
Ch.3 Environment, Impacts, & Mitigation Measures 

Final EIS  One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update  January 2025 3.6-1 

3.6 Land Use Patterns & Urban Form 
 

 

 

 

Source: City of Seattle, 2023. 
   



Ch.3 Environment, Impacts, & Mitigation Measures  Land Use Patterns & Urban Form 

Final EIS  One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update  January 2025 3.6-2 

This section summarizes the affected environmentɂincluding the current policy and 
regulatory frameworks, current land and shoreline uses, physical form, and viewsɂand 
compares impacts of the alternatives on land use patterns and urban form in the city. The 
analysis focuses on changes in activity levels and compatibility of change in land use and 

shoreline patterns, as well as potential changes to physical conditions and views. This includes 
a review of land use patterns and compatibility, urban form (height, bulk scale, transitions, and 
tree canopy), shadows, and views in the study area and at the analysis area level (where 
applicable) as well as resulting equity and climate vulnerability considerations. Details of the 
thresholds of significance are shared in Section 3.6.2. Mitigation measures and a summary of 
any significant unavoidable adverse impacts are included following the impacts analysis. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

This section begins with a discussion of the historical context of planning and land use decisions 
in Seattle. This is followed by a summary of the existing policy and regulatory frameworksɂ
including policies and regulations regarding the height, bulk, and scale of development as well as 
shadows, and public viewsɂand the resulting general development patterns citywide and by 
analysis area. The summary addresses land use patterns and development character in Seattle 
and provides a baseline for analyzing the impacts of the alternative growth scenarios. Section 
3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations  addresses related topics in greater detail, 
ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎ 3ÔÁÔÅ 'ÒÏ×ÔÈ -ÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ !ÃÔ ɉ'-!Ɋȟ 032#ȭÓ 6)3)/. ςπυπ and Multi -
#ÏÕÎÔÙ 0ÌÁÎÎÉÎÇ 0ÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ɉ-00ÓɊȟ +ÉÎÇ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ #ÏÕÎÔÙ-Wide Panning Policies (CPPs), and the 

#ÉÔÙȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 0ÌÁÎ.  

Overview of Historical Planning & Land Use Decisions 

The study area was inhabited extensively by Coast Salish 
peoples for thousands of years prior to the presence of White 

settlers in the region. Before European contact, the region 
was one of the most populated centers in North America. The 
Indians of the Eastern Puget Sound lived in relatively small, 
autonomous villages and spoke variations of Lushootseed 
(txԌЈÌĤucid, dxԌlЈĤĭÃÉÄ), one of the Coast Salish languages. 
Many tribes were affiliated through intermarriage, political 
agreement, trade, and material culture. Indigenous people 
lived in permanent villages of longhouses or winter houses, 
and traditionally left their winter residences in the spring, 
summer, and early fall in family canoes to travel to temporary 
camps at fishing, hunting, and gathering grounds. At the time 
of the first White settlements around 1850, natives were 

living in more than 90 longhouses in at least 17 villages in 
modern-day Seattle.  

This section incorporates 

evaluation written by City staff 

from the 2022 Seattle Industrial 

and Maritime Strategy Final EIS. 

Additional context was added 

here to expand the discussion 

citywide beyond industrial and 

maritime areas. 

See Section 3.9 Cultural 

Resources for a more detailed 

history of indigenous and non-

indigenous people in Seattle as 

well as an overview of historic, 

archaeological, and other cultural 

resources in the study area. 

https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/industrial-and-maritime-strategy#projectdocuments
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/industrial-and-maritime-strategy#projectdocuments
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Waterways were central to the cultures and livelihoods of native people. "Duwamish" is the 
Anglo-Europeanized word which meant "people of the inside", dxԌdЈwӫÁÂĤ, referencing the 
interior waters of the Duwamish, Black and Cedar rivers. The Suquamish take their name from 
ÔÈÅ ,ÕÓÈÏÏÔÓÅÅÄ ÐÈÒÁÓÅ ÆÏÒ ȰÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÓÁÌÔ ×ÁÔÅÒȱȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ living around Lake 

Washington were collectively known as hah-choo-AHBSH or hah-chu-AHBSH or 8ÁÃÕÁÂĤ, People 
of HAH-choo or Xachu, "People of a Large Lake" or "Lake People."  

%ÁÒÌÙ !ÌÔÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ,ÁÎÄÓ Ǫ 7ÁÔÅÒ×ÁÙÓ 

Seattle was incorporated in 1869, eighteen years after the first white settlers arrived. Physical 
alteration of the land and waterways by white settlers is important context for a discussion of 
land use today. 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÌÁÎÄ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÔÅÒ×ÁÙÓ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
Lake Washington ship canal and other alterations. A series of separate lakes that natives 
transited with over-land portages, for example, were previously in the location of present day 
Lake Union. The Lushootseed name for present day Lake Union was tenas Chuck or XáXu7cHoo 
("small great-amount-of-water"), present day Lake Washington was called hyas Chuck or 
8ÁÃÕÁÂĤ ("great-amount-of-water"), and the present-day area of the Montlake Cut was called 
"Carry a Canoe." 

Early ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÖÉÅ×ÅÄ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÔÏÐÏÇÒÁÐÈÙ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÂÓÔÁÃÌÅ ÔÏ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȢ #ÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ Á 
system of locks and cut waterways connecting east to west began in 1911 and culminated in 
1916 (see Exhibit 3.6-1)Ȣ 7ÁÔÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ,ÁËÅ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎȭÓ 5ÎÉÏÎ "ÁÙ ÔÏ ,ÁËÅ 
5ÎÉÏÎ ÔÏ 3ÁÌÍÏÎ "ÁÙ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ Á ÓÅÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÌÏÃËÓ ÔÏ 3ÈÉÌÓÈÏÌÅ "ÁÙȢ ,ÁËÅ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎȭÓ ×ÁÔÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ 

partially drained as a result, lowering the level of the lake by 8.8 feet and drying up more than 
1,000 acres of wetlands. Construction of the ship canal and locks resulted in further changes to 
rivers flows at the south end of Lake Washington. Prior to the alterations, Lake Washington 
emptied from its south end into the Black River (which no longer exists). The Black River is 
connected to the Duwamish River, which outlets as it does today to Elliott Bay. The Cedar 
Riverɂwhich had previously flowed into the Black River in Rentonɂwas diverted in 1912 
directly into the south end of Lake Washington to reduce flooding in Renton. The remaining 
ÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ "ÌÁÃË 2ÉÖÅÒ ÄÒÉÅÄ ÕÐ ÉÎ ρωρφ ×ÈÅÎ ,ÁËÅ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎȭÓ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÄÒÏÐÐÅÄȢ 3ÅÖÅÒÁÌ 
Indigenous villages were located near the confluence of the Black and Duwamish rivers and the 
area was long used as a place of refuge. When the Black River vanished, native people were 
displaced from the area. 
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Exhibit 3.6-1Ȣ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 3ÈÏÒÅÌÉÎÅ /ÖÅÒ 4ÉÍÅ 

  

Source: Burke Museum, The Waterlines Project, 2009. 

The Great Seattle Fire of 1889 prompted a vigorous period of rebuilding with more substantial, 
and fire-resistant materials like brick and stone. In an effort to create more buildable land for 
ÔÈÅ ÅØÐÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÉÔÙȟ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÃÉÔÙ ÅÎÇÉÎÅÅÒÓ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÔÏ ÒÅÇÒÁÄÅ Ìarge chunks of land with hydraulic 
ÈÏÓÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ $ÅÎÎÙ (ÉÌÌ ÒÅÇÒÁÄÅ ×ÁÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÓÈÁÐÉÎÇ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 
landscape, taking place between 1897 and 1930. Denny Hill originally topped out at about 220 
feet in elevation, about half the height of hills such as Queen Anne, Capitol, and Magnolia; by the 
time regrading ended, the hill's high point had been lowered by more than 100 feet to create 
the mostly flat land now known as the Denny Regrade (Exhibit  3.6-2). Runoff and sediment 
from the Denny Regrade were primarily funneled west into Elliott Bay with some transported 
to the area around Pine and Olive Streets (creating the smoothed out, relatively gentle slope 
that now ascends past the Paramount Theater to Capitol Hill). 

https://www.burkemuseum.org/static/waterlines/index.html
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Exhibit 3.6-2. Denny Regrade Before and After, 1907 -1909  

 

Note: Regrade before and after, 2nd Avenue looking north from Pine Street, Seattle, 1907-1909 
Sources: Courtesy Washington State Historical Society (1994.1.1.42) via HistoryLink.org Essay 21204. 

