauntleroy Way SW

. California Avenue SW and SW Edmunds Street

. SW Alaska Street and 44th Avenue SW

Fauntleroy Way SW and 35th Avenue SW

Building mass should reinforce the street
corner while providing space for movement
and activity.

- 0 o 0 T o

Building form and elements are oriented to
the corner.

€S2. Urban Pattern and Form a4
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' lll. Height, Bulk and Scale

Current zoning in the Junction has created abrupt edges in some
areas between intensive, mixed-use development potential and
less-intensive, multifamily development potential. In addition, the
Code-complying building envelope of NC-65' (and higher) zoning
designations permitted within the commerciai core (see Map 1, page
1) would result in development that exceeds the scale of existing
commercial/mixed-use development. More refined transitions in
height, bulk and scale—in terms of relationship to surrounding con-
text and within the proposed structure itself—must be considered.

Applicant must analyze the site in relationship to its surroundings.
This should include:
a. Distance from less intensive zone; and

b. Separation between lots in different zones (property line only,
alley, grade changes).

. The massing prescribed by Neighborhood Commercial develop-

ment standards does not result in mixed-use development that is
compatible with the existing context. Among recent development
in NC-65’ zones and higher, the base (ground level commercial
area) often appears truncated by the upper residential levels
within a mixed-use building. The 13- foot, lot line — to — lot line
commercial ground floor is an inadequate base for buildings of this
size in terms of overall proportion. Moreover, surrounding com-
mercial structures along California Avenue tend to have a building
mass of 20 to 30 feet at the front property line. Therefore, for new
development in Neighborhood Commercial zones 65’ or higher:

a. Patterns of urban form in existing built environment, such as
setbacks and massing compositions.

b. Size of Code-allowable building envelope in relation to underly-
ing platting pattern.

a8
2 floors
[ residential
) ;) strong line | levels
3 . ; at 65
'#. 7 # H
-Z;-‘.é E ; 2 ¢ 4 floors i
Y / 5 building
é i %/) ? 2 floors N
Xi A .
\\‘/ 7

Note: Massing concept for an NC-85' structure. Not preferred architectural

concept.

€S2, Urban Pattern and Form 5
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B

The bulk of the top building ("A"} is

at odds with the rhythm of the small
buildings along California Avenue SW.
Consider breaking the mass of large
structures into form elements similar to
the scale and character of te surrounding
street frontage (Building “B").

il

New buildings should use architectural methods including modula-
tion, color, texture, entries, materials and detailing to break up the
facade— particularly important for long buildings—into sections
and character consistent with traditional, multi-bay commercial
buildings prevalent in the neighborhood’s commercial core (see
map 1, page 1).

. The arrangement of architectural elements, materials and colors

should aid in mitigating height, bulk and scale impacts of Neigh-
borhood Commercial development, particularly at the upper
levels. For development greater than 65 feet in height, a strong
horizontal treatment (e.g. cornice line) should occur at 65 ft.
Consider a change of materials, as well as a progressively lighter
color application to reduce the appearance of upper levels from
the street and adjacent properties. The use of architectural style,
details (e.g. rooflines, cornice lines, fenestration patterns), and
materials found in less intensive surrounding buildings should be
considered.

./

A larger potential building envelope shaded within the context
of existing structures.

materials and features deriva-
tive from less intensive devel-
opment on upper levels

strong horizontal treatment at the
height of surrounding bldgs

scale of first 2-3 lev+
1 els to give appear-|
1 | nce of 3-story bldg.

at street level

\

Design the larger structure to be compatible in scale with the surrounding
buildings.

€S2, Urban Pattern and Form 6
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Citywide Guideline:

Contribute to the architectural character:'
of the neighborhood.

West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance

l. Architectural Context

i. Facade Articulation: To make new, larger development compat-
ible with the surrounding architectural context, facade articulation
and architectural embellishment are important considerations in
mixed-use and multifamily residential buildings. When larger build-
ings replace several small buildings, facade articulation should
reflect the original platting pattern and reinforce the architectural
rhythm established in the commercial core (see map 1, page 1).

ii. Architectural Cues: New mixed-use development should
respond to several architectural features common in the Junction’s
best storefront buildings to preserve and enhance pedestrian ori-
entation and maintain an acceptable level of consistency with the
existing architecture. To create cohesiveness in the Junction, iden-
tifiable and exemplary architectural patterns should be reinforced.
New elements can be introduced - provided they are accompanied
by strong design linkages.

Preferred elements can be found in the examples of commercial and
mixed-use buildings in the Junction included on this page.

interesting parapets
and cornices

A variety of architectural details including
street-level display windows, a sign band,
recessed entry, transoms, and facade kick-
plates lend human scale and interest to
these commercial buildings.

CS3. Architectural Context and Character 7
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PL1

Connectivity

Consider setting the building back from the
front property line to create an effective
transition between the private and public
reaim

Citywide Guideline:

Complement and contribute to the
network of open spaces around the site
and the connections among them.

West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance

Y

Tatend B e L0 Y
An active and interesting sidewalk engages pedestrians through
effective transitions between the public and private realms.

R

i. Particularly in the California Avenue Commercial Core (see map
1, page 1), proposed development is encouraged to set back
from the front property line to allow for more public space that
enhances the pedestrian environment. Building facades should
give shape to the space of the street through arrangement and
scale of elements. Display windows should be large and open at
the street level to provide interest and encourage activity along
the sidewalk. At night, these windows should provide a secondary
source of lighting.

ii. In exchange for a loss of development potential at the ground
floor, the Design Review Board is encouraged to entertain
requests for departures to exceed the lot coverage requirement for
mixed-use projects.

iii. When a setback is not appropriate or feasible, consider maximiz-
ing street level open space with recessed entries and commercial
display windows that are open and inviting.

upper levels

i 00 [0 &

< qb
\private property public right-of-way

N
7

PL1. Open Space Connectivity 8
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P 1 ! Citywide Guideline:

PN e  Create a safe and comfortable walking
Wa I ka b l’l'l'ty ~ environment that is easy to navigate and
- well-connected to existing pedestrian
- walkways and features.

. West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance
| 1. Human Scale

| Facades should contain elements that enhance pedestrian comfort
and orientation while presenting features with visual interest that
invite activity.

i. Overhead weather protection should be functional and appropriately
scaled, as defined by the height and depth of the weather protec-
tion. It should be viewed as an architectural amenity, and therefore

- contribute positively to the design of the building with appropriate

i | proportions and character.

Overhead weather protection should be designed with consider-
ation given to:

Example of overhead weather protection

that is coherently integrated into the build- a. Continuity with weather protection on nearby buildings.
ing's modern style.

b. When opaque material is used, the underside should be illumi-
nated.

c. The height and depth of the weather protection should provide a
comfortable scalae for pedestrians.

PL2. Walkability 9
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A passageway can extend the pedes-
trian enviranment of the commercial core
through a large development site and into
the surrounding neighborhood.

PL2. Walkability

Il. Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entran ces
Design projects to attract pedestrians to the commercial corridors
(California, Alaska). Larger sites are encouraged to incorporate
pedestrian walkways and open spaces to create breaks in the
street wall and encourage movement through the site and to the
surrounding area. The Design Review Board would be willing to
entertain a request for departures from development standards (e.g.
an increase in the 64% upper level lot coverage in NC zones and
a reduction in open space) to recover development potential lost at
the ground level.

i. Street Amenities: Streetscape amenities mark the entry and
serve as way finding devices in announcing to visitors their arrival
in the commercial district. Consider incorporating the following
treatments to accomplish this goal:

a. pedestrian scale sidewalk lighting;

b. accent pavers at corners and midblock crossings;
c. planters;

d. seating.

ii. Pedestrian enhancements should especially be considered in the
street frontage where a building sets back from the sidewalk.

Note: The recently completed California Avenue SW street improve-
ment project offers good examples of street amenities that could be
repeated in portions of new developments that extend into the public
realm. Details of these streetscape elements can be obtained from
the West Seattle Junction Association,

Principal Street

]

pedestrian open spaces
and circulation

alley or residential
street

10
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The parking in this structure has been inte- |
grated into the overall building designina |
cohesive manner and is further concealed
through decorative metal grille work.

DC1

Citywide Guideline:

Optimize the arrangement of uses and
“activities on site.

West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance

Visual Impacts of Parking Structures

Parking structures should be designed and sited in a manner that
enhances pedestrian access and circulation from the parking area
to retail uses.

