Ch3 Environment, Impacts, & Mitigation Measures

3.6 Land Use Patterns & Urban Form
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Land Use Patterns & Urban Form

This sectionsummarizes the affected environment including the current policy and

regulatory frameworks, current land and shoreline usesphysical form, and views and
compares impacts of the alternatives on landse patterns and urban form inthe city. The
analysis focuses orthanges in activity levels and compatibility of change in land use and
shoreline patterns, as well agotential changes to physical conditions and viewsThis 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 isection 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 sectionbegins with a discussion of the historical context of planning and land uskecisions

in Seattle. This is followed by a summary of the existingplicy and regulatory framework s?

including policies and regulations regarding the height, bulk, and scale of development as well as
shadows, and public views andthe resulting general development patternsitywide and by

analysis areaThe summaryaddresses land use patterns and development character 8eattle

and provides a baseline for analyzing the impacts of the alternative growth scenaridSecton

3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations addresses related topics in greater detail,

ET Al OAET ¢ OEA 7AOEET COI 1T 30AO0A ' Of xOBndMultit ACAT Al
#1 OT OU 01 ATTET C 0711 EAE A Awide Panfing Bdiicies (ERPS), aidith®T OUS O
#EOUGO AOOOAT O #1 1 POAEAT OEOGA 01 Al

Overview of Historical Planning & Land Use Decisions

The study area was inhabitedextensively by Coast Salish
peoples for thousands of yeargrior to the presence of White evaluation written by City staff
settlers in the region Before European contact, the region from the 2022 Seattle Industrial

was one of the most populated centers in North America. The  and Maritime Strategy Final EIS

This section incorporates

Indians of the Eastern Puget Sound lived in relatively small, Additional context was added
autonomous villages and spoke variations dfushootseed here to expand the discussion
(txGJi udid, dx@JA Y A Bnk& of the Coast Salish languages. citywide beyond industrial and
Many tribes were affiliated through intermarriage, political maritime areas.

agreement, trade, and material culture. Indigenous people SeeSection 3.9 Cultural

lived in permanent villages of longhouses or winter houses, Resources for a more detailed

and traditionally left their winter residences in the spring, history of indigenous and non
indigenous people in Seattlas

summer, and early fall in family canoes to travel to temporary el 25 AT EVETER G TR
camps at fishing, huntingand gathering grounds. At the time archaeological, and other cultural
of the first White settlements around 1850, natives were resourcesin the study area.
living in more than 90 longhouses in at least 17 villages in

modern-day Seattle.
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Land Use Patterns & Urban Form

Waterways were central to the cultures and livelihoods of native people. "Duwamish” is the
Anglo-Europeanized word which meant "people of the inside'jxGlJwéA A rferencing the

interior waters of the Duwamish, Black and Cedar rivers. The Suguamish take their name from

OEA , OOET 1 OOAAA PEOAOA &£ O OPAIT biiviAg afodRd IGikeA AT AA

Washingtonwere collectively known ashah-choocAHBSHor hah-chu-AHBSHor 8 A A Q Redpie
of HAHchooor Xachy "People of a Large Lake" or "LakeeBple."

%AOI U '|I OAOAOEIT O O 3AAOO0I A0 , AT A0 Q 7AO/

Seattle was incorporated in 1869, eighteen years after the first white settlers arrive@hysical

alteration of the land and waterways by white settlers is important context for a discussion of

land use today3 AAOOI A6O 1 AT A AT A xAOAOxAUO 11TTEAA OAOL
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 psent day

Lake Union. The Lushootseed name faresent day Lake Union wasenas Chuclor XaXu7cHoo

("small great-amount-of-water"), present day Lake Washington was calledyas Chuclor

8 A A O(fgredd-amount-of-water"), and the presentday area of the Montlake Cut was called

"Carry a Canoe."

EarlyAAOAT 1 i AT O OEAxAA 3AAOOI A6O O1I Bl COAPEU AO ¢/
system of locks and cut waterways connecting east to west began in 1911 and culminated in

1916 (seeExhibit 3.6-1)8 7 AOAOO xAOA AiT 11 AAOGAA &OI 1T , AEA 7/
5TEIT OF 3AITiI1T1T "AU OET OCE A OAOEAO T &£ ITAEO O
partially drained as a result, lowering the level of the lake by 8.&& 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 BlackRiver (which no longer exists). The Black Rives

connectedto the Duwamish River, which outlets as it does today to Elliott Bay. The Cedar

River? which had previously flowed into the Black River in Rentom was diverted in 1912

directly into the south end of Lake Washington to reduce flooding in Renton. The remaining

bl OOETT 1 &£ OEA "1 AAE 2EOAO AOEAA OP E1l pwpe xE
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, ngi@ople were

displaced from the area.
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Exhibit 3.6-18

Land Use Patterns & Urban Form
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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
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landscape, taking place between 1897 and 1930. Denny Hill originally topped out at ab@#0
feet in elevation, about half the hajht of hills such as Queen Anne, Capitol, and Magnolig 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 Regradg=xhibit 3.6-2). Runoff and sediment
from the Denny Regradewnere primarily funneled west into Elliott Bay with some transported
to the area around Pine and Olive Stree(greating the smoothed out, relatively gentle slope
that now ascends past the Paramount Theater to Capitol Hill
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Exhibit 3.6-2. Denny Regrade Before and After, 1907 -1909

RESULTS OF A REGRADE IN SEATTLE
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Note: Regrade before and after, 2nd Avenue looking north from Pine Street, Seattle, 19@D9
Sources: Courtesy Washington State Historical Society (1994.1.1.429 HistoryLink.org Essay 21204

Hundreds of acres of tide flats were filled in during the first decades of the #century to create
dry land. After completion of the manmade 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 commercialeusnd

to alleviate flooding. Beginning in 1913, the river was altered to remove oxbows and meanders to
maintain high water flows and turning shps 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;rf@ile-long river became a Bmile
engineered waterwaycapable of handling oceafgoing vessels and the Duwamish basin
transitioned into Seattle's industrial and commercial core area. Séexhibit 3.6-3.
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Exhibit 3.6-3. The Transformation of the Duwamish Estuary and River