Hundreds of acres of tide flats were filled in during the first decades of the 20th century to create 
dry land. After completion of the man-made Harbor Island in 1909, the mouth of the Duwamish 
River was divided into two channels. A subsequent series of major public works projects 
straightened and dredged the Duwamish riverbed, both to open the area to commercial use and 
to alleviate flooding. Beginning in 1913, the river was altered to remove oxbows and meanders to 
maintain high water flows and turning ships and by 1920, 4.5 miles of the Duwamish Waterway 
had been dredged to a depth of 50 feet, with 20 million cubic feet of mud and sand going into the 
expansion of Harbor Island. The shallow, meandering, 9-mile-long river became a 5-mile 
engineered waterway capable of handling ocean-going vessels and the Duwamish basin 
transitioned into Seattle's industrial and commercial core area. See Exhibit 3.6-3.  

https://www.historylink.org/file/21204
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Exhibit 3.6-3. The Transformation of the Duwamish Estuary and River  

 Mid -1800s Today 

  

 

Source: Burke Museum, The Waterlines Project, 2009. 

https://www.burkemuseum.org/static/waterlines/index.html
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Native villages on the Duwamish were completely supplanted by white settlement and 
commercial use through the massive alterations of the land and waterways, the destruction of 
wildlife and fish habitats it caused, and by the occupation of land. White settlers also 
deliberately removed native settlements as evidenced by burning of Indian longhouses in 1893. 

Duwamish people continued to work and fish in the area, using man-made "Ballast Island" on 
the Seattle waterfront as a canoe haul-out and informal market, but by the mid-1920s, most 
remnants of traditional life along the river had disappeared.  

Racially Restrictive Covenants & Zoning Laws  

Racially restrictive covenants came into popular use in Seattle after 1920. Covenants were used 
by property owners, subdivision developers, or realtors to bar the sale or rental of property to 
specified racial or ethnic groups. Property deeds in predominantly White neighborhoods or 
desirable areas of new housing development often explicitly stated that no Asian, Black, and 
Indian people shall be permitted to occupy the property. Seattle residential areas with 
restrictive covenants include but are not limited to Victory Heights, Queen Anne, Capitol Hill, 
"ÌÕÅ 2ÉÄÇÅȟ ÁÎÄ (Á×ÔÈÏÒÎÅ (ÉÌÌÓȢ 3ÕÃÈ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ ÁÒÅ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ Á×ÁÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ 
industrial areas. By excluding all but White households from covenant-restricted residential 
areas, eligible locations for homes for Black, Asian, and Indigenous households were more 
likely to be in close proximity to industrial areas, such as Delridge, South Park, and South 
Beacon Hill (Honig, 2021; University of Washington, 2020). 

In the late 1930s the practice of redlining was used to 

discriminate against racial minorities as the federal Home 
Owners' Loan Corporation (HOLC) evaluated mortgage 
risks in cities across the country. It rated neighborhoods 
as "best," "still desirable," "definitely declining," and 
"hazardous" (Exhibit 3.6-4). Neighborhoods with 
concentrations of Black, Asian, and Indian households 
were deemed financially risky and were marked in red so that mortgage lenders were 
discouraged from financing property there. The HOLC maps promoted racial inequality because 
it made mortgages difficult to obtain and expensive for minority households who sought to buy 
homes where they lived, preventing them from accumulating wealth. Additionally, lenders 
refused to provide mortgages for Black, Asian, and Indian households in predominantly White 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ ÒÁÔÅÄ ȰÂÅÓÔȱ ÏÒ ȰÓÔÉÌÌ ÄÅÓÉÒÁÂÌÅȢȱ /Î ÔÈÅ ρωσφ (/,# ÍÁÐ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȟ 
neighborhoods adjacent to the Duwamish industrial areas including Delridge, South Park, and 
3ÏÕÔÈ "ÅÁÃÏÎ (ÉÌÌ ×ÅÒÅ ÒÁÔÅÄ ȰÈÁÚÁÒÄÏÕÓȟȱ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ÁÄÊÁÃÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ "ÁÌÌÁÒÄ 
and Interbay industrial areas including the lower slopes of Magnolia, Queen Anne, and portions 
of Ballard were rÁÔÅÄ ȰÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÅÌÙ ÄÅÃÌÉÎÉÎÇȢȱ 

0ÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÚÏÎÉÎÇ ÏÒÄÉÎÁÎÃÅÓȟ ÍÕÌÔÉÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÌÁÎÄ ÕÓÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ÂÒÏÁÄÌÙ 
throughout the city, with no areas reserved exclusively for single-Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȢ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 

first ordinance was adopted in 1923, with a major update in 1956. Multi-family residential 
districts were located at the edges of rail lines, industrial districts, and manufacturing districts 

See also Section 3.8 Population, 

Housing, & Employment  and the 

Seattle Municipal Archives (Redlining 

in Seattle) for more discussion of 

redlining and displacement. 

https://www.seattle.gov/cityarchives/exhibits-and-education/online-exhibits/redlining-in-seattle
https://www.seattle.gov/cityarchives/exhibits-and-education/online-exhibits/redlining-in-seattle
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as part of the 1956 update and caused environmental justice harms. These ordinances prevent 
new development in large areas of the city, particularly more affluent areas, and pushed 
multifamily to less desirable areas. The effect of this zoning was that Black, Asian, Indian, and 
relatively less affluent renters were exposed to noise and air quality and other impacts, while 

single family districts further from industrial areas were not. This pattern of multi-family 
housing and zoning districts bordering MICs continues to be evident today in areas including 
Interbay and the northeast edge of Ballard. 

Exhibit 3.6-4. Commercial Map of Greater Seattle With ȰGrade Of Securityȱ Designations, 1936  

 

Source: Honig, 2021 (HistoryLink Essay No. 21296). 

Annexation & Regional Transportation Corridors  

-ÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÅÁÒÌÙ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÎÁÔÉÏÎ and resulting land use decisions 
were dependent on water access. This dependency shifted in the late 1800s with expansion of 

the roadway and rail network. 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÅÌÅÃÔÒÉÃ ÓÔÒÅÅÔÃÁÒÓ ÏÐÅÎÅÄ ÉÎ ρψψω ÁÎÄ ÂÙ ρψωςȟ ÔÈÅ 
city had 48 miles of electric streetcars and 22 miles of cable railway. In 1902, the Seattle-
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Tacoma Interurban Railway openedɂwhich included stops in Rainier Beach, Renton, and 
Kentɂand a Mount Vernon-to-Bellingham line opened by 1910. Street cars exposed new 
territory to speculative commercial and residential development and the city expanded through 
extensive annexation during the first part of the 20th century. As of 1891, the city extended 

from present-day Beacon Hill to the University District (then known as Brooklyn). Between 
1905 and 1910, eight small towns (Ballard, Columbia, Georgetown, Laurelhurst , Rainier Beach, 
Ravenna, South Park, and West Seattle) were annexed to the City of Seattle, nearly doubling the 
physical area of the city . After Georgetown was annexed in 1910, no large annexations were 
made until the early 1950s. Much of the city north of N 85th Street was added during postwar 
annexation as major road networks accelerated the decentralization of the city. 

Major transportation corridors constructed during the 20th century fundamentally changed 
3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÌÁÎÄ ÕÓÅ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ ÂÉÓÅÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÍȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ Pacific 
Highway built in the 1920s (later renamed US 99 and then SR 99 after construction of I-5), the 
George Washington Memorial Bridge (the Aurora Bridge) completed in 1932, the elevated 
Alaskan Way completed in 1936 and subsequent double-deck Alaskan Way Viaduct built in three 
phases from 1949 through 1959, and the Seattle Freeway (now I-5) constructed in the 1960s. 

When the viaduct opened in 1953, it offered the first route around Seattleȭs congested central 
business district. The expressway relieved traffic on city streets, eased the movement of 
through traffic, and improved connections between growing southwest Seattle neighborhoods 
and downtown. Despite its utility, the viaduct was long viewed as a physical and visual barrier 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÄÏ×ÎÔÏ×Î ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ×ÁÔÅÒÆÒÏÎÔȢ 6arious groups and individuals argued and 

planned for its demise over several decades but the lack of a viable alternative for handling the 
tens of thousands of daily users stymied their efforts. The 2001 Nisqually earthquake 
significantly damaged the viaductȭs joints and foundations and furthered the discussion. After a 
decade of studying, planning, and public discussion, the idea for a deep-bore tunnel garnered 
enough support to move forward. The southern end of the viaduct was demolished in October 
2011 and tunnel boring took place from 2013-2017. The viaduct closed to traffic in January 
2019, the new tunnel opened in February, and the remaining span of the viaduct was 

demolished later that year. New development along the waterfront in downtown Seattleɂ
including a park promenadeɂare scheduled to be completed in 2025. 

The Seattle Freeway, now known as I-υȟ ÁÌÓÏ ÁÌÔÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÎÄÓÃÁÐÅ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ 
when it was constructed in the 1960s. Due to unique geographical and topographical 
ÃÏÎÓÔÒÁÉÎÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÆÒÅÅ×ÁÙȭÓ ÒÏÕÔÅ ×ÁÓ ÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ ÄÒÁ×Î ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÅÎÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȟ 
breaking east to avoid Green Lake and then bending west around Beacon Hill before continuing 
south (see Exhibit 3.6-5). Communities within or adjacent to the future construction path were 
sliced in half and severely impacted by the resulting displacement while communities on the 
western and eastern shores of the city remained intact. For example, eight square blocks of land 
demolished in the heart of the Chinese International District left the district divided and with 
an unpleasant edge condition for future redevelopment to contend with. In all, 20.5 miles of the 

routeɂor about 4,500 parcels of land (most of which were improved with homes, apartment 
buildings, or businesses)ɂwere cleared for the construction. 
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Exhibit 3.6-5. I-5 Construction Through Seattle and the Planned Seattle Freeway System  

 

Top left: Construction of I-5, 1964; Courtesy of the Seattle Municipal Archives. Bottom left: Apartment building 
being moved due to I-5 construction, 1960; HistoryLink Essay 4168 via MOHAI (1986.5.4007). Right: City of 
Seattle 1957 Comprehensive Plan; Seattle Public Libraries Special Collection. 