. The design of parking structures/areas adjacent to the public
realm (sidewalks, alley) should improve the safety and appear-
ance of parking uses in relation to the pedestrian environment.

iii. There should be no auto access from the principal street (Cali-

fornia Way. And Alaska St.) unless no feasible alternative exists.
Located at the rear property line, the design of the parking facade
could potentially be neglected. The City would like to see its alleys
improved as a result of new development. The rear portion of a
new building should not tumn its back to the alley or residential
street, but rather embrace it as potentially active and vibrant
environment. The parking portion of a structure should be compat-
ible with the rest of the building and the surrounding streetscape.
Where appropriate, consider the following treatments:

a. Integrate the parking structure with building’s overall design.

b. Provide a cornice, frieze, canopy, overhang, trellis or other
device to “cap” the parking portion of the structure.

¢. Incorporate architectural elements into the facade.

d. Recess portions of the structure facing the alley to provide
adequate space to shield trash and recycling receptacles from
public view.

. Project Uses and Actlvities 11
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Citywide Guideline:
Develop an architectural concept that
will result in a unified and functional

- design that fits well on the site and
- within its surroundings.

|
| West Seattle Junction Supplemental Guidance

I.  Architectural Concept and Consistency
|

. New multi-story developments are €ncouraged to consider
' methods to integrate a building’s upper and lower levels. This
is especially critical in areas zoned NC-65" and greater, where
more recent buildings in the Junction lack coherency and exhibit
a disconnect between the commercial base and upper residential
levels as a result of disparate proportions, features and materials.
| The base of new mixed-use buildings — especially those zoned
65 ft. in height and higher - should reflect the scale of the overall
building. New mixed-use buildings are eéncouraged to build the
commercial level, as well as one to two levels above, out to the
front and side property lines to create a more substantial base.

ii. The use and repetition of architectural features and building
materials, textures and colors can help create unity in a struc-
ture. Consider how the following can contribute to g building that
exhibits a cohesive architectural concept:

a. facade modulation and articulation;
b. windows and fenestration patterns;
C. trim and moldings;
d. grilles and railings;
e. lighting and signage.
Il. Human Scale
Facades should contain elements that enhance pedestrian comfort

and orientation while presenting features with visual interest that invite
activity,

DC2. Architectural Concept 12



West Seattle Junction Design Guidelines

Citywide Guideline:

Use appropriate and high quality Fig:
elements and finishes for the building
- and its open spaces. e

“'"vq . West Seattle Supplemental Guidance

I. Human Scale

i. Signage: Signs should add interest to the street level environ-
ment. They can unify the overall architectural concept of the
‘ building, or provide unique identity for a commercial space within
a larger mixed-use structure. Design signage that is appropriate
] for the scale, character and use of the project and surrounding
i} area. Signs should be oriented and scaled for both pedestrians on
sidewalks and vehicles on streets.

The following sign types are encouraged:

a. pedestrian-oriented blade and window signs;

b. marquee signs and signs on overhead weather protection;

c. appropriately sized neon signs.

f

Blade signs add to the character of the
streetscape and help orient pedestrians. |

Example of signage at the street level for
a broader range of visibility. Street level
signs should be integrated with the overall
design of the building when attached to the
facade.
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Growth Management Act

Statewide Goals/Policies
Guidance for Cltywide Comprehensive Plans

l

PSRC Vision 2040

Reglonal Growth Goals
Regional Framework for Local Declsions
Multi-County Planning Policles

King County Planning Policies

Countywlde Goals/Policies
Countywide Growth Management

l

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

Citywide Goals/Policies
Neighborhood Goals/Policles
Six-Year Capital Investment Plan

l

Implementation Tools
|

¢

Examples of Implementing  Examples of Codes & Rules in

Historic Preservation
Envlronmental Protection
Street and Sidewalk Use
Parks and Recreation

Move Seattle Action Plan
Consolidated Plan for
Housing and Communlty
Development

= Parks Legacy Plan

*  SPU Stormwater
Management Plan

SPU Solid Waste Plan
City Light Strateglc Plan
My Library Strategic Plan
Climate Action Plan
Disaster Recovery
Framework

Plans Seattle Municipal Code
+  Pedestrian Master Plan ¢ Land Use Code
+  Blcycle Master Plan e  Stormwater Code
= Transit Master Plan . Environmentally Critical
»  Frelght Master Plan Areas (ECA) Code

8 8 = @

Citywide Planning Introduction

Examples of Programs &
Initiatives

Move Seattle Levy
Housing Levy

Seattie Park District
Seattle Homeowner
Stabilization Program
Multifamily Property Tax
Exemption (MFTE) Credit
Program

Neighborhood Matching
Fund

City Light Appliance
Rebate Program

Public Art Program
Green Stormwater
Infrastructure Program
Fire and Emergency
Response Levy

Food Action Plan
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added residents and new businesses have meant more people out on the sidewalks, enjoy-
ing their communities and raising the overall vitality of each area. The villages continue to
provide new services and goods for residents in nearby areas, and this means that commu-
nity members have less distance to travel to get what they need and want. However, the
long-sought prosperity in these communities has sometimes come at the cost of changing
the character of the neighborhoods and forcing some former residents and businesses to
leave. Those who left were often lower-income households, whose housing was replaced
by more expensive new buildings or who could not afford the rising rents brought on by the
neighborhood changes. In defining the future success of the urban village strategy, the City
will try to plan ways for the urban villages to include opportunities for marginalized popu-
lations to remain in the city and to access education and affordable housing.

In many of the urban villages, ridership on King County Metro buses has outpaced the pop-
ulation growth, and several of these villages have benefited from the light rail service that
first opened in 2009, providing another option for traveling without a car.

Of course, urban villages are more than just the fulfillment of the regional growth strategy;
they are neighborhoods where Seattle residents live, work, learn, shop, play, and socialize.

After initial adoption of the Plan, the City engaged in a citywide neighborhood-planning '
effort that produced a neighborhood plan for each area of the city containing an urban cen-
ter or urban village. Those neighborhood plans found some common themes for improve-
ment among the different communities and also highlighted some needs that were unique
to each of those neighborhoods. To address the common themes, voters approved funding
for libraries, open spaces, community centers, and transit. Since the neighborhood plans
were first adopted, the City has worked with communities to refine maore than half of those

plans and help take action to accomplish the goals that each community prioritized.

Seattle 2035

Forecasts suggest that over the next twenty years, Seattle will need to accommodate 70,000
additional housing units, 120,000 more residents, and 115,000 additional jobs. This updat-
ed version of the Plan builds on the success of the urban village strategy to encourage that
growth to occur in a manner that works for all of the city’s people. Most urban centers and
villages have continued to grow rapidly during the recent building boom, and current zon-
ing allows them to handle even more growth. The City expects that between now and 2035,
most housing and employment growth will occur in those urban centers and villages.

In addition, light rail service in Seattle now provides certain areas of the city with more
frequent and reliable transit connections to a greater number of locations. Light rail already
connects the University of Washington, Capitol Hill, Downtown, Southeast Seattle neighbor-
hoods, and the airport, By 2021 it will reach Roosevelt and Northgate, and by 2023, it will

EXHIBITRPE
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This Plan envisions a city where growth builds stronger communities, heightens our
stewardship of the environment, leads to enhanced economic opportunity and security
for all residents, and is accompanied by greater race and social equity across Seattle’s
communities.

This etement of the Plan describes how the City goes about planning for growth and how

it involves others in that planning. It also describes the City’s urban village strategy—the
idea that most of Seattle’s growth should occur in the urban centers, urban villages, and
manufacturing/industrial centers. This element also presents policies about urban design
that describe how decisions about the location of growth should interact with the natural
and built environments.

Other elements of this Plan describe mechanisms the City will use to achieve the growth
vision. For example, the Land Use element describes how zoning and development regula-
tions will control the location and sizes of new buildings in ways that help carry out the ur-
ban village strategy, the Transportation element describes the systems the City will provide
to enable people and goods to move around the city, and the Housing element includes
policies that will guide the types of housing the City will aim for and the tools the City will
use to make it possible for people who work in the city to live here as well.

Between 2000 and 2010, the population Changes in Population 2000 to 2010
of people of color grew more quickly

Change % Change % Change
than the total population in Seattle as a Changein  inPop. of inTotal  inPop. of
Ui o . Total Pop. Color Pop. Color
whole and within most urban villages.
However, in some urban villages the Seattle total 45,286 24,240 8.0% 13.4%
pattern has been different. For example, Do
0 0,
the historically African-American and villages a4 et i 2t
Asian-American communities at 23rd Outside urb
e i L 3.8% 7.5%

and Union/Jackson, North Beacon Hill, villages 14,742 8,357
and Columbia City saw substantial de-

creases in their populations of color.