Mid -1800s Today

1896 1909

Tideflat @ -river Channel @ riled Land and Buitt Structures ([l sait water Marsh S

Historical data from USCGS Topographic Sheet T-1406, 1875; USGS Land Classification Sheet, Seattie Quadrangle, 1897;
USGS map, Seattie Qu we. 1909; USGS i map, 1943; The Waterlines Project

Source: Burke MuseuniThe Waterlines Project 2009.
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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 sedtk 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 mamade "Ballast Island” on

the Seattle waterfront as a canoe hatdut and informal market, but by the mid1920s, 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 predomindly 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,

"1 OA 2EACAh AT A (AxOEITOT A (EI1 08 30AE 1TAECEAT O
industrial areas. By excluding all but White households from covenamestricted 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 ¢ alséection 3.8 Population,

Housing, & Employment and the

Owners' Loan Corporation (HOLC) evaluated mortgage Seattle Municipal Archives Redlining
risks in cities across the country. It rated neighborhoods in Seattle) for more discussion of
as "best," "still desirable," tefinitely declining," and redlining and displacement.

"hazardous" (Exhibit 3.6-4). Neighborhoods with

concentrations of Black, Asian, and Indian households

were deemed financially risky and were marked in red so thanortgage 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 aammulating wealth. Additionally, lenders

refused to provide mortgages for Black, Asian, and Indian households in predominantly White

T AECEAT OETT A0 OAOGAA OAAOGOGG 1T O OOOEIT AAOGEOAAIL A
neighborhoods adjacent to the Duwamish indstrial areas including Delridge, South Park, and
31 60E "AAATT (EIlT xAOA OAOAA OEAUAOAT OOhd xEEI

and Interbay industrial areas including the lower slopes of Magnolia, Queen Anne, and portions

of Ballard weretAOAA OAAEET EOAT U AAAI ET ET C86

0OOEI O Oi 3AAOOI A6O AEAEOOO UITETC 1T OAET AT AAGh 10
throughout the city, with no areas reserved exclusively for singld x A1 1 ET ¢ ET OOET C8

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

housing and zoning districts bordering MICgontinues to be evident today in areas including
Interbay and the northeast edge of Ballard.

Exhibit 3.6-4. Commercial Map of Greater Seattle With GGrade Of SecuritydDesignations, 1936
[ = R A — 7
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Source: Honig, 2021 (HistoryLink Essay No. 21296).

Annexation & Regional Transportation Corridors

-ATU T &£ OEA #EOUG60O AAOI U Ahbndieduldng Bidiuse dedisionOEA OA
were dependent on water accessThis dependency shifted in the late 1800s with expansion of

the roadway and rail network.3 AAOOI A6 0 EEOOO Al AAOOEA OOOAAOAA
city had 48 miles of electric streetcars and 22 miles of cable railway. In 1902, the Seattle
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Tacoma Interurban Railway opened which included stops in Rainier Beach, Renton, and
Kent? anda Mount Vernonto-Bellingham line opered by1910. Street cars exposed new
territory to speculative commercial and residential development and the city expandethrough
extensive annexation during the first part of the 2@ century. As 0f1891, the city extended

from present-day Beacon Hill to the University District (then known as Brooklyn)Between

1905 and 1910, eght small towns (Ballard, Columbia, Georgetown, Laelhurst, Rainier Beach
Ravenng South Parkand West Seattlg¢ were annexed to the City of Seattle, nearly doubling the
physical area of thecity . After Georgetown was annexed in 1910, no large annexations were
made until the early 1950s. Muctlof the city north of N 83" Street was added during postwar
annexationas major road networks accelerated the decentralization of the city.

Major transportation corridors constructed during the 20 century fundamentally changed

SAAOOI AGO 1T AT A OOA PAOOAOT O AT A OEA 1 R&ifgEAT OEI |
Highway built in the 1920s (later renamed US 99 and then SR 99 after construction €5)| the

George Washington Memorial Bridge (the Aurora Bridge) completed in 1932, the elevated

Alaskan Way completed in 1936 and subsequent doublieck Alaskan Wa Viaduct built in three

phases from 1949 through 1959, and the Seattle Freewd&yow I-5) constructed in the 1960s.

When the viaductopened in 1953 it offered the first route around Seattl& 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
AAOx AAT AT x1 O1T x1 Al A atwishrodbsaddiidi@dualstatyded DT T O8 6
planned for its demiseover several decades bt the lad of a viable alternative for handling the
tens of thousands of daily users stymied their efforts. The 2001 Nisqually earthquake
significantly damaged the viaduo® joints and foundations and furthered the discussiomfter a
decade of studying, planning, and public discussiothe idea fora deepbore tunnel garnered
enough support to move forward. The southern end of the viaduct was demolished in October
2011 and tunnel boring took place from 20132017. The viaduct closed to traffic in January
2019, thenew tunnel openedin February, and the remaining span of the viaduct was
demolished later that year New development along the waterfront in downtown Seattle
including a park promenade are scheduledto be completed in 2025

The Seattle Freeway, now knownasd h Al 01 Al OAOAA OEA 1 A1 AGAADPA
when it was constructed in the 1960sDue to unique geographical and topographical

AT T OOOAET OOh OEA EOAAXxAUBO OI OOA xAO OI OEIi AOAI
breaking east to avoid Green Lake and then bending west around Beacon Hill before continuing

south (seeExhibit 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 blocksamid
demolished in the heart of the Chinese International District left the district divided and with

an unpleasant edge condition for future redevelopment to contend withn all, 20.5 miles of the

route? or about 4,500 parcels of landmost of which wereimproved with homes, apartment

buildings, or businesse3? were cleared for the construction
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Exhibit 3.6-5. I-5 Construction Through Seattle and the Planned Seattle Freeway System
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Top left: Construction of 15, 1964;Courtesy of theSeattle Municipal Archives Bottom left: Apartment building
being moved due tol-5 construction, 1960, HistoryLink Essay 4168via MOHAI (1986.5.4007). RightCity of
Seattle 195 Comprehensive PlanSeattle Public Libraries Special Collection.