3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ &ÒÅÅ×ÁÙ 2ÅÖÏÌÔɂone of a number of such uprisings across the U.S. in the 1960s and 
70sɂhalted two other major freeways in the city and significantly downsized a third. Along 
with I -5, ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 0ÌÁÎ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÆÏÒ a parallel freeway on the Lake Washington 
side (the RH Thomson Expressway) that would have run from the Duwamish neighborhood in 
the south to Bothell in the north, and the Bay Freeway that would have connected Seattle 

Center to I-5 with a highway via a massive viaduct that cut through South Lake Union (see 
Exhibit 3.6-5). If built as planned, the RH Thompson Expressway would have cut through the 

http://archives.seattle.gov/digital-collections/index.php/Detail/objects/249465
https://www.historylink.org/File/4168
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heart of the largely Black Central District Neighborhood, demolished as many as 3,000 homes, 
and displaced up to 8,000 people. The planned 14-lane interchange with I-90 alone (via an open 
trench on Mount Baker Ridge) would have displaced an estimated 4,000 residents and many 
businesses (as opposed to the existing tunnels that currently connect I-90 to I-5). A diverse 

consortium of activists faced the Seattle City Council and Highway Department head on to stop 
both of the planned freeways, which were eventuaÌÌÙ ÒÅÍÏÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 
Plan in the 1970s and struck down by public referendum. 

Century 21: the Seattle Worldȭs Fair and post -Exposition Civic Center  

The Century 21 Exposition, also known as the Seattle Worldȭs Fair, was held between April 21 
and October 21, 1962, and drew almost 10 million visitors. The 1962 Seattle Worldȭs Fair gave 
visitors a glimpse of the future and left Seattle with a lasting legacy, giving Seattle world-wide 
recognition and effectively Ȱputting it on the map.ȱ Though the fair was primarily administered 
by the non-profit private Century 21 Exposition, Inc., substantial efforts were made to integrate 
the planning of the municipal, state, and private entities involved. In addition, the City of Seattle 
was deeply involved in development and execution. The City oversaw a number of fair-based 
building projects both within and beyond the fairgrounds, including the Monorail line, the 
International Fountain, and a 1,500-car garage along Mercer Street. Ultimately, the fair left the 
city a permanent legacy in the Seattle Center and its complex of performance, sports, and 
entertainment halls, as well as the Pacific Science Center, the Monorail, and the Space Needle. 

The Modern Comprehensive Pla n: Land Use Policies & Implementation  

In 1957, Seattle adopted it first Comprehensive Plan Ȱin principleȱ presented in the form of an 
illustrated map (see Exhibit 3.6-5). The Plan focused primarily on transportation, specifically 
the automobile, and protecting single-family homes. Per the adopting resolution, the Plan 
addressed Ȱthe most appropriate use of land, lessening traffic congestion and accidents, making 
provision for adequate light and air, avoiding undue concentration of population, promoting a 
coordinated development of vacant areas, encouraging the formation of neighborhood and 
community units, and the conservation and restoration of natural resources (Resolution 
17488).ȱ 6ÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÁÍÅÎÄÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ρωυχ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 0ÌÁÎ ÕÎÔÉÌ ρωχψ ×ÈÅÎ 
the City started relying instead on land use policies. The last major revision was made in 1965 
and the City stopped issuing its own comprehensive plan in 1978, relying instead on land use 
policies, until the State adopted the 1990 Growth Management Act (GMA). Those land use 
ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÄÒÏÖÅ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÌÁÎÄ ÕÓÅ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÄÏÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
new zoning policies and regulations that supported mixed-use development through the 1980s. 

The GMA was adopted in 1990 to address concerns about the impacts 
of uncoordinated growth on Washington communities and the 
environment and provides a framework for land use planning and 
development regulations in the state. As part of the GMA, most cities 

and counties in Washington (including Seattle) are required to adopt 

See also Section 3.8 

Population, Housing, 

& Employment . 

http://archives.seattle.gov/digital-collections/index.php/Detail/objects/20954
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/17488
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/17488
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comprehensive plans coordinated with regional and countywide planning. In 1994, the City 
adopted its first GMA mandated comprehensive plan developed around an Ȱurban village 
strategyȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ focuses growth in walkable, mixed-use neighborhoods with good access 
to jobs, transit, and services. The City Council also adopted 37 neighborhood plans during the 

1990s as part of this planning effort in response to concerns regarding the impact of the urban 
village strategy on neighborhoods. 

The Comprehensive Plan and many neighborhood plans have been revised since the 1990s, but 
ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÖÉÌÌÁÇÅ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÈÁÓ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÅÄ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔȢ 'ÒÏ×ÔÈ has largely 
adhered to the plan with 83% of new homes built in urban centers or villages over the last 10 
years (half of all housing was built in Downtown, South Lake Union, First Hill, and Capitol Hill). 
Substantial public and private investments have further supported the growth strategy in 
ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÖÉÌÌÁÇÅÓȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ 3ÏÕÎÄ 4ÒÁÎÓÉÔȭÓ ÅØÐansion of the light rail system and bio-tech sector 
growth in South Lake Union. Overall, the urban village strategy has guided residential, office, 
and retail development into a small number of compact, walkable, mixed-use neighborhoods 
linked by transit. 

At the same time, the city's growth has led many neighborhoods to become increasingly 
exclusive and has contributed to a dearth of affordable housing for its working population, 
while endemic issues of racism, social injustice, and a warming planet continue to inspire 
demands for change. Many neighborhoods outside urban center and village boundaries have 
few housing options beyond detached homes. With the cost of these homes rising dramatically 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ρπ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄÓ ÁÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÃÈ ÆÏÒ ÍÏÓÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ 

own a home. The urban village strategy has also resulted in few new homeownership 
opportunities inside centers and villages since it focuses development in areas zoned primarily 
for apartments and retail. 

Current Policy & Regulatory Frameworks 

This section describes the future land use and zoning framework (including overlay districts) , 
policies and regulations regarding urban form and aesthetics (height, bulk, and scale, transitions, 
tree canopy, shadows, and views), and current land use conditions. Current policy and regulatory 
ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÌÁÎÄ ÕÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅ ÆÌÏ×Ó ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ '-!ȟ ÔÈÅ 032#ȭÓ 6)3)/. ςπυπ 
ÁÎÄ -00Óȟ +ÉÎÇ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ #00Óȟ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 0ÌÁÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ 
actions including development standards in the Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) and the Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP). Several other regulatory measures affect land use including localized 
overlay districts and design guidelines. Most state, regional, and local land use policies are 
reviewed and evaluated in Section 3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations  with 
policies and regulations specific to urban form and aesthetics discussed below. 



Ch.3 Environment, Impacts, & Mitigation Measures  Land Use Patterns & Urban Form 

Final EIS  One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update  January 2025 3.6-13 

Future Land Use & Zoning  

4ÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ &ÕÔÕÒÅ ,ÁÎÄ 5ÓÅ -ÁÐ ɉ&,5-Ɋ ÉÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ 0ÌÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÓ 
spatially the 20-year vision of preferred land use patterns to guide development within the city. 

Four land use area types implement the urban village strategyɂurban centers, hub urban villages, 
residential urban villages, and manufacturing/industrial centers (MICs). Four other land use 
typesɂneighborhood residential areas, multi-family residential areas, commercial/mixed-use 
areas, and industrial areasɂare meant to suggest specific uses outside of the urban villages. The 
FLUM also designates major institutions, cemeteries, and city-owned open space. 

The future land use designations are implemented by a corresponding range of zoning districts 
and development regulations established in Title 23 of the Seattle Municipal Code (SMC). There 
may be different levels of zoning within each land use area that provide more detail about what 
can be built. Zoning overlays also exist in certain locations, such as around major institution 
overlay districts and in master planned communities. Property located within an overlay 
district is subject both to its zone classification regulations and to additional requirements 
imposed for the overlay district. The overlay district provisions apply if they conflict with the 
provisions of the underlying zone. Exhibit 3.6-6 summarizes future land use designations and 
corresponding implementing zones. See also Appendix G.1 for a summary of general zoning 
categories and overlay districts detailed in SMC Title 23. 

Exhibit 3.6-6. Existing Future Land Use Designations  and Typical Implementing Zones  

Future Land Use Designation Typical Implementing Zones1 

Urban Centers 2 

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 employment 
opportunities.  

Á Downtown (DH1, DH2, DMC, DMR, DOC1, DOC2, 
and DRC) 
Á Pike Market Mixed (PMM), Pioneer Square 

Mixed (PSM), and International District Mixed 
and Residential (IDM and IDR) 
Á Seattle Mixed (SM) 
Á Lowrise, Midrise, and Highrise Multifamily (LR3, 

MR, and HR) 
Á Neighborhood Commercial (NC2, and NC3) 
Á Commercial (C1 and C2) 

Hub Urban Villages 2 

Hub 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. 

Á Residential Small Lot (RSL) 
Á Lowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3) 
Á Midrise Multifamily (MR) 
Á Neighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NC3) 
Á Commercial (C1 and C2) 

Residential Urban Villages 2 

Residential 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. 