Urban Village Strategy

Discussion

The urban village strategy is Seattle’s growth strategy. This strategy concentrates most of
the city’s expected future growth in urban centers and urban villages. Most of these areas
have been the commercial centers serving their local communities or even the larger city
and region for decades, They are the places best equipped to absorb more housing and
businesses and to provide the services that new residents and employees will need.

Citywide Planning Growth Strategy
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Urban centers and villages are almost like small cities within Seattle. They are complete and
compact neighborhoods. Increasing residential and employment opportunities in urban
centers and villages makes transit and other public services convenient for more people.

It also makes providing these key services more efficient. This can be a benefit to transit-
dependent populations and to those who rely on other community services. At the same
time, locating more residents, jobs, stores, and services near each other will reduce people’s
reliance on cars, limit traffic congestion, and decrease greenhouse gas emissions.

The urban village strategy takes the unique character of the city’s neighborhoods into ac-
count when planning for future growth. The places selected for absorbing the most growth
come in various shapes and sizes, and they will serve somewhat different purposes. The
following descriptions define the roles that four different types of areas will play in the city’s
future:

Urban centers are the densest Seattle neighborhoods. They act as both regional
centers and local neighborhoods that offer a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employ-
ment opportunities.

Hub urban villages are communities that offer a balance of housing and employment
but are generally less dense than urban centers. These areas provide a mix of goods,
services, and employment for their residents and surrounding neighborhoods.

Residential urban villages are areas of residential development, generally at lower
densities than urban centers or hub urban villages. While they are also sources of
goods and services for residents and surrounding communities, for the most part they
do not offer many employment opportunities.

Manufacturing/industrial centers are home to the city’s thriving industrial businesses.
Like urban centers, they are important regional resources for retaining and attracting
jobs and for maintaining a diversified economy.

The City intends for each of these areas to see more growth and change over time than

other commercial locations or primarily residential areas, and together they will accommao-

date the majority of the city’s expansion during this Plan’s life span. The City will continue

to work with its residents, businesses, and institutions citywide to promote conditions that ’
will help each of its communities thrive, but it will pay special attention to the urban centers

and villages where the majority of the new housing and jobs is expected. The policies in this

Plan provide direction for that change and growth.

Because the City expects to concentrate public facilities, services, and transitin urban cen-
ters and urban villages, it must ensure that there are opportunities for all households to find
housing and employment in those places, regardless of income level, family size, or race.

Citywide Planning Growth Strategy Seattle 2035 . 23



City of Seattle
2017 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION

Use this application to propose an amendment to the goals, policies, Future Land Use Map,
appendices, or other components of the adopted City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan.

Applications are due to the Seattle City Council (sent electronically to: compplan@seattle.gov)
no later than 5:00 p.m. on May 15th for consideration in the next annual review cycle. Any
proposals received after May 15th will be considered in the review process for the following
vear. (Please Print or Type)

Applicant: lanine Rees Date: May 12, 2017
Email: ajreesjones@icloud.com

Street Address: 5456 40" Ave SW Seattle, WA 98136
Additional Contacts: Christy Tobin-Presser, Amanda Sawyer, Richard Koehler, JUNO Land
Use Committee

Email: asawverl31@gmail.com; ctobin @bskd.com; rkoehler@cool-studio.net;
luc@wsjuno.org

Name of general area, location, or site that would be affected by this proposed amendment
(attach additional sheets if necessary):

West Seattle Junction Hub Urban Village

If the application is approved for further consideration by the City Council, the applicant may be
required to submit a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist.

Acceptance of this application does not guarantee final approval.

Applicant

Signature: 5/&“\% QO)@S pate:__ 512~/




Question 1: Provide a detailed description of the proposed amendment and a clear
statement of what the proposed amendment is intended to accomplish.

Summary:

The proposed amendment will resolve a conflict within the Comprehensive Plan between the
Future Land Use Map for the West Seattle Junction Hub Urban Viliage (“West Seattle Junction”)
and its neighborhood plan. This amendment will modify the boundaries of the West Seattle
Junction Hub Urban Village such that ali areas currently zoned Single Family are removed from
the “Hub Urban Village” area designation and reclassified to the “Single Family Residential” area
(see Appendix A) in the Future Land Use Map.

Intent:

When the West Seattle Junction was desighated a Hub Urban Village in 1999, the urban village
boundary was drawn to include Single Family Zones. In tandem, specific language to preserve
those as Single Family were written into the accompanying Neighborhood Plan. This was a key
principle of the community that was expressed as such at the time:

Muaintaining the single-family character of West Seattle’s neighborhoods has been a “battle
cry” during the neighborhood plonning process. Most of the single-family zoning in the
Junction planning area lies outside the Urban Village Boundary and would not be affected by
the Neighborhood Plan. There are three pockets of single family zoning within the village
boundaries: between SW Edmunds Street and SW Dawson Street along 40", 41st and 42"
Avenues SW; between Dakota Street and SW Oregon Street generally from 37" and 41st
Avenues SW and along 32" Ave SW.*

The language that protects and preserves the Single Family areas has been brought forward into
the currently adopted plan:

WS J-P13. Maintain the character and integrity of the existing single-family areas.

The neighborhood plan contemplates a “compact” core. It cites the need for parking, which has
been strained since parking is not required within the broad geographical area of the current
urban village boundary. This amendment aligns the urban village to this expectation:

WSJ-P4, Strive to balance the goal of a compact urban village with the need for adequate
parking, traffic circulation, and pedestrian safety on neighborhood streets.

There is also language that describes the goal of the West Seattle Junction that refers to the
Single Family arsas:

WSJ-G1. A small-town community with its own distinct identity comprised of a strang single-
family residential community and a vibrant mixed-use business district serving the
surrounding residential core.

The current Comprehensive Plan designates Single Family Residential areas as distinct from
Urban Village areas.® This has created a conflict with the implementation of City land use policy
at the West Seattle Junction: the policies applied to Urban Villages are incompatible with those
applied to Single Family Residential areas. Given that the treatment of Urban Villages and Single
Family areas are dissimilar, many land use policies targeted at Urban Villages are not possible to
implement while honoring the neighborhood plan. For example, the implementation of MHA
zoning proposes to remove all Single Family areas that are sited within Urban Villages. This is
clearly in conflict with WSJ-P13 and WSJ-G1, which are written to maintain them.

1 West Seattle Junction Hub Urban Village Neighborhood Plan, Jan 1999, p.40
2 Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Nov 2016, Future Land Use Map, p.41




Question 2: Describe how the issue is currently addressed in the Comprehensive
Plan. Why is a change needed?

The Comprehensive Plan stipulates that all such conflicts must be resolved:

Cl1 2.11. Maintain consistency between neighborhood plans and the Comprehensive Plan. In
the event of a possible inconsistency between the Comprehensive Plan and a neighborhood
plan, amend the Comprehensive Plan or the neighborhood plan to maintain consistency.

This need for consistency is also specified in the WA Growth Management Act:

RCW 36.70A.70. The comprehensive plan of a county or city that is required or chooses to
plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall consist of a map or maps, and descriptive text covering
objectives, principles, and standards used to develop the comprehensive plan. The plan shall
be an intemally consistent document and all elements shall be consistent with the future land
use map.

Question 3: Describe why the proposed change meets the criteria established in
Resolution 31402 which sets criteria for Council to consider an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan.

3A. The amendment is appropriate for the Comprehensive Plan...

This amendment is appropriate for the Comprehensive Plan because it resolves a conflict that is
inherent to the Plan. The Future Land Use Map designates the areas of the city that are Single
Family Residential areas. There are Single Family areas within the West Seattle Junction. Given
that WSJ-P13 stipulates that these areas are to be maintained as single-family areas, the conflict
is reconciled by modifying the Future Land Use Map to reflect this.

3B. The amendment is legal under state and local law.
We have not found any legal issue pertaining to this amendment.
3C. Itis practical to consider the amendment...

The timing of this amendment is appropriate and sufficient time can be taken to consider it. Itis
consistent with Cl 2.11 which stipulates that it is City policy to maintain consistency between
neighborhood plans and the Comprehensive Plan. This amendment has not been considered by
the City Council.

