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March 7, 2024

Dear Community Members,

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update
analyzes different approaches to how the City could grow over the next 20 yeasd the

potential outcomes that these choices could have on our city. The goal of the Plan is to make the
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residents, and the Draft EIS provides analysis that canlpesnsure we are successful in this effort.

We are excited for your review and hope you take the opportunity to share your thoughts.

The Comprehensive Plan is a roadmap for where and how Seattle will grow and invest in
communities over the next 20 years and beyond. The Plan guides City decisions about where
we locate housing and jobs, and where we invest in transportation, utilities, pes, and other
public assets. Seattle last engaged in a citywide process to update our Comprehensive Plan
nearly a decade ago. This update provides an opportunity to address persistent and emerging
challenges: racial equity, housing costs, access to econompportunity and education, climate
change, and more.

The City is required to prepare an EIS to carefully evaluate potential effects of the actions we
are considering. We have evaluated options that could change the amount, location, and type of
housing to address expected future growth and existing challengearound housing

unaffordability and displacement. These options could also shift the location of jobs, services,
and amenities, as well as transportation patterns. This EIS covers a wide range of topics
including impacts to earth and water quality, air qality and emissions, plants and animals,
energy and natural resources, noise, land use patterns, historic resources, population,
employment, housing, transportation, public services, and utilities. Throughout our analysis, we
apply a particular focus on opportunities to address equity and climate change.

The draft EIS studies five alternatives at a programmatic level, illustrating different growth
strategies. The five alternatives evaluate the effects of potential changes to Comprehensive Plan
policies and changes to zoning to meet growth needs out to tgear 2044. The first alternative

is a No Action alternative that is required by the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and is
used as a basis for comparison. The foaction alternativesinclude:

A Alternative 2 (Focused) includes the creation of additional areas of focused growth called
neighborhood centers to create more housing around shops and services.

A Alternative 3 (Broad) allows a wider range of lowscale housing options, like duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes and stacked flats, in all Neighborhood Residential (NR) zones.
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A Alternative 4 (Corridor) allows a wider range of housing options in areas near transit and
amenities.

A Alternative 5 (Combined) includes the strategies for encouraging housing growth in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 plus changes to existing center boundaries and designations.

The release of this Draft EIS follows the scoping period initiated by the City in June 2022, which
created an opportunity for the public to offer their ideas about the alternatives that should be
studied in this EIS and the elements of the environment thabuld potentially be affected.
Following the scoping period, we finalized the alternatives and began an-depth evaluation of
their potential environmental impacts. The release of this Draft EIS is an opportunity for the
public to review the work so far,identify where we can improve our analysis, or suggest things
we may have missed. Public comments can be submitted online or at one of two public hearings.

The EIS process is an important tool for the public and decisiemakers to understand the full

effects of the proposal before the City adopts a final Plan. We believe that some combination of

the changes studied in this EIS will support our goal of makirtpe city more equitable, livable,
OOOOAET AAT Ah AT A OAOGEI EAT O & O O1T AAUBO ATl i OTE
the information in the Draft EIS and engage with City staff to create an updated vision for how

we grow over the next 20 yeas.

Sincerely,

Rico Quirindongo, Director
Office of Planning and Community Development
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Project Title

One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update

Proposed Actiol Alternatives
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and support new housing and jobs, and where¢he Cityinvestsin transportation, utilities, parks,

and other public assetsThe Plan will also addressacial inequities, housing costs, access to

economic opportunity and education, and climate changés part of the One Seattle Plan

Update, the City will consider updates to zoning and development reguiahs to implement the

Plan. Draft EIS alternatives vary levels, types, and locationsgrbwth and investment.

A Alternative 1: No Action 2 The No Action Alternative is required under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). It would continue implementation of the current Seattle
2035 Comprehensive PlanThe No Action Alternative for the One Seattle Plan maintains the
status quo of focusing most housing and jobs within existg urban centers andvillageswith
no change to land use patterns. It alseacorporates changes proposed as part of the recent
Industrial and Maritime Strategy EISIt would meet regionally set growth targets including
80,000 new homes and 158,000 jobfor the period 2024-2044.

A Alternative 2: Focused » Alternative 2 includesthe creation of additional areas of focused
growth called neighborhood centersto create more housing around shops and services
Neighborhood centerwould be similar to existing urban villages in that they would allow a
wide range of housing types and commercial space, but with a smaller geographic size and
lower intensity of allowed development. This alternative would result in a greater range of
housing options with amenities and serwies in many neighborhoodsFor the period 2024-
2044, Alternative 2 includes more housing than Alternative 1 at 100,006ew homes Eighty
thousand homeswould be locatedin a similar distribution to Alternative 1, with the 20,000
additional homesaccommodated inneighborhood centers. Like Alternative 1, Alternative 2
includes 158,000 new jobs, but their distribution would vary. Compared to Alternative 1,
about 15% of new jobs in Alternative 2 and the other action alternatives are assumed to be
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located in proportion to the location of new housing. This assumption accounts for the
desire of businesses like local retail, restaurants, and services to locate near housing.

A Alternative 3: Broad 2 Alternative 3 allows a wider range of lowscale housing options,
like triplexes and fourplexes, in allNeighborhood Residential zones as part of therban
neighborhood placetype. Alternative 3 proposes a total housing growth of 100,000 housing
units (20,000 more thanAlternative 1) to account for the potential additional housing
demand that could be met with broad zoning changeg&ighty thousandunits would be
located in a similar distribution to Alternative 1, with the 20,000additional homes
accommodated in new housing typgein Neighborhood Residential zones. Jajrowth would
be the same adAlternative 1, but 15% of jobswould be located neamew housing.

A Alternative 4: Corridor » Alternative 4 allows a wider range of housing options only in
corridors to focus growth near transit and amenitiesThis alternative would increase
production of both ownership and rental housing options in various neighborhoods and
support City and regional investment in transitEighty thousand units would be located in a
similar distribution to Alternative 1, with 20,000 additional homesaccommodated in new
housing types in thecorridors, for a total of 100,000 newhomes Job growth would be the
same adAlternative 1, but 15% of new jobs would be locatedear new housing to provide
local shopping and services.

A Alternative 5: Combined 2 Alternative 5 contemplates the largest increase in supply and
diversity of housing across Seattle. It includes the strategies for encouraging housing
growth in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 plus additional changes to existingban centerand
village boundaries and changes to new place type designatioddternative 5 assumes
120,000 new housing units (40,000 more than Alternativel) to account for the potential
additional housing demand that could be met within the areas of change idefidd in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as well as changes to existing and new centers and villages. Eighty
thousand units would be located in a similar distribution toAlternative 1, with the
additional 40,000 units accommodated multiple areas of changéb growth would be the
same adAlternative 1. The distribution of jobs and housing would be a combination of the
other alternatives.

In addition to reviewing conditions and impacts citywide, this EIS also provides a focused
review of the 130th and 145th Street Station Area Plan anabtions for the City to streamline
future environmental review in that area, which may include a planned actionrRCW
43.21c¢.440), infill exemption (RCW 43.21C.22§ or other tools available under state legislation
(e.g., SB 5818).

Proponent& Lead Agency

City of SeattleOffice of Planning and Community Development
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Location

Seattle city limits

Tentative Date of Implementation

December 2024

Responsible SEPA Official

Rico Quirindongo

Director, Office of Planning & CommunitPpevelopment

City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
600 Fourth Ave., 5th Floor, Seattle, WA 98104

ContactPerson

Jim Holmes Strategic Advisor

City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
P.O. Box 94788, Seattle, WA 98427088

P:206-684-8372| PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov

Required Approvals

All Comprehensive Plan amendments and implementing regulations, including those completed
as part of the One Seattle Plan require a @fay review by the State of Washington Department
of Commerce and other state agencies.

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) will also conduct a comprehensive plan consistency
review and transportation certification review with VISION 2050. Countywide Centers will be
reviewed by King County for compliance with the King County Countywide &lning Policies.
Housing policies will be reviewed by the King County Affordable Housing Committee in
accordance with King County Countywide Planning Policies. Locally, the One Seattle Plan and
all related regulatory updates will be considered by the Sedé& Planning Commission and its
recommendations forwarded to the City Council who will deliberate and determine approval.
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Principal EIS Authoi& Contributors

Under the direction of the City of Sattle, the consultant team prepared the EIS as follows:

A BERK Consultingprime): SEPA documentation; Land Use &horeline Patterns Relationship
to Plans Policies & Regulations Population,Housing, &Employment; Public Services

Fehr & Peers Transportation

Historical Research AssociatesCultural Resources

Kimley-Horn: Air Quality & GHG Emissions; Energy & Natural Resources; Noise
MAKERSUrban Form

Parametrix: Earth & Water Quality; Plants & Animals; Utilities

Schemata WorkshopUrban Form and Environmental Analysigdvisor

> > > D> D>

Draft EI®ate oflssuance

March 7, 2024

Draft EIS Comment Period

The City of Seattle is requesting comments from citizens, agencies, tribes, and all interested
parties on the Draft EIS fromMarch 7, 2024to May 6, 2024. Comments are due b$:00 PM,
May 6, 2024.

Pleasesubmit comments through the following methods:
A https://maps.seattle.gov/OneSeattlePlarEIS
A PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov

A Jim Holmes
Department of Planning and Community Development
P.O. Box 94788
Seattle, WA 9812-7088

Submittal of commentsnlineorbyA T AET EO POAEAOOAA8 01 AAOGA ETAI
3AAOGOTI A #1 1 POAEAT OEOA 01 A1 5PAAOA $OAAED %) 3 #Ii
While written comments are preferred, @mments can also be offered at one of two virtual

public hearingson April 17, 2024 at 10AM and April 22, 2024 at 6PM. A link to these hearings
can be found athe One Seattle Plan website

The Citywill review public comments and publish responses in a Final EIS thegfines
information in this document, provides additional information or corrections, andidentifies a
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Recommended Plan in Fall of 2024.

Date of Final Action

December 2024

Prior Environmental Review

The current EIS builds on prior evaluation of the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. The Draft
EIS was issueday 4, 2015and the Final EIS was issuelllay 5, 2016 These are availablat
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing -initiatives/seattle -2035-comprehensive
plan#projectdocuments.

Location of Background Data

You may review he City of Seattle whbsite for more information at
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one -seattle-plan. Please see the contact person above if you
desire clarification or have questions

Purchase/Avalilability of Draft EIS

ThA $OAZEO0 %) 3 AAT AA AT x1 1 wehshtelah £0T 1 OEA #EOU
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one -seattle-plan. A hard copy or thumb drive are available for
purchase at cost (see the contact person above to arrange).
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King County Office of Performance, Strategy, and Budget
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King County Regional Water Quality Committee
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Purpose

1.1 Purpose

This chapter summarizes the proposalsAlternatives, and environmental review findings in the
Draft EIS. Details of thélternatives are addressed irChapter 2, and the full environmental
evaluation and mitigation measures are irChapter 3.

3AAOOI A6O #1711 POAEAT OEOGA 01 AT AAZET AO OEA OEOEI
was adopted in 2016; the next required update is due in 2024.

The ComprehensivePlan update willguide decisions about where to locate housing and jobs,

and where and how to invest in transportation, utilities, parks, and other public assets. The goal

of the Planupdate is to make the City more equitable, livable, sustainable, and resilient for

today's communities and future residentsA subarea is reviewed in greater detail at the 130

and 145h Station Area as a result of a station area planning process ongoing since 2019.

This Draft EISidentifies and examinesfive Alternative, which represent differentways of

Ei b1 AT AT OET ¢ 1 AT A OOA AT TAAPOO O AktedA OA OEA
Alternative to serve as the baseline for comparing the potential impacts of ttetion

alternatives. Each alternativeis summarizedbelow in Exhibit 1.1-1 and described in greater

detail in Section 1.4. The final plan and implementing legislation could implement a specific
Alternative or a combination of changes analyzed in different Alternatives.

Hing Hay Park Source: City of Seattle, 2023.
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Summaryw Purpose

Exhibit 1.1-1 Alternative s Summary

Alternative 1: No Action

Maintains the status que implementing existing Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan and focusing housing/jo
growth in existing urbancenters and urban villages. 80,000 new homes and 158,000 new jobs would be

added overthe next20 years.

130th and 145th Station Areas: Retains current zoning. 194 new homes and 109 new jobs would be added
around the 130th station area. 646 new homes and 607 new jobs would be added around the 145th station ar

Alternative 2: Focused

Creates aneighborhood center
designation (like urban village,
but smaller and lower intensity)
around certain existing
neighborhood business districts.
Neighborhood centers could have
a range of housing from duplexes
to 7 story stacked housing.

100,000 new homes and 158,000
new jobs The additional 20,000
homes are located in
neighborhood centers; 15% of
new jobs would be shifted based
on location of new housing.

130th/145th Station Area:
Designate 3 newneighborhood
centers, creating mixeduse nodes
with heights up to 80 feet near
transit. 1,049 new homes and 284
new jobs around 130th Street.
1,159 new homes and 695 new
jobs around 145th Street.

Alternative 3: Broad

Broadens the range of lowscale
housing options allowed in all
Neighborhood Residential zones
(which currently allow only
detached homes and accessory
dwelling units) as part of a new
urban neighborhood place type.
Housing in theurban neighborhood
place type could include detached
and attached homes including
duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes
as well as stacked flats and
sixplexes on larger lots.

100,000 new homes and 158,000
new jobs. The additional 20,000
homes are located within
Neighborhood Residential zones;
15% of new jobs would be shifted
based onthe location of new
housing.

130th/145th Station Area: No
changes beyond changes to
Neighborhood Residential
described above.

Alternative 4: Corridor

Allows wider range of housing
options in corridors to focus growth
within a short walk of frequent
transit and amenities.Corridors
could have a range of housing
options from duplexes to 5 story
stacked housing or higher heights ir
existing multifamily/commercial
areas.

100,000 new homes and 158,000
new jobs. The additional 20,000
homes are located ircorridor areas;
15% of new jobs would be shifted
based on location of new housing.

130th/145th Station Area: No
changes beyond changes to
corridors described above.

Alternative 5: Combined

Allows the largest increase in supply and diversity of housing across Seattle by including strategies from
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 plus designating Ballarals aregional center, expanding boundaries of seven existing
urban centers (formerly called urban villages),and designatingthe 130t Station Areaasan urban center.

Distribution of housing units and jobs is a combination of otheAlternatives but accommodats a total of
120,000 new homes and 158,00@ew jobs.

130th/145 th Station Area: Addsl,644 new homes and356 new jobs arounda newurban center at 130t Street
and 1,059new homes and648 new jobs arounda newneighborhood center at 145t Street.

Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.
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SEPA Process

1.2 SEPA Process

This document is a norproject EIS that analyzes a range of legislative changes that will
implement the One Seattle Plamcross the study areaUnder the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA), agencies conduct environmental review of actions that could affect the environment
including policy and regulation changedike the One Seattle PlarPreparation of an EIS is
required for actions that have potentialy significant impacts so that the public, agencies, tribes,
and City decisionmakers have information about the environmental effects of changes before a
decision is made.

As part of scoping, the City identified a range of elements of the environment that should be
analyzed in the EIS: earth & water quality, air quality/greenhouse gas (GHG), plants & animals,
energy & natural resources, noise, land use patterns, historic r@srces, population,

employment, & housing, transportation, and public services & utilitiesThis document is aDraft
EIS that is being provided in order to solicit public feedback. It is anticipated that the Final EIS
xEl 1 ATT A 1T 00 xEOEndedPldninFAlwi2aa.0 2 AAT i1 A

For a summary of public comment opportunitiesplease see the Fact Sheet and the project
website: https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one -seattle-plan.

1.3 Study Area

The study area includes the full city limits and has been divided intanalysisareas. A subarea is
alsoreviewed in greater detail at the 13@ and 145h Station Area as a result of a station area
planning process ongoing since 201%eeExhibit 1.3-1.
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Chi Summaryw Study Area

Exhibit 1.3-1. Analysis Areas and 130t/145 th Station Study Area

Source: City of Seattle, BERK 2023.
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

1.4 Objectives Proposal& Alternatives

1.4.1 Objectives

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires a statement of proposal objectives and the
purpose and need to which the proposdior the Comprehensive Plan Update responding.
Alternatives are different means of achieving objectives.

The objectivesof the update include
A Equity:
G Provide equitable access to housing, jobs and economic opportunities, services,
recreation, transportation, and other investments.

G Center the work with an intersectional, raceconscious lens, informed bya history of
racial discrimination and disinvestment.