Á Residential Small Lot (RSL) 
Á Lowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3) 
Á Midrise Multifamily (MR) 
Á Neighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NC3) 

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO
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Future Land Use Designation Typical Implementing Zones1 

Manufacturing Industrial Centers  (MICs) 

Manufacturing industrial centers are hoÍÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ 
thriving industrial businesses. Like urban centers, they are 
important regional resources for retaining and attracting 
jobs and for maintaining a diversified economy. Most of the 
ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÓÈÉÐÐÉÎÇȟ ÍÁÎÕÆÁÃÔÕÒÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÅÉÇÈÔ-distribution 
ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÁËÅ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ Ô×Ï 
manufacturing/industrial centers. 

Á Industrial ( MML, II, UI, IC) 

Neighborhood Residential Areas  

Neighborhood residential areas provide opportunities for 
detached single-family and other compatible housing 
options that have low height, bulk, and scale in order to 
serve a broad array of households and incomes and to 
maintain an intensity of development that is appropriate for 
areas with limited access to services, infrastructure 
constraints, fragile environmental conditions, or that are 
otherwi se not conducive to more intensive development. 

Á Neighborhood Residential (NR1, NR2, and NR3) 

Multi -Family Residential Areas  

4ÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÍÕÌÔÉ-family areas contain a variety of housing 
types. You might find duplexes or townhouses, walk-up 
apartments, or highrise towers. Overall, these areas offer 
more choices for people with different living styles and a 
wider range of incomes than single-family zones. 

Á Lowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3) 
Á Midrise Multifamily (MR) 

Commercial / Mixed Use Areas  

Commercial/mixed-use areas are places meant to provide 
jobs and services. Most of these areas also allow housing. 

Á Neighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NC3) 
Á Commercial (C1 and C2) 

Industrial Areas  

In limited industrial  areas outside the two MICs, City zoning 
rules allow industrial activity such as manufacturing, 
warehousing, and shipping of goods through waterways, 
railways, and highways. 

Á Industrial ( MML, II, UI, IC) 

Major Institutions  Á Major Institution Overlay District. Underlying 
zoning varies depending on the surrounding 
community. 

Cemetery Á Neighborhood Residential (NR2 and NR3) 
Á Lowrise Multifamily (LR3) 

City-Owned Open Space Á Neighborhood Residential (NR1, NR2, and NR3) 

1 See Appendix G.1 for more detailed summaries of general zoning categories and overlay districts, respectively. 
2 See Exhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a cross-walk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus 
proposed place type names under the other aAlternatives 2-5. 
Sources: City of Seattle Future Land Use Map, 2022; BERK, 2023. 

  

https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Minimalist/index.html?appid=47cd50ddafaa4726a6b7340fdf073d37
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Shoreline Master Program  

The Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA) requires all counties and most towns 
and cities to plan for how shorelines in their jurisdiction will develop through a Shoreline 

Master Program (SMP). 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 3-0 ÁÐÐÌÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÈÏÒÅÌÉÎÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ×ÁÔÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȟ ÁÓ 
ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÉÁÌ ,ÁÎÄ 5ÓÅ -ÁÐ ɉSMC 23.32). The Shoreline District includes all 
land within 200 feet of the ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÍÁÊÏÒ ×ÁÔÅÒ ÂÏÄÉÅÓɂPuget Sound, Lake Washington, Lake 
Union, the Lake Washington Ship Canal, and the Duwamish Riverɂas well as hydrologically 
connected wetlands and all submerged land. The adopted Seattle SMP is comprised of the goals 
and policies in the Shoreline Areas Element of the Comprehensive Plan, SMP regulations in the 
Land Use Code (SMC 23.60A), maps of the locations of shoreline environments, and the 
Shoreline Restoration and Enhancement Plan. 

The SMP must address a wide range of physical conditions and development settings along 
areas of the shoreline. 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 3-0 prescribes different environmental protection measures, 
allowable use provisions, development standards, and other policy and regulatory measures 
based on the environmental designation of each area in the Shoreline District. Shoreline 
environment designations ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 3ÈÏÒÅÌÉÎÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÁÒÅ ÄÉÖÉÄÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ Ô×Ï ÂÒÏÁÄ 
categoriesɂConservancy and Urbanɂand then subdivided further within these two categories. 
The conservancy shoreline environments are less developed and provide for areas of 
navigation, recreation, and habitat protection. The urban shoreline environments are areas that 
are more developed and provide for single-family houses and water-dependent and water-
related uses. SMC 23.60A.220(D) details the purpose and locational criteria of each 

environment designation. 

Urban Form  

Height, Bulk, & Scale 

Development regulations govern what uses are permitted, as well as the physical form (such as 
heights and setbacks) of development, which influences urban character. Policies guiding 
height, bulk, and scale in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan include: 

LU 5.3 #ÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÓÓÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅÓ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÃÏÍÐÁÔÉÂÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁȭÓ 
planned scale, provide a reasonable ratio of open to occupied space on a site, and 
allow the building to receive adequate natural light. 

LU 5.4 Use maximum height limits to maintain the desired scale relationship between 
new structures, existing development, and the street environment; address varied 
topographic conditions; and limit public view blockage. In certain Downtown zones 
and in industrial zones, heights for certain types of development uniquely suited to 
those zones may be unlimited. 

LU 5.5 0ÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÒÅÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÏÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÓÉÔÅÓ ÂÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ 

standards for private or shared amenity areas such as rooftop decks, balconies, 
ground-level open spaces, or enclosed spaces. 

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.32LAUSMA
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.60ASESHMAPRRE
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.60ASESHMAPRRE_SUBCHAPTER_IVSHEN_23.60A.220ENES
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LU 5.6 Establish setbacks in residential areas as needed to allow for adequate light, 
air, and ground-level open space; help provide privacy; promote compatibility with the 
existing development pattern; and separate residential uses from more intensive uses. 

These policies are reiterated in SMC 25.05.675.G Specific Environmental Policies ɀ Height, bulk, 
ÁÎÄ ÓÃÁÌÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÅÔ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÆÏÒ ȰÓÍÏÏÔÈ ÔÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎ between 
industrial, commercial, and residential areas, to preserve the character of individual City 
neighborhoods, and to reinforce natural topography by controlling the height, bulk, and scale of 
developmentȢȱ 3ÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÌÌÙȟ SMC 25.05.675.G.2 includes height, bulk, positioning, design, and 
other mitigation techniques and states the following intent: 

It is the City's policy that the height, bulk, and scale of development projects should be 
reasonably compatible with the general character of development anticipated by the 
goals and policies set forth in the Land Use Element, Growth Strategy Element, and 
Shoreline Element of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan; the procedures and locational 
criteria for shoreline environment redesignations set forth in Sections 23.60A.060 and 
23.60A.220; and the adopted land use regulations for the area in which they are 
located, and to provide for a reasonable transition between areas of less intensive 
zoning and more intensive zoning. 

4ÈÅ ÈÅÉÇÈÔȟ ÂÕÌËȟ ÓÃÁÌÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÙ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÙ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȢ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 
zoning regulations include limits on building height, as well as other characteristics, including 
density, floor area ratio (FAR), minimum setbacks, and maximum lot coverage. All of these 
qualities contribute to the overall intensity of development at any given location. Building 

height and FAR limits are two of the most important code elements that directly influence how 
intense a development feels in a given ÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ &!2 ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ Á ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇȭÓ ÆÌÏÏÒ ÁÒÅÁ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
size of the lot where it is located. For most zoning districts, the City of Seattle has established 
both a maximum allowed height and a maximum allowed FAR. The relationship between 
building heigÈÔ ÁÎÄ &!2 ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÓÈÏÒÔÈÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȰÂÕÌËÉÎÅÓÓȱ ÏÆ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇȢ 
For example, a tall building with a low FAR will take up a smaller proportion of its building site 

than a relatively short building with a higher FAR (see Exhibit 3.6-7 and Exhibit 3.6-8). 

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
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Exhibit 3.6-7. Zoning Envelopes and Floor Area Ratios  

 

Note: A floor plate is the horizontal plane of the floor of a building, measured to the inside surface of exterior walls. 
Floor area ratio is the ratio of the total square feet of a building to the total square feet of the property on which it 
is located. Building floor area / Lot size = Floor Area Ratio 
Source: City of Seattle, 2013. 

Exhibit 3.6-8. Understanding Floor Area Ratios and Lot Coverage  

 

Source: City of Seattle, 2019. 
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In neighborhood residential zones, Seattle limits FAR to (SMC 23.44.011.B): 

1. The FAR limit on lots developed with a single-family dwelling unit as the principal 
use in NR1, NR2, and NR3 zones, is 0.5, except that lots with less than 5,000 square 

feet of lot area can include up to 2,500 square feet of total chargeable floor area. 
The applicable FAR limit applies to the total chargeable floor area of all structures 
on the lot. 

2. The FAR limit in RSL zones is 0.75. The applicable FAR limit applies to the total 
chargeable floor area of all structures on the lot. 

Transitions  

The Growth Strategy Element of the Comprehensive Plan includes the following policy on urban 
design transitions: 

GS 3.11 Use zoning tools and natural features to ease the transitions from the building 
intensities of urban villages and commercial arterials to lower-density developments 
of surrounding areas. 