3AAOOI A O & AehhaAuwnber & Suthiufrisings across the U.S. in the 1960s and

70s? halted two other major freeways in the city and significantly downsized a thirdAlong
with1-50EA #EOUB8 O #1 I bOA mAhdrabddtiddwayoh thd Lakké Washidgtdn £l O
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 5 with a highway via a masive viaduct that cut through South Lake Unio(see

Exhibit 3.6-5). If built as planned, the RH Thompson Expressway would have cut through the
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heart of the largely Black Central District Neighborhood, demolishegis many as 3,000 homes

and displaed up to 8,000 people The planned 14lane interchange with 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 connec®0 to I-5). A diverse

consortium of activists faced the Seattle City Council and Highway Department head on to stop

both of the planned freewayswhich were eventua | U OAIT T OAA £OT I OEA #EOL
Plan in the 1970s and struck down by public referendum.

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

The Century 21 Expositionalso known as the Seattle Worl@ Fair, was held between April 21
and October 21, 1962and drew almost 10 million visitors. The 1962 Seattle Worl@ Fairgave
visitors a glimpse of the future and left Seattle with a lasting legggcgiving Seattle world-wide
recognition and effectively (utting it on the map6Though the fair was primarily administered
by the non-profit private Century 21 Exposition,Inc., sibstantial efforts were made to integrate
the planning of the municipal, ate, and private entities involved.In addition, the City of Seattle
was deeply involved in development and executioriThe Gty oversaw a number of fairbased
building projects both within and beyond thefairgrounds, including the Monorail line, the
International Fountain, and a 1,506car garage along Mercer StreeUltimately, 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 Pla@n principle 6presented in the form of an

illustrated map (seeExhibit 3.6-5). The Planfocused primarily on transportation, specifically

the automobile, and protecting singlefamily homes Per the adopting resolution, the Plan
addressed®he 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 neighth@od and

community units, and the conservation and restoration of natural resourcegResolution

17488)6 6 AOET OO0 Al AT Al AT 60 xAOA 1T AAA O OEA pwuy
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 ¢and use

policies, until the State adopted the 1990 Growth Management Act (GMA). Those land use

bi 1l EAEAO AOI OA A OECI EEZEAAT O OAOGEAx 1T &£ OEA #EO
new zoning policies and regulations that supported mixg-use development through the 1980s.

The GMAwas 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 stateAs part of the GMA, most cities
and counties in Washington (including Seattle) are required to adopt

See alsdsection 3.8
Population, Housing,
& Employment .
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comprehensive plans coordinated withregional and countywide planning.In 1994, the City
adopted its first GMA mandated comprehensive pladeveloped around anirban village
strategy8 6 4 E E Gloc@s8 gréwihAn@vdikable, mixed-use neighborhoods with good access
to jobs, transit, and servicesThe City Council also adopted 37 neighborhood plans during the
1990s as part of this planning effort iresponse 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

OEA #EOUGO 1 OAOAI 1T OOAAT OEIT AGCA C Obsiatpely OOOAOA
adhered tothe 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 stragy in

OAOAOAT OEI 1 ACAOh ETaAdio®dd td light railisysterdand oimadh Et@®@ 6 O A @
growth in South Lake Union. Overall, the urban village strategy has guided residential, office,

and retail development into a small number of compact, walkable, mixedse neighborhoods

linked by transit.

At the same time, the city's growth has ledhany neighborhoods to become increasingly

exclusiveand has contributed toa dearth of affordable housing for its working population,

while endemic issues of racism, social injustice, and a warming planet continue to inspire

demands for changeMany neighborhoods outsideurban center andvillage boundaries have

few housing options beyond detached homes. With the cost of these homes rising dramatically

ET OEA 1 AO0O pn UAAOOh OEAOA 1T AECEAT OEI T AO AOA
own a home. The urban village strategy has alsesulted in few new homeownership

opportunities inside centers andvillages 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 overlajstricts) ,

policies and regulations regarding urban form and aesthetics (height, bulk, and scale, transitions,
tree canopy, shadows, and viewsand current land use conditionsCurrent policy and regulatory
AOAIT AxT OE OAcCcOI AGET ¢ 1 AT A OOA ET OEA #EOU 1 £
AT A -o000h +ETC #1 O1 Ou6O #000Oh OEA #EOUB8O AOO
actions including development standards ithe Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) and the Shoreline
Master Program (SMP). S@ral other regulatory measures affect land use including localized

overlay districts and design guidelinesMost date, regional, and local land use policies are

reviewed and evaluated inSection 3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations with

policies and regulations specific to urban form and aesthetics discussed below.

3/
OAT
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Future Land Use & Zoning

4EA #EOU T &£ 3AAOOI A6O0 &OOOOA , AT A 50A -ADP | &, 5-
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 strategyurban centers, hub urban villages,
residential urban villages, and manufacturing/industrial centers (MICs). Four other land use

types? neighborhood residential areas, multifamily residential areas, commercial/mixeduse

areas, and industrial areas are meart to suggest specific uses outside of the urban villages. The

FLUM also designates major institutions, cemeteries, and cibwned open space.