A Livability : Foster complete neighborhoods where more people can walk or bike &veryday
destinations such as locashops,parks, transit, cultural amenities, andservices

A Affordability : Increase the supply of housing tease increasing housing prices caused by
competition for limited supply and create more opportunities for incomerestricted
affordable housing.

A Inclusivity:

G Increase diversity of housing options in neighborhoods throughout Seattle to address
exclusivity andallow more peopleto live and stay in a variety of neighborhoods.

G Reduce residential displacement and support existing residents, particularly losncome
households,who are struggling to stay in their neighborhoods.

A Climate resiliency: Reduce emissions from buildings and transportation angromote
adaptations tomake our city more capable of withstanding the impacts of climate change.

A Consistercy with other Plans and Policies: Meet state and regional policies and
requirements for the Comprehensive Plan Update including, but not limited to growth and
housing affordability targets.
T AAAEOEIT O OEA AEOUxEAA | A®CMASDGidlidndrea OEA OE
ITATTET C 01 AT A&l O 0d9rkes &s/An dbjdcive nthatistudy &éal ¢ ¢ ¢
The 130 and 143" Station Area is a livelywalkable,and welcoming North Seattle
neighborhood. Major streets have roomy, tréiaed sidewalks, and other green
infrastructure. Bicycle infrastructure makes everyday trips to transit statiorsghools,
and neighboring urban villages enjoyable and safe. An array of housing offers options
affordable to a broad range of incomes and lifestyles. Small shops and cafes near the
station cater to locals, commuterstudentsand visitors. Local and citywide lovers of
nature, recreation and culture treasure the abundant greenspaces and unique cultural
events so easily reached by walkirmking, or transit.
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

1.4.2 Proposal

3AAOOI A6 O #1 I iptbelvsSidnifodtpiSeattedrolvé and makes investmentsThe

01 AT60 CI AT O AT A bl 1 Edeéishs afolit WheretidelCily siodddexpbdt A 1
and support new housing and jobs, and wher¢he Cityinvestsin transportation, utilities, parks,
and other public assetsThe Plan must be updated by 2024 to address state and regional goals
and requirements. The Plan will also addressacial inequities, housing costs, access to
economic opportunity and education, and climte changeAs part of theComprehensivePlan
Update, the City will consider updates to zoning and development regulations to implement the
Plan. Draft EISAlternatives vary levels, types, and locations @frowth. Five Alternatives are
described further in Section 1.4 and Chapter 2:

A Alternative 1: No Action? TheNo ActionAlternative is required under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). It would continue implementation of the current Seattle
2035 Comprehensive Plan. Thilo ActionAlternative for the One Seattle Plan maintains the
status quo of focusing most housing and jobs within existg urban centers and villags with
no change to land use patterns. It also incorporates changesently adopted by the Seattle
City Council to implement the Industrial and Maritime Strategylt would meet regionally set
growth targets by adding80,000 new homes and 158,000 jobduring the period 2024-2044.

A Alternative 2: Focused? Alternative 2 includes the creation of additional areas of focused
growth called neighborhood centersto create more housing around shops and services
dispersedacross the city Neighborhood centers would be similar to urban villages in that
they would allow a wide range of housing types and commercial space, but with a smaller
geographic size and lower intensity of allowed development. Thislternative would result in
a greater range of housing options with amenities and services in many neighborhoo&er
the period 2024-2044, Alternative 2 includes more housing thanAlternative 1 at 100,000new
homes bbs would be similar toAlternative 1 at 158,000 new jobs. While the number of total
new jobs would be the same for each of thalternatives, their distribution would vary.
Compared toAlternative 1, about 15% of new jobs in each actioAlternative are assumed to
be located in proportion to the location of new housingThis assumption would account for
the desire of manybusinessessuch as local retail, eating places, and services, to locate near
housing.Eighty thousandnew homeswould be located in a similar distribution toAlternative
1, with the additional 20,000 accommodated imeighborhood centers.

A Alternative 3: Broad> Alternative 3 allows a wider range of lowscale housing options,
like duplexes,triplexes, fourplexesand stacked flats in allNeighborhood Residential NR)
zones as part o newurban neighborhoodplace type Alternative 3 proposes a total
housing growth of 100,000 housing units (20,000 more than th&lo ActionAlternative) to
account for the potential additional housing demand that could be met with broad zoning
changesEighty thousand new homesvould be located in a similar distribution to
Alternative 1, with the additional 20,000 accommodated in new housing types withinrban
neighborhood areas Jobs would be similar tAlternative 1 in number with distribution of
15% of jobs proximate to new housing.
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

Alternative 4: Corridor ? Alternative 4 allows a wider range of housing options only in
corridors to focus growth near transit and amenitiesThis Alternative would increase
production of housingin various neighborhoods and support city and regional investment
in transit. Eighty thousand new homesvould be located in a similar distribution to
Alternative 1, with an additional 20,000 accommodated in new housing types within the
corridors, for a total of 100,000 new dwellings. New jobs would be similar talternative 1
at 158,000, but 15% of new jobs would be located in proximity to the new housing to
provide local shopping and services.

Alternative 5: Combined? Alternative 5 has the largest increase in supply and diversity of
housing across Seattle. It includes the strategies for encouraging housing growth in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 pluslesignating Ballardas aregional center, expanding boundaries
of seven existingurban centers (formerly called urban villages),and designatingthe 130th
Station Areaasan urban center. Alternative 5 would assume 120,000 newhomes (40,000
more than theNo ActionAlternative) to account for the potential additional housing
demand that couldbe met within the areas of change identified iilternatives 2, 3, and 4 as
well as changes to existing and new centers and villagé&sghty thousand new homesvould
be located in a similar distribution toAlternative 1, with the additional 40,000 units
accommodatedacrossmultiple areas of change. The distribution of jobs and housing would
be a combination of the otherAlternatives.

In addition to reviewing conditions and impacts citywide, this EIS also provides a focused review
of the 130th and 145th Street Station Area Plan armptions for the City to streamline future
environmental review in that area, which may include a planned actiorRCW 43.21c.44}) infill
exemption (RCW 43.21C.22) or other tools available under state legislation (e.g., SB 5818).

Place Types

A

A

are regionally designated places with a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment
They includeseveral centers that comprise greater Downtown along with the University District and
are dense, walkable, mixedise places with a wide range of housing and businesses located
near transit, amenities, and jobs.

are places with a wide range of housing and businesses that primarily serve the local
community. These areasesembleurban villages, but with a smaller size and lower intensity of allowed
development.

are areas near frequent transit and large parkthat allow a wide range of housing types in areas

currently zoned primarily for detached homegwithin a 10-minute walk from a light rail station and afive-
minute walk from frequent bus transit service and entrances to large parRsCorridorsalsoinclude areas
already zoned for multifamily and commercial use and could have small increases in height.

represent low-scale, primarily residential areasThis placetype would primarily
allow housing types such as detached homeduplexes, triplexes, fourplexesand stacked flats This place
type would allow flexibility for new forms of housing in areas currently zonedprimarily for detached homes.
Manufacturing and Industrial Centers are regionally designated industrial job centersThe One Seattle
Plan process would not change the boundaries of these centers nor the goals and policies for these areas
which were recently updated as part of thelndustrial and Maritime Strategyproject.
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

1.4.3 Alternativel: No Action Exhibit 1.4-1. Alternative 1: No Action

Citywide Growth Concept: Alternative 1,
No Action, assumes the continuation of the i 7]
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. Even
without making any changes to thet E O U 8 ‘!'
zoning, the existing Comprehensive Plan T

| 2
the next 20 years, based on growth targets - 2P ﬂ
adopted by the King County Growth
Management Councit. These homes and B urbanvillage J
jobs will be distributed across the city R
based on observed growth between 2010 SRR
and 2020 and the distribution of growth in
the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan. In
addition, growth in each urban center and

village would not exceed existing zoned ‘t
capacity. While there have been significant .,

and implementing regulations would add
80,000 new homes and 158,000 jobs over -‘

Urban Center

increases in the number of people working
from home in recent years, job locations are
frequently indicated based on the office in *
which the company is located, rather than

where the work takes place Consequently, * * ‘
future growth may look similar to past

growth even if the portion of people

working from home remains high.
Note: Seekxhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing

130th/145 th Station Area: The current place types (existing andAlternative 1) versus proposed place
Comprehensive Plan and zoning L e

designations would be retained under

Alternative 1, No Action, in the 13@/145th

Station Area.Neighborhood Residentialzoneswould continue to allow three-story single-

purpose residential development around the future light rail station at 13@® and some 48

story multifamily uses near the 143" BRT station.Based on current plans and zoning, this Draft
EIS studies the addition 0fl94 housing units/109 jobs aroundthe 130t Station Areaand 646
housing units and 607 jobs around 148% Station Area.

1 Growth targets were set for theyears 2019-2044, but in theEIS have been adjustetb match the required 20-year planning period for 2024
2044,to account for population, housing, and employment change for the years 202923.
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1.4.4 Alternative2: Focused Exhibit 1.4-2.Alternative 2: Focused

Citywide Growth Concept: Alternative 2
would designateadditional areas of
focused growth calledneighborhood
centersto create more housing around
shops andservices Neighborhood centes
would be similar to urban centers
(formally known as urban villages) since
they would allow a wide range of housing
types and commercial space, but with a

Place types

. Regional Center

smaller geographic size and lower B i
intensity of allowed development @  Neighborhood Center
Neighborhood centes could have a range Manumm"ng&
of housing fromtownhousesto 7 story Iy Kaer

stacked housing.

Alternative 2 studies a total housing
growth of 100,000 housing units (20,000
more than theNo ActionAlternative) to
account for the potential additional
housing demand assumed within
neighborhood centers. Eighty thousand
new homeswould be located in a similar
distribution to Alternative 1, with an
additional 20,000 accommodated in new
housing types within neighborhood
centers. Neighborhood centes in areas Note: SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing
with low displacement risk are allocated place types (existing andL\_Iternative 1) versus proposed place
50% more homesthan those in areas with ggﬁrgiméfy“or}ds?g;'tttf’e;”oazt'gv,eS 5.

high displacement risk.

130th/145 th Station Area: Alternative 2 would implement a subarea planthat would:

A Create city and community concepts around land use, transportation and other policies and
investments for fast, reliable transit and compact walkable neighborhoods.

A Align with the City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (One Seatian).

A Lead with equity to address past systemic inequities and minimize factors that contribute to
displacement.

A Address Climate Change by reducing vehicle miles traveled, car dependency and
greenhouse gas (GHG@missions.

Alternative 2 would designatethree new neighborhood centers. Growth would equal:1,049
housing units/284 jobs at 130t Streetand 1,159 housing units/695 jobsat 145t Street
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1.4.5 Alternative3: Broad Exhibit 1.4-3. Alternative 3: Broad
Citywide Growth Concept: This
Alternative allows a wider range of low

scale housing options, like triplexes and "
fourplexes, in allNeighborhood Residential l
(NR) zones as part o newurban ‘r'
neighborhood place type This approach

would:

3 ) ) ] Place types

A Expand housing choices in all B sban Conter ﬂ
neighborhoods.

A i - Urban Vill

A Increaseproduction of homeownership | TR J
Options Urban Neighborhood \

A Aeress exclusionary nature of current Manufacturing &
zoning.

A Allow more housing options near
existing large parks and other
neighborhood amenities.

Housing in theurban neighborhoodplace "
type could include duplexes, triplexes, and ’

fourplexes as well as stacked flatand *
sixplexes on larger lots. * o ‘

Alternative 3 studies a total housing
growth of 100,000 housing units (20,000

more than theNo ActionAlternative) to _ _
account for the potential additional Notes: Theu_rba_lr_w neighborhood areasshown on th|_s map do not

. reflect the viability of redevelopment on any specific property.
housing demand_thatcan be _ Factors such as property ownership, existing uses, and presenuie
accommodatedwith broad zoning changes. environmentally critical areas will be factored into the distribution

Eighty thousandunits would be located in pf E%USTQ z;nfd jobs studieollkinfthe_Etl_S anlalys'SteeExr(libi_t t2.1-1
. s . . . in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types (existing anc

a Slmlla_‘r_ distribution to Alternative 1, with Alternative 1) versus proposed place type names under

an additional 20,000 accommodated Alternatives 2-5.

within urban neighborhoodareas. Source: City of Seattle2023.

Alternative 3 studies the same number of

jobs as theNo ActionAlternative but would include a small shift in the distribution of jobs and
commercial space toward existingirban neighborhoodareas to reflect local demand consistent
the distribution of new housing.

130t/145 th Station Area: Under this Alternative, there would be no changes to the future land
use map withinthis area but there would be more flexibility inurban neighborhoodareas for
missing middle housing as well as corner stores and-dome businesses.
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1.4.6 Alternative4: Corridor

Citywide Growth Concept: This
Alternative would allow a wider range of
housing options only incorridors to focus
growth within a short walk of transit and
amenities. This Alternative would increase
production of both homeownership and
rental options in various neighborhoods
and support city and regional investment
in transit. Corridors could have a range of
housing options from duplexes to 5story
stacked housing or higher heights in
existing multifamily/commercial areas.

Alternative 4 studies a total housing
growth of 100,000 housing units (20,000
more than theNo ActionAlternative) to
account for the potential additional
housing demand that is expected within
the corridors. Eighty thousandunits would
be located in a similar distribution to
Alternative 1, with 20,000 additional
homesaccommodatedwithin corridors.
Alternative 4 would have the same number
of jobs as theNo ActionAlternative but
includes a small shift in the distribution of
jobs and commercial space toward
corridors, consistent with the distribution
of new housing.

Corridor areas would be the largest single
place type and would accommodate the
second highest housing growth after
regional centers. Most jobs would be
generated in theregional centers and the
manufacturing industrial centers.

Exhibit 1.4-4. Alternative 4: Corridor

*vr

Place types
. Regional Center
previously Urban Center

. Urban Center
previously Urban Village

Corridor
new place type

Manufacturing &
Industrial Center

§
¥
f

.3

T

.-
"

Notes: TheCorridors shown on this map do not reflect the
viability of redevelopment on any specific property. Factors
such as property ownership, existing uses, and presence of
Environmentally Critical Areas will be factored into the
distribution of housing and jobs studiedin the EIS analysisSee
Exhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place
types (existing andAlternative 1) versus proposed place type
names underAlternatives 2-5.

Source: City of Seattle2023.

130t/145 th Station Area: Within the station areas,a wider range of housing optionsvould be
allowed only in corridors consistent with the citywide approach

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024
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1.4.7 Alternative5: Combined  Exhibit 1.4-5. Alternative 5: Combined

Citywide Growth Concept: Alternative 5
anticipates thelargest increase in supply
and diversity of housing across Seattle. It
includes the strategies for encouraging
housing growth in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
plus additional changes to existingirban
center and village boundaries and changes

to place type designations. Thidlternative " "

. Urban Center

seeks ta

A Accommodate abundant housing in Bl orbanviliage
neighborhoods across the city. @  \eighborhood Center

A Promote a greater range of rental and Corridor

ownership housing.

A Address past underproduction of :
. .. . Manufacturing &
housing and rising housing costs. Industrial Center

Urban Neighborhood

Alternative 5 assumes growth of 120,000
housing units (40,000 more than theNo
Action Alternative) to account for the
potential additional housing growth that
could occur under a combination of
changesidentified in Alternatives 2, 3, and
4 plus designating Ballardas aregional
center, expanding boundaries of seven

existing urban centers (formerly called _ _ _
b ill d desi ti he 130th Notes: Thecorridors and urban neighborhoodareasshown on
urban vi ages)’ an esignatingthe this map do not reflect the viability of redevelopment on any

Station Areaasan urban center. Eighty specific property. Factors such as property ownership, existing

thousand units would be located in a uses, and presene of environmentally critical areaswill be

_ T . . factored into the distribution of housing and jobs studied in the
similar (_1|_str|but|on to A_lternatlve 1, with EIS analysisSeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of
the additional 40,000 distributed based on  existing place types (existing and Alternative 1) versus

a combination ofAlternatives 2, 3, and 4. proposed place type names under Alternatives-3.

The distribution of jobs and housing would ~ Source: City of Seattle2023.

be a combination of the othelAlternatives

after accounting for expanded urban village boundaries and potential changes to place type
designations.