Other elements of the Comprehensive Plan also mention the importance of smooth transitions 
around urban villages and industrial areas. Smooth transitions are also mentioned in SMC 
25.05.675.G Specific Environmental Policies (see Height, Bulk, & Scale above).  

While transitions are achieved primarily through decisions about where different zones are 

applied, there are also some existing development code regulations that are intended to limit 
the impacts of zone transitions, including regulations regarding setbacks and upper-story step 
backs and appurtenances and nuisances. These are described in more detail below. 

Setbacks & Upper-Story Setbacks (by Zone) 

Multifamily zones. SMC 23.45.518 regulates setbacks in multifamily zones and requires a 12-
foot setback required for all portions of development in the lowrise zones above 34 feet that 

abut a neighborhood residential zone. For religious organizations building affordable housing, 
SMC 23.45.550 establishes FAR and height bonuses and requires a 10-foot setback on sites 
adjacent to neighborhood residential zones. 

Commercial zones. SMC 23.47A.014 regulates setbacks in commercial zones, with the following 
provisions: 

Á Required corner setbacks of 15 feet, but not side setbacks, in commercial zones where they 
abut residentially zoned parcels. See Exhibit 3.6-9.  

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.45MU_23.45.518SESE
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.45MU_23.45.550ALDESTLCOHOPROWCOREOR
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.014SERE
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Exhibit 3.6-9. Corner Setbacks Required in Residential/Commercial Transitions  

 

Source: Seattle Municipal Code Exhibit A for 23.47A.014. 

Á Required 10-foot setbacks for all portions of development above 13 feet, up to 65 feet, on 
parcels abutting residential or commercially zoned lots. Above 65 feet, an additional one-
foot setback is required for each additional 10 feet of height to 165 feet, at which point no 
further setbacks are required. See Exhibit 3.6-10. 

Exhibit 3.6-10. Upper Setbacks Required on Commercial Lots  

  

Source: Seattle Municipal Code Exhibit B for 23.47A.014. 

Á Required 15-foot setbacks for all portions of development above 13 feet, up to 40 feet, on 
parcels abutting lots zoned neighborhood residential. Above 40 feet, an additional 3-foot 
setback is required for each additional 10 feet of height. See Exhibit 3.6-11. 
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Exhibit 3.6-11. Upper Setbacks Required: Commercial Adjacent to Neighborhood Residential  

 

Note: Upper setbacks required on commercial lots adjacent to neighborhood residential lots 
Source: Seattle Municipal Code Exhibit C for 23.47A.014. 

Appurtenances & Nuisances 

SMC 23.45.570 ensures that institutions located in Lowrise (LR) zones do not site noisy or 
visually harsh infrastructure like HVAC units, game courts, or kitchen ventilation within 20 feet 

from properties zoned neighborhood residential. In commercial zones, street-level use 
restrictions, setbacks, conditional use restrictions, and/or landscape screening requirements 
apply to specific uses or site elements like warehouses, drive-throughs, dumpsters, and 
drinking establishments near residential zones. 

Tree Canopy 

See Section 3.3 Plants & Animal s for information about existing regulations and tree canopy 
patterns.  

Tree protection. 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÔÒÅÅ ÃÏÄÅ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÓ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÔÒÅÅÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÒÕÌÅÓ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÉÎ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅ 
Municipal Code 25.11.  

Street trees. In most zones, Seattle also requires existing street trees to be retained unless the 
Director of SDOT approves their removal and for street trees to be planted with redevelopment, 
with some exceptions (SMC 23.45.524.B). Green Factor requirements are also required to be 
met for most new development in multi-family and commercial zones.  

In the 130th/145 th Station Area, street designations, which set standards for street tree planting 
areas, for key streets include: 

Á NE 130th St (east of Roosevelt Way NE): Neighborhood Yield Streetɂ5-8-foot green 
stormwater infrastructure landscape strip 

Neighborhood 

Residential Lot  

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.45MU_23.45.570IN
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.005STVEUS
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.005STVEUS
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.46REOM_23.46.006COUS
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.47ACO_23.47A.016LASCST
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.45MU_23.45.524LAST
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Á Roosevelt Way NE, 15th Ave NE, NE 125th St, and NE 145th St: Urban Center Connector, 
Principal Arterialɂ6-12-foot landscape/furniture zone 

Maximum lot coverage regulations are relevant to tree canopy because they have limited building 

ÍÁÓÓ ÉÎ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÌÏ×ÅÓÔ ÄÅÎÓÉÔÙ ÚÏÎÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓȟ ÌÅÁÖÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÓÐÁÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÖÅÇÅÔÁÔÉÏÎȢ Exhibit 
3.6-12 ÌÉÓÔÓ ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ÌÏÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÚÏÎÅÓȢ  

Exhibit 3.6-12. Neighborhood Residential Maximum Lot Coverage  

Zone Lot Size Maximum Lot Coverage 

NR1, NR2, and NR3 Less than 5,000 square feet 1,000 square feet plus 15 percent of lot area 

5,000 square feet or more 35 percent of lot area 

RSL All lots 50 percent of lot area 

Source: SMC 23.44.010. 

Shadows 

3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÓÈÁÄÏ×Ó ÏÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÐÅÎ ÓÐÁÃÅÓȢ Specific 
environmental policies ɀ Shadows on Open Spaces (SMC 25.05.675.Q.2) states: 

It is the City's policy to minimize or prevent light blockage and the creation of shadows 
on open spaces most used by the public.  

a. Areas outside of downtown to be protected are as follows:  

1) Publicly owned parks;  
2) Public schoolyards;  
3) Private schools which allow public use of schoolyards during non-school hours; and  
4) Publicly owned street ends in shoreline areas.  

b. Areas in downtown where shadow impacts may be mitigated are:  
1) Freeway Park;  
2) Westlake Park and Plaza;  
3) Market (Steinbrueck) Park;  
4) Convention Center Park; and  

5) Kobe Terrace Park and the publicly owned portions of the International 
District Community Garden.  

(Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȟ ȰÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÁÌÅ ÏÆ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÐÅÒÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÄÏ×ÎÔÏ×Îȟ ÉÔ 
ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÁÌ ÔÏ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔ ÓÕÃÈ ÂÌÏÃËÁÇÅ ÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÐÅÎ ÓÐÁÃÅÓ ÄÏ×ÎÔÏ×Îȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÉÔ ÉÓ 
impractical to protect private properties from shadows through project-sÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ȱ ɉSMC 
25.05.675.Q.1). 

Views 

The Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code establish policies and regulations for the 
protection of public views of important landmarks and natural features, as well as views from 

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
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specific designated viewpoints within the city and scenic qualities along mapped scenic routes. 
The Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan establishes the importance of public view 
preservation:  

LU 5.15 Address view protection through 
Á zoning that considers views, with special emphasis on shoreline views; 
Á development standards that help to reduce impacts on views, including height, bulk, 

scale, and view corridor provisions, as well as design review guidelines; and 
Á environmental policies that protect specified public views, including views of mountains, 

major bodies of water, designated landmarks, and the Downtown skyline. 

The Land Use Element contains policies to regulate alteration and use of the shorelines in the 
City to provide substantial public access through visual or physical means and to promote 
interest and preservation of the physical and aesthetic qualities of the shorelines of the city. 
The Land Use Element also encourages the protection of views through policies related to 
building height limits and minimization of building bulk. 

The Comprehensive Plan lists the following as important landmarks for public views:  

Á Downtown skyline  

Á Major bodies of water  

Á Shoreline areas  

Á Elliott Bay  

Á West Seattle  

Á Mount Rainier  

Á Olympic Mountains  

Á Space Needle  

Á Puget Sound  

Á Lake Washington 

Á Lake Union  

Á Portage Bay  

SMC 25.05.675.P establishes environmental review policies for public view protection, 
specifically:  

)Ô ÉÓ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÆ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ natural and human -made 
features : Mount Rainier, the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, the downtown skyline, 
and major bodies of water including Puget Sound, Lake Washington, Lake Union and 
ÔÈÅ 3ÈÉÐ #ÁÎÁÌȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÐÌÁÃÅÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÏÆȣ ɍÁ ÌÅÎÇÔÈÙ ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆɎ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÅÄ 
viewpoints, parks, scÅÎÉÃ ÒÏÕÔÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÖÉÅ× ÃÏÒÒÉÄÏÒÓȣȢ  

It is the City's policy to protect public views of historic landmarks  designated by the 
Landmarks Preservation Board that, because of their prominence of location or 
contrasts of siting, age, or scale, are easily identifiable visual features of their 

neighborhood or the City and contribute to the distinctive quality or identity of their 
neighborhood or the City.  

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
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Additional policies protect views of the Space Needle (25.05.675.P.2.c) from: 

Á Alki Beach Park (Duwamish Head) 

Á Bhy Kracke Park 

Á Gasworks Park 

Á Hamilton View Point 

Á Kerry Park 

Á Myrtle Edwards Park 

Á Olympic Sculpture Park 

Á Seacrest Park 

Á Seattle Center 

Á Volunteer Park 

In Downtown, there are also view corridors to be protected through upper-level building 
setbacks in future development along the following streets (SMC 23.49.024):  

Á Broad, Clay, Vine, Wall, Battery, and Bell Streets west of First Avenue; and  

Á University, Seneca, Spring, Madison, and Marion Streets west of Third Avenue.  