The future land use designations are implemented by a corresponding range of zoning districts
and development regulations established iTitle 23 of the Seattle Municipal CodéSMC). There
may be different levels of zoningvithin 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 communitiesProperty 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 applyif they conflict with the
provisions of the underlying zone Exhibit 3.6-6 summarizes futureland use designations and
corresponding implementing zones See als@\ppendix G.1for a summary of general zoning
categories and overlay districts detailed irMC Title 23

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

Urban Centers? ADowntown (DH1, DH2, DMC, DMR, DOC1, DOC

Urban centers are the densest Seattle neighborhoods. They . and DRC) _ _
act as both regional centers and local neighborhoods that ~ APike Market Mixed (PMM), Pioneer Square

offer a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment Mixed (PSM), and International District Mixed
opportunities. and Residential (IDM and IDR)

ASeattle Mixed (SM)

AlLowrise, Midrise, and Highrise Multifamily (R3,
MR, and HR)

ANeighborhood Commercial (NC2, and NC3)

ACommercial (C1 and C2)

Hub Urban Villages 2 AResidential Small Lot (RSL)

Hub villages are communities that offer a balance of housin ALowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3)
and employment but are generally less dense than urban ~ AMidrise Multifamily (MR) ’
centers. These areas provide a mix of goods, services, and ANeighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NC:

employment for their residents andsurrounding ACommercial (C1 and C2)
neighborhoods.
Residential Urban Villages 2 AResidential Small Lot (RSL)

Residential villages are areas of residential development, ALowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3)
generally at lower densities than urban centers or hub urbar AMidrise Multifamily (MR)

villages. While they are also sources of goods and services ANeighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NCt
for residents and surrounding communities, for the most

part they do not offer many employment opportunities.
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Manufacturing Industrial Centers (MICs) Alndustrial (MML, 11, Ul, I

Manufacturing industrial centersare ol A 01T OEA
thriving industrial businesses. Like urban centers, they are
important regional resources for retaining and attracting

jobs and for maintaining a diversified economyMost of the

AEOUSO OEEDDEI Ch | AlistuEdnA OO (

AAOEOEOEAO OAEA pi AAA EIT Ot
manufacturing/industrial centers.

Neighborhood Residential Areas ANeighborhood Residential (NR1, NR2, and NR3

Neighborhood residential areas povide opportunities for
detached singlefamily and other compatible housing
options that have low height, bulkand 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
otherwise not conducive to more intensive development.

Multi -Family Residential Areas ALowrise Multifamily (LR1, LR2, and LR3)

4 EA AE Ofdbilpardacbn@aii a variety of housing ~ AMidrise Multifamily (MR)
types. You might find duplexes or townhouses, waikp

apartments, or highrise towers. Overall, these areas offer

more choices for people with different living styles and a

wider range of incomes than singl€amily zones.

Commercial / Mixed Use Areas ANeighborhood Commercial (NC1, NC2, and NC:
Commercial/mixed-use areas are places meant to provide ACommercial (C1 and C2)

jobs and services. Most of these areas also allow housing.

Industrial Areas Alndustrial (MML, II, U, I¢

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

Major Institutions AMajor Institution Overlay District. Underlying
zoning varies dependingon the surrounding
community.

Cemetery ANeighborhood Residential (NR2 and NR3)

ALowrise Multifamily (LR3)
City-Owned Open Space ANeighborhood Residential (NR1, NR2, and NR3

1 SeeAppendix G.1for more detailed summaries of general zoning categories and overlay districts, respectively.
2 SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus
proposed place type names undethe other aAlternatives

SourcesCity of Seattle Future Land Use Ma022; BERK, 2023.
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Shoreline Master Program

The Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMAquires all counties and most towns

and citiesto plan for how shorelines in their jurisdiction will develop through a Shoreline

Master Program (SMP)3 AAOOI A6 O 3-0 APPI EAO O OEA OEIT OAI E
AT AOI AT O ET OEA #E OUDMO 23.3%kmHE BhbrAline Disiidt iAclude®al - AD
land within 200 feet of theAE QU8 O | A E T 20OPugeASound Lakd Wakhhglon, Lake

Union, the Lake Washington Ship Canal, and the Duwamish Riveas well ashydrologically

connected wetlands and all submerged land.he adopted Seattl&SMPis comprised of the goals

and policies in the Shoreline Areas Element of the Comprehensive Plan, SMP regulations in the

Land Use CodegMC 23.604 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 shoreline3 A A OOl préscdibes 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 Districhdgeline
environment designationsx EOEET 3 AAOOI A60 3ET OAT ET A $EOOOEAC
categorie® Conservancy and Urbam and 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 singldamily houses and waterdependent and water-
related uses.SMC 23.60A.220(Diletails the purpose andlocational 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 charact&olicies guiding
height, bulk, and scale in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan include:

LUS3#1 1 00T 1 OEA 1 AOOGET C 1T £ OOOOAOOOAOG O1 1 AEZ
plannedscale, provide a reasonable ratio of open to occupied space on a site, and
allow the building to receive adequate natural light.

LU 5.4Use 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.

LU550 O OEAA &£ O OAOEAAT 008 OAAOAAOQEITT AT 1TAAAC
standards for private or shared amenity areas such as rooftop decks, balconies,

ground-level open spaces, or enclosed spaces.
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LU 5.6Establish setbacks in residential areas as needed to allow for adequate light,
air, and groundlevel open space; help provide privacy; promote compatibility with the
existing development pattern; and separatesidential uses from more intensiveses.

These policies are reiterated irSMC 25.05.675.Specific Environmental Policieg Height, bulk,

AT A OAAI Ah xEEAE OAO AT GEOITT1 AT OA1 Ohdwednx DI I E
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
development8 6 3 b A BNECRE.85/675IGlURbIudes 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.

4EA EAECEOh AOI Eh OAAI Ah AT A AEAOAAOAO 1T &£ AAOA
zoning regulations include limits on building height, as well as other characteristics, including

density, floor area ratio (FAR), minimum setbacks, and maxwm lot coverage. All of these

gualities 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 feelsinagiveh T AAOET 18 &!' 2 EO OEA OAOEIT 1 £
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
buildingheig O AT A &! 2 AAT AA OEAxAA AO A OEI OOEAT A ¢/
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 (se&xhibit 3.6-7 and Exhibit 3.6-8).
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Exhibit 3.6-7. Zoning Envelopes and Floor Area Ratios

Gray: hypothetical “zoning envelopes” established by Blue: possible building configurations within the allowed
setbacks, height limits, tower floorplate limits, minimum zoning envelope, limited by a floor area ratio (FAR) of 12.
tower separation and other development standards. All three buildings have the same amount of floor area

but they configure the space differently.

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 theratio 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
What is Floor Area Ratio?
Flocr area ratio {FAR) is the relationship between a structure’s total fioor area and

the size of the lot on which it was buit. The FAR mit ensures new structures are
similar in bulk and scale to existing structures in the neighborheod.