130th/145 th Station Area: Under Alternative 5, anurban centerwould be createdstraddling the
west and east sides of-b at the Sound Transit light rail stationThis Alternative adds 1,644
housing units/356 jobs around 130" Street and 1,059 housing units/648 jobs around 148 Street.
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1.4.8 Summary oAlternatives

AlternativeGrowth Comparisons

Alternative 1, No Action, studies the impact of addin§0,000 new homes and 158,000 jobs over
20 years, based on growth targets adopted by the King County Growth ManagemBfdnning
Council? Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 study a total housing growth of 100,000 housing unit80,000
more than Alternative 1, No Action) to account for thepotential additional housingthat could
occur within neighborhood centers,urban neighborhood areas, or arridor s. Alternative 5
assumesgrowth of 120,000 housing units (40,000 more than théNo ActionAlternative) to
account for thepotential additional housingthat could occurwithin the areas of change
identified in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as well as changes to existing and new cent@éis.
Alternatives assume the same overall growth in job&eeExhibit 1.4-6.

Exhibit 1.4-6. Summary of Housing and Job Growth Share? Citywide Alternative s

Housing 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 120,000
Jobs 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000 158,000

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

Under all Alternative s, 80,000 units would belocatedin a similar distribution to Alternative 1,
meaning that they would belocated primarily in existing centersand villages Under theaction
alternatives, an additional 20,000 or 40,000 housing units would be accommodatedthin new
place types located throughout the city. This results in a shift in the percent share of growth
between study areas. For example, while absolute housing growth in Downtown/South Lake
Union (Area 4) is constant atLl9,413 housing units, the percent share of housing growth in Area
4 is lower under all theaction alternativesthan the No ActionAlternative. UnderAlternative 5,
both Areas 1 and 2 in North Seattle receivagreater share of housing growth than Area 4.
Exhibit 1.4-7 and Exhibit 1.4-9 show percent share of housing target growth by study area
and Alternative, with the two highest study area percent shares underach alternative
highlighted orange.

2 Growth targets were set for theyears 20192044, but in theEIS have been adjustetb match the required 20year planning period for 2024
2044,to account for population, housing, and employment change for the years 202923.
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Exhibit 1.4-7. Housing Growth Estimates Percent Share by Study Area? Citywide Alternative s

StudyArea Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5

Area 1 Northwest 17.2% 18.4% 17.6% 17.2% 17.9%
Area 2 Northeast 16.0% 18.3% 20.2% 21.0% 19.6%
Area 3 West 7.5% 8.1% 6.7% 6.6% 6.8%

Area 4 Downtowr/South Lake Union 24.3% 19.4% 19.4% 19.4% 16.2%
Area 5 East 16.6% 16.3% 13.8% 13.8% 13.4%
Area 6 Southwest 7.7% 9.4% 10.2% 10.1% 11.5%
Area 7 Duwamish Manufacturing Center 2.4% 2.3% 1.9% 2.0% 3.0%

Area 8 Southeast 8.3% 7.9% 10.2% 9.9% 11.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: The two highest percent shares undegach alternativeby study area are highlighted orange.
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.

All Alternatives assume the same overall growth in jobs with a little over half of job growth in
Downtown/South Lake Union (Area 4) and about 9% in the Duwamish Manufacturing Center
(Area 7). Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 assume a small job shift from the larger centers towards other
place types to reflect local demand consistent with the distribution of new housinghe
distribution of jobs and housingunder Alternative 5 would be a combination of the other
Alternatives after accounting for expandedegional andurban centerboundaries and potential
changes to place type designation§eeExhibit 1.4-8 and Exhibit 1.4-9.

Exhibit 1.4-8. Job Growth Estimates Percent Share by Study Area? Citywide Alternative s

Study Area Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Area 1 Northwest 7.5% 7.9% 7.8% 8.1% 7.9%
Area 2 Northeast 6.9% 74% 6.9% 6.9% 7.2%
Area 3 West 6.7% 6.9% 6.6% 6.6% 6.7%
Area 4 Downtowr/South Lake Union 57.4% 55.7% 55.7% 55.7% 54.6%
Area 5 East 3.0% 3.3% 3.1% 3.2% 3.2%
Area 6 Southwest 3.2% 3.5% 32% 32% 3.5%
Area 7Duwamish Manufacturing Center 9.2% 9.2% 9.2% 9.2% 9.3%
Area 8 Southeast 6.1% 6.1% 7.7% 7.2% 7.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: The two highest percent shares undezach alternativeby study area are highlighted orange.
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023
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Exhibit 1.4-9. Comparison of Housing and Jobs Growth Estimates Percent Share by Study Area?
Citywide Alternative s

Housing Share Jobs Share

-100%—
o Ll T 11 K
90%

o
o

80%
70%
- 60% —
- 50% -
Area 4
- 40% -
-30% -
Area 5
20%
Area 6

Area 7
Area 7

10%
AreaB----. 0% -----Areaﬂ

Alt1  Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alt5 Alt1 Alt2 A3 Alt4 AltS
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.

Area 5
Area 6

Major Policy Updates

The proposal would update the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to address growth betweer220

and 2044 and adapt new policies and codes that help meet the objectives definedirction 1.4.

It would also implement text and map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as well as
changes to zoning and development standards in the Seattle Municipal Code and the Building
Code. Changes to the Comprehensive Plan would help meet the objectives defin€skiction

1.4.1 andwould influence the manner and distribution of projected growth as well as the manner
in which the City conducts its operations to promote and achieve other goals such as those
related to equity, economic opportunity, environmental sustainability, communi, public health,
safety, welfare, and service deliveryAll Comprehensive Plan elements will be reviewed and
updated as part of the proposal. In many cases, proposed policy amendments will reflect changes
to state and regionakequirements andguidance, incorporate language and editorial changes to
policiesto increase readability, clarify direction and remove redundancies; and add new or
updated information since adoption of the current Comprehensive Plan.

Changesto the Comprehensive Plarcould include, but are not limited to:
A Implementing a major update of the Growth Strategy and Future Land Use Meeluding:
G Adding neighborhood centers, corridors, and urban neighborhoodsas new place types

G Combining the multifamily and mixeduse/commercial designations on the
#1 1 POAEAT OEOA 01 AT80 &0OOOOA , AT A 50A -AD
A Updating planned growth assumptionsto reflect updated regional targets, market
conditions, development capacity, and changes to the growth strategy.
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

Updating housing and employment targets foregional centers consistent with VISION 2050.

Eliminating Growth Targets for urban villagesor modifying them to reflect changing market
conditions, development capacity, and changes to the growth strategy.

Identifying strategies for addressing displacement
Identifying strategies formeeting jurisdictional affordable housing targets.
Identifying strategies for meeting additional infrastructure needs

Identifying strategies formeeting vehicle miles traveled VMT), mode shift, and greenhouse
gas emission goals

Updating the Transportation levels-of-service (LOS) to reflect updated goalsiew state
guidance,changing conditions, and address concurrency.

Removing volume 2 of the Conghensive Plan which contains goals and policies excerpted
from past neighborhood plans.

Adding or modifying policies forthe growth strategy place types and zone categories.
Modifying or implementing new policy changes on a wide variety of topicsuch as equity,
complete communities, increasing housing choices, climate change resilience, greenhouse

gas reduction strategies, vision zero, zero waste, electrification, decarbonization, essential
public facilities, environmentally critical areas,or other topics.

Changes to the Seattle Municipal Code would implement the Growth Strategy in the
Comprehensive Plan as well as specific goals and policies, particularly those around land use
regulations and housingChanges to zoning and development standards would support City goals
such as allowing more people to walk or bike to everyday needs, encouraging better building
design, or reducing the cost of housing. These changes could include, but are not limited to:

A

Modifying heights, lot size, density limits, coverage limits, setbacks, amenity standards, and
other similar standards affecting the scale and form of new construction to implement goals
and policies in the update Comprehensive Plan including those aroummtreasing the

supply, diversity, and affordability of housing.

Allowing more flexibility for commercial uses in certain area suchasallowing more retail

on arterial streets, increasing flexibility for home businesses, and allowing corner stor@s
Urban Neighborhood Residentiakones.

Allowing more height and/or floor area for projects that provide public open space or that
include affordable housingor housing types such as -3and 4-story stacked flats or projects
with shared open space.

Reducing or eliminating residential parking minimumscitywide .

Modifying bike parking requirements to recognize the unique conditions across different
zones and housing types

Modifying solid waste storage requirements to recognize current solid wasteeedsand to
recognize the unique conditions across different zones and housing types

Modifying tree and landscaping requirements to increase tree canopy Meighborhood
Residentialzones

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 1-17



Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

Modifying building code regulations to support development of attached and stacked flat units.
Implementing or modifying Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) requirements

Updating tenant relocation assistance requirementto increase supportfor relocated
households.

Updating our transportation concurrency requirementsto reflect changes to the levebf-
service standard.

> > >

>

A Changes to support electric vehicle charging when parking is provided

Changes to the Comprehensive Plan could alisoplement changes required by state legislation
including HB 1110 which requires cities to allow a minimum number of housing units on certain
lots and restricts design review and development standards for middle housing as well as SB
5412 which updates SER categorical exemptions and requires certain environmental analysis.

e : - : = T e ’.‘ o =Y o 1’?’% o % 4»".‘" » ';

Source: City of Seattl@30th and 145th Station Area Plannindgvultimodal Mobility Study, December 2020.

130"/145" Station Area

This EIS also provides a focuse®view of potential land use and zoning changes to implement
the 130th and 145th Street Station Area Plan anoptions for the City to streamline future
environmental review in that area, which may include a planned actiorRCW 43.21c.44) infill
exemption (RCW 43.21C.22p or other tools available under state legislation (e.g., SB 5818).

Alternative land use concepts have been paired up with citywidalternatives for review in the
EIS.Exhibit 1.4-10 summarizes the land use concepts undd¢he Alternative 1 (No Action) and
the two Alternatives that have a more detailed approach in the 130145 th Station Area

A Alternative 1 retains the current Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations. No new
areas would be designated for mixedise or higher density and building types outside
existing commercial zoning would remain primarilysingle purposewith some 4-8 story
multi -family uses near thel45t BRT station
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Objectives, Proposal, & Alternatives

A Compared toAlternative 1, Alternative 2 would have more mixed-usedevelopment in three
new neighborhood centers? onenear the 143" Station Areg one immediatelyto the east of
I-5 andone around an existing business distric{referred to as thePinehurst Neighborhood
Center). Most of the housing proposed undeAlternative 2 would be near the 1453 Station
Area andjob growth would be modest.The neighborhood centeis would contain a mix of
Low-rise Residential, Midrise Residential, and Neighborhood Commercial 3 (NC3) zoning.

A Under Alternatives 3 and 4, changes in the 130145 th station areas would be consistent
with the changes described citywide.

A Under Alternative 5, anurban centerwould be createdstraddling the west and east sides of
I-5 at the Sound Transit light rail station at 13@ with Low-rise Residential, Midrise
Multifamily, and Neighborhood Commercial (2 and 3¢oning. The 13@ Station Area would
see the greatest increase in housing arjdb growth under Alternative 5. Similar to
Alternative 2, the 148h Station Area would be designated aaneighborhood centerunder
Alternative 5 with similar zoning and housing growth andslightly fewer jobs.

Exhibit 1.4-10. Summary of Alternative s? 130th/145 th Station Areas

Amount** and Baseline growth and Cluster growth in newly Potential new urban center and

Pattern of pattern. designated small mixeduse corridor designations. Residential
Growth Growth in housingunits: ~ node(s) and near transit areas growth.
840 Growth in housing units: Growth in housingunits: 2,703

2,208
Growth in jobs: 979

Growth in jobs: 716 Growth in jobs: 1,004

Building Types  No change(single family,  Denser and taller buildings Denser than Alt 2with more

for New accessory dwelling units, in nodes. More mixeduse mixed-use buildingsand more
Construction limited multifamily and buildings. home type variety.
mixed use)
Building Heights  No change Nodes: Potentially up to 4@ Urban center: 95 ft
for New Multifamily and mixed 80 ft Corridors: Potentially up to 40-80
Construction use: 4580 ft Neighborhood Residential  ft
Neighborhood Residential zones 30 ft Urban Neighborhood Residential
zones 30 ft zones 30 ft
Retail and No change Couldinclude more retail More retail and commercial
Commercial and commercial locations  locationsthan Alt 2

than Alt 1
* Note: Alternative 1,No Actionx I &1 A OAOAET OEA #EOU8O 3AAOOI A ¢mou OOAAI
designations the existingurban centers and villages are categorized here according to the new place types
proposed underAlternatives 2-5 for comparison purposes only. Se#% @ E E A E @ Cliapter Z fpr a crosswalk of
existing place types (existing andilternative 1) versus proposed place type names undeXliternative s 2-5.
** The growth estimates consider the current zoning within a common maximum boundanA(ternative 5). The
130" Street and PinehurstNeighborhood Centerfrom Alternative 2 are both within the 130t StreetUrban Center
boundary in Alternative 5.

Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.
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Key Issues & Options

In addition to establishing future land use and zoning designations supporting the station area,

OEA #EOUG6O 30AO0EIT ' OAA 01 AT DBOT OEAARAO AEOAAOQEI
A Land Use/Housing

Provide more density/diversity of land uses concurrent with transit.

Provide more housing choice.

Offer affordable housing options near light rail and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).

Mitigate displacement of current residents and businesses

A Amenities/Public Realm

5 Coordinate update of street types in Streets lllustrated

Establish a strongvisual identity for the station areas, including architecture, landscape

design, public art, and other public realm improvements as well as neighborhood
wayfinding.

G Provide amenities to support anticipated growth

G Retain tree canopy and healthy open spaces/environment

A Access
G Provide non-motorized access to the stations (safe etc.)

Coordinate with WSDOT, Sound Transit, ar(@ity of Shoreline.

Address parking regulations

@ O Gk G

G @

G
G

1.5 Key Issues & Options

The key issues facing decision makeraclude:

A Creation of a growth concept that meets objectives of the plan to create an equitable, livable,
inclusive, and climate resilient community. The growth concept would offer greater housing
choices across the city and an improvepbb-housing balance Itlink sto investments in
transit and non-motorized improvements.

A Approval of a Comprehensive Plan including goals and policies that fulfil A A O\@slo 8 O
and meet state and regional requirements.

A Approval of development regulations that implement the Comprehensive Plan goals
policies,and land use plan, resulting in quality urban design, and integrating the best
available science to protect critical areas.

A Approval of SEPA facilitation toolgo help incentivize growth while mitigating impactsfor
the 130th/145 th Station area and other areas of the community
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1.6 Summary of Impaci& Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts

This section provides a summary of each environmental topic addressed in this EIS. This includes:
Earth & Water Quality

Air Quality/GHG

Plants & Animals

Energy & Natural Resources

Noise

Land Use Patterns

Historic Resources

Population, Employment, & Housing
Transportation

Public Services & Utilities

> > > > > > > > > >

For the full context of the affected environment, potential impacts, and mitigation measures
please seeChapter 3.

Equity& Climate Considerations

The City isseeking to develop &Comprehensive Plarthat results in more equitable outcomes,
reduces harms, and supports communitywide benefits created by growth and investment.

The Growth Management Act (GMA) now requires each county and city give special
consideration to achieving environmental justice in its goals and policies, including efforts to
avoid creating or worsening environmental health disparities.

Ol OEOTT1 AT OAT EOOOEAASG 1 AAT O OEA EAEO OOAAC
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to

development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,

and policies. Bvironmental justice includes addressing disproportionate

environmental and health impacts in all laws, rules, and policies with environmental

impacts by prioritizing vulnerable populations and overburdened communities and

the equitable distribution of resurces and benefits.

GMA requires a series of elements including land use, housing, transportation, utilities, capital
facilities, parks and recreation, economic development and recently, climate change and
resiliency. The Comprehensive Plan provides policies that are considered in the exercise of the

#EOUBO AOOEI OEOU O1T AAO 3%0! 7p.0AA 3 AAOOI A8O 3 %0
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Chl Summaryw Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

As part of the scoping process in Fall 2022, the City identifiedimate and equity metricsthat
were to be addressed in the EIS analysis. In addition, for each environmental topic thresholds
and metrics were developed to address the elements of the environment proposed during EIS
scoping including those identified INWAC 19711-444 and WAC 19711-960.

For each environmentaltopic this summary describes an analysis of equity and climate
performance criteria associated with that topic.

1.6.1 Earth & Water Qua

lity

-

.
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Source:City of Seattle, 2023.

How did we analyZearth & Water Qualiy

The EIS team reviewed documents and maps identifying critical areas, surface water,
shorelines, groundwater, sea level rise, and environmental healtfihresholds of significance
utilized in this impact analysis include:

A Runoff Increases Impervious surface expansions that would increase runoff flow volumes
and durations to streams by magnitudes resulting in bank scour and erosion;

A Surface Water Quality Increases in amount of polluion to receiving waters that would
impair their designated uses (such as human contact drfish habitat);
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Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

A Groundwater Quality: Impervious surface expansions that would decrease groundwater
recharge beyond designated limits and increases in amount of pollon discharged to levels
that would contaminate groundwater supplies.