While the Comprehensive Plan and the Seattle Municipal Code establish the importance of view 
corridors and view preservation, in many cases the precise requirements for individual 
development projects are not strictly defined in the development regulations and protection of 
public views is deferred to consideration during project reviews and the design review process. 

Major Land Use Policy Changes Recently Adopted  or Currently Under 
Consideration  

Seattle Transportation Plan Update & EIS  

The City of Seattle is currently updateding its long-term vision for the future of transportation 
in Seattle. The Seattle Transportation Plan (STP) and associated EIS address mobility, access, 
and public space needs in a single document as a unified system. This effort will incorporated 
several city initiatives like Seattle's Vision Zero, the Race and Social Justice Initiative, the 
Climate Action Plan, the Transportation Electrification Blueprint, and others. Additionally, it 
will references plans created by other regional transportation agencies.  

Seattle Parks & Open Space Plan Update 

4ÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ 0ÁÒËÓ ÁÎÄ /ÐÅÎ 3ÐÁÃÅ 0ÌÁÎ ɉ0/3Ɋ ×ÁÓ recently updated in 2024adopted in 
2017 and is updated every 6 years, with the next major update planned for 2024. It provides an 
inventory of existing parks and open space, objectives for future actions, demand and need 
analysis including demographic and recreation trends, and recommended capital projects. 

https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO_SUBTITLE_IIILAUSRE_CH23.49DOZO_SUBCHAPTER_IGEPR_23.49.024VICORE
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Design Review 

The City is currently updating its Design Review Program to be consistent with HB 1293. HB 
1293 requires that all design standards must be clear and objective and that there be a 

maximum of one public meeting. In addition to limiting projects to only one public meeting, 
proposed amendments would streamline the process to be quicker and less costly for 
applicants. Per HB 1293, the required revisions must be adopted by City Council within six 
months after the Comprehensive Plan is updated. 

Current Conditions 

Citywide  

Future Land Use & Zoning  

Land area in the City of Seattle encompasses approximately 83.83 square miles (53,651 
acres).22 The largest future land use designation category in the city is neighborhood 
residential, accounting for 52% of the city. Another one-quarter of the city is designated as a 
center or village (28%) with 6% in urban centers, 3% in hub urban villages, 8% in residential 
urban villages, and 11% in MICs. Of the remaining quarter of the city, 10% is designated as city-
owned open space, 5% is designated as multi-family residential, 3% is designated as 
commercial/mixed-use, 1% is designated as major institution, and land designated as 

cemeteries or industrial areas outside the MICs account for less than 1% each. See Exhibit 
3.6-14 and Appendix G.1. 

There are currently six urban centers, six hub urban villages, 18 residential urban villages, and 
two manufacturing industrial centers (MICs) in the city. The six urban centers (Downtown, 
Uptown, South Lake Union, First Hill / Capitol Hill, University Community, and Northgate) and 
two MICs (Greater Duwamish MIC and BallardɀInterbayɀNorthend MIC (BINMIC)) are also 
designated PSRC Metro Regional Growth Centers (RGCs) and Employment MICs, respectively. 
These regionally designated centers are part of the regional growth strategy in VISION 2050 to 
focus growth in urban areas with access to transit. 4ÈÅ ÓÉØ 2'#Ó ÍÅÅÔ 032#ȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ 
unit threshold for Metro RGCs (see the text box on the following page for additional information 
about PSRC versus King County RGC requirements).  

 
22 OFM Estimates of April 1 Population Density and Land Area by City and Town, 2022. 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-estimates/population-density
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Countywide Planning Policies were amended in 2021 to allow for designation of countywide 
centers based partially on size and activity levels. The City has not formally proposed 
countywide centers but may do so with the Comprehensive Plan Update. Thus, the size and 
activity units for both regional and countywide level centers are described below. Existing 
acreage and activity units per acre in each center and village are listed in Exhibit 3.6-13. 
,ÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÒÅÁÇÅ ÏÒ ÄÅÎÓÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÁÌÌ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ +ÉÎÇ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ×ÉÄÅ ÃÅÎÔÅÒ 

designation criteria of 160ɀ500 acres or below the minimum existing 18 activity units per acre 
are highlighted. All existing urban villages except the South Park Residential Urban Village in 
Area 7 meet the King County threshold of 18 existing activity units per acre. Several urban 
villages are below the minimum size threshold of 160 acres (the Lake City Hub Urban Village 
and the Admiral, Green Lake, GreenwoodɀPhinney Ridge, MadisonɀMiller, Morgan Junction, 
and Upper Queen Anne residential urban villages) and one is above the maximum size 
threshold of 500 acres (the 23rd & Union Jackson Residential 5ÒÂÁÎ 6ÉÌÌÁÇÅÓɊȢ .ÏÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ 032#ȭÓ 
MIC designation criteria do not include an activity unit density threshold and so existing 
activity units per acre are not calculated for the two MICs. 

Adopted aggregate Future Land Use designations in Seattle are mapped in Exhibit 3.6-15. 
Outside of centers and villages, commercial, mixed-use, and multi-family designations generally 
follow main arterials such as Holman Rd NW/15th Ave NW/15th Ave W, SR 99, 
Greenwood/Phinney Ave N, 15th Ave NE, Lake City Way NE, Sand Point Way NE, Westlake Ave 
N, E Madison St, Alki Ave SW, California Ave SW, Delridge Way SW, MLK Jr Way S, and Rainier 
Ave S. Neighborhood residential areas fill the intervening areas, along with city-owned open 
space and major institutions. This is consistent with existing land use patterns (discussed 
below). Industrial designations outside the MICs are typically adjacent to the MICs or other 

major roadways (e.g., the north shore of Lake Union, near Smith Cove, and near the I-5/I -90 
interchange).  

3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ σ ÏÆ 032#ȭÓ ςπρψ Regional Centers Framework Update includes designation criteria for Metro RGCs. 

Among other criteria, this includes a minimum density of 30 existing activity units and 85 planned activity units. 

Metro RGCs are also expected to be between 320ɀ640 acres in size (or larger if served by an internal, high-capacity 

transit system). Urban RGCs must meet a minimum density of 18 existing activity units and 45 planned activity 

units and the same size thresholds. 

Appendix 6 of the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) includes designation criteria for countywide 

growth centers although none are currently designated in King County. The criteria include an existing density of 

at least 18 activity units and planned density of at least 30 activity units. Countywide growth centers are also 

expected to be between 160ɀ500 acres in size. Appendix 6 also includes designation criteria for Metro and Urban 

Growth Centers ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ 032#ȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔs (60 existing/120 planned for Metro and 30 

existing/60 planned for Urban). Per the CPPs, not meeting existing activity unit thresholds for existing centers (all of 

3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ existing Urban Centers) is not grounds for de-designation or re-designation by the Growth Management 

Planning Council. 

See also Section 3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations  for more discussion of PSRC Metro Regional 

Growth Centers and King County Countywide Centers. 
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Exhibit 3.6-13. Centers and VillagesɂExisting Location, Size, and Activity Units  

Center/Village Analysis Area Existing Acres Existing AU Existing AU/Ac. 

Urban Centers 1     

Downtown 4 952 359,361 377.4 

First Hill/Capitol Hill  5 916 127,812 139.5 

University Community 2 753 41,085 54.5 

South Lake Union 4 340 80,456 236.7 

Uptown 3 333 43,759 131.3 

Northgate 2 412 23,611 57.3 

Hub Urban Village s1     

Ballard 1 495 33,565 67.7 

Bitter Lake Village 1 364 16,015 44.0 

Fremont 1 214 15,431 71.9 

Lake City 2 142 8,197 57.6 

Mt Baker 8 491 17,689 36.0 

West Seattle Junction 6 269 18,972 70.4 

Residential Urban Village s1     

23rd & UnionɀJackson 5 625 24,348 38.9 

Admiral 6 98 4,842 49.2 

AuroraɀLicton Springs 1 327 14,428 44.1 

Columbia City 8 335 11,352 33.9 

Crown Hill 1 271 6,863 25.3 

Eastlake 4 199 13,986 70.2 

Green Lake 1 109 7,675 70.6 

GreenwoodɀPhinney Ridge 1 94 7,956 84.5 

MadisonɀMiller  5 145 9,488 65.3 

Morgan Junction 6 113 3,865 34.1 

North Beacon Hill 8 267 7,506 28.1 

Othello 8 499 11,824 23.7 

Rainier Beach 8 346 7,967 23.0 

Roosevelt 2 170 10,448 61.4 

South Park 7 263 3,879 14.7 

Upper Queen Anne 3 53 4,709 89.5 

Wallingford 1 258 10,868 42.2 

WestwoodɀHighland Park 6 275 7,668 27.9 

MICs     

BallardɀInterbayɀNorthend 3 932 17,660 NA 

Greater Duwamish 7 4,953 62,335 NA 

1 See Exhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a cross-walk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus 
proposed place type names under the other aAlternatives 2-5. 
Note: Activity units (AU) is the sum of residential population and jobs. Assumes an average household size of 2.05 
per the King County Growth Management Planning Council. (ÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÄÅÎÓÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÒ ÓÉÚÅ ÆÁÌÌ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ +ÉÎÇ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ 
countywide center designation criteria of 160-500 acres or below the minimum 18 existing AU per acre (note 
032#ȭÓ -)# ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÁÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÕÎÉÔ ÄÅÎÓÉÔÙ ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄɊȢ 
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023. 
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Exhibit 3.6-14. Future Land Use DesignationsɂPercent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)  

Seattle 2035 Future Land Use 

 

Note: See Exhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a cross-walk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus 
proposed place type names under the other aAlternatives 2-5. 
Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023. 