3D. If the amendment would change a neighborhood plan...

The amendment does not change the neighborhood plan and instead brings the Future Land Use
Map into alignment with it.

3E. The amendment is likely to make a material difference in a future City regulatory
or funding decision.

This amendment will clarify the Urban Village area such that a policy that targets the urban village
can be implemented without conflict with WSJ-P13. There is an active land use proposal
regarding MHA zoning within urban villages that would remove Single Family areas. By removing
the Single Family areas from the urban village, this amendment would make a material difference
to its implementation.




Question 4: What other options are there for meeting the goal or objectives of this
amendment? Why is a Comprehensive Plan amendment needed to meet the goals

or objectives?

It would be possible to meet the goal of this amendment if the City was careful to honor the
neighborhood plan goal WSJ-G1 and policy WSJ-P13 despite the area’s Hub Urban Village
designation in the Future Land Use Map. However, the risk will remain that programs that target
Hub Urban Villages for implementation will omit this from consideration, causing ongoing planning
issues and undue complexity.

It would also be possible to resolve the conflict through an update to the neighborhaod plan. The
Comprehensive Plan contemplates this:

Cl 212 Provide sufficient funding and resources to work with communities to update
community and neighborhood plans to maintain their relevancy and consistency(sic) with
community goals and the citywide policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Given the need for concurrent planning across transit, infrastructure, the impacts of density on
livability (e.g. open space, green space, and urban trails), given the funding of a West Seattle
light rail branch with ST3, and the and given the precedent that a funded process of community
planning is typical prior to the arrival of light rail, it appears that an update to the neighborhood
plan is a smart choice.® However, we have been informed that the City lacks the time and
resources to engage in such a planning exercise Prior to the implementation of an upcoming MHA
rezone that would affect the Single Family areas.

This amendment appears to be the hest way to resolve the inconsistency.

Question 5: What do you anticipate will be the impacts of the proposed
amendment, includina impacts to the geographical area affected? Why will the
proposed amendment result in a net benefit to the community? Please include any
data, research, or analysis that supports the proposed amendment.

This amendment would resolve a conflict that has caused members of the affected neighborhood
quite a bit of concern and confusion. In October 2016 the City released maps that indicated that
MHA rezoning would eliminate the Single Family areas. The residents of the area believed that
the neighborhood plan would maintain the integrity of those areas, at least until such time as they
were engaged in a new neighborhood planning process.

Members of the community value their neighborhood as a great place to raise families, and they
value the diversity of housing. Significant development has taken place that has reduced the
availability of family housing, which has been replaced by 1- and 2- bedroom apartments. (See
Appendix C). The land use policies that accompany the Urban Village designation threaten to
eliminate the diversity of housing and the compatibility with families.

The West Seattle Junction has the lowest household-to-open/green space ratios in the City. The
Single Family zoned areas contribute much needed open space and vegetation. This valuable

3 See examples in Appendix B
4« . given the high demand for housing, there would be consequences for delaying implementation of MHA
in neighborhoods with future Sound Transit stations."; Samuel Assefa, 3/22




aspect of Single Family areas is acknowledged in the Comprehensive Plan, and is a much-
needed mitigation for the shortage of open and park space:

Single Family Residential Areas. While they are thought of as residential neighborhoods,
they include a variety of uses beyond housing. ... In most of these areas, houses are not
very tall and typically have yards and open space around them. That open space provides
recreation opportunities for residents and land for much of the city’s tree canopy.”

These community’s value of these points is unambiguously codified in the neighborhood plan:

WSJ-G86. A desirable place for families with a safe and attractive residential neighborhood
served by a variety of park and recreation facilities.

Please also find the attached 242 signatures of support for this amendment from the community.

Question 6: How does the proposed amendment support the existing goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan?

Comprehensive Plan policy Cl 2.11 stipulates that inconsistencies between the neighborhood
plan (i.e. WSJ-13 and WSJ-G1) and the Comprehensive Plan (i.e. the Future Land Use Map and
the implementation of land use policies that follow from it) are to be resolved via an amendment.
This amendment would resolve the inconsistency.

Question 7: |s there public support for this proposed amendment? If the
amendment would change the Future Land Use Map or a Neighborhood Plan,
please list any meetinas that you have held with the community about the
amendment.

Yes, there is support for the amendment from members of the community that are within the area
proposed for re-designation. Please find our petitions attached to this email as a PDF. We have
discussed this with the community at the following open meetings held by the Junction
Neighborhood Organization:

+  On 1/19, this was presented to about 150 members of the public that attended a meeting
of the Junction Neighborhood Organization (JuN®).® The idea was presented ona
powerpoint slide and also appeared on a fiyer that was handed out to attendees.”

« At the JUNO meeting of 3/21.

= Ata meeting of JUNO land use block captains on 3/28.

5 Seattle 2035, Comprehensive Plan, Dec 2016, p. 51

8 hitp:#westseattieblog.com/2017/01/hala-rezoning-with-city-organized-workshop-in-the-junction-coming-up-
thursday-heres-how-the-new-juno-land-use-committee-briefed-neighbors/

" hitp: /westseattieblog. com/blogiwp-content/uploads/2017/01/1-19-Handout-Final.pdf




uestion 8: Has the proposed amendment been considered befo the
Council?

No, it has not.




Appendix A: Specific modification to Future Land Use Map

Per Question 1c, this amendment proposes a change to the Future Land Use Map: All areas
within the West Seattle Junction that are currently zoned as Single Family will be re-designated
FROM a Hub Urban Village area TO a Single Family Residential area. Commensurate to this,
there will also be no expansion of the current boundaries to include additional area that is
presently Single Family.

Figure A-1: Map of re-designated areas
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This is consistent with LU1.5 because this Future Land Use Map amendment is needed in order
to resolve the conflict between the neighborhood plan and the Comprehensive Plan and thus
clarify the function of a large area, represented by approximately 20 neighborhood block faces.

The specific areas to be re-designated include all addresses within the following area houndaries:

Area 1:

Starting at the intersection of SW Dakota and 41% Ave SW,

Running east to the corner of SW Dakota and the NE corner of 4102 41% Ave SW,
Thereafter running south to SW Genesee,

Thereafter running east to the NE corner of 4400 37" Ave SW,




Thereafter running south to the SE cormer of 4414 37" Ave SW,
Thereafter running west to 37" Ave SW,

Thereafter running south to the SE corner of 4427 37" Ave SW,
Thereafter running west to the SW corner of 4427 37" Ave SW,
Thereafter running south to the SE corner of 4446 38" Ave SW,
Thereafter running west to 38" Ave SW,

Thereafter running south to SW Oregon St,

Thereafter running west to 41% Ave SW,

Thereafter returning north to the point of origin.

Area 2:

Starting at the intersection of SW Genesee and Fauntleroy Ave SW,

Runining along Fauntleroy Ave SW to SW Andover SE,

Thereafter running east to the NE comner of 3021 32 Ave SW,

Thereafter running SW along the alley way, and turning west to the SE corner of 4400 SW
Genesee St,

Thereafter running north to SW Genesee St,

Thereafter running west to the point of origin.

Area 3:

Starting at the SW corner of 5057 42" Ave SW,

Running east to the SE corner of 5056 42™ Ave SW,
Thereafter running north to SW Hudson,

Thereafter running east to 40" Ave SW,

Thereafter running north to the NE corner of 4811 40" Ave SW,
Thereafter running west to the NW corner of 4811 42" Ave SW,
Thereafter running south to SW Hudson,

Thereatter running to the NW comer of 5005 42™ Ave SW,
Thereafter running south to the point of origin.




Appendix B: Light Rail planning

Seattle neighborhoods that have been a focal point for light rail extension have historically
undergone a comprehensive review and inclusive planning process in order to update and
redevelop their neighborhood plans. The West Seattle Junction is among Seattle's fastest-
growing areas and warrants the same level of planning that neighborhoods such as Ballard,
Roosevelt, and the University District have received (Figure B-1).

Example: Ballard

As shown in Appendix A the West Seattle Junction and Ballard have experienced similar growth
rates between 2000 and 2015, a trend which will continue into 2035, converging towards similar
levels of density. Like the West Seattle Junction, Ballard light rail is in the scope of ST3. Ballard
has the benefit of an urban planning exercise that began in or prior to 2014, thereby engaging the
neighborhood in a planning process that can influence MHA zoning proposed there.