A Environmental Earth and Soil Hazards: Disturbances of existing contaminated areas to
levels that could endanger human health or the environment.

A Climate Change Extreme Precipitation: Growthconcentratedinto areas that are
reasonably expected to be at risk for future flooding and landslides.

A Climate Change Sealevel Rise: Growthconcentratedinto areas that are reasonably
expected to be at risk for futuresealevel rise.

Whatimpacts did we identify?

Every Alternative would increase density in the city boundary and likely result in increased
vehicle use, increased hard surfaces, and focus additional development closer to water
resources. However, the redevelopment associated with each plafternative would comply

with City codes requiring stormwater management, critical area protections, building upgrades,
and other measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts to earth and water resources.

Direct: Direct impacts relate to the development that could be allowed bgach alternativeover
the 20-year planning period.

A Construction impact® Construction activities can involve removal of vegetation and soil
disturbance, causing erosionwater quality impacts, and potential for soil contamination
Construction activities and associated rainfall runoff controls are required to meet
permitting requirements that should prevent or minimize adverse impacts.

A Vehicle Use All of the planAlternatives would result in increasel vehicle use. Higher
numbers of vehicle trips can potentially increase contamination of local receiving waters,
depending on the level of stormwater runoff treatment provided to the roadways.

A Hard Surfaces All of the planAlternatives would result in an increase in the amount of
hard surface(i.e.,parking, buildings, etc.)in the city. The amount ofhard surfaceversus
vegetation in each place type impacts the way rainwater runoff mixes with potential
pollution and soaks into the earth or is transported to natural receiving waters.

Indirect: Indirect impacts potentially occur as a result othe proposedaction and are

reasonably foreseeablebutthey occurlater in time or farther removed in distance.Indirect

impacts on earth and water resources generally come froreach alternatived © BT OAT OEAI
changes to pollutant sourcesnd land cover through changes to the pattern and locations of
population density and growth rate.As outlined in Vision 2050(PSRC, 220), focusing growth

in previously developed urban areas will result in less impact on regional et and water

resources than focusing the same growth in previously undeveloped areas outside of cities that
add new impervious surfaces controlled under current standardOverall,the indirect effect

from every Alternative is considered beneficial to earth and water resources in the region that
includes the city and areas beyond.
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What is different between tidternatives?

Citywide

Expected changes to singteccupancy vehicle trips are used as an indicator of potential
increased pollution from vehicles. Increases in singleccupancy vehicle trips are presented in
Exhibit 1.6-1, which is based on data fronBection 3.10 Transportation .Alternative 1 has the
lowest studied housing units andAlternative 5 the most, with Alternatives 2-4 moderate in
growth. Thus,the potential for pollution due to single-occupancy vehicle trips matches this
range.Factors that are used as gauges of increased hard surfaces are summarizedxhibit
1.6-1 andinclude number of housing units and distribution of housing (new development is
assumed to create more hard surfaces when it is spread into areas like Neighborhood
Residential rather than concentrated into centers). Additional considerations of changeslend
cover, including changes in vegetation, are discussed$®ction 3.3 Plants & Animal s.

Exhibit 1.6-1. Impacts Based on Expected Pollution and Runoff Increases

Pollution Indicator: Daily Single Occupancy Vehicle Trips 1.78 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.91
(millions)
Hard Surface Indicator:Housing Units 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 120,000

Hard Surface Indicator:Share of Developable Acres

Existing Centers 58% 58% 58% 58% 58%

Plan Additions: Centers and Corridors 0% 6% 0% 15% 20%

Neighborhood Residential 0% 0% 29% 0% 13%

Outside Subareas* 42% 36% 13% 27% 9%
Impact of Alternative Compared to No Action Baseline Lowest Highest Moderate Highest
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Source: City of Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Several areas of the city rank high (in the upper half of the scoring range) for environmental
health disparities. Redevelopment in these areas associated with the plafternative could
have both beneficial and detrimental impacts to the population in these areas, as follows:

A Exposure to Contaminated Sitedn areas with environmental health disparities,
redevelopment allowed by the studied Alternatives could have both beneficial and detrimental
impacts to the population in these areas. Redevelopment can sometimes pose a risk of
exposure from contaminated ges or motivate additional clearrup and protection, depending
on the scale of the project. The City regulates development around known contaminated sites.

A Water Quality: Redevelopment often triggersequirements to upgradestormwater
managementto meet current standards,which caneither avoid impacts orresult in a
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benefit to earth and water resourcesand in turn to those living in the surrounding
community. Alternative 1 would have the least potential for equitable investments in
stormwater quality improvements with the level of housing units compared tAlternative 5
with the most and Alternatives 2 to 4 moderate potentialHowever,each of the plan
alternatives could have increased environmental impacts where development density is
focused in closer proximity to water resources.

A Flooding and LandslidesWhere redevelopment would trigger installation of newer
stormwater infrastructure as described above, that infrastructure can be designed to be
more resilient to changes in rainfall frequencies and volumes, thereby lowering the flood
risks for the community. While Alternative 1 retains current plans and regulations, the
action alternatveO AAOAT AA OEA #EOUSO Al Ei AOA OAOGEI EAI
on a climate vulnerability assessment.

A Sealevel RiseAreas currently at risk for sea level rise are in Area 7 along the Duwamish
River. There is a potential for sea level rise and storm surge risks elsewhere in Areas 1, 3, 4,
and 6.Alternative 1 tends to have less growth in these areaand Alternative 5 the most. In
Area 3 the growth underAlternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 5. However, action
alternative s would include a new climate element required under the Growth Management
Act (GMA) andclimate resilience strategies to direct growth away from shorelines.

130th/145 th Station Area

The 130th/145th Station Area is in close proximity to Thornton Creek, and runoff from these
areas is in the associated regulated stream basin.

A Alternative 1, No Action,would have the lowest potential land cover conversions of
vegetation to hard surface, the lowest expected increase in daily vehicle trips, and would
focus increased density farther away from water resources than all otheklternatives.

A Alternative 2 would have neighborhood centerdevelopmert in the station area Alternative
2 would have the least potential land cover conversions of vegetation to hard surface, the
lowest expected increase in daily vehicle trips, and would focus increased density farther
away from water resources than all other actioralternatives. Alternative 2 presents the
lowest potential for direct impacts on earth and water resourcesvithin the 130t%/145 th
Station Areaamong the actionalternatives.

A In Alternative 5, the 130h/145 th Station Area would specifically include areas to be
reclassified asan urban centerand would have relatively higher potential land cover
conversions of vegetation to hard surface, the highest expected increase in daily vehicle
trips, and would focus the highest amount of increased density closer to water resources
than all other actionalternatives.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

The Comprehensive Plan includepolicies relevant to the citywide protection and restoration
of earth and water resourcesAction alternatives would amend all elements as part of the
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Periodic Update; this includes similar and improved policies addressing earth and water
resources particularly related to climate resilience.

In addition to new Comprehensive Plan policies under actioalternatives and existing codes
and regulations addressing critical areaand stormwater, the City could consider:

A Continued implementation of SDOT policy to avoid adding or expanding roadways through
transit and other approaches.

A Strengthen critical areas ordinances and restore critical area buffers.

A Update the Shoreline Master Program to increase séavel rise resiliency actions (such as
construction of barriers or property acquisitions) by basing boundaries and elevation
restrictions on the Mean Higher High Water Mark (the average of the higher dailides) or
some other metric higher than the Ordinary High Water Mark.

A Install updated stormwater controls on roadways, which are not likely to be upgraded as
part of the parcel redevelopments included in thélternatives.

A Continue research and implementation of innovative stormwater best management
practices, especially those focused water quality treatment in the most urban areas.

A Implement the Puget Sound Partnership Action Agenda and Water Resource Inventory Area
Salmon Recovery/Habitat Protection plans.

A Continuei EIi Bl Al AT O-PartSratedy refliicgieenhouse gas emissions.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Landcover across most of the city has been extensively modified for over a century by
development, which has already resulted in longerm impacts to earth and water resources.
Redevelopment of these areas associated with every projeslternative would be required to

install permanent stormwater management systems to mitigate potential impacts from changes
to the site runoff. These required stormwater management measures are designed to minimize
pollution at the source; remove or reduce the amourstof pollutants in the stormwater before it
enters the receiving water; or manage the rate at which stormwater flows into a receiving water,
the separated storm conveyance system, or the combined sewer system. Furthermore, the
comprehensive future planning associad with the project Alternatives that would focus growth
ET OEA AEOUGSO Al OAAAU AAOGAT T PAA AOAA AO 1 pDPI OA
rural, undeveloped areas is also expected to be beneficial to earth and water resources.
Therefore, no sigrficant unavoidable adverse impacts to earth and water resources are expected.
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Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-2 summarizesthe results of the evaluation of potential impactdased on the
evaluation in Section 3.1 Earth & Water Quality .

Exhibit 1.6-2. Earth & Water Quality Summary of Thresholds of Significance
Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Surface Water Quality Impervious surface
expansions; and increases in amount of pollidn .2

Groundwater Quality: Impervious surface

expansions that would decreasgroundwater
recharge and increases in amount of pollubn
discharged?

W Equity Environmental Earth and Soil Hazards

& Climate Disturbances of existing contaminated areas to
levels that could endanger human health or the
environment.2

W Equity Climate Change Extreme Precipitation: Growth
& Climate focused into areas that are reasonably expectedt ¢ S S S S

be at risk for future flooding and landslides

W Equity Climate Change Sealevel Rise Growth focused
& Climate into areas that are reasonably expected to be at q S S S S
risk for future sea-level rise?

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse|(q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 All alternatives would increasehard surfaces (i.e., parking, buildings, etc., known as impervious surfaces). Each
alternative allows development density in closer proximity to water resources. Alternatives 3 and 5 could result in
more impervious areas and less tree canopy than other alternatives. Alternative 5 could result in more pollution
due to higher growth and vehicle trips than ther alternatives.

2 Redevelopment can sometimes pose a risk of exposure from contaminated sites or motivate additional clegn
and protection, depending on projecscale.The City regulates development around known contaminated sites.

3 Where redevelopment would trigger installation of newer stormwater infrastructure it can be designed to be
more resilient to changes in rainfall frequencies and volumes. Alternative 1 retains current plans and regulations,
action alternatives advance theclimate resilience policies and strategies.

4 Current codes are based on current water surface elevation metrics and may not fully address resiliency to
potential impacts from forecasted sedevel rise. Alternative 5 could result in exposure of more people to sea level
rise. Compared to Alternative 1the action alternatives would potentially have less risk of sea level rise exposure
to communities because of new climate element and resilience strategiasd direct growth away from shorelines.
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1.6.2 Air Quality & GHG Emissions

How did we analyz&ir Quality & GHG Emissi@ns

The EIS evaluates the air quality impacts of implementing th&lternatives and focuses on two
criteria air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM) resulting from
changes in land uses and transportation patterns. It also considers other criteria air pollutants
such as ozone precursors (reactive organic gasedROGs, and oxides of nitrogen, NOx) and Toxic
Air Pollutants (TAPS).

The project team collected data from the following sources to support analysis of existing air
guality conditions and potential effects of the projecfAlternatives:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Greenbook (EPA, 2021)

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) and Ecology Air Monitoring Network
2016-2021 PSCAA Air Quality Data Summaries (PSCAA)

2020 Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (Seattle, 2022)

Washington Department of Ecology Air Quality Standards and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Inventory (Ecology, 2022a and 2022b)

-TAET A AT EOOET T O x AOA MA@ UdhicldEnfsdon SidufatoQMAVES) %0 ! 6
model.

> > > > >

The thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:
A Air Pollution: Growth concentratedin areas with high exposure to air pollution
A Per Capita GHG emissionicreasein GHG emissions on a per capita basis

A Consistency with other efforts:Actions would prevent or deter statewide, regional, or local
efforts to reduce GHG emissions

What impacts did we identify?

Construction: Future growth under anyAlternative would result in development of new
residential, retail, light industrial, office, and community/art space and associatedneissions
generatedduring construction activities would include exhaustemissionsfrom heavyduty
construction equipment, trucksusedto haul construction materials to and from sites,
worker vehicle emissions,aswell as fugitive dust emissions associated with eartldisturbing
activities, and other demolition and construction work.Criteria air pollutants would be emitted
during construction activities from demolition and construction equipment, much of it diesel
powered, trucks used to haul construction materials to and from sites, and from vehicle
emissions generated during worker travel to and from construction sites.

Construction-related GHG emissions from any given development project that may occur in the
next 20 years would be temporary and would not representanog i ET ¢ AOOAAT OT OE
inventory. However, cumulatively it can be assumed that varying levels obnstruction
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activities within the city would be ongoing under any of the Plailternatives and hence,
cumulative construction related emissions would be more than a negligible contributor to GHG
emissions within the city.

Transportation: All action alternativesresult in roughly the same annual GHG emissionEhe
variation is within approximately one half of one percent. This is because the projected
improvements in fuel economyoutweigh the projected increase in VMT. Therefore, roadway
emissions are considered a minor adverse impact.

What is different between ti#dternatives?

Citywide

GHG emissions would differ among thalternatives with the lowest total emissions under
Alternative 1 and the most underAlternative 5. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 have the same growth.
On a per capita basisAlternative 5 would have the least.

Exhibit 1.6-3. GHG Emissions(MTCO.e) by Alternative and Per Capita Rate

Transportation -1,662 -834 -835 -835 176
Buildings 48,422 50,489 50,926 50,654 52,785
Waste 60,834 64,053 64,294 65,294 67,917
Total Emissions 107,594 113,708 114,385 114,113 120,878
Population Growth Estimate 164,000 205,000 205,000 205,000 246,000
Per Capita GHG Emissions 0.66 0.55 0.56 0.56 0.49

Notes: Population growth calculated using City GIS data for total housing units and population (total
units/population = persons per household), assuming 2.08 persons per household
Source: KimleyHorn, 2023

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Portions of Seattle located along major roadways (freeways and the mesaveled highways)

are exposed to relatively highevels of air borne toxics, resulting in highcancer risk values.

Risks and hazards dropdramatically in places farther than 200 meters (656 feet) from the

center of highways for the EIS, a buffer area of 500 to 1,000 feet has been considered from
roads with daily trips greater than 100,000 vehicledo identify potential exposure of sensitive
populations to air toxics, this includesInterstate 5 north of Interstate 98 7 EOEET OEA
study area, the potential for dwelling units is described foeach alternative

A Under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4the number ofdwelling units within the portion of urban
centers and vilagesin the 1,000-foot buffer areawould be the lowest.

A Alternative 2 would place a greater number otiwelling units within the 1,000-foot buffer
when compared toAlternative 1, 3, and 4, but fewer units compared télternative 5.

>
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A Alternative 5 would place the greatest number ofiwelling units within the 1,000-foot buffer
when compared to the otherAlternatives.

130th/145 th Station Area

Zoning designationsunder Alternative 1 would be retained within the 130th/145 th Station

Area and no new areas will be designated for mixedse or higher density than exists under
existing conditions. Implementation ofAlternative 1 assumes a growth potential of 840 housing
units and 716 jobs in proximity to the future light rail and BRT stations.

A Construction: Station Area growth underAlternative 1 would be the lowest compared to all
other Alternatives. Therefore, emissions associated with heaxjuty construction equipment,
trucks, worker vehicles, and fugitive dust would likely be the lowest among alternatives.

A Operations » Criteria Pollutants: Transit has been identified as the most frequent and
successful tool in reducing VMT (WSDOT, 2022). Transit improvements overall provide a
VMT reduction of up to 26% (WSDOT, 2022). Therefore, transit service and connectivity
provided by the future light rail and BRT stations in combination withAlternative 1 growth
potential, in comparison to baseline conditionsywould result in improved transit service
and connectivitywhen compared to existing conditions, providing greatepotential for VMT
reduction and reductions in criteria pollutants.

A Operations 2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions:Transit service and connectivityprovided by
the future light rail and BRT stations in combination withAlternative 1 growth potential, in
comparison to baselineconditions, would result in improved transit service and
connectivity when compared to existing conditions providing greater potential for VMT
reduction and reductions in GHG emissions. The housing growth potential undaternative
1 would be the lowest compared to all otheAlternatives. Therefore, GHG emissions
associated with building energy use and solid waste would be lowest und@iternative 1.

A Exposure to Pollution : Target growth underAlternative 1 within the Station Area would
be lowest among all otherAlternatives and would place the least number of residents
proximity to transportation -related pollutants along 5.