Urban Center Neighborhood Residential Areas Major Institutions

Hub Urban Village Multi-Family Residential Areas Cemetery

Residential Urban Village Commercial/Mixed Use Areas City-Owned Open Space

Manufacturing Industrial Center Industrial Areas
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Exhibit 3.6-15. Citywide Future Land Use Designations  

 

Note: See Exhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a cross-walk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus 
proposed place type names under the other aAlternatives 2-5. 
Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023. 
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About three-quarters of the city is zoned for residential development, of which 61% is zoned 
Neighborhood Residential, 2% Residential Small Lot, and 12% zoned Multi-family. About 12% of 
the city is zoned industrial, 5% neighborhood commercial, and 3% commercial. The remaining 
zones account for about 5% of land in the city. See Exhibit 3.6-16 and Appendix G.1. 

Exhibit 3.6-16. Generalized ZoningɂPercent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)  

Generalized Zones 

 

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023.  
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Generalized zoning in Seattle is mapped in Exhibit 3.6-17. Most areas designated and zoned for 
commercial/mixed-use or multifamily residential uses are located in centers or villages. The 
general commercial zones tend to be found on major arterials and are more auto-oriented. 
Neighborhood Commercial and Seattle Mixed zones use development standards intended to 

produce more walkable environments and are better for housing development. Commercial 
and multifamily zoning outside centers or villages tends to be concentrated around major 
arterials. Industrial zoning is concentrated in the two MICs. City zoning rules in these areas 
allow industrial activity such as manufacturing, warehousing, and shipping of goods through 
waterways, railways, and highways. 

Most areas outside center, village, and MIC boundaries are zoned for neighborhood residential 
use. Neighborhood Residential zones cover much of the city. While these areas are commonly 
considered residential neighborhoods, they also include various uses beyond housing. For 
instance, most of the public park land is found in these zones, as are many schools, cemeteries, 
and fire stations. In most of these areas, houses are usually three stories or less in height and 
typically have yards and open space around them. Much of the land in these areas has been 
built to the densities allowed under current zoning rules. 
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Exhibit 3.6-17. Citywide Generalized Zoning  

 

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023. 
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Shorelines  

Shorelines designations overlay the primary future land use designations and zoning 
regulations. The Shoreline District encompasses 7,447 acres in the study area citywide and is 

regulated through zoning and shoreline environment designations. A little less than two-thirds 
of the shoreline citywide is within a conservancy shoreline environment (61%) and a little 
more than one-third is within an urban shoreline environment (39%). About 25% of the 
shoreline is designated Conservancy Recreation (CR), 22% is designated Conservancy 
Preservation (CP), and 10% is designated Conservancy Management (CM). Conservancy 
environments are typically located in waterways and on shorelines bordering neighborhood 
residential areas and city-owned open space. The other conservancy shoreline environments 
are concentrated in waterways such as Green Lake, Lake Union, the Lake Washington Ship 
Canal, and Smith Cove. About 19% of the shoreline is designated Urban Industrial (UI), 
primarily within the Greater Duwamish MIC and BINMIC. Urban Residential accounts for 
another 10% of the shoreline and is mostly located on the inland 200 feet of neighborhood 
residential areas. The other urban shoreline environments are concentrated around the 
Downtown waterfront and on the borders of Lake Union and the Lake Washington Ship Canal. 
Exhibit 3.6-18 summarizes the acreage of each designation citywide and within each EIS 
Analysis Area. See also the Shoreline Master Program  section for more detail about the SMP 
and the purpose of each environment designation. 

Exhibit 3.6-18. Shoreline Environment Designations ɂAcres Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area 

Shoreline Designation 

EIS Analysis Area 

Citywide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Conservancy 
Management 

339 ac. 
(32.4%) 

80 ac. 
(10.5%) 

168 ac. 
(9.5%) 

5 ac. 
(1.2%) 

61 ac. 
(11.9%) 

44 ac. 
(4.0%) 

1 ac. (0.1%) 
57 ac. 
(8.4%) 

754 ac. 
(10.1%) 

Conservancy Navigation 
82 ac. 
(7.9%) 

3 ac.  
(0.4%) 

140 ac. 
(7.9%) 

3 ac.  
(0.9%) 

2 ac.  
(0.4%) 

0.2 ac. 
(0.0%) 

0.2 ac. 
(0.0%) 

2 ac. (0.4%) 
234 ac. 
(3.1%) 

Conservancy 
Preservation 

150 ac. 
(14.3%) 

199 ac. 
(26.1%) 

615 ac. 
(34.7%) 

ɂ 
160 ac. 
(31.2%) 

337 ac. 
(30.6%) 

58 ac. 
(4.9%) 

112 ac. 
(16.5%) 

1,632 ac. 
(21.9%) 

Conservancy Recreation 
132 ac. 
(12.7%) 

293 ac. 
(38.5%) 

336 ac. 
(19.0%) 

6 ac.  
(1.5%) 

164 ac. 
(31.9%) 

548 ac. 
(49.7%) 

12 ac. 
(1.0%) 

402 ac. 
(59.3%) 

1,894 ac. 
(25.4%) 

Conservancy Waterway 
13 ac. 
(1.3%) 

1 ac.  
(0.1%) 

ɂ 
22 ac. 
(5.7%) 

ɂ ɂ ɂ ɂ 
36 ac.  
(0.5%) 

Urban Commercial 
182 ac. 
(17.4%) 

32 ac. 
(4.1%) 

ɂ 
160 ac. 
(41.0%) 

3 ac.  
(0.6%) 

11 ac. 
(1.0%) 

ɂ 
8 ac.  

(1.1%) 
395 ac. 
(5.3%) 

Urban General 
20 ac. 
(1.9%) 

ɂ 
21 ac. 
(1.2%) 

0.3 ac. 
(0.1%) 

ɂ ɂ 4 ac. (0.3%) ɂ 
44 ac.  
(0.6%) 

Urban Harborfront ɂ ɂ ɂ 
130 ac. 
(33.3%) 

ɂ ɂ ɂ ɂ 
130 ac. 
(1.7%) 

Urban Maritime 
56 ac. 
(5.3%) 

3 ac.  
(0.4%) 

97 ac. 
(5.5%) 

35 ac. 
(9.0%) 

ɂ ɂ ɂ ɂ 
191 ac. 
(2.6%) 

Urban Residential 
70 ac. 
(6.7%) 

151 ac. 
(19.8%) 

86 ac. 
(4.8%) 

28 ac. 
(7.3%) 

123 ac. 
(23.9%) 

162 ac. 
(14.7%) 

ɂ 
97 ac. 

(14.3%) 
716 ac. 
(9.6%) 

Urban Industrial 
2 ac.  

(0.2%) 
ɂ 

309 ac. 
(17.4%) 

0.2 ac. 
(0.1%) 

ɂ 
0.1 ac. 
(0.0%) 

1,110 ac. 
(93.7%) 

ɂ 
1,421 ac. 
(19.1%) 

Total Acres & Percent 
of Citywide Total  

1,045 ac. 
(14%)  

761 ac. 
(10%)  

1,772 ac. 
(24%)  

390 ac. 
(5%)  

513 ac. 
(7%)  

1,102 ac. 
(15%)  

1,185 ac. 
(16%)  

678 ac. 
(9%)  

7,447 ac. 
(100%)  

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2022. 
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Existing Land Use Pattern  

Exhibit 3.6-19 summarizes percent of existing land use acreage citywide and by analysis area, 
excluding water bodies and public right-of-way. Citywide, the largest existing land use category 

is single family residential, which comprises about 48% of existing land uses. Parks and open 
space/cemeteries account for about 14% and major institutions and public facilities and 
utilities account for about 11% of existing land uses. Multi -family and commercial/mixed-use 
comprise 9% and 8%, respectively, while industrial and vacant land uses each comprise 5% of 
total existing uses in Seattle. 

Exhibit 3.6-19. Current Land UseɂPercent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)  

 

Current Land Use 

 

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023.  

Parks/Open 

Space/Cemeteries

Vacant

Easement/Unclassified

Multi-Family

Single Family

Major Institution & 

Public Facilities/Utilities

Commercial/Mixed-Use

Industrial
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Exhibit 3.6-20 maps existing land use distribution across the city. The highest concentrations 
of commercial, mixed-use, and multi-family development are in the four urban centers that 
ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȰÃÅÎÔÅÒ ÃÉÔÙȱ ɉ$Ï×ÎÔÏ×Îȟ &ÉÒÓÔ Hill /Capitol Hill, South 
Lake Union, and Uptown). Housing in these areas might be built as a stand-alone structure or 

along with commercial space. Mixed-use areas or projects contain residential and commercial 
uses and often have offices or stores on the ground floor with housing above. Other centers, 
villages, and smaller nodes around the city also contain varying levels of commercial, mixed-
use, and multi-family development. 