0.5FAR

1story 2 storles 3 storles
(50% lot coverage) (25% lot coverage) {17% 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 sing&mily 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 3.11Use zoning tools and natural features to ease the transitions from the building
intensities of urban villages and commercial arterials to lowdensity 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 $MC
25.05.675.GSpecific Environmental Policies (seéleight, 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 setb&s and uppekrstory step
backs and appurtenances and nuisances. These are described in more detail below.

Setbacks & Uppe®tory Setbacks (by Zone)

Multifamily zones. SMC 23.45.518egulates 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 23.45.55@stablishes FAR and height bonuses and requires a-fdbt setback on sites
adjacent to neighborhood residential zones.

Commercial zonesSMC 23.47A.014egulates setbacks in commercial zones, with the following
provisions:

A Required corner setbacks of 15 feet, but not side setbacks, in commercial zones where they
abut residentially zoned parcels. SeExhibit 3.6-9.
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Exhibit 3.6-9. Corner Setbacks Required in Residential/Commercial Transitions

_——- No development permitted in this area
15°/ 15 F=n
iI'IS' T 15 i C 1 Commercial Lot
1 | | A
—drlrlc|c —-
i R 1 Residential Lot
| | | .

Source: Seattle Municipal Codexhibit A for 23.47A.014

A Required 10foot 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 feetf which point no
further setbacks are required. Se&xhibit 3.6-10.

Exhibit 3.6-10. Upper Setbacks Required on Commercial Lots
) 20 feet

200 feet

165 feet

65 feet

Profile of
permitted
building

envelope

13 feet
0 feet

Residential Lot | Commercial Lot

Source: Seattle Municipal Codexhibit B for 23.47A.014.

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

46'”&» 200 feet

40 feet

Profile of
permitted
building

Neighborhood envelope

Residential Lot

13 feet
0 feet

| Commercial Lot

Note: Upper setbacks required on commercial lots adjacent to neighborhood residential lots
Source: Seattle Municipal CodExhibit Cfor 23.47A.014.

AppurtenancesX Nuisances

SMC 23.45.57@nsures 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 zonestreet-level use
restrictions, setbacksconditional use restrictions, and/or landscape screeningequirements
apply to specific uses or site elements like warehouses, dristroughs, dumpsters, and
drinking establishments near residential zones.

Tree Canopy

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

Tree protection.3 AAOOI A6 O OOAA Ai AA POl OAAOO AQGEOOEI ¢ O
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 EMC 23.45.52.B). Green Factor requirements are also required to be
met for most new development in multifamily and commercial zones.

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

A NE 130" St (east of Roosevelt Way NE): Neighborhood Yield Stree5-8-foot green
stormwater infrastructure landscape strip
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A Roosevelt Way NE, 15 Ave NE, NE 128 St, and NE 148 St: Urban Center Connector,
Principal Arterial? 6-12-foot landscape/furniture zone

Maximum lot coverageregulations are relevant to tree canopy because they have limited building
i AOO ET 3AAOO0I AGO 11 xAOGO AAT OGEOU UI T AddibitEl O AAA/
36-121 EOOO | AgEi Oi 110 Al OAOACA 1 EIi EOCAGEITO ET 3.

Exhibit 3.6-12. Neighborhood Residential Maximum Lot Coverage

Zone Lot Size Maximum Lo€overage

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
3AAOO01I A6O AT GEOTT1 AT OA1 DI 1 EAEAGpediB AOAOO OEAAI

environmental policiesz Shadows on Open SpaceSKIC 25.05.675.Q)X%tates:

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 during4sehool 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.

(1T xAOAOh OEA PIT1EAEAO Al 01 ET Al 6AAhRh OAOA O1 OE
EO 110 POAAOEAAI O DOAOGAT O OOAE AI T AEACA AO A
impractical to protect private properties from shadows through projectsb A AE £E ASMXA OE A x 0
25.05.675.Q.).

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
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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 5.15Address view protection through

A zoning that considers views, with special emphasis on shoreline views;

A development standards that help to reduce impacts on views, includieight, bulk,
scale, and view corridor provisions, as well as design regewdelines; and

A environmental policies that protect specified public views, including viewmofintains,
major bodies of water, designated landmarks, and the Downtasiwgline.

The Land Use Element containgolicies to regulate alteration and use of the shorelines in the
City to provide substantial public access through visual or physical meaasdto 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:
Downtown skyline
Major bodies of water
Shoreline areas
Elliott Bay

West Seattle

Mount Rainier
Olympic Mountains
Space Needle

Puget Sound

Lake Washington
Lake Union

Portage Bay

DDy Dy Dy Dy D> D D D D D

SMC25.05.675.Pestablishes environmental review policies for public view protection,
specifically:
)y O EO OEA #EOUB8O BI 1 EAU ratural 8n® huddnArgaded OAT EA OE
features: Mount Rainier, the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, the downtown skyline,
and major bodies of water including Puget Sound, Lake Washington, Lake Union and
OEA 3EED #AT Al h £OI i DOAIEA PIi AAAO AT 1 OEOOEI
viewpoints, parks, s§T EA OT OOAOh AT A OEAx AT OOEAI 0088
It is the City's policy to protect public views bistoric 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 idéwp of their
neighborhood or the City.
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Additional policies protect views of the Space Needl€5.05.675.P.2.pfrom:
A Alki Beach Park (Duwamish Head)
Bhy Kracke Park

Gasworks Park

Hamilton View Point

Kerry Park

Myrtle Edwards Park

Olympic Sculpture Park

Seacrest Park

Seattle Center

Volunteer Park

> > D> D> D> D> D> P

In Downtown, there are also view corridors to be protected through uppetevel building
setbacks in future development along the following streets§MC 23.49.02)

A Broad, Clay, Vine, Wall, Battery, and Bell Streets west of First Avenue; and
A 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 regulationand protection of
public views is deferred to consideration during project reviews and the design review process.