The concerns raised in feedback from the West Seattle Junction echo those recorded in the
Ballard urban planning exercise as their area experienced similarly rapid growth: (1) declining
affordability; (2) fewer families in the village core; (3) the need for amenities such as transit and
open space; (4) displacement; (5) availability/quality of parking and pedestrian access for the
elderly; (6) loss of traditional stores.® Clearly the West Seattle Junction warrants the same
diligence and community engagement provided to Ballard and other areas of urban growth.

Recommendation

Given the conflicts between proposed MHA zoning and the West Seattle Junction neighborhood
pian; and given the deficiencies in open space, pedestrian, transit, and other infrastructure at both
current and forecast density levels, we believe that comprehensive urban planning with station
area considerations afford the West Seattle Junction our best opportunity for course correction.
We can plan for density near the station(s) and guide investment into livability improvements in
the most sensible way, minimizing displacement and maximizing the benefit of our region’s
investment in this neighborhood.

This is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to set the course for the West Seattle Junction and we do
not want to risk development missteps arising from myopic MHA planning. We propose that the
City exclude the West Seattle Junction from the MHA legislation to be proposed in Summer 2017
and instead work with our neighborhood on a single, comprehensive urban planning effort in
conjunction with Sound Transit.

® http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@ pan/documents/web_informational/p2149362.pdf




Figure B-1: Examples and precedence for neighborhood plan updates for areas with proposed

light rail stations

Exhibit

Location

Ballard Urban Design, underway since at
least 2014

http:/www .seattle qov/dpd/cityplanning/completen
roigcislist/ballard/projectdocuments/default.htm

University District urban design, published
August 2016, the result of a 4-year
planning process

hitp://‘www seattle.gov/dpd/cityplanning/completen

roi ist/uni itydistrict/documents/

Roosevelt neighborhood plan, updated July
2006 in anticipation of light rail.

hitn:/rooseveltseattle org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/0 osevell-

Neighborhood-Plan-Update-20086. pdi

Director’s report for Roosevelt, 2011,
referencing the 2006 neighborhood plan
update as the basis for zoning
recommendations.

hitp://mwww.ravennabryant.ora/wp-

content/uploads/2011/07/dpd Roosevelt Report
Jupe20 f

Online records of station area planning for:

Henderson, Othello, Edmunds/Columbia
City, McClellan, Beacon Hill, International
District, Pioneer Square,
Westlake/Convention Place, First Hill,
Capitol Hill, University District, Roosevelt,
Northgate

hitps://www.seatlle.govAransportation/opmp_sap
neigh.htm

Seattle Planning Commission findings and
recommendations, April 8, 2010, describing
priority for updates to neighborhood plans
proposed for light rail as “Urgent”.

https://www google.com/uri?sa=t&rel=jq=&esrc=
s&source=we =1&cad=rja&uact=88&ved=0ahl
KEwVHaethbXSA KHWhvA3 aacMA
A&url=https%3A% 2F % 2Fwww seatile.qov%2FDo
cuments%2F Departments%2F SealtlePlanningCo
mmission%2FPlanningCommissionRec FutureNei
hbhorhoodPlann fa&usa=AFQICNHOOWIOCIII
ZiSuZUHWe2V68K-
1A&siq2=Da_xOGDarb6hpkUbxSsehw

City ordinance in 2008 prioritizing the
review and update of neighborhood plans
where stations are proposed.

Ordinance #122799

Example: Neighborhood planning
framework & recommendations provide a
foundation for station area planning.

hitps/fwww.sealile qovitransportation/SAP/TOD
Boards/Planning Framework.pdf




APPENDIX C - GROWTH RATES

The West Seattle Junction has been among the fastest growing areas of the City since it was
designated a Hub Urban Village in 1999, outpacing most Urban Centers in growth rate (Figure C-
1).9

Figure C-1: Growth of Urban Centers and Hub Urban Villages since 2000

2000 | 2000 | 2015 2015 | ,oice
Area Acres | housing | housing | bousing | housing / wih
units facre | umits acre gro
South Lake '
Unlon (0G| 340 889 26 4536 133 410%
D“"E’l]f‘é‘)’w“ 950 | 1205410 | 135 | 24347 256 89%
(Wt sehitier i TelemnlSeEte ¢ L o L i e S SRR T
Junction’ | 2_35 .__3._1?1_3_ oo ::?,3 i _,g.asn._ i 17._; BA%
Ballard 424 | 4993 118 | 9168 216 84%
lakeCity | 142 | 1544 109 | 2836 | 200 84%
Uptown(UC) | 333 | 4135 124 | 7483 224 81%
UDIstet | 546 | 5741l | 76 | 980z | 13 73%
o)
Bitter Lake .
s o 352 | 2107 6.0 3,257 93 | s5%
North Rainier | 456 1,630 3.6 | 2454 54 51%
Fremont | 213 | 2188 103 | 3200 [ 150 46%
First HIlt -
CapltolHIl | 916 | 2243612 | 245 | 29,619 323 32%
ua)
N°‘('U“‘gj“‘* 411 | 3,680 8.9 4535 11.0 24%

9 Data from 2000 census, http://arcg.ls/2125G0.

9 )ncludes Commerclal Core, Ploneer Square, Belltown, Denny, International District
* |ncludes U District NW and Campus
32 |ncludes First Hill, Capitol Hill, Pike/Pine, 12" Avenue




The West Seattle Junction Hub Urban Village will continue to have among the highest growth
rates in the City (Figure C-2).13 Existing zoning already leads to a forecast of 59% growth rate by
2035, the third-fastest growth rate in Seattle even without MHA zoning. This growth rate still
exceeds that of most urban centers.

Figure C-2: Comparison of 2035 growth rates with and without MHA

Acre | 2015 2015 | ADOPTE | ADOPTE | 2035 | PROPOSE | 2035+MH | 2035+MH

Area G housin | housin D 2035 D % housin D 2035+ A% Ahousing

- gunits | g/acre | estimate growth | g /acre MHA growth / acre
South
le:n 340 | 4536 13.3 7,500 165% 354 7,950 175% 36.7
()
Seattle '« | 226-'|/3880 | 4720 | 230070 | 059% 2730 [0 280000 | 7%
Junction ¥ ' ! : A % &), [T S O R 4
Northgate 5 69 o,
g 411 | 4535 11.0 3,000 66% 183 3,122 69% 16.6
g‘(’ﬁ)mw 950 | 24,347 25.6 12,000 49% 38.3 12,720 52% 39,0
Ballard 424 | 9,168 216 4,000 44% 311 4,734 52% 32.8
?Ulé‘]smc‘ 746 | 9,802 131 3,500 36% 17.8 5,000 51% 19.8
g}’é‘)’w" 333 | 7483 22.4 3,000 40% 314 3,750 50% 337
s 456 | 2,454 54 1,000 1% 7.6 1,154 47% 7.9
Rainier
Fremont 213 | 3,200 15.0 1,300 41% 21.1 1,400 44% 21.6
Bitter
Lake 352 | 3,257 93 1,300 40% 12.9 1,376 2% 13.2
Village
Lake City 142 | 2,836 20.0 1,000 35% 27.0 1,049 37% 274
First Hill ~
Capitol 916 | 29,619 323 6,000 20% 38.9 6,526 22% 39.5
Hill (uC)

However, the 2015 housing unit total for the West Seattle Junction does not include many
recent development projects (see Figure C-3). Based on new and proposed development, the
West Seattle Junction appears to be well ahead of schedule for 2035, with at least 1,687 of the
2,300 units already expected within the next two years.

The zoning associated with the 1999 Neighborhood Plan has more than met, and continues to
exceed, the City’s expected contribution for housing growth without the need for additional
zoning. Yet there has been a lack of comparable investment in transit, open space, jobs,
livability, and infrastructure in the West Seattle Junction over this time period. The negative
sentiment of the neighborhood towards further upzoning and growth is a natural outcome of
this imbalance.