Implementation of Alternative 2 assumes a growth potential of 2,208 housing units, which is

greater than the growth potential of Alternative 1.

A Construction: Emissions associated with heawgluty construction equipment, trucks,
worker vehicles, and fugitive dust would likely be greater tharAlternative 1 and less than
Alternative 5 based on the target growth in dwelling units.

A Operations » Criteria Pollutants: Increased growth potential within neighborhood
centers combined with improvements totransit service and connectivity, when compared
with Alternative 1, would result in greater potential for VMT reduction and reductions in
criteria pollutant emissions.

A Operations 2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions:As stated above ricreased growth potential
within neighborhood centers combined with improvements to transit service and
connectivity, when compared withAlternative 1, would result in greater potential for VMT
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reduction, resulting in reductions in GHG emissions. However, target growth within the
Station Area underAlternative 2 would be greater thanAlternative 1, resulting in higher
emissions related to building energy consumption and solid waste generation.

Exposure to Pollution : Target growth under Alternative 2 within the Station Area would be
greater thanAlternative 1 and would place a greater number of resident#& proximity to
transportation -related pollutants along 5. Compared tcAlternative 5, Alternative 2 would
place a fewer number of residentsn proximity to transportation -related pollutants along 5.

Under Alternative 5, anurban centerdesignation on both the west and east sides of the 180

Station Area would merge with an existing commercial node to expand residential mixed use
near the station.Implementation of Alternative 5 assumes a growth potential of 2,703 housing
units, which is greater than all otherAlternatives.

A

Construction: Station Area growth underAlternative 5 would be the greatest compared to
all other Alternatives. Therefore, emissions associated with heawjuty construction
equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and fugitive dust would likely be the highest among all
Alternatives.

Operations ? Criteria Pollutants: Increased growth potential within urban centers
combined with improvements to transit service and connectivityprovided by the stations
when compared with all the otherAlternatives, would result in greatest potential for VMT
reduction and reductions in criteria pollutant emissions.

Operations ? Greenhouse Gas Emissions:As stated above, Station Area growth under
Alternative 5 would result in the greatest potential for VMT reduction and reductions in
transportation -related GHG emissions. However, Station Area growth would be the highest
under Alternative 5, likely resulting in the highest emissions related to building energy
consumption and solid waste generation.

Exposure to Pollution : Target growth underAlternative 5 within the Station Area would
be the greatest compared to all otheAlternatives and would potentially place the greatest
number of residents within close proximity to transportation-related pollutants along 5.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

In addition to current and proposed policies, including transportationand a new climate
element with the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatke following mitigation measures
are considered inSection 3.2 Air Quality & GHG Emissions.

A

™

-

VMT Related: Pedestrian facilities, bicycle improvements, transit improvements, congestion
pricing, roadway fees, and tolls, land use mix armbmpactness.

Electric vehicles

Residentialstrategies including tree canopy, street sweeping, appropriate location of truck
routes, and zoning standards addressing location, building, and site design

Development standards that require or incentivize enhanced air filtering and circulation to
address transportation-generated particulates for residences and other sensitive uses.
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The 130th/145th Station Area measures would be similar and tailored to the station area:

A Incorporation of development standards including requirements for enhanced air filtration
and circulation for residential units within the Station Area and site intake vents as far from
substantial sources as practicable.

Building design strategies to minimize the number of residential units facing3.

Planting of trees along streets with residential development and along commerciebrridors
including but not limited to the reforestation plan for the Lynnwood Link Extension.

Restrict open spaces such as balconies near theurce of toxic air contaminants.
Restrict operable windows near sources of toxic air contaminants.

> >

> >

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions are
anticipated. Through mitigation implementation, local and state climate actions, and expected
continued regulatory changes, thalternative s may result in lower GHG emissions on a per
capitabasis compared to existing conditions. Thalternatives would not prevent or deter
statewide, regional, or local efforts to reduce GHG emissions. Whelach alternativewould
generate GHG emissions from growth and development withthe city, the benefit of

channeling development to targeted areas that might otherwise occur in peripheral areas of the
city or region could serve to offset these impacts.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-4 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iBection 3.2 Air Quality
& GHG Emissions

Exhibit 1.6-4. Air Quality & GHG Emissions Thresholds of Significance

W Equity Air Pollution: Growth focused in areas with high
& Climate exposure to air pollution?

W Equity Per Capita GHG emissions: Increase@HG
& Climate emissions on a per capita basis.

W Equity Consistency with other efforts: Actions would
& Climate prevent or deter statewide, regional, or local ? ? ? ? ?
efforts to reduce GHG emissions.

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adversej(q ), adverse but able to benitigated (g ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 Air toxics and particulate matterrisks and hazards are greatest near major highways and drdyeyond
approximately 656 feetfrom the center of highwaysA buffer area of 500 to 1,000 feet has been consider¢al
reduce the potential exposure of sensitive populations to air toxic&Jnder any alternative, increased residential
densities could be expected within this bufferAlternative 2 would place a greater number of units within the
1,000-foot buffer when compared to Alternative 1, 3, and 4, but fewer uts compared to Alternative 5Alternative
5 would place the greatest number of units within the 1,008o00t buffer when compared to the other alternatives.

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 1-32



Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

2 According to the Seattle 2020 Community GHG Inventory, citywide core per capita emissions was 4.09 MTCO2e
per resident in 2020.Alternative 1 would result in per capita emissions of 0.66 MTCO2e, which is significantly

lower than the existing per capita rateWhile Alternative 5 results in the highest overall housing growth and VMT,
resulting in the highest GHG emissions associated with transportation, building energy, and waste compared to the
other alternatives, per capita emissions would be the lowestt®.49. Other action alternatives are in the range of
Alternatives 1 and 5.

3 The alternatives would not prevent or deter statewide, regional, or local efforts to reduce GHG emissions. While
each alternative would generate GHG emissions frogrowth and development within the city, the benefit of
channeling development to targeted areas that might otherwise occur in peripheral areas of the city or region

could serve to offset these impacts.

1.6.3 Plants & Animals

How did we analyZ&lants & Animal3

Analyses in this EIS consider all plants and animals that may be affected by &ieernatives,

with particular emphasis on tree canopy cover and on streams that may receive stormwater
runoff from pollution -generating impervious surfaces. This emphasis reflects heightened
concern about those two elements of the environment. During the public scopg process, many
stakeholders expressed concern about the loss of tree canopy cover in the city. With regard to
stormwater, a growing field of research is finding lhat stormwater runoff contains

contaminants that are harmful to fish, including species that are listed as threatened or
endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:

A Impacts that would reduce the likelihood of survival or recoveryof a plant or animal species
in the wild, compared to theNo ActionAlternative

A A substantially increased potential for tree canopy cover loss, compared to the No Action
Alternative.

A An appreciable increase in the delivery of stormwater contaminants to fishearing streams,
compared to theNo ActionAlternative.

What impacts did we identify?

Reducing the amount of area dedicated to lowedensity residential uses and increasing the
amount of area available for conversion to highedensity uses would lead to an elevated risk of
impacts to vegetation including tree canopy loss on redeveloped pais and in nearby road
rights-of-way.
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Source: City of Seattle, 2023.

What is different between tifdternatives?

Citywide

Plant and Animal Species: Under any of the alternatives, the potential for adverse effects on
plants and animals would be avoided, minimized, documented, and mitigated to the greatest
extent possible through regulatory reviews and permitting processes that apply to individual
projects. None of the alternatives propose any modifications to those processes. Hution
alternatives would include policies to maintain and enhanceree canopy inrights of way and
city property and to expand tree canopy throughout the community, prioritizing residential and
mixed-use areas with the least current tree canopyimplementation of these policies couldead
to beneficial effects for some speciesiven that habitats in the city limits represent a very
small proportion of the total amount of habitat available to any species, differences in the
availability or distribution of habitats in the city would be unlikely to result in any appreciabe
impacts on regional populations of plants or animals. Based on these considerations, none of
the alternatives would be expected to result inmpacts that would reduce the likelihood of
survival or recovery of a plant or animal species in the wild.

Runoff and Streams: Development or redevelopment projects may create or replace
impervious surfaces, including some pollutiorgenerating impervious surfaces. If runoff from
these surfaces enters fistbearing streams, contaminants in the runoff may harm or kill fish.
On-site stormwater management would likely be required for development or redevelopment
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projects within the city limits. Implementation of required stormwater management would
occur under any of theAlternatives and would prevent or minimize the delivery of
contaminants to fishtbearing streams. This, in turn, would avoid or minimize the potential for
adverse impacts on aquatic species and haats.

The locations, design, and performance standards of stormwater facility improvements would be
determined on a projectby-project basis and cannot be predicted for a programmatic review
such as this. For this analysis, it is assumed that the potential fadoenwater contaminants to be
delivered to streams would be proportional to the amount of area available for conversion to
higher-density uses. This assumption is based on the reasoning that a greater amount of area
available for redevelopment projects woull translate into a greater potential that there may be
some projects for which it is not possible to avoid adverse impacts on water quality altogether.

Tree Canopy: The potential for reductions in tree canopy covewould be affected bythe amount
of area available for conversion to highedensity uses and the amount of area redeveloped for
housing. A substantial portion of developmentrelated reductions in canopy cover would be
reversed over time as replacement trees grow, and the potential for any such reductions would
be limited by regulations that protect existing trees and require replacement dfees that are
removed from private parcels.Requirementsfor tree planting in road rights-of-way may create
opportunities for additional tree canopy development in areas that currently lack street trees.
Also, the action alternatives would include policies to maintain and enhance tree canopy.

Based on the amount of area available for conversion to highdensity uses, Alternative 1 (No
Action) would have the lowest potential for developmerirelated reductions in tree canopy
cover. Among the action alternatives, Alternative 2 would have the lowépotential for
reductions in tree canopy cover this alternative focuses growth inneighborhood centers.
Alternative 3 would havea higher potential for reduction in tree canopy cover as it would be
expected to allow for residential development at higher densities in the Neighborhood
Residentialzones Given the highest number of homes produced and the broadest range of
areas affected, Alternative 5 would tend to have the highest potential for loss of tree canopy.

Encouraging residential and commerciatlevelopmentwithin the urban environment of Seattle
could indirectly benefit plants and animals by easing developmergressurein less-developed
areas outside the city

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Areas with disadvantaged populations tend to have less canopy cover than other are@snerally,
these areas also lost more canopy cover during theygar study period ofthe# EOU8 O OOAA
assessmentAlternatives that concentrate growth in areas where extensive multifamily

development is already present may have a higher likelihood of contributing to canopy cover loss

in areas with disadvantaged populations. The risk of adverse impacts on disadvantaged
populations would be partially offset by several factors, such as increased availability of lower

cost housing options in areas with higher canopy cover and access to large parks.

p]
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Trees play a vital role in moderating temperatures in urban area#n general, areas with more
canopy cover have cooler temperatures, compared to areas with less canopy covecreasing
canopy in low-canopy neighborhoods is a critical aspect @ E A  #okg@ethd h@at
preparedness strategy(Seattle Office of Sustainability & Environment 2022)Alternatives with
a higher likelihood of contributing to canopy cover loss in areas with low canopy cover would
have an elevated risk of exacerbatintpcal heat inpacts.

Compared to the action alternatives, Alternative 1 would result in lesgrowth in the city overall
but would tend to focus that growth inareas where extensive multifamily development is
already present Among the action alternatives, Alternative 3 would have the lowest likelihood
of contributing to such effects; this alternativewould minimize the amount of growth in areas
where extensive multifamily development is already presentAlternative 2 would focus growth
in a limited number of neighborhood centers, whereextensive multifamily development is
already present As a result, the likelihood of contributing to adverse effects on disadvantaged
populations or exacerbating climate vulnerability would be hgher than under Alternative 3.
Alternative 4 would likely have a level of impact for this topic that idetween Alternatives 2

and 3.Alternative 5 would include the mosthousing unitsoverall spread across a wide range of
areas includingneighborhood centers corridors, and neighborhood residential areas
Consequently the higher level of new homesould result in a higher likelihood of contributing

to canopy cover changes thaadversdy affectdisadvantaged populations or exacerbaclimate
vulnerability , compared to the other action alternatives. Under all of the action alternatives,
disadvantaged communities would be expected to benefit fromew policies that prioritize the
protection, maintenance, and expansion of tree canopy in residential and mixese areas
where tree canopy is currently low.

130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 1: No areas with relatively high canopy cover are found in areas that would
continue to be designated as urban centers or urban villages in the 18045 th Station Area
under Alternative 1.No areas currently zoned primarily for singlefamily residential uses in the
130th/145 th Station Area would be converted to highedensity designations underAlternative
1. As suchAlternative 1 would have a lower potential of leading to increased delivery of
stormwater contaminants to streams in this area, compared to the otheklternatives.

Alternative 2: All three of the neighborhood centers that would be established in the
130th/145 th Station Area under Alternative 2 would partially overlap areas with moderately
high canopy coverApproximately 117 acres in the 13@/145 th Station Area (52 acres in théNE
130th Street unitand the full 65-acre area of the NE 148 Street unit) would be designated as
neighborhood centeis. Areas that are currently zoned primarily for singlefamily residential
uses and that would be converted to highedensity designations underAlternative 2 make up
approximately one-half of the 117-acre area that would be designated aseighborhood centess.
As suchAlternative 2 would have a higher potential thanAlternative 1 of leading to increased
delivery of stormwater contaminants to streams in this Area 1, but a lower potential than the
other action alternatives.
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Alternative 5: Alternative 5 would convert approximately 200 acres of parcels that are
currently zoned primarily for single-family residential uses to higherdensity designations.
These areas would partially overlap areas with moderately high canopy coveétowever, the
housing target for these areas would be higher than under any of the othAiternatives.As a
result, more redevelopment projects would be expected to occur in these areas under
Alternative 5 than under the otheralternatives, andAlternative 5 would thus have a higher
potential of leading to increased delivery of stormwater contaminants to streams in this area,
compared to the otherAlternatives.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

The City has longstanding and new regulations intended to address stormwater quality and
tree canopy retention.Measures that may increase and enhance tree canopy cover include the
following:

A Implement a Green Factor requirement irdrban Neighborhood Residentiakones. The
Green Factor is a menu of landscaping strategies that is intended to increase the amount
and quality of urban landscaping while allowing increased flexibility for developers and
designers to efficiently use their properties.

A Add an open space requirement in urban neighborhood zones, encouraging space for trees.
(As of Spring 2024, the City anticipates adopting new zoning standards urban
neighborhood zonesto allow for middle housing types that have footprints offering
consolidated open space areds

A Develop an adaptive management policy to collect, monitor, analyze, and learn fréhe
results of code applicationandto AOOA OO OEA 4 OA Aeffedti®eneBAA OET T #1 A
achieving the goals of retaimg or replanting trees and increasng canopy cover while
allowing for more housing options.

A Encourage or require attached units rather than detached units, which could result in more
plantable area by eliminating smalkorridors between buildings. This option may be
feasible in areas that would beslassified as neighborhood centgurban neighborhood, or
corridor under the actionalternatives.

A Increase fundingor use of inlieu feesfor City-led tree planting and maintenance in parks
and rights-of-way, particularly in areas identified as heat islands.

A Expand existing programs such as Trees for Neighborhoods, which provides trees and
support for people who want to plant trees on their property or in the adjacent righiof-way.

A Develop a comprehensive plan for investment in the equitable distribution and resilience of
the urban forest.

A Investigate technologies such as flexible pavement, soil cells, expanded tree pits, and
appropriate soil types in City-owned rights-of-way.

A Pursue creative approaches for maximizing green infrastructure in appropriate locations in
City-owned rights-of-way? for example, installing planted bike lane and curb line buffer
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strips between curbs and sidewalks, or replacing parking spots and curb bulbs to support
park-scale street trees.

A Collaborate with Seattle Public Schools and organizations such@geen Schoolyards
Americato increase tree cover on school grounds.

Possible additional measures for reducing the risk of delivering contaminants to fishearing
streams include the following:

A Retrofit existing stormwater facilities to increase storage capacity and improve water
guality treatment.

A Adopt stormwater detention standards that require new parcel development to detain
larger volumes of stormwater runoff onsite and in a manner that mimics predeveloped
stormwater patterns.

A Set lower development size thresholds to require more parcel projects to install esite
stormwater management.

A Set lower limits for the maximum percentage of a new development that could be covered
with impervious surfaces.

A Encourage expanded use of soil amendments to facilitate stormwater infiltration (i.e., lew
impact development practices) where technically feasible.

A Sponsor or encourage public education about the threats posed to fish by contaminants in
stormwater runoff.