Major Land Use Policy ChangesRecently Adopted or Currently Under
Consideration

Seattle Transportation Plan Update & EIS

The City of Seattle updated g its long-term vision for the future of transportation

in Seattle The Seattle Transportation Plan (STP) and associated Btflress mobility, access,

and public space needs in a single document as a unified systdrhis effort incorporated

several city initiatives like Seattle's Vision Zero, the Race and Social Justice Initiatie,

Climate Action Planthe Transportation Electrification Blueprint, and others. Additionally, it
references plans created by other regional transportation agencies.

Seattle Parks & Open Space Plan Update

4EA #EOU 1T £ 3AAOO0I A8 0O 0 AOE@ntidpdatedirrPMac3RAAA 01 A
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.
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Design Review

The City is currently updating its Design ReviewProgram to be consistent with HB 1293. HB
1293 requires that all design standards must be clear andbjective and that there be a
maximum of one public meetingln addition to limiting projects to only one public meeting
proposed amendmentswould streamline the process to be quicker and less costly for
applicants. PerHB 1293 therequired 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 theCity of Seattle encompasses approximateB3.83 square miles 3,651

acres).22 The largest future land use designation category in the city is neighborhood
residential, accounting for 52% of the city. Another onguarter of the city is designated as a
center orvillage (28%) with 6% in urban centers, 3% in hub urban villages, 8% in residential
urban villages, and 11% in MICSOf the remaining quarter of the city, 10% is designated as city
owned open space, 5% is designated as mufamily residential, 3% is designated as
commercial/mixed-use, 1% is designated as major institution, and land designated as
cemeteries or industrialareas outside the MICs account for less than 1% each. &e@ibit

3.6-14 and Appendix G.1.

There are currently six urban centers, six hub urban village48 residential urban villages, and

two manufacturing industrial centers (MICs) in the city. The six urban centers (Downtown,

Uptown, South Lake Union, Firgdill/ Capitol Hill, University Community, and Northgate) and

two MICs (Greater Duwamish MIC and BallagdnterbayzNorthend MIC (BINMIC)) are also

designated PSRC Metro Regional Growth Centers (RGCs) and Employment MICs, respectively.
These regionally designated centers are part of the regiongfowth strategy in VISION 2050 to

focus growth in urban areas with accesstotranst EA OE@ 2' #0 [ AAO 032#60
unit threshold for Metro RGCs (se the text boxon the following pagefor additional information

about PSRC versus King CounBGC requirements).

22 OFM Estimates of April 1 Population Density and Land Area by City and Tovi2®22.

ﬁ Final EIS One Seattle Comprehensive Plan UpdateJanuary 2025 3.624


https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-estimates/population-density

Land Use Patterns & Urban Form

3AAQCEI T o I REgidna CentdrOFragnavoik Updaticludes 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 Ba0 acres in size (or larger if served by an ternal, 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 (CPPSs) includes designation criteria for countywide

growth centers although none are currently designated itking 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 168500 acres in sizeAppendix 6 also includes designation criteria for Metro and Urban

Growth CentersOEAO AOA EECEAO OEAT d6R existighl 208 for MetroAdB® E OAT AT O
existing/60 Dlanned for Urban). Per the CPPsiot meetlnq eX|st|nq activity un|t thresholdsfor existing centers(all of

Planning Council

See alsdecton 3.7 Relationship to Plans, Policies, & Regulations for more discussion of PSRC Metro Regional
Growth Centers and King County Countywide Centers.

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

adivity units for both regional and countywide level centers are described belovExisting

acreage and activity units per acre in each center and village are listedEmhibit 3.6-13.

, T AAOET 1 06 xEAOA OEA AAOAACA 1T O AAT OEOEAO EAIl I
designation criteria of 160z500 acresor below the minimum existing 18 activity units peracre

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 LakCity Hub Urban Village

and the Admiral, Green Lake, Greenwog&hinney Ridge, MadisopMiller, Morgan Junction,

and Upper Queen Anne residential urban villages) and one is above the maximum size

threshold of 500 acres (the 23rd & Union Jackson Resident®’lOAAT 6 EI 1 ACAOQs8 . 1
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 mappeéimibit 3.6-15.
Outside of centers and villages, commercial, mixease, and multifamily designations generally
follow main arterials such as Holman Rd NW/1& Ave NW/15th Ave W,SR 99,
GreenwoodPhinney Ave N, 15h Ave NE, Lake City Way NE, Sand Point Way MEestlake Ave
N, E Madison St, Alki Ave S\Walifornia Ave SWDelridge Way SWMLK Jr Way S, and Rainier
Ave S Neighborhood residential areas fill the intervening areas, along with citpwned open
space and major institutions. This is consistent with existing land use patterns (discussed
below). Industrial designations outside the MICs are typically adjacent ttné MICs or other
major roadways (e.g., the north shore of Lake Union, near Smith Cove, and near tbd 90
interchange).

C
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Exhibit 3.6-13. Centers and Villages? Existing Location, Size, and Activity Units

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

Urban Centerst

Downtown 4 952 359,361 3774
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 st

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 st

23rd & UnionzJackson 5 625 24,348 38.9
Admiral 6 98 4,842 49.2
Aurorazlicton 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
Greenwood;Phinney Ridge 1 94 7,956 84.5
MadisorgMiller 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
WestwoodzHighland Park 6 275 7,668 27.9
MICs

BallardzInterbayzNorthend 3 932 17,660 NA

Greater Duwamish 7 4,953 62,335 NA

1 SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus

proposed place type names undethe 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 Coundi.ECET ECEOAA AAT OEOEAO 1 0 OEUA
countywide center designation criteria 0f160-500 acresor below the minimum 18 existing AU peracre (note

032#60 -)# AAOECI AOETT AOEOAOEA AT AO 110 ETAI OAA Al AAO
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.
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Exhibit 3.6-14. Future Land Use Designations? Percent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)
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Areal Area2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area7 Area 8 Citywide
(10,381 ac.) (10,879 ac.) (6,649 ac.) (1,799 ac.) (5,154 ac) (9,228 ac) (5,606 ac) (8,214 ac.) (57,908 ac.)