13 HALA “20-year housing growth estimates for draft MHA zoning changes”




Figure C-3: Development pipeline in the West Seattle Junction since 2015

Project Units Status
4807 41st Ave SW (SEDU) 24 Application 2/2017
4722 Fauntleroy Ave SW ~120 Application 12/2016
3078 SW Avalon 108 EDG11/2016
4417 420 Ave SW 55 EDG 10/2016
4754 Fauntleroy Ave SW 108 Application 10/2016
3039 SW Avalon 71 Application 5/2016
4437 415t Ave SW Permitted 12/2016
3062 SW Avalon Permitted 10/2016
3070 SW Avalon Permitted 10/2016
4801 Fauntleray Ave SW 52 Permitted 9/2016
4515 41 Ave SW (Assisted Living) 48 Permitted 2/2016
3050 SW Avalon 104 Permitted 10/2015
4122 36th Ave SW (SEDU) 20 Permitted 10/2015

Total in pipeline: 732
4528 44t Ave SW (SEDU) 58 Opening 2017
4505 42 Ave SW (Capelouto) 45 Opening 2017
4755 Fauntleroy (Whittaker) 389 Open 2016/2017
4535 44t Ave SW (The Lofts) 36 Open 2016
4400 SW Alaska (4400 SW Alaska) 40 Open 2016
4433 35t Ave SW (Aura West Seattle) 159 Open 2016
4433 42nd Ave SW (Junction Flats) 78 Open 2016
4745 40th Ave SW (Sky) 150 Open 7/2016

Open 2016-2017: 955
4730 California Ave SW (4730 Californla) 88 Open 6/2015
4715 42m Ave SW (Junction 47) 203 Open 9/2015
4555 39t Ave SW (Link) 216 Open 2015

Open mid-2015 or later:14 507
Total units since 2015 count: 1,687 - 2,194

1 |t's not clear whether or not these were counted in the City’s 2015 housing unit count.
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Leglslative § ¥ Continued (Res 31762)

Action Text:

2 Full Councll
Action Text:

Notes:

The Commillee recommends that Full Councll adopt as amended the Resolution (Res).
In Favor: 3  Chair Johnson, Member Herbold, Alternate Gonzdlez

Opposed: 0

08/07/2017 adopted as amended Pass

The Motlon caried, the Resolution (Res) was adopted as amended by the following vote, and the
President signed the Resolution:

ACTION 1:

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, duly seconded and carried, to
amend Resolution 31762, by amending Sections 2 and 6, as shown in the
underlined and strike through language below:

whK

Section 2. Mandatory Housing Affordability amendments. The Council
requests that the Executive provide recommendations for potential
amendments to Comprehensive Plan policies and maps to facilitate the
implementation of the Mandatory Housing Affordability Program (MHA)
citywide, consistent with Resolution 31612, including amendments to the
Growth Strategy, Land Use, Housing, Neighborhood Planning, or other
elements or maps in the Plan, as appropriate. The potential amendments are
further described in the memorandum dated July 10, 2017, from the Director
of the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD), included as
Aftachment A to this resolution._The Executive should consider, analyze and
provide recommendations on the following proposed amendments proposed
by individuals and organizations in concert with the MHA amendments:

A. Amendments to Urban Village boundaries and Neighborhood Plans

1. Application to amend the boundaries of the Wallingford
Residential Urban Village to remove single-family zoned properties from the
urban village.

2. Application to amend the boundaries of the West Seattle

Offica of the Clty Clerk
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Legislatlve Summary Contl) m{Re.s 31762)

Junction Hub Urban Village to remove single-family zoned properties from
the urban village.

3. Application to amend policies MJ-P13, MJ-P14, and MJ-P19

to require formal community planning engagement as a pre-requisite for

further amendments to these policies. The Council requests that the

Executive develop a plan for outreach to the Morgan Community Association

in considering this or other MHA-related amendments to the Morgan Junction

Nelghborhood Plan.

B. Amendments to the Land Use Element

3.1. Application to amend the Land Use Element to add a new
policy encouraging affordable housing designed for larger families in low
density multi-family areas,

4:2. Application to amend policies in the Land Use Element to
allow for yards and trees in multifamily areas.

5.3. Application to amend the Land Use Elehent to include a
policy to discourage the demolition of residences and displacement of
residents.

6.4._Application to amend the Land Use Element to adopt
policies related to establishing zone and rezone criteria to guide zoning
decisions and ensuring that zoning decisions are done with public notice,
outreach, and inclusiveness with a regard for local conditions, community
preferences, and neighborhood plans.

kN

Section 6. Comprehensive Plan amendments that will not be

Office of the City Clerk Page 3 Printed on 8/9/2017
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considered in 2018. The Council rejects the following proposed
amendments:

+ Application-to-amend-Mergan-Junction-neighberheed-plan-
policies-to-raaffirm-the-imperance-of maintaining-single-farily-zoning-in-the-
urbanvillage:

21. Application to amend the Future Land Use Map to remove Pier
One, located at 2130 Harbor Avenue SW, from the Greater Duwamish
Manufacturing/Industrial Center and designate it Mixed Use/Commercial.

3.2. Application to amend the Growth Strategy Element to include a
policy related to the monitoring of development activity in urban villages and
a speclal review procedure in response to that monitoring.

4.3,  Application to amend the Transportation Element to adopt a
new policy discouraging pedestrian grade separations, including skybridges,
aerial trams, and tunnels, in urban centers and villages.

84, Application to amend thé Transportation Element to add a new
policy to limit street and road damage caused by heavy vehicles.

6:5. Application to add a new element related to “Open and

Participatory Government.”

LA

ACTION 2:

Motion was made by Councilmember Bagshaw and duly seconded, to
amend the proposed amendment in Action 1, by amending Section 6.2.A.3
as shown in the strike through and undertined language below:

3. Application to amend policies MJ-P13, MJ-P14, and MJ-P19

to require formal community planning engagement as a pre-requisite for

Offlce of the City Clark Pago 4 Printed on 8/9/2017
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further amendments to these policies. The Council requests that the

Executive, in conjunction with the Depariment of Neighborhoods (DON),

develop a plan for outreach to the Morgan Community Association in
considering this epether-MHA—Felaled'amgndments to the Morgan Junction
Neighborhood Plan.

ACTION 3:

By unanimous consent, Council Rule lIl.A.6, related to presentation of
amendments to the Full Council, was suspended to allow consideration of

the proposed amendment in
Action 2,

ACTION 4:

Motion was made by Counciimember Harrell, duly seconded and carried, to
further amend the Amendment in Action 2, by amending Section 6.2.A.3. by
reinserting the words into Section 6.2.A.3., as shown the underlined
language below:

3. Application to amend policies MJ-P13, MJ-P14, and MJ-P19
to require formal community planning engagement as a pre-requisite for
further amendments to these policies. The Council requests that the
Executive, in conjunction with the Department of Neighborhoods (DON),

develop a plan for outreach to the Morgan Community Association in

considering this or other MHA-related amendments to the Morgan Junction

Neighborhood Plan.
ACTION 5:

The Amendment in Action 2 was restated as amended and unanimously
passed,

ACTION 6:

Motion was made and duly seconded to adopt Resolution 31762 as
amended.

Office of the City Clerk Page 5§ Printed on 8/9/2017



Legislative Summary Contlnued (Res 31762)

InFavor: 8 Councilmember Bagshaw, Councilmember Burgess, Councilmember
Gonzélez , Coundll President Harrell, Counclimember Herbold,
Councilmember Johrison, Counclimember Juarez, Counclimember

O'Brien
Opposed: 0
3 City Clerk 08/07/2017 altested by City
Clerk
Action Text: The Resolullon (Res) was attesled by City Clerk.

Notes:
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D7

CITY OF SEATTLE
rRESOLUTION D176

A RESOLUTION identifying proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments to be considered for
possible adoption in 2018, and requesting that the Office of Planning and Community
Development and the Seattle Planning Commission review and make recommendations
about the proposed amendments.

WHEREAS, under the Washington State Growth Management Act, chapter 36.70A RCW, The
City of Seattle (“City”) is required to have a comprehensive land use plan
(“Comprehensive Plan”) and to review that plan on a regular schedule; and

WHEREAS, except in limited circumstances, the Growth Management Act allows the City to
amend the Comprehensive Plan only once a year; and

WHEREAS, the City adopted a Comprehensive Plan through Ordinance 117221 in 1994; and

WHEREAS, the City adopted a revised Coﬁlprehensive Plan reflecting significant changes
through Ordinance 125173 in 2016; and

WHEREAS, Resolution 31117 establishes procedures for amendment of the Seattle
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, Resolution 31402 prescribes criteria by which proposals for amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan are solicited from the public and selected for analysis and possible
adoption, a process known as setting the Comprehensive Plan docket; NOW,
THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE THAT:

Section 1. Comprehensive Plan docket of amendments to be considered in 2018. The

following amnendments proposed by individuals or organizations should be reviewed by the

Template last revived Decomber 1, 2016 1
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Mayor and Council as possible amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. The full texts of the
proposals are contained in Clerk File 320265.