A Provide a stronger program for maintaining stormwater treatment and detention facilities.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Under any of theAlternatives, population growth in Seattle will drive developmentand
redevelopment of residential and commercial propertiesDifferences in the availability or
distribution of habitats in the city would be unlikely to result in any appreciable impacts on
regional populations of plants or animals. Based on this consideration, combined with the
existing statutory and regulatory requirements that provide protection for plants and animals,
none of theAlternatives would be expected to resultn impacts that would reduce the
likelihood of survival or recovery of a plant or animal speciesn the wild.

Similarly, none of the actionalternatives would be expected to have significant, unavoidable
adverse impacts on aquatic species and habitatSn-site stormwater management would likely
be required for development or redevelopment projects within the city limits(see Section
3.1.4). Implementation of required stormwater management would occur under any of the
alternatives. For these reasons, none of the acticaternatives would be expected to result in an
appreciable increase (compared to thé&lo Action Alternative) in the delivery of stormwater
contaminants to fishbearing streams.
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Source: City of Seattle, 2023.

Also, none of the action alternatives would be expected to have significant, unavoidable adverse
impacts on tree canopy cover. As discussed 8ection 3.3.3,theCityd O AOOOAT O OOAA b
regulations minimize the potential for development-related loss of tree canopycover. For this

reason, none of the action alternatives would result in a substantially higher potential for
developmentrelated tree canopy cover loss, compared to the No Action alternative. In addition,

the potential for canopy loss due to other factorsvould be the same under all alternatives.

Encouraging residential and commercial development within the urban environment of Seattle
could indirectly benefit tree canopy cover regionally by easing development pressure in less
developed areas outside the city. Increasing density in the cityparticul AO1 U CE OAT
requirements for tree protection and replacement would have fewer adverse impacts than
would the conversion of undeveloped parcels in suburban areas to ledensity residential uses.
In addition, developmentrelated canopy loss undeany of the Alternatives would be expected
to have a relatively minor influence on the total amount of tree canopy cover in the city.

(@}
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T
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Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-5 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iSection 3.3 Plants &
Animal s.

Exhibit 1.6-5. Plants & Animals Thresholds of Significance
Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Impacts that would reduce the likelihood of Future
survival or recovery of a plant or animal speciesn baseline ? ? ? ?
the wild, compared to the No Action alternativeé.

W Equity A substantially increased rate of tree canopy cove Future
& Climate loss, compared to the No Action alternative. baseline

s s s s

An appreciable increase in the delivery of

. . . Future
stormwater contaminants to fish-bearing streams, baseline ? ? ? ?
compared to the No Action alternatives

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse)(q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (> ), moderately positive (r ), or positive (p ).

1 Given that habitats in the city limits represent a very small proportion of the total amount of habitat available to
any species, differences in the availability or distribution of habitats in the city would be unlikely to result in any
appreciable impactson regional populations of plants or animals. Based on these considerations, none of the
alternatives would be expected to result in impacts that would reduce the likelihood of survival or recovery of a
plant or animal species in the wild.

2 Within the range of theaction alternatives, Alternative 2 has less conversion potentigl) and Alternative 3 the
most (+), with Alternative 4 closer to Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 closer to Alternative 3.

3 Onsite stormwater management would likely be required for development or redevelopment projects within
the city limits. Implementation of required stormwater management would occur under any of the alternatives
and would prevent or minimize the delivery of contaminants to fiskbearing streams. This, in turn, would avoid or
minimize the potential for adverse impacts on aqgatic species and hhitats.

1.6.4 Energy & Natural Resources

How did we analyZenergy & Natural Resour@es

This section addresses impacts related to energy and other natural resourc&odels employed
for air quality and transportation provide data useful to calculate energy use from transportation

sources and buildingsThresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:
A Energy usagen excess of projected supply availability.

A Conflict with energy policies adopted by the City of Seattle.

What impacts did we identify?

Construction Impacts: Future growth under anyAlternative would result in development of new
residential, retail, light industrial, office, and commercial usg~ossil fuels for construction vehicles
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and other energyconsuming equipment would be usedemporarily and would not represent a
significant demand on energy resourcesslecting building materials composed of recycled
materials requires substantially less energy to produce than nomecycled materialsand could be
promoted to reduce construction energy impacts

L

Source: City of Seattle, 2023.

What is different between tifdternatives?
Citywide

Transportation Energy: The EIS authors pojected total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by
passenger vehicles, trucks, and busés estimate annual transportation energy usage=xhibit
1.6-6 identifies total VMT by Alternative. Alternative 1 produces the leastotal VMT and
Alternative 5 the mosttotal VMT. Implementation of the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan
would result in increased housing options and densities that, together with additional transit
options such as the 130 and 145" Light Rail Stations, would reduce per-capita VMT.
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Exhibit 1.6-6. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled

Existing Alternativel  Alternative2  Alternative3 Alternative4*  Alternative5

Total VMT ** 22,272,230 24,434,250 24,776,040 24,670,240 24,776,040 25,199,240
Total VMT 22,203,300 24,357,100 24,698,900 24,593,100 24,698,900 25,122,100
excluding buses

VMT per capita cars 17.2 13.7 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.4
and trucks

Note: *Traffic data is not available forAlternative 4 because the projected VMT would fall betweeAlternative 2
and Alternative 3. For purposes of the analysis, it has been assumed thternative 4 VMT is equivalent to
Alternative 2, which is higher thanAlternative 3.

**Includes cars, trucks, and buses. VMT Bection 1.6.10 and Section 3.10 Transportation excludes buses.
Source: Fehr & Peer023.

SeeExhibit 1.6-7 for a comparison of annual fuel usage for studiedlternatives in units of
trillion British Thermal Units (Btu). All Alternatives would use more gas, diesel, and
compressed natural gas (CNGAlternatives 3 and 5 would use more ethanol.

Exhibit 1.6-7. Annual Transportation Fuel Usage (Trillion Btu)

Existing Alternativel Alternative2 Alternative3 Alternatived* Alternative5

Gasoline 0.3471 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.36
Diesel 0.0141 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
CNG 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
Ethanol 0.0006 0.0006 0.0006 0.0006 0.0006 0.0007

* Traffic data is not available forAlternative 4 because the projected VMT would fall betweeAlternative 2 and
Alternative 3. For purposes of the analysis, it has been assumed tidternative 4 VMT is equivalent toAlternative
2, which is higher thanAlternative 3.

Source: KimleyHorn, 2023.

Building Energy Demand: Increases in development would increase population and
employment in the City of Seattle and would increase energy consumptiosll future
development would be required to adhere to energy efficiency standards combined with
increased efficiency through performance requirements fostered by the Climate Action Plan
and all-electric space and water heating required by the 2022 Washingh Energy Code.
Development within the City of Seattle under alhlternative s will primarily be comprised of
commercial, industrial, and residential. All new development oredevelopment would be
designed and constructed to meet the applicable state and City building and energy
conservative code requirements which would reduce energy consumption as compared to prior
structures which likely used more energy consumption on a farrata basis. A mixture of newer
and older development would likely be more energy efficient than existing development, based
on changes to building codes, innovations in building and technologies, and compliance with
City energy conservation measures sucéis regular building tune-ups.
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Usingfederal annual enduse consumption data for various housing types in the western Uthie
EIS team stimated electricity and natural gas usage undezach alternativefrom new building
square footage due to target growthseeExhibit 1.6-8. Residential dwellings vary by
Alternativez80,000 dwelling units for Alternative 1, 100,000dwelling units for Alternatives 2
through 4, and 120,000dwelling units for Alternative 52 but employment is similarin all
Alternatives, thus the difference is in household demandlternative 5 with the greatest dwelling
units would have the most demand for electricity and natural gas andliternative 1 the least.
Non-residential consumption has been estimated based on 2020 data on building energy
benchmarking for industrial and commercial uses from Seattle City LighCompared to existing
energy per capita energy usage of 0.0002 trillion Btu electricity and 0.00004 trillion Btu natural
gas per capita in the State, per capita energy demand of all alternatives would be lower.

Exhibit 1.6-8. Building Energy Demand , New Building Square Footage Growth ? Electricity and
Natural Gas (trillion Btu)

Electricity

Residential 1.29 1.58 1.64 1.61 191
Commercial 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.56
Industrial 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Total Demand 3.22 3.51 3.58 3.54 3.84
Percent of Statewide Consumption 0.18% 0.20% 0.20% 0.20% 0.22%
Per Capita Bectricity Demand* 0.000020 0.000017 0.000017 0.000017 0.000016
Natural Gas

Residential 0.17 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.25
Commercial 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55
Industrial 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
Total Demand 0.90 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.98
Percent of Statewide Consumption 0.27% 0.28% 0.28% 0.28% 0.29%

Per Capita Natural Gas Demand* 0.0000055  0.0000046  0.0000046  0.0000046  0.0000040

* Per capita demand based on projected population increase.
Source: KimleyHorn, 2023.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Extreme heat events will create increased energy demand for cooling while decreasing capacity
and efficiency of energy systems as transmission lines and substations are stressed. Energy
demand from buildings is lowest underAlternative 1 and greatest underAlternative 5 as noted
above. AmondAlternatives 2 through 4 with the same growth of 100,000 new dwellings but
different patterns and types of housingAlternatives 2 and 4 have lower building energy
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demand with more compact housing types imeighborhood centers andcorridor s compared to
Alternative 3 with more distributed housing in urban neighborhoods. As new buildings are
constructed, measures to promote building and site design that promote passive cooling may
be appropriate. AllAlternatives have this potential to address cooling needs.

130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 1: Under Alternative 1, zoning designations would be retained within the
130th/145 th Station Area and no new areas will be designated for mixaase or higher density
than exists under existing conditions. The future light rail station at 130 would be developed
in an area that would allow three-story single-purpose residential development and four to
eight-story multifamily in the land surrounding the future 145t BRT Stationlmpacts on supply
availability related to existing conditions wouldbe nominal:

A Alternative 1 assumes a growth potential of 840 housing units and 716 jobs, requiring
approximately 0.02 trillion Btu of electricity and 0.005 trillion Btu of natural gas per year.
This constitutes approximately 0.00.% and 0.001% of statewide electricity and natural gas
usage, respectively.

Alternative 2: Under Alternative 2, changes in land use designations focus on addressing
transit-oriented developments, designating the station areas aseighborhood centers. Growth
would be clustered in small mixeduse nodes near transit, resulting in denser and taller
buildings with heights of up to 80 feetimpacts on supply availability in comparison with
existing conditions would be nominal

A Implementation of Alternative 2 assumes a growth potential of 2,208 housing units and 979
jobs, requiring approximately 0.05 trillion Btu of electricity and 0.009 trillion Btu per year of
natural gas. This constitutes approximately 0.003% and 0.003% of statewide electricity and
natural gas usage, respectively, which are more than double the requirementsAifernative 1.

Alternative 5: Under Alternative 5, anurban centers designation on both the west and east
sides of the 13@" Station Area would merge with an existing commercial node to expand
residential mixed use near the station. Growth would be accommodated in more mixete
buildings, providing greater housing types in buildings with heights of up to 95 feeEnergy
requirements under this Alternative would be slightly higher thanAlternative 2 and impacts on
supply availability in comparison with Alternative 2 would be nominal.

A Implementation of Alternative 5 assumes a growth potential of 2,703 housing units and
1,004 jobs, requiring approximately 0.® trillion Btu of electricity and 0.01 trillion Btu of
natural gasper year. This constitutes approximately 0.08% and 0.0B% of statewide
electricity and natural gas usage, respectively.
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What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

In addition to the One Seattle Plan policy updates and regulations and commitmentset
following mitigation efforts would reduce the use of power in building heating and cooling:

A Installation of solar (photovoltaic) and other local generating technologies.

A Implementation of sustainable requirements including the construction and operation of
LEEDcompliant (or similar ranking system) buildings.

A The use of passive systems and modern power saving units.

A Use ofAlternative forms of energy could be included in larger developments where
installation is cost effective.

A Implementation of conservation efforts and renewable energy sources to conserve
electricity in new developments, including energy efficient equipment (i.e., light bulbs,
appliances, and heating and air conditioning), and could reduce energy consumption.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on energy are anticipated. The development
capacities proposed under alAlternatives would increase overall energy consumption. This is
mitigated by applying energy codes to new development and VMT measures for building and
transportation energy usage. Adherence to energy efficiency measures would ensure that
future development would notresult in consumption of energy resources in excess of projected
supply availability.

Average annual transportation fuel consumption would increasender all alternatives when
compared to existing conditions by less than one percent due to the increase in total VMT
associated with projected growth. However, with increased average vehicle fuel efficiency and
providing the infrastructure and opportunity for people living and working in the City of Seattle
to access alternative transportation modes, action alternatives would not result in the
consumption of energy resources in excess of projesd supply and would not conflict with
energy policies adopted by the City of Seattle.

Since average annual energy use per capita is expected to decrease, the action alternatives
would not conflict with energy policies adopted by the City of Seattle.
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Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-9 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iSection 3.4 Energy &
Natural Resources.

Exhibit 1.6-9. Energy Thresholds of Significance

Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Energy usage in excess of projected supply ? ? ? ? ?
availability.?

Conflict with energy policies adopted by the City ? ? ? ? ?
of Seattl&

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse|(q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 The development capacities proposed under all alternatives would increase overall energy consumption.
Adherence to energy efficiency measures would ensure that future development would not result in the
consumption of energy resources in excess of projected supply availabilikverage annual transportation fuel
consumption would increaseunder all alternatives when compared to existing conditions by less than one percent
due to the increase in total VMT associated with projected growttroviding the infrastructure and opportunity

for people living and working in the City of Seattle to access alternative transportation modes, action alternatives
would not result in the consumption of energy resources in excess of projected supply.

2 Improvements in fuel efficiency combined with reductions in VMT would contribute to reductions in
transportation fuel demand on a per capita basiCompared to existing energy per capita energy usage in the State,
per capitaenergy demand of all alternatives would be lower. Since average annual energy use per capita is
expected to decrease, the action alternatives would not conflict with energy policies adopted by the City of Seattle.

1.6.5 Noise

How did we analy¢oise?

The EIS evaluates noise/vibration impacts associated with implementing th&lternatives
considered in this EIS. The evaluation considers available reports, regulatory requirements, and
guidance from federal, state, port, and city sources. The EIS noise expert reviewed technical
data from noise monitoring locations andemployed aFederal Highway Administration (FHWA)
traffic noise model.Thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:
A TheAlternative would cause future traffic noise levels of 10 dBA or more above existing
noise levels.
A Noise-sensitive receivers are concentrated near noisgenerating (non-residential)
activities or major roadways.

What impacts did we identify?

Construction Noise: Resulting construction activities associated with development of new
residences, commercial and retail land uses, and mixege developments would have the
potential to temporarily affect nearby sensitive receivers such as existing residences, schools,
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and nursing homesConstruction activities with the highest potential for constructionrelated
noise or vibration impacts are those that require pile driving or other similar invasive
foundation work. These types of construction activities are generally associated with higise
development which allAlternatives envision to occur withinurban centers. The Seattle noise
ordinance restricts the use of impact equipment to certain times of day and noise levelhe
City of Seattle does not enforce quantitativeibration standards.

Transportation Noise Contribution by Alternative s: Traffic noise levels for allAlternatives
would increase by less than 1.5 dBA along all roadway segments modeled roadways. Outside of
the laboratory, a 3dBA change is considered pust-perceivable difference, and a &IBA change

is clearly perceptible and is typically considered substantial. Consequently, an increase of less
than 1.5 dBA would be considered a minor impact on environmental noise.

What is different between tidternatives?

Citywide

Operational Noise Sources:If an active industrial development is proposed adjacent to noise

sensitive land uses, noise compatibility problems could aris®&oise levels from stationary
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stationary noise source impacts from alAlternatives would not be significant.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Exterior noise levels in Seattle close to highways, freeways, and high traffic roadways can
exceed 65 dBA &.. The 65 dBA k. noise level is important because it represents the exterior
noise level which can be reduced to 45 dBAsdusing standard construction techniquesThe
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) utilizes a screening distance of
1,000 feet of highways or major roadways, 3,000 feet for railroads, and 15 miles for FAA
regulated airfields to evaluate transportation noise effets at sensitive receivers. EIS analysis
indicates that existing uses along Interstate 5 (5) north of Interstate 90 (I-90) consist
primarily of residential uses,within 1,000 feetof transportation noise sources

Most dternative s seek to locate residential uses near transit or highly traveled roadways to
reduce vehicle miles traveled within the cityNew sensitive receptors (e.g., residential uses)
could be located within noise contours up to 65 dBAdk (or greater) due to proximity to
roadway, rail, and airport noise sourcesAlternative 1 would have the lowest growth and
Alternative 5 the most.Alternative 4 would put more density in corridors, some of which is
found in the 1,000-foot buffer, and more impact is anticipated undeAlternative 4 than
Alternative 2. The growth strategy of Alternative 5 would result in the densest concentration of
sensitive uses near major highways/roadways, transit facilities, and industrial/maritime uses.
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Alternative 1 would locate severalurban centers and urban villages within 1,006feet of
roadways with greater than 100,000 daily vehiclesAlternatives 1, 3, and 4 would havéess
population in proximity to the 1,000 feet of the major roadwayghan Alternatives 2 and 5
based on the areas of focus for growth associated with thdternatives. Alternative 2 would
place a greater number of units within the 1,00€foot buffer when compared toAlternative 1, 3,
and 4, but fewer units compared tdAlternative 5. Alternative 5 would place the greatest
number of units within the 1,000-foot buffer when compared to the otherAlternatives.