Outside of the centers and villages, concentrations of commercial, mixed-use, and multifamily 
development generally follow main arterials such as Holman Rd NW/15t Ave NW/15th Ave W, 
SR 99, Greenwood/Phinney Ave N, 15th Ave NE, Lake City Way NE, Sand Point Way NE, 
Westlake Ave N, E Madison St, Alki Ave SW, California Ave SW, Delridge Way SW, MLK Jr Way S, 
and Rainier Ave S. 

Single-family residential neighborhoods fill the intervening areas, along with parks, open space, 
and major institutional uses. Industrial development is concentrated in the Greater Duwamish 
MIC in south central Seattle and in the BINMIC northwest of Downtown (along the Duwamish 
2ÉÖÅÒȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃ ÍÅÁÎÄÅÒÉÎÇ ÆÌÏÏÄ ÐÌÁÉÎȟ %ÌÌÉÏÔÔ "ÁÙȟ ,ÁËÅ 5ÎÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ 3ÁÌÍÏÎ "ÁÙɊȢ /ÎÌÙ υϷ ÏÆ 
land is vacant, most of which is located near industrial areas or rail lines, along shorelines with 
critical areas, or adjacent to major utility easements or trails (such as the Chief Sealth Trail in 
Area 8). Some additional vacant lands are scattered throughout the single family areas. 
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Exhibit 3.6-20. Citywide Current Land Use  

 

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2022. 
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Height, Bulk, & Scale 

The FLUM (Exhibit 3.6-15) illustrates the general building massing pattern across the city. 
Greater allowed height, bulk, and mass are generally concentrated in centers and villages. The 

ÍÁÎÕÆÁÃÔÕÒÉÎÇȾÉÎÄÕÓÔÒÉÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓ ÁÌÌÏ× Á ÒÁÎÇÅ ÏÆ ÈÅÉÇÈÔÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÍÏÓÔ ÎÅ× ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ 
maximize the height allowance. Most of the city is zoned neighborhood residential with most of 
the buildings being 1- and 2-story detached homes. 

Transitions  

Existing development patterns for transitions between scalesɂboth from one zone to another 
and within a single zoneɂvary across the city. Many areas with long established zone boundaries 
exhibit stark transitions between multi-family or commercial buildings and low-density 
residential areas. This is especially true in relatively recently developed areas of the city and 
areas that have seen intense development in recent decades, like Ballard. See Exhibit 3.6-21. 

Exhibit 3.6-21. Urban Village Boundary (Black Dashed Line) In Ballard  

 

Source: Image: Landsat/ Copernicus. Data: SI, NOAA, US Navy, NGA, GEBCO Data LDEO-Columbia, NSF, NOAA. 

Some older areas exhibit gradual transitions from more to less intensive development types 
based on pre-zoning development patterns, with more intensive uses more likely to be 
developed near transit routes and amenities like parks and views. More and less intense 
buildings within a single zone intermingle more in older neighborhoods, where a variety of 
apartment/condo developments are regularly found adjacent to single family houses. See 

Exhibit 3.6-22 and Exhibit 3.6-23. 
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Exhibit 3.6-22. Intermingling Development Types  

 

Source: MAKERS, 2022. 

Exhibit 3.6-23. Gradual Transition of Residential Uses In Capitol Hill  

 

Note: Shows gradual transition from multi-family (blue) to single family (pink) uses in Capitol Hill. 
Source: King County Assessor, 2021; MAKERS, 2023. 
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In recent years, development in centers and villages where parking is not required (primarily 
close to transit service) has created less disruptive transitions to the low-density residential 
scale, compared to areas where abundant car parking is required. Parking infrastructure like 
garages and surface parking presents a visual contrast with typical building design in low-density 

residential areas, where parking is visible, but not visually prominent. See Exhibit 3.6-24. 

Exhibit 3.6-24. Driveways and Garages Visual Impacts  

  

Note: Left: Infill development with new driveways and garages. Right: Nearby low-density neighborhood. Parking 
is visible, but less prominent. 
Source: Google Maps Streetview. © Google 2023. 

Tree Canopy 

3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÌÏÔÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÔÒÅÅ ÃÁÎÏÐÙȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÁÓ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅ 
becomes denser to meet the needs of a growing population, new buildings cover more ground, 
especially when surface parking is provided, causing removal of existing trees and/or reducing 
space available for new trees. Private property currently provides about 72% of tree canopy, 
while 28% is provided on public property including street rights-of-way, parks, and other City-
owned land.23 Since 2016, the City of Seattle saw an overall net loss of urban tree canopy (255 
acres, 1.7%) while the goal is to increase tree canopy. The biggest losses were in parks (111 

acres, 5.1%) and Neighborhood RÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓ ɉψχ ÁÃÒÅÓȟ ρȢςϷɊȢ 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ Canopy Cover 
Assessment ÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ Ȱ,ÏÓÓ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÑÕÉÔÁÂÌÅɂNeighborhoods impacted by racial and economic 
ÉÎÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÅÓÓ ÃÁÎÏÐÙ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÓÔ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȢȱ24 

Shadows 

3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ ÈÉÌÌÙ ÔÏÐÏÇÒÁÐÈÙ ÐÌÁÙÓ Á ÍÁÊÏÒ ÒÏÌÅ in the prevalence of shadows. Generally, the north 
side of a hill or areas within a valley experience shadows during longer periods of the day. 
Trees, especially large, dense evergreens, cast significant shadows year-round. Building heights 

 
23 City of Seattle, Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment, 2016. 
24 City of Seattle, Urban Forestry Results Summary 3ÅÁÔÔÌÅȭÓ #ÁÎÏÐÙ #ÏÖÅÒ !ÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ, 2023. 
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also play a major role, with buildings over 2 stories typically casting shadows onto the sidewalk 
for most of the winter. Unique shadow conditions are noted in the Analysis Area descriptions. 

Views 

Viewpoints and scenic routes are found throughout the city. As to be expected, they concentrate 
along waterfronts and/or topographically high points. The Duwamish lacks SEPA-protected 
ÖÉÅ×ÐÏÉÎÔÓ ɉÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÅÄ ȰÓÈÏÒÅÌÉÎÅ ÖÉÅ×ÐÏÉÎÔÓȱɊȟ ÌÉËÅÌy due to the area being 
at a low point and public access being discouraged in the industrial area. North Seattle also has 
fewer protected viewpoints, despite existing high point views such as from Phinney Ridge 
overlooking Ballard and the Puget Sound. Factors that may influence a lack of viewpoints in 
north Seattle may include a combination of topography with fewer natural viewpoints, large 
trees blocking views, and limited public space at high points. A similar situation may exist in 
Rainier Valley, where land is topographically lower. 
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Analysis Areas 

Area 1: NW Seattle 

Future Land Use, Zoning, & Shorelines 

Area 1 includes the northwest portion of Seattle that is west of I-5 and north of the Lake 
Washington Ship Canal. It includes approximately 7,151 acres of buildable lands, or 18% of the 
buildable lands citywide, and includes three hub urban villages and five residential urban 
villages: the Ballard, Bitter Lake, and Fremont hub urban villages and the Aurora-Licton 
Springs, Crown Hill, Green Lake, Greenwood-Phinney Ridge, and Wallingford residential urban 
villages. Most commercial, mixed-use, and lowrise multi-family future land use and zoning 
designations are concentrated in the urban villages with commercial designations generally 
adjacent to major arterials and lowrise multi-family designations on the edges of the urban 
village boundaries. 

Outside of the urban villages, commercial, mixed-use, and multi-family future land use and 
zoning designations generally follow major arterials including SR 99, Greenwood/Phinney Ave 
N, and 15th Ave NW/Holman Rd NW. A small portion of the land along the north shore of Lake 
Union is designated and zoned industrial. Major parks and open space in the area include 
Woodland Park Zoo, Green Lake Park, Golden Gardens, Carkeek Park, and Gas Works. North 
Seattle College is also located adjacent to I-5 in the central eastern portion of the analysis area. 
Neighborhood residential future land use and zoning designations fill in the intervening areas. 

Future land use and zoning acreage within the analysis area are detailed in Exhibit 3.6-14 and 
Exhibit 3.6-16 and mapped in Exhibit 3.6-25 and Exhibit 3.6-26. 

!ÒÅÁ ρ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ρτϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÅÄ shoreline district (1,045 acres). A little over 
two-thirds  of this area is within a conservancy shoreline environment, including Conservancy 
Management (32%) in Green Lake and a combination of Conservancy Preservation (14%) and 
Recreation (13%) on Puget Sound from Golden Gardens north to the city limit. Another 29% of 
this area is designated Urban Commercial (near Shilshole Bay), Urban Maritime (along the 
north shore of Lake Union), and Urban Residential (inland along Puget Sound north of Golden 
Gardens). Designated shoreline acreage within the analysis area is detailed in Exhibit 3.6-18 
and mapped in Exhibit 3.6-27. 
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Exhibit 3.6-25. Area 1: NW SeattleɂFuture Land Use Designations  

 

Source: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2022. 
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Exhibit 3.6-26. Area 1: NW SeattleɂZoning  

 

Source: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023. 
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https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code/243570?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR
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https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/Environment/ClimateChange/dpdp021677.pdf
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