1. Application by the City Neighborhood Council to amend land use policies to
reduce the spillover of parking from urban centers and villages into the swrrounding community.

2. Application by the Neighborhood Planning and Land Use Committee of the City
Neighborhood Council to amend the Glossary to add a definition of “Concurrency.”

3. Application by the Neighborhood Planning and Land Use Committee of the City
Neighborhood Council, Wallingford Chamber of Commerce, and Wallingford Community
Council to amend Land Use Goal 6 to state that increasing affordable housing is a goal in setting
parking requirements, rather than lowering construction costs, as currently stated.

Section 2. Mandatory Housing Affordability amendments, The Council requests that
the Executive provide recommendations for potential amendments to Comprehensive Plan
policies and maps to facilitate the implementation of the Mandatory Housing Affordability
Program (MHA) citywide, consistent with Resolution 31612, including amendments to the
Growth Strategy, Land Use, Housing, Neighborhood Planning, or other elements or maps in the
Plan, as appropriate. The potential amendments are further described in the memorandum dated
July 10, 2017, from the Director of the Office of Planning and Community Development
(OPCD), included as Attachment A to this resolution. The Executive should consider, analyze
and provide recommendations on the following proposed amendments proposed by individuals
and organizations in concert with the MHA amendments:

A. Amendments to Urban Village boundaries and Neighborhood Plans

1. Application to amend the boundaries of the Wallingford Residential Urban

Village to remove single-family zoned properties from the urban village.

Templaie lasi revised December 1, 2016 2
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2. Application to amend the boundaries of the West Seattle J unction Hub Urban
Village to remove single-family zoned properties from the urban village.

3. Application to amend policies MJ-P13, MJ-P14, and MJ -P19 to require formal
community planning engagement as a pre-requisite for further amendments to these policies. The
Council requests that the Executive, in conjunction with the Department of Neighborhoods
(DON), develop a plan for outreach to the Morgan Community Association in considering this or
other MHA-related amendments to the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan.

B. Amendments to the Land Use Element

1. Application to amend the Land Use Element to add a new policy encouraging
affordable housing designed for larger families in low density multi-family areas.

2. Application to amend policies in the Land Use Element to allow for yards and
trees in multifamily areas.

3. Application to amend the Land Use Element to include a policy to discourage
the demolition of residences and displacement of residents.

4. Application to amend the Land Use Element to adopt policics related to
establishing zone and rezone criteria to guide zoning decisions and ensuring that zoning
decisions are done with public notice, outreach, and inclusiveness with a regard for local
conditions, community preferences, and neighborhood plans.

Section 3. Manufacturing/Industrial amendments. Consistent with Resolution 31682,
the Council requests that the Executive provide recommendations of potential amendments to
Comprehensive Plan policies related to industrial lands including policies to strengthen the long-
term viability of Manufacturing/Industrial Centers and a re-evaluation of the Stadium District for

Council consideration in 2018. In developing these recommendations, the Executive should

Template last revised December 1, 2016 3
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consider, analyze, and suggest improvements to the following amendments proposed by
individuals and organizations, in addition to the amendments docketed in Resolution 31682:

1. Application to amend the Future Land Use Map to remove the Interbay Armory
property from the Ballard-Interbay-Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center (BINMIC) and
designate it a “Commercial/Mixed-Use” area.

2. Application to amend the Future Land Use Map to remove property located at
1819-1893 15th Avenue West and 1855-2033 15th Avenue West from the BINMIC and
designate it “Mixed Use./Commercial.”

3. Application to amend the boundaries of the BINMIC and amend policies and the
Seattle Municipal Code to allow for expansion of the Major Institution use onto industrial land
outside of the BINMIC and south of the ship canal.

4, Application to amend the Future Land Use Map to remove Pier One, located at
2130 Harbor Avenue SW, from the Greater Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center and
designate it Mixed Use/Commercial.

Section 4. Impact fee amendments. The Council requests that the Executive forward
any amendments necessary to support implementation of an impact fee program for: public
streets, roads, and other transportation improvements; publicly owned parks, open space, and
recreation facilities; and school facilities. This may include amendments to update or replace
level-of-service standards or to add impact fee project lists in the Capital Facilities Element and
amendments to other elements or maps in the Plan, as appropriate.

Section 5. Request for review and recommendations. The Council requests that the
Office of Planning and Community Development review the amendments described and listed in

Sections 1, 2 and 3 of this resolution, and prepare amendments consistent with Section 4 of this

Tewplaie last revised December ), 2016 4




10
11
12
-13
14

15

Lish Whitson/Eric McConaghy ( !

1656 Comprehensive Plan Docket for 2018 RES

resolution; conduct public and environmental reviews as appropriate; and present its analyses
and the Mayor’s recommendations to the Planning Commission and to the City Council on the
schedule set by Resolution 31117 for review and consideration in 20 18."

Section 6. Comprehensive Plan amendments that will not be considered in 2018. The
Council rejects the following proposed amendments:

1. Application to amend the Growth Strategy Element to include a policy related to
the monitoring of development activity in urban villages and a special review procedure in
response to that monitoring,

2, Application to amend the Transportation Element to adopt a new policy
discouraging pedestrian grade separations, including skybridges, aerial trams, and tunnels, irt
urban centers and villages.

3. Application to amend the Transportation Element to add a new policy to limit
street and road damage caused by heavy vehicles.

4. Application to add a new element related to “Open and Participatory

Government.”
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Adopted by the City Council the 1 day of A O‘;\) \eal ,2017,
and signed by me in open session in authentication of its adoption this -7‘1\\ day of

B i\ ST , 2017,

B A b I

President of the City Council

b

Filedbymethis | dayof }\Ui\)oST ,2017.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)

Attachment:
Attachment A - OPCD Director’s Memorandum, dated July 10, 2017
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APPENDIX F

SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO LAND USE CODE,
AND MHA URBAN DESIGN AND NEIGHBORHOOD

CHARACTER STUDY.

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY INCREASES

Exhibit F=1 Standard MHA Development Capacity Increases in the Residential Small Lot (RSL) Zone

ZONING DENSITY LIMIT HEIGHT LIMIT*
| Existi ‘Proposec | Housing Type Exising  Proposed  Existing Proposed
RSL 1/2,500 ft2 O 25’ o
Tandem RSL/T  1/2,500 ft? " 8’ 3_
(all housing types) 18 (all housing lypes)

Cottage RSL/C  1/1,600 ft?

Far Limits: Existing RSL zones have no maximum FAR
Limit. The proposed RSL zone would have a maximum FAR

Limit of 0.75.

* Allowances for 5' additional height for roof pitch are included in all existing and proposed cases.

Source: City of Seattle, 2017.

EXHIBITSS
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MHA Draft EIS
June 2017

Exhibit F=2

Lowrise 1 (LR1)

Lowrise 2 (LR2)

L owrise 3 (LR3)
Outside of urban
village, center, or
station areas

Lowrise 3 (LR3)
Inside of urban
village, center, or
station areas

Lowrise 1 (LR1)

Lowrise 2 (LR2)

Lowrise 3 (LR3)
Outside of urban
village, center, or
station areas

Lowrise 3 (LR3)
Inside of urban
village, center, or
station areas

Housing Type

Cottage Housing
Townhouse
Rowhouse
Apartment

Cottage Housing
Townhouse
Rowhouse
Apartment

Cottage Housing
Townhouse
Rowhouse
Apartment

Cottage Housing
Townhouse
Rowhouse
Apartment

Existing

FAR LIMIT*

1.1
1.2
1.1
1.0

1.1
1.3
1.2
1.3

1.1
1.4
1.3
1.5

12
1.4
14
2.0

Proposed

1.3
1.3
1.2
1.3

1.3
1.4
1.4
1.5

1.3
1.6
1.5
1.8

1.3
1.6
2.2
243

Standard MHA Development Capacity Increases in Lowrise Zones: Height and FAR Limits

HEIGHT LIMIT

Existing

30'
+ 5'roof pitch

30
+ 5' roof pitch

30
+ &' roof pitch

40
+ 5’ roof pitch

Proposed

30
+ 5' roof pitch

40
+ 5’ roof pitch

40'
+ 5' roof pitch

50'
+ 5" roof pitch

Height limit for Cottage Housing is 18’ +7’ for
roof pitch in all Lowrise Zones

* To achieve the maximum FAR limit under exisling regulations, a builder must meet standards for the location and configuration of parkin and achieve green building
performance. In the proposed builders must achieve green building performance standard.