130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 1: Under Alternative 1, the 130t/145 th Station area would experience minimal

traffic noise increases and stationary source noise levels (e.g., HVAC systems, parking noise,
conversations, and other noise sources typical of urban areas) but highway traffic noise sources
would continue to dominate the existing noise environment.

Alternative 2: Under Alternative 2, the 130h/145 th Station Area would be designated as
neighborhood centerand would include a mix oflow-rise residential, midrise residential, and
neighborhood commercial ises.Some traffic noise and stationary source noise levels could
increase though not above background highway traffic noisélternative 2 would site residents
and commercial/retail uses near transit hubs, which would likely reduce traffic and traffic noise
levels associated with increased development ithe area.

Alternative 5: Noise impacts at the Station Area would be most substantial undétternative

5, which includes the strategies for encouraging housing growth iAlternatives 2, 3, and 4 plus
some additional changes to existingegional center and urban centeboundaries and changes
to place type designations. Under thidlternative, anurban center would be created on both
the west and east sides ofb at the Sound Transit light rail station. As a result, the 130145 t
Station Area would experiencéhigher traffic noise and stationary source noise aincreasesthan
Alternatives 1 through 4.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Measures to Reduce Construction -Related Noise and Vibration Impacts

In addition to restrictions on the hours of construction in accordance with the Seattle Noise
Ordinance, other mitigation that could be applied includes:

A Installing barriers to shield noise sensitive receptors and enclosing stationary work
Selecting haukoutes to avoid noise sensitive areas

Using fully baffled compressors, or preferably electric compressors

Using fully mufflered construction equipment

Use lownoise emission equipment

Monitor and maintain equipment to meet noise limits

Prohibit aboveground jack hammering and impact pile driving during nighttime hours.

> > > > > > >
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To reduce potential moderate adverse noise impacts from impact pile driving activities adjacent

to noise-sensitive land uses (within 50 feet) or moderate adverse vibration impacts to historic
structures, the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan could consideioation of a policy

recommending the Seattle Noise Ordinance be updated to require best practices for noise control,
ET Al OAET C-didiRg@eehhdiogy aBurising temporary sound walls or cushion blocks.

Measures to Reduce Land Use Compatibility Noise Impacts

Although mitigation measuresare not required due to a lack of significant adverse impact
findings, toreducethe potential for exposure of residences and othemoise-sensitive land uses
to incompatible environmental noise, theOne Seattle Plawould consider adoption of a policy
that recommends that residences and othenoise-sensitive land uses (i.eschools day care) be
separated from freeways, railwaysports, and other active industrial facilities where exterior
noise environments exceed 65 dBA. If sensitive land uses are proposed in such areas, a
policy addressing the need for additional mitigation strategies could be considered to achieve
an interior noise performance standard of 45 dBA.gn. The types ofmplementation measures
that could help to accomplish this include:

A Coordination with WSDOT orsoundwall construction.

A Use of appropriate building materials such as walls and floors with sound transmission
class(STQ rating of 50 or greater.

A Site design measures, including use of window placement to minimize window exposure
toward noise sources, avoid placing balcony areas in high noise areas, and use of buildings
as noise barriers.

A Use of acoustically rated building materials (insulation and windows).

In addition, zoning land use criteria or boundaries could be established, while meeting other
planning goals, to limit the proximity of new residential development to known or anticipated
sources of high noise levels.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Under all studied Alternatives, increasedresidential and employment growth could result in
increased traffic volumes, though the resulting noise increases are not anticipated to exceed
3dBA, the threshold of change that is perceptible. The location of noise sensitive receiv@gs.,
residential useg near traffic, rail, orindustrial noise sources could occur under alhlternatives,
particularly Alternatives4 and 5 Implementation of residential noise mitigation described in
the previous subsection should adequately reduce noise experienced by noisensitive
receivers. With the application of mitigation measures described above, no significant
unavoidable adverse noise impacts would occur under any of thternatives.
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Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-10 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iBection 3.5 Noise.

Exhibit 1.6-10. Noise Thresholds of Significance

Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
The alternative would causefuture traffic noise
levels of 10 dBA or more above existing noise s s s s s
levels?

W Equity Noise-sensitive receivers are concentrated near
& Climate noise-generating (non-residential) activities or S S S q q
major roadways?

Note: Impacts areconsidered either unavoidable adversed q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 Traffic noise levels for all Alternatives would increase by less than 1.5 dBA along all roadway segments modeled
roadways less than the 10dBA or more above existing noise leve®onsequently, an increase of less than 1.5 dBA
would be considered a minor impact on environmental noise.

2 Alternative 4 would focus more growth near transit and major highways/roadways thamlternatives 1 through

3 considered a moderately adverse noise impact that can be reduced with mitigation measures. Alternative 4
would place the fewest number of units (the same as Alternatives 1 and 3) within the 1,0000t buffer when
compared to Alternative 2 and 5The growth strategy of Alternative 5 would result in the densest concentration of
sensitive uses near major highways/roadways, transit facilities, and indstrial/maritime uses, considered a
moderately adversenoiseimpact but mitigation measures would reduce this noise impact.

1.6.6 Land Use & Urban Form

How did we analyaeand Use & Urban F&m

The EIS evaluatesurrent land and shoreline usesphysical form, and viewslIt reviews land use
patterns and compatibility, urban form (height, bulk scale, transitions, and tree canopy),
shadows, and viewsas well as resulting equity and climate vulnerability considerations.
Elements of the analysis include:

re

A Land use patterns consider the distribution of growth and intensity of planned uses as well
as resulting activity levels.

A Land use compatibility considers changes in use type between adjacent areas and any
likely incompatibilities. Land use incompatibilities could be related to health and safety
(such as noise levels or odors), activity levels at various times of day/night, or conflicting
movement patterns.

Height, bulk, and scale considers the physical form, aesthetic, and character of
development (such as massing, setbacks, height, and FAR).

Transitions consider visual changes in physical form between adjacent areas.

Tree canopy considers how urban form affects tree canopy.

>

> >
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A Shadows consider shading of public open space or rightef-way as a result of allowed
development and the possible implications related to health, urban heat, and the human
experience.

A Views consider the protection of public views of important landmarks and natural features,
as well as views from specific designated viewpoints within the city and scenic qualities
along mapped scenic routes.

What impacts did we identify?

Citywide
The major topics are addressed below with impacts common to allternatives.

A Land Use Patterns: Activity levels would increase across the city with new residents,
businessesand employeesThe primary differences between theAlternatives lie in the
distribution and intensity of growth across the city and the projected land use patterns.

A Land Use Compatibility: Future growth under all Alternatives is likely to increase the
frequency of different land use types locating close to one another, and similarly likely to
increase the frequency of land use patterns that contain mixes of land uses with differing
levels of intensity, both within areas currently designatedas urban centers and vikhges and,
to a varying extent, in other areas of the city.

A Height, Bulk, and Scale: Future growth and developmentdirected into existing urban
centers andvillagesunder all Alternatives would result ina moderate amount of additional
height and bulk in these commercial and mixedise nodes.

A Transitions: Gradual redevelopment of new buildings that are larger than those they replace
is likely to occur under allAlternatives, especially inurban centers and villages.
Redevelopment would create a potential for localized adverse compatibility issues as
existing, lower-intensity uses transition to higherintensity development forms. For
example, areas that are predominately composed of detached singémily homes may
experience more occurrences of sharper transitions in urban form as new, more inisive
forms? such as townhomes and multfamily apartments? could be built alongside existing
single-family homes.Redevelopment could also result in sharper transitions between zones
and place types.

A Trees: Bulkier development under allAlternatives would likely displace some trees on
private property, especially in residential zonesThis is a threshold that helps the City
consider equity and climate implications.

A Shadows: Under anyAlternative, redevelopment will generally be taller and often bulkier
than the existing building. Taller buildings cast longer shadows, and bulkier buildings cast
wider shadows, especially downhillSome development would likely occur adjacent to
parks under all Alternatives; an adjacent southern building is most impactful throughout
the day. Height limits and street widths vary throughout Seattle, but in all cases, easgst-
oriented streets are challenging for solar access, especiallyrihg wintertime. In most
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cases, the 3story and taller buildings on the south side would shade the southern side of
the street throughout the year except summertime and may shade both sides of the street
throughout a winter day.

A Views: Under all Alternatives, new buildings would develop with greater height and bulk
and, with these increases, development may interfere with publicly protected views.
Because these views are protected under current regulations, views would remain
unobstructed as long as potentitimpacts are identified during permit review. Of note, the
number of SEPAprotected viewpoints, scenic routes, and Seattldesignated historic
landmarks means that viewcorridors impact development capacity on many sites.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Regarding equity and climate considerations, the Land Use & Urban Form section addresses the
relationship of height and density to housing choice, creation of community building spaces, as
well asactive transportation, and other climate considerations including tree canopy cover and
heat islands. Two of the topics are summarized below. S8ection 3.6 for more information.

Height and Density: Relationship to Housing Supply & Affordability
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regulations generally led to denser housing with many studio and-thedroom units over the

last 20 years A broad, citywide approach to allowing increased density with taller buildings

would likely have more equitable impacts to housing choice, a more varied urban form, and
more opportunity for vibrant neighborhoods.

A Alternative 1 and 2 would largely continue current patterns.

A Alternative 3: Alternative 3 would allow middle housing types such as duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, sixplexes, and stacked flats in all Neighborhood Residential zones, and would
provide more options for people to stay in their community over a lifetimeand across
generations. Housing configurations that cluster more units together on a site provide more
opportunities for intergenerational families to live near each other.

A Alternative 4 offers a wider range of housing types similar to Alternative 3 as well asgiory
buildings close to transit and parks. The likely increase in housing type variety would
provide more housing for different life stages similar to Alternative 3Increasing housing
type options across half of Neighborhood Residential zones in the city also increases the
opportunities for people to live in parts of the city economically closed off to them in
Alternative 1.

A Alternative 5 combines the place types found in Alternatives-2 and therefore could
provide the most housing type variety and choice amongst all the alternatives.

Relationship to Street -level Community -building Spaces

A lively, vibrant neighborhood center is dependent on having a robust residential population
nearby. The expected patterns of development, with increased height, bulk, and scale, could
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improve the ability to gather in public places and cultural anchors (i.e., culturally relevant
businesses, services, religious institutions, arts, etc.), as long as commercial space displacement
is mitigated and appropriate gathering spaces are provided.

A Alternative 1: Alternative 1 would continue a pattern of small areas of apartments with
small, lessexpensive units surrounded by large areas with higltost detached homes. This
division could limit social wellbeing and sociability. At the same time, these higher densities
close to transit and amenities increase opportunities for active living, which iturn
increases chances for sociability and wellbeing.

A Alternative 2: Impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, but an increase
in compact urban form of more housing and commercial uses could provide more spaces
and locations where social interactions can happen than under Alternative 1.

A Alternative 3: Although possible future development of middle housing may lead to less
open space on lots than under Alternative 1, more units would surround and share the
available open space, which would increase opportunities for sociability amongst ryibors.

A Alternative 4: More housing within a 5minute walk to large parks under Alternative 4 would

likely increase opportunities for social interactions and social wellbeing. At the same time, the

number of people living along inhospitable arterials, where sociahteractions can be
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A Alternative 5: With the increase in middle housing types and variety throughout the city and

fewer concentrated extremes of higher and lower density areas\|ternative 5 would likely

have overall positive impacts on social wellbeing and social interactions, similar to

Alternative 3. Similar to Alternative 4 there could be impacts with greater density along

arterials, but perhaps to a lesser degree with development opportunities more dispersed in

Alternative 5.

130th/145 th Station Area

The 130h/145 th Station Areas will likely redevelop under allAlternatives, although the scale,
location, and intensity of that development would vary byAlternative. Some commonalities
include:

A Height/bulk/scale. Large superblocks (longer than 600 feet) lacking a connected internal
path or street network mean that direct routes to access the station will be challenging
without regulations to encourage or require throughconnections with redevelopment.
Redevelopment at the light rail station would occur in a physically bifurcated,
uncomfortable human environment (at 3" Ave NE, Roosevelt Way, anedl) and could miss
an opportunity to celebrate and activate the station entry.

A Tree canopy. Plentiful evergreens, steep slopes, Thornton Creek, and environmentally
critical areas near the 130 Station Area make development here unique, and perhaps more
constrained, than many other Seattle areas. Existing large evergreen trees make residential
areas feel set in hillside woods. Tree preservation could impact development capacity, and
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redevelopment with a loss of existing trees would have a noticeable effect on the human
experience and sense of being set in nature.

A Shadows. In general, the existing tall evergreens, combined with steep slopes, significantly
shade many residential areas. Shadow impacts from increases in building heights would be
less noticeable in these residential areas because of those existing shadows. iibweh -
south orientation of 15 Ave NE, as well as to a lesser extent the diagonal orientation of
Roosevelt Way NE, allows for greater solar access for longer hours throughout the year,
even with increases in building heights.

What is different between ti#dternatives?

Exhibit 1.6-11, Exhibit 1.6-12, and the following textsummarize and compare land use
impacts citywide and within the 130th/145 t station areasunder each alternativebased on the
evaluation in Section 3.6 Land Use Patterns & Urban Form . Asummary of each topic and
results is provided after each table

Citywide
Exhibit 1.6-11. Summary of Land Use and Urban Form Impacts by Alternative 2 Citywide

Land UsePatterns
Land Use Compatibility
Height, Bulk, & Scale

Transitions p r p
W Equity Tree Canopy (how urban form affects tree canopy
& Climate

Shadows

Views ? ? ?

Note: Impacts areconsidered either unavoidable adversed q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).
Sources: BERK, 2023; MAKERS, 2023.

Land use patterns . Growth under all Alternatives would increase activity levels and land use
intensities across the city resulting in likely adverse impacts to land use patternsilA
Alternatives focusmost future growth into centers currently characterized by higher densities,
more compact building forms, and a more diverse mix of uses than other areas of the citgnd
use patternsin the neighborhood centers andcorridor s would intensify more under
Alternatives 2 and 4, respectivelythan under the No Action Alternative. Under Alternative 3,
overall land use patterns would become densesver time within the urban neighborhood
zonesbut most of this development wouldcontinue to be residential in natureand would be
more spread throughout the analysis areas than the othexction alternatives. Alternative 5
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includes the most growth overalland incorporates elements of the otheraction alternatives?
the intensity of land use patterns would shift most dramatically undeAlternative 5 as activity
levels increase over time.

Land use compatibility . Future growth under all Alternatives is likely to increase the

frequency of different land use types locating close to one another, and similarly likely to
increase the frequency of land use patterns that contain mixes of land uses with differing levels
of intensity, both within the centers and, to a varying extent, in other areas of the cityand use
incompatibilities under the No Action Alternative would be similar to those observed today but
could become more severe over time with continuing trendsUnder theaction alternatives,
denser and more mixeduseland use patternsin the new place types could resulin localized

land use compatibility impacts within the place typesor on the border with adjacentresidential
areas. Allneighborhood centers, for instance, already contain areas zoned for commercial or
mixed-use development but additional jobs and commercial space could increase more quickly
in these areas due to the local demand from new housing. However, adverse compatibility
impacts at the periphery of most existing centers would also be minimized as the new place
types redevelop with denser development this would be most noticeable over thdong term
under Alternative 5 as the abuttingneighborhood center, corridors, and urban neighorhood
areasredevelop. See also the summary of transitions below.