Seattle 2035 Future Land Use

. 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

I:IManufacturing Industrial Center - Industrial Areas

Note: SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus
proposed place type names undethe other aAlternatives-2-5.
Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 202
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Exhibit 3.6-15. Citywide Future Land Use Designations
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Note: SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus
proposed place type names undethe other aAlternatives-2-5.
Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 202

47) Final EIS One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update January 2025 3.628



Ch3 Environment, Impacts, & Mitigation Measures Land Use Patterns & Urban Form

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 Mtlimily. About 12% of
the city is zoned industrial, 5% neighborhood commercial, and 3% commaal. The remaining
zones account for about 5% of land in the city. S&exhibit 3.6-16 and Appendix G.1.

Exhibit 3.6-16. Generalized Zoning? Percent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)
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Generalized Zones

Neighborhood Residential . Seattle Mixed Pioneer Square
Residential Small Lot Neighborhood Commercial . International District
Lowrise Multifamily . Commercial Industrial
. Midrise Multifamily Downtown . Major Institution Overlay
. Highrise Multifamily Pike Market . Master Planned Community

Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 202
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Generalized zoning in Seattle is mapped iaxhibit 3.6-17.Most areas designated and zoned for
commercial/mixed-use or multifamily residential uses are located in centers or village$he
general commercial zones tend to be found on major arterials and are more atoiented.
Neighborhood Commercial and Seattle Mixed zones use development standarended to
produce more walkable environments and are better for housing developmenEommercial

and multifamily zoning outside centers or villages tends to be concentrated around major
arterials. Industrial zoning is concentrated in the two MICSCity zoning rules in these areas
allow industrial activity such as manufacturing, warehousing, @d shipping of goods through
waterways, railways, and highways.

Most areas outside center, village, and MIC boundaries are zoned for neighborhood residential
use. Neighborhood Residentiazones cover much of the city. Whiléhese areasare commonly
consideredresidential neighborhoods, theyalsoinclude various uses beyond housing. For
instance, most of the public parkand is found in these zones, as are many schools, cemeteries,
and fire stations. In most of these areas, houses are usudhyee stories or less in heightand
typically have yards and open space arounthem. Much of the land in these areas has been
built to the densitiesallowed under current zoning rules.
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Exhibit 3.6-17. Citywide Generalized Zoning
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Shorelines

Shorelines designations overlay the primary future land use designations and zoning
regulations. The Shoreline District encompasseg447 aces in the study area citywide and is
regulated through zoning and shoreline environment designationd little less thantwo-thirds
of the shoreline citywideis within a conservancy shoreline environment(61%) and a little
more than onethird is within an urban shoreline environment (39%). About 25% of the
shoreline is designated Conservancy Recreation (CR), 22% is ggsted 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 cityowned open space. The other conservagshoreline 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 (Ul),
primarily within the Greater Duwamish MIC and BINMIC. Urdn 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 Uniorand the Lake Washington Ship Canal.
Exhibit 3.6-18 summarizes the acreage of each designation citywide and within each EIS
Analysis Area. See also thehoreline Master Program section for more detail about the SMP
and the purpose of each environment designation.

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

Conservancy 339 ac. 80 ac. 168 ac. 5 ac. 61 ac. 44 ac. 1ac. (0.1%) 57 ac. 754 ac.

Management (32.4%)  (10.5%)  (9.5%) (1.2%)  (11.9%)  (4.0%) S (8.4%)  (10.1%)

A 82 ac. 3ac. 140 ac. 3ac. 2 ac. 0.2 ac. 0.2 ac. e 234 ac.

Conservancy Navigation 7 g0y (9a06)  (7.0%)  (0.9%)  (0.4%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 22 (©04%) 510
Conservancy 150 ac. 199 ac. 615 ac. R 160 ac. 337 ac. 58 ac. 112 ac. 1,632 ac.

Preservation (14.3%)  (26.1%)  (34.7%) (31.2%)  (30.6%) (4.9%)  (16.5%)  (21.9%)
e EEET R BREesa 132 ac. 293 ac. 336 ac. 6 ac. 164 ac. 548 ac. 12 ac. 402 ac. 1,894 ac.

y (12.7%)  (385%)  (19.0%) (1.5%)  (31.9%)  (49.7%) (1.0%)  (59.3%)  (25.4%)

Conservancy Waterway ~ ~5.25 1 ac. 2 22 ac. 2 2 2 2 36 ac.

y Y (13%)  (0.1%) (5.7%) (0.5%)

. 182 ac. 32 ac. 160 ac. 3ac. 11 ac. 8 ac. 395 ac.

Urban Commercial A74%)  (4.1%) ? (41.0%)  (0.6%)  (1.0%) ? (11%)  (5.3%)

20 ac. 21 ac. 0.3 ac. o 44 ac.

Urban General (1.9%) ? (1.2%) (0.1%) ? ? 4 ac. (0.3%) ? (0.6%)

130 ac. 130 ac.

Urban Harborfront ? ? ? (33.3%) ? ? ? ? (1.7%)

Urban Maritime 56 ac. 3 ac. 97 ac. 35 ac. 5 5 5 5 191 ac.

(5.3%) (0.4%) (5.5%) (9.0%) (2.6%)

" : 70 ac. 151 ac. 86 ac. 28 ac. 123 ac. 162 ac. 97 ac. 716 ac.

e [RezsE Enel 67%)  (19.8%) (4.8%)  (7.3%)  (23.9%) (14.7%) ? 14.3%)  (9.6%)
. 2 ac. 309 ac. 0.2 ac. 0.1 ac. 1,110 ac. 1,421 ac.

. (1] B 0 . (1] . (1] . 0 . 0

Urban Industrial 0.2% ? 17.4% 0.1% ? 0.0% 93.7% ? 19.1%

Total Acres & Percent 1,045ac. 76lac. 1,772ac. 390 ac. 513ac. 1,102ac. 1,185ac. 678ac. 7,447 ac.
of Citywide Total (14%) (10%) (24%) (5%) (7%) (15%) (16%) (9%) (100%)

Sources: City oBeattle, 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 rightof-way. Citywide, he largestexisting land use category
is single family residential, which comprises abou#8% of existing land uses. Parks and open
space/cemeteries account for about 14% and ajor 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, whé industrial and vacant land uses each comprise 5% of
total existing uses in Seattle.