Source: City of Seatlle, 2017

Exhibit F-3 Standard MHA Development Capacity Increases in Lowrise Zones: Density Limits
ZONING DENSITY LIMIT
:_ II—__ “1_‘ P .,;_;;‘v" Tﬁ"ﬂ' Housing Type Existing* Proposed
lowrize 1 (LR1) Lowrise 1 (LR1) Townhouse 1 Unit/ 1,600 ft?
Rowhouse 1 Unit/ 1,600 ft2 No Limit
Apartment 1 Unit / 2,000 ft?
Lowrise 2 (LR2) Lowrise 2 (LR2) Townhouse
Rowhouse No Limit No Limit
Apartment
Lowrize 3 (LR3) Lowrise 3 (LR3) Townhouse
Outside of urban Outside of urban Rowhouse No Limit No Limit
village, center, or village, center, or
station areas station areas Apartment
Density limit for coltage housing is 1 unit/ No Limit

1,600sf of lot area for all Lowrise zones

* To achieve the maximum density limit under existing regulations a builder must meet standards for the location and configuration of
parking, and achieve green building performance. In the proposed builders must achieve green building performance standard.

Source: City of Seattle, 2017
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Exhibit F—=4 Standard MHA Development Capacity Increases Midrise and Highrise Zones
ZONING FAR LIMIT* HEIGHT LIMIT
Exisﬂhg ' ..ﬁifdhbsﬂéd' = Existing Existing Proposed
Midrise (MR) Midrise (MR) 3.2 base 45 60’ base 80'
4,25 bonus {no base or bonus} 75' bonus (no base or bonus)

Highrise (HR)

Highrise {HR) 13 (with bonuses) for 14 (with bonuses) for

buildings 240" and less  buildings 240" and less

14 (with bonuses) for 15 (with bonuses) for
buildings over 240" buildings over 240'

300’ 340°

* To achieve the maximum FAR limit under existing regulations a builder must meet standards for the location and configuration of parking, and achieve green building
performance. In the proposed builders must achieve green building performance standard.

Source: City of Sealtle, 2017.

Exhibit F=5 Standard MHA Development Capacity Increases Action Alternatives in
Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial Zones
ZONING FAR LIMIT* HEIGHT LIMIT
3 Existing Proposed Existing Proposed
NC-30 NC-40 2.25 single use 3.0 30' 80'
C-30 C40 2.5 all uses (no single use limit) +4'or 7’ for ground + 4’ or 7' for ground
floor commercial space  floor commerclal space
fealures features
NC-40 NC-55 3.0 single use 3.75 40’ 55'
C-40 C-55 3.25 all uses (no single use fimit) +4'or 7' for ground
floor commercial space
features

NC-65 NC-75 4.25 single use 5.5 65' 75'
C-65 C-75 4.75 all uses {no single use limit)
NC-85 NC-35 4.5 single use 5.0 single use 85' 95’
C-85 — 6.0 all uses 6.25 all uses
NC-125 NC-145 5.0 single use 6.0 single use 125' 145

6.0 all uses 7.0 all uses
NC-160 NC-200 5.0 single use 6.5 single use 160’ 200

7.0 all uses 8.5 all uses
AllIC Zones 2.5 275 Varies, no changes to height limit proposed.

* To achieve the maximum FAR limit under existing regulations a builder must meet standards for the location and configuration of parking, and achieve green building
performance. In the proposed builders must achieve green building performance standard.

Source: Cily of Seattle, 2017.
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Fa

Other Development Capacity Increases

The zone designations summarized above cover a large majority of all
lands in the study area. Several other zones not summarized above
would receive similar increments of development capacity increase.
Information on development standard increases for zones that apply in
limited locations and overlay zone conditions may be found in the Urban
Design and Neighborhood Character Study, and in the list below:

s A new Seattle Mixed (SM) Northgate zone would be established in
Alternative 2. It would have a height limit of 240’ and a maximum FAR
of 7.0.

¢ Northgate Overlay Development Standards in SMC 23.71.040 that
limit housing density would be removed in Alternative 2 and 3.

¢ Additional development capacity in Station Area Overlay districts
would be provided in Action Alternatives as listed in the Urban Design
and Neighborhood Character Study.

¢ Standards in the Pike / Pine Conservation Overlay District would be
modified to allow for one extra floor of development in addition to what
can be achieved through the incentive program. Amendments to the
existing NC-65 zone could include:

» Increase commercial maximum FAR to 2.25, and overall FAR limit
to 5.5 (underlying zone)

» Allow a 15 percent increase in the 15,000 square foot floor plate
limit for retention of a character structure and participation in MHA,
and increase height at which the floor plate limit applies to 45'.

» Retain existing 10’ height allowance for retention of a character
structure.

¢ Development Capacity increases that can be achieved through the
Living Building Pilot program would be in addition to MHA capacity
increases granted in the Action Alternatives.

The development capacity increases summarized here are provided
based on the most recent information on the proposed action. As land use
regulations are complex, minor adjustments to proposed development
standards may occur as a legislative proposal is refined. The analysis

in this programmatic EIS would adequately account for any such minor
adjustments, and no additional significant impacts would resuit.
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REZONE CRITERIA

Chapter 23.34.010 of the Seattle Municipal Code defines criteria for

the re-designation of lands zoned from one zone to another. As a part
of the proposal several rezone criteria would be modified. Proposed
modifications of rezone criteria are intended to be consistent with the
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan adopted in 2016. The text below
indicates potential text amendments to rezone criteria in line in / line out
of existing code.

Single Family Zones
23.34.010—Designation of single-family zones

Except as provided in subsections B or C of Section 23.34.010, single-
family zoned areas may be rezoned to zones more intense than Single-
family 5000 only if the City Council determines that the area does not
meet the criteria for single-family designation.

A. Areas zoned single-family or RSL that meet the criteria for single-
family zoning contained in subsection B of Section 23.34.011 and
that are located within the adopted boundaries of an urban village
may be rezoned to zones more intense than Single-family 5000 if all
of the following conditions are met:

1. Aneighberhood-plan-heas-designated-the-area-as-appropriate-
for-th fasighation-heludi Feation-of-the-RSLT
REHE—oorRSEHTFEsuffe—ifappheable The Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designation is a designation other than
Single Family:

2—The rezone would apply Chapter 23.58B and Chapter 23.58.C. ia*
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23.34.011—Single-family zones, function and locational criteria

A. Function. An area that provides predominantly detached single-
family structures on lot sizes compatible with the existing pattern of
development and the character of single-family neighborhoods.

B. Locational Criteria. A single-family zone designation is most
appropriate in areas meeting the following criteria:

1. Areas that consist of blocks with at least seventy (70) percent
of the existing structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in single-family residential use; or

2. Areas that are designated by an adopted neighborhood plan as
appropriate for single-family residential use; or

3. Areas that consist of blocks with less than seventy (70) percent
of the existing structures, not including detached accessory
dwelling units, in single-family residential use but in which an
increasing trend toward single-family residential use can be
demonstrated; for example:

a. The construction of single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, in the last five (5) years
has been increasing proportionately to the total number of
constructions for new uses in the area, or

b. The area shows an increasing number of improvements and
rehabilitation efforts to single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, or

¢. The number of existing single-family structures, not including
detached accessory dwelling units, has been very stable or
increasing in the last five (5) years, or

d. The area’s location is topographically and environmentally
suitable for single-family residential developments.

4. Areas outside of urban villages or urban centers designated on

the comprehensive plan future land use map.
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Midrise Zones

A. Function. An area that provides concentrations of housing in
desirable, pedestrian-oriented urban neighborhoods having
convenient access to regional transit stations, where the mix of
activity provides convenient access to a full range of residential
services and amenities, and opportunities for people to live within
walking distance of employment.

B. Locational Criteria.

1. Threshold Conditions. Subject to subsection 23.34.024.B.2 of
this section, properties that may be considered for a Midrise
designation are limited to the following:

a. Properties already zoned Midrise;

b. Properties in areas already developed predominantly to the
intensity permitted by the Midrise zone; or

c. Properties within an urban center or urban village..-where-a-

AMENDMENTS TO POLICIES IN
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ELEMENT
OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Several policies in individual urban villages contained in the
Neighborhood Plan policies section of the Comprehensive Plan may
conflict with elements of the proposed action concerning changes

to single family zones within urban villages. Amendments to these
policies will be docketed and the policies modified to remove potential
inconsistencies. The potential impacts of these policy amendments is
considered in this EIS.
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