Exhibit 3.6-19. Current Land Use? Percent Citywide and by EIS Analysis Area (Acres)
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Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 2023.
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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

AT 1 OOEOOOA OEA AOAA O11 AOEI AO AHllCapkd HiIDSokh OAAT O
Lake Union, and Uptown). Housing in these areas might be built as a staadne structure or

along with commercial space. Mixedise areas or projects contain residential and commercial

uses and often have offices or stores on the grodriloor with housing above. Other centers,

villages, and smaller nodes around the city also contain wing levels of commercialmixed-

use, and multi-family development.

Outside of the centers and villages, concentrations of commercialixed-use, and multifamily
development generally follow main arterials such as Holman Rd NW/15Ave NW/15th Ave W,
SR 99GreenwoodPhinney Ave N, 1%h Ave NE, Lake City Way NE, Sand Point Way NE,
Westlake Ave N, E Madison St, Alki Ave S@4lifornia Ave SWDelridge Way SWMLK Jr Way S,
and Rainier Ave S.

Singlefamily 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 Dowmin (along the Duwamish
2EOAO08 0O EEOOI OEA |1 AAT AROET ¢ Al TTA PIAETh %I 1 EI
land is vacant, most of which is located near industrial areas or rail lines, along shorelines with

critical areas, or adjacent to major tility 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
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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

i AT OEAAOOOET CTET AOOOOEAT AOAAO Alli1x A OAT CA
maximize the height allowance. Most of the city is zoned neighborhood residential with most of

the buildings being * and 2-story detached homes.

Transitions

Existing development patterns for transitions between scales both from one zone to another

and within a single zone vary across the city. Many areas with long established zone boundaries
exhibit stark transitions between multi-family or commercial buildings and lowdensity

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. Seeibit 3.6-21.

Exhibit 3.6-21.Urban Village Boundary (Black Dashed Line) In Ballard
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Source: Image: Landsat/ Copernicu®ata: SI, NOAA, US Navy, NGA, GEBCO Data{oft@nbia, NSF, NOAA.

Some older areas exhibit gradual transitions from more to less intensive development types
based on prezoning development patterns, with more intensive uses more likely to be
developed near transit routes and amenities like parks and views. More and lessense
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

N v e

Source: MAKERS, 2022.

Exhibit 3.6-23. Gradual Transition of Residential Uses In Capitol Hill
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Note: Shows gradual transition from multifamily (blue) to single family (pink) uses inCapitol 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 lowdensity residential
scale, compared to areas where abundant car parking is requird@arking infrastructure like
garages and surface parking presents a visual contrast with typical building design in ledensity
residential areas, where parking is visible, but not visually prominent. Seexhibit 3.6-24.

Exhibit 3.6-24. Driveways and Garages Visual Impacts

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

Tree Canopy

S3AAOO01I A6O OAOGEAAT OEAI 3 ADLOOADDOADOAA AN IOEBR (|
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 tres. 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?3 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%) andNeighborhnood A OEAAT OEAT AOAAO | Qanoph@oeh Oh p 8¢k
AssessmerD OAOA Oh O, T O©® Ndigbborhdod3 impditéEbPrachal aAd economic

A~ s oA s~ s A s X s A

ET EOOOEAA OOAOOAA xEOE 1 AOO AAT T BU ATA 11060 i1
Shadows

SAAOOI A6O EEI T U O binthépieRaichte & $hAdovs. Gderally Are hoah O 1 A
side of a hill orareaswithin a valley experience shadows during longer periods of the day.

Trees, especially large, dense evergreens, cast significant shadows yeamd. Building heights

23 City of Seattle, Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment, 2016. o o . . o
24 City of Seattle, Urban ForestrResults Summan8 AAOOT A6 O # AT 1 DED23¢ T OAO | OOAOOI AT O
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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 SEPgrotected

OEAxDI ET 60 j OET OCE EO Al AO EAOAydeedd e Ardaddidg O OE |
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. Famts that may influence a lack of viewpoints in

north Seattle may include a combination afopography with fewer natural viewpoints, large

trees blodking 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 lincludes thenorthwest portion of Seattle that is west of45 and north of the Lake
Washington Ship Canalt 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 Auretacton

Springs, Crown Hill, Green Lake, Greenwodeéhinney Ridge, and Wallingford residential urban
villages. Most commercial, mixeduse, and lowrise mult-family future land use and zoning
designations are concentrated in the urban villages with commercial designations generally
adjacent to major arterials and lowrise multifamily designations on the edges of the urban
village boundaries.

Outside of the urban villages, commercial, mixedse, and multifamily 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 therttoshore 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 té&blin the centraleastern 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 detaileddrhibit 3.6-14 and
Exhibit 3.6-16 and mapped inExhibit 3.6-25 and Exhibit 3.6-26.

I OAA p ET Al OAAO AAIT OO gharetine tisEict QLEDAS adkas)OMitileovek A OE C 1
two-thirds of this area is within aconservancy 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 Shilste Bay), Urban Maritime (along the

north shore of Lake Union), and Urban Residential (inland along Puget Sound north of Golden
Gardens). [@signated shoreline acreage within the analysis area is detailed itxhibit 3.6-18

and mapped inExhibit 3.6-27.
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Exhibit 3.6-25. Area 1. NW Seattle? Future Land Use Designations
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Exhibit 3.6-26. Area 1. NW Seattle? Zoning

Source: City of Seattle, 2022; BERK, 282
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https://www.seattlehousing.org/sites/default/files/Brochure%20-%20The%20Redevelopment%20of%20Yesler%20Terrace%20-07-21-22-compressed.pdf











































































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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https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT23LAUSCO



https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code/243570?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR
https://library.municode.com/wa/seattle/codes/municipal_code/243570?nodeId=TIT25ENPRHIPR_CH25.05ENPOPR_SUBCHAPTER_VIISEAGDE_25.05.675SPENPO



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/Environment/ClimateChange/dpdp021677.pdf
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