Height, bulk, and scale. Height, bulk, and scale impacts would likely occur under all
Alternatives as development occurs. Future growth and development directed into existing
centers under allAlternatives would result in a moderate amount of additional height and bulk
in these commercial and mixeelse nodes generally consistent with that experienced during
growth over the last 20 years. Under thaction alternatives, building heights, bulk, and/or scale
in the new place types would likely increase with nevdevelopment. These impacts would be
more pronounced in the neighborhood centers and corridors wiere height limits would be
increased up to 57 stories. Where middle housing is allowed in new places, more properties
may develop with 3story (or 4-story if affordable) buildings adjacent to  and 2-story
buildings. TheAlternatives vary in the likelihood of localized impacts Alternative 1, 2, and to
some extent 4) versus more distributed impactsAlternative 3 and 5).

Transitions. Continued infill development in established centers and villages under tHgo
Action Alternative would likely create increasingly stark contrasts with surrounding lower

scale areas. The new place types introduced under tlaetion alternativeswould generally
reduce existing contrasts between centers (that see widespread development of large
buildings) and surrounding areas (with broad areas that see minimal development). Over time,
edges underAlternatives 3 and 5 would be softened the most dsathered gradations of
intensity fill in around nodes of activity, neighborhood amenities, and existing centers.

Tree canopy. Bulkier development under allAlternatives would likely displace some trees on
private property, especially in residential zones. At the same time, the number of street trees
may increase where they are required with redevelopment. Private property may see a greater
loss of existing tree canopy nder the action alternativeswith more widespread
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redevelopment. For example, the increase in size and number of buildings allowed on a lot in
Alternatives 3 and 5 will likely decrease the amount of space available for trees orban
neighborhood lots.

Shadows. Under anyAlternative, taller and often bulkier redevelopment will cast longer

and/or wider shadows than existing development. Building shadows can be considered
positive for climate adaptation to reducesummertime heat but can be negative for human
health and wellbeing (especially during winter) and the health of existing trees if accustomed to
full sun. Over time, increased height limits in th neighborhood centers, corridors, and
expanded urban centers ander Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would likely result in longer shadows
over a greater portion of the day compared to the otheAlternatives and may be most impactful
where shadows would fall downhill or on eastwest oriented neighborhood main streets.

Views. Future development underAlternatives 1through 3 would present limited disruptions

to public views. Growth would continue to concentrate in centers (which tend to contain few
viewpoints), most public viewpoints are outside theneighborhood centers in Alternative 2, and
there would be no height increase for marketate development and a minimal height increase
for affordable housing in theNeighborhood Residentialzones underAlternative 3. Most of the
protected viewpoints and scenic routes are withm or adjacent to the more intense development
expected in thecorridor place type underAlternatives 4 and 5, and a few are in or near the
expanded regional andurban centers in Alternative 5. Development under thes&lternatives
may disrupt views in more places.

130th/145 th Station Areas

Exhibit 1.6-12. Summary of Land Use and Urban Form Impacts by Alternative ? 130th/145 th
Station Areas

Land Use Patterns ?

Land UseCompatibility

Height, Bulk, & Scale

Transitions P

W Equity Tree Canopy (how urban form affects tree canopy
& Climate

Shadows

Views ? ?

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adversej(q ), adverse butable to be mitigated ¢ ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).
Sources: BERK, 2023; MAKERS, 2023.

Land use patterns and compatibility. No adverse impacts to land use patterns are expected
in the station areas under theNo Action Alternative. No new areas would be designated for
mixed-use or higher density and building types outside existing commercial zoning would
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remain primarily single purposewith some multi -family uses near thel45th BRT station Few
parcels around 130" would be likely to fully redevelop under theNo ActionAlternative, though
more may see additions (e.g., ADUs) and rebuilds consistent with the existing land use patterns.
However, the area may still see increased activity under tHg¢o ActionAlternative over time as
people seek to access the light rail station which could result in compatibility impacts with
surrounding lower density residential development. Greater change would occur in the areas
currently zoned for more intense development, including the 14% BRT station area and
Pinehurst area.

Under Alternatives 2 and 5, both station areas would likely redevelop into mixedse nodes with
more growth at greater heights clustered in the newly designatedeighborhood centers
(Alternatives 2 and 5) andurban center (Alternative 5). Activity levels and land use intensities
would increase resulting in greater impacts to land use patterns than thido ActionAlternative.
Compatibility impacts would be similar to those described citywide for neighborhood andrban
centers.

Height, bulk, and scale. Changes to height, bulk, and scale would be limited under tio
Action Alternative and primarily within the 145t station area. UnderAlternatives 2 and 5, the
station areas could see extensive changes to height, bulk, and scale as a result of proposed
zoning capacity increases combined with proximity to the new light rail station. Heights could
reach up to 78 stories immediately adjacent to the BO% light rail station and in the core of the
145t station area. 13" Ave NE (bothin the 145t station area and Pinehurst) as well as NE
125t St at 18" Ave NE and Roosevelt Way NE south of NE 125t would likely see greater
levels of activity, enlivening the street level experience. However, many small commercial
spaces currently exist in strip malls or in adapted houses in these areas. Maintaining affordable
commercial space in the area for localnd BIPOGowned businesses may be challenging with
redevelopment, impacting the social and cultural ties to theseeighborhood centess.

Under all Alternatives, large superblocks (longer than 600 feet) lacking a connected internal
path or street network also mean that direct routes to access the station will be challenging
without regulations to encourage or require through connections with redevelopment.
Redewelopment at the light rail station would occur in a physically bifurcated, uncomfortable
human environment (at 3" Ave NE, Roosevelt Way, anebl) and could miss an opportunity to
celebrate and activate the station entry.

Transitions. Transitions impacts in the station areas would be similar to those described
citywide for the No ActionAlternative and Alternatives 2 and 5. UndeAlternatives 2 and 5,
development of highintensity buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 130" station area may
create abrupt local transitions in scale between existing detached houses and new larger
construction. Over time, an evolution of the station area into more consistently intensely used
land, combined with smaller scale redevelopmenn surrounding low-rise zones, would likely
soften these transitions.

Tree canopy. Plentiful evergreens, steep slopes, Thornton Creek, and environmentally critical
areas near the 13@ Station Area make development here unique, and perhaps more constrained,

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 157



Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

than many other Seattle areas. Existing large evergreen trees make residential areas feel set in
hillside woods. Tree preservation could impact development capacity, and redevelopment with a
loss of existing trees would have a noticeable effect on the humaxperience and sense of being
set in nature. Under allAlternatives, any redevelopment would fill gaps in street trees along the
frontage. Largescale redevelopment underlternatives 2 and 5 in the station areas (more so
under Alternative 5) would significantly impact the existing tree canopyAlternatively, if trees are
DOl OAAOAA OAQAAPOEIT Al o OOAAOh AAOGAIT PIi AT O AAD/
Shadows. Under all Alternatives, the existing tall evergreens, combined with steep slopes,
significantly shade many residential areas. Shadow impacts from increases in building heights
would be less noticeable in these residential areas because of those existing shadows. The
north-south orientation of 15" Ave NE, as well as to a lesser extent the diagonal orientation of
Roosevelt Way NE, allows for greater solar access for longer hours throughout the year, even
with increases in building heights. UndeAlternatives 2 and 5, increased height limits could
result in increased shadows on Jackson Park. However, the human experience of the park
would not significantly change as tall evergreens already shade the park boundaries.

Views. Impacts to views in the station areas under th&lo ActionAlternative and Alternative 2
would present limited disruptions to public views. Increased height limits near the 130 light rail
station under Alternatives 2 and 5 could have limited impacts on the adjacenfl sceniccorridor .

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Citywide

All Alternative s would focus the majority of future growth into the existingurban centers and
villages. Compatibility challenges would not be an uncommon or new phenomenon in these
areas and can be avoided or mitigated by continuing to implement the Land Use Codgl¢ 23).
New place types and/or expanded housing options in existingrban NeighborhoodResidential
zones proposed as part of thaction alternativeswould introduce localized land use and urban
form impacts where newer development is of greater height and intensity than existing
development These impacts, if they occur, arkkely temporary and will be resolved over time
or reduced by the application of existing or new developmentegulations and design standards.
Overall, the new place types would createmoother and more varied transitions in intensity
throughout the city (especially adjacent tourban centerand village boundaries).

Existing building and land use policies, programs, and codes that promote compact building

forms and energy efficient, lowcarbon, green building techniques suchAO OEA #EOUB8 O C
building permit incentives for private development and the Sustainable Buildings and Sites

policy for City-development> would continue to apply under allAlternatives.

Under theaction alternatives, the City could also update Comprehensive Plan policies to further
address theeffectsof climate change particularly for communities more vulnerable to the
effects of climate stress than others or located in areas in the cittyat may experience larger
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floodplain and landslide hazard areas, and areas with limited access to transit). For example,

the action alternativesfocus additional residential growth in areas 1, 2, and 6 which have

relatively high levels of existing tree canopy cover. Required frontage improvements could

increase the number of street trees with redevelopment, though more and bulkier development

under all Alternatives would likely displace some tees on private property and reduce tree

canopy coverage overall.

130th/145 th Station Area

A Urban design and active transportation: Transit celebration . Incentivize or require
development to relate to, enhance, celebrate, arattivate the station entry with transit-
oriented commercial and public space.

A Urban design and active transportation: Intersite connectivity. Incentivize or require
new development to provide new paths or streets to break down large blocks and provide
direct, short routes to the station.

A Street-level community building: Lack of focused public realm.  Undertake a community
design effort to develop a cohesive approach toward development of public streets, public
realm, or opportunities for shared social gathering that could be implemented through a
combination of private development and public projects.

A Street-level community building: Affordable commercial space.  Implement the 1300 &
145t Station Area Planning Plan displacement mitigation strategies.

A Child-friendly city and social wellbeing: Shared open space. Incentivize or require
I OOATT O CAOEAOET ¢ ObBAAAOhwhidhae Arigrited awiayfromarE 1 A OAT
and noise pollutants. Consider allowing zerdot line development to allow for incremental
development of interlocking buildings that create an active and varied street front that can
also block air and noise while consolidating privately shared gathering space internally.

A Sociability: Small social spaces. Incentivize or require socialcorridors and/or shared
entries amongst a small group of units in residential development to promote trugbuilding
and social connections. Consider allowing more than 2 sing&air buildings per lot to
maximize opportunities for shared entries amongst smaller grops of neighbors.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Over time, additional growth and development will occur inSeattleand a generalized increase
in development intensity, height, bulk, and scales expected under allAlternatives? this
gradual conversion of lover-intensity uses to higher intensity development patterns is
unavoidable but an expected characteristic of urban population and employment growthlo
significant unavoidable adverse impact$o land use patterns, compatibility, or urban formare
expected under anyAlternative.
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Future growth is likely to result in temporary or localized land usempacts as development

occurs. The potential impacts related to these changes may differ in intensity and location in

each of theAlternatives and many are expected to resolve overtime.D D1 EAAOQOET T 1 £ OE
adopted or new development regulations, zoning requirements, and design guidelines are

anticipated to sufficiently mitigate these impacts.

Summary of Thresholds

The results of the Land Use and Urban Form evaluation and SEPA thresholds of significance are
addressed inExhibit 1.6-11 and Exhibit 1.6-12.

1.6.7 Plans & Policies

How did we analyZ&lans & Policie®

The EIS reviews adopted state, regional, and City plans and policies that guide growth in Seattle and
reviews the proposedAlternatives for consistency with the adopted plans and policies an impact
is identified if the proposal would result in an inconsistency with adopted plans and policies.

What impacts did we identify?

Growth Management Act ? Goals: All alternative s have sufficient zoned vacant and
redevelopable land to accommodate theninimum 20-year population, housing, and job
allocations. The action alternative s would each adopt a new growth strategy and each element
of the Comprehensive Plan would be updated. The plan would continue to focus growth in an
urban area with a range of public services and multimodal transportation options, provide for
parks and recreation, and protect critical areas and historic resourcesonsistent with the GMA.

Countywide Planning Policies ? Growth Targets : Eachstudied dternative would provide
capacity to meet minimum growth targets for housing and jobs.

What is different between ti#dternatives?

Citywide

VISION 2050? Regional Growth Strategy , Development Pattern Policies : The action
alternatives would update the Comprehensive Plan to meet VISION 2050 policies. The
Action Alternative would not update the Comprehensive Plan policies, though the growth
capacity would still meet minimum growth targets expected of a Metropolitan city. Thaction

alternatives provide for more growth and add capacity to meet additional policies and
objectives in VISION 2050 including improved balance of jobs and housing, creating
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opportunities for middle housing, focusing more growth around transit investments, and
contributing to a pattern of growth that supports regional climate goals

Growth in Seattle that is more balanced between housing and jobs could be beneficial for overall
growth patterns in the region and reduce development pressures in other nearban areas.

VISION 2050 Climate Policies: Under VISION 2050 there are 12 metropolitan planning
policies meant to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for climate change
impacts.All studied alternative s would increase greenhouse gas emissions associated with
buildings and waste. The growth levels ohAlternatives 2through 4 would reduce
transportation emissions andAlternative 5 would slightly increase transportation emissions.
The regionwide benefit of channeling development that might otherwise occur iperipheral
areas of the city or regiorto targeted areas could serve to offset these impacts.

GMA and Countywide Planning Policy Requirements ? Housing Element: Alternative 1, No
Action, would meet GMA goals regarding compact growth served by multimodal transportation
and municipal services. It would not meet new GMA requirements to amend the Housing Element
to address new requirements in HB1220 regarding housing opportunitieby income band and

the removal of racially disparate impacts. Likewise, new housing targets by income band and
special needs housing required in Countywide Planning Policies would not be mAtternative 1
could perhapsconflict with Countywide Planning Plicies that direct cities toprovide afull range

of affordable, accessible, healthy, and safe housing choices to every resident in King County as it
would continue to limit the range of housing options in many areas of Seattle.

Action alternativeswould create a new housingelement to meet new GMA requirements and
address additional housing types and affordability levelsAlternatives 2 through 4 provide
more housing types and support transitAlternative 5 provides the greatest capacity for
housing to meet affordability.

VISION 2050 and Countywide Planning Policies ? Centers: Alternative 5 redesignates
Ballard from a secondaryurban center under Alternative 1 to aregional centerunder the new
place types with the intent to seek approval as a Regional Growth Center under VISION 2050
and the PSR®Regional Centes process. Also, the 130145 th Station Area would be designated
anurban center (currently called an urban village underAlternative 1) with the intent to seek
approval as a Countywide Center by the Growth Management Planning Council

The Alternative also expands existingirban centers and village$ to help facilitate
infrastructure investments and be locations for facilitated environmental reviewt The

3 Alternative 1,No Action x T O1 A OAOAET OEA #EOUB8O 3AAOO0I A ¢mnouv OOGAHeExisthgurdah CA OOOAOAC
centers and villages are categorized here according to the new place types proposed unéiernatives 2-5 for comparison purposes only.

"AT 1T AOA x1 01 A OAI AET AAt@fadd1h5 &A KOl Ae RAIAI AAA d AGT ARetnaiive ©% B landwduid A 06 OT AAO
redesignated as &Regional Centei(as shown here) underAlternative 5. SeeExhibit 2.1-1 in Chapter 2 for a crosswalk of existing place types

(existing and Alternative 1) versus proposed place type names undeklternatives 275.

4 This includes responding to SB 5412 which allows for an infill exemption for housing and mixed uses when considered in anf&l&

Comprehensive Plan. As part of this EIS process state agencies including WSDOT have been consulted and mitigation mebstiresirrent

regulations and other proposed mitigation could apply to reduce impacts. Ségppendix Cfor a list of codes providing mitigation for

environmental impacts.
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boundary expansions for urban villages are intended to allow them to comply with Countywide
Center criteria for sizeand shape Some current urban villages would not meet criteria as
Countywide Centers by existing or planed activity units.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

The action alternatives would respond to HB1220 affordable housing requirements as well as

ol 1 EAU, ETE OAATI T AT AAGET T O O All1Tx Oi1T0OA ET OO
01 xAAlI OE AOGEI AEi ¢ AT A 1TAECEAIT OETT A 1TBDPI 0001 EO
The action alternatives allocate a similar or greater amount of growth to villages as the No

Action Alternative. Additional growth over the No Action Alternative is planned in

Neighborhood Residential areas or in corridors under Alternative 4) or distribuéd across
single family areas with middle housing typesAlternatives 3 and 5).

In addition, the action alternatives include new climate policies focused on reducing emissions
from buildings and transportation and making the city more capable of withstanding the
impacts of climate change.

130th/145 th Station Area

The 130t and 148 Station Area Plarand its vision and strategies would not be implemented under
the No ActionAlternative. Housing and job growth around both station areas would be minimal.

Alternatives 2 and 5 would implement the Station Area Plan with compact growth, services, and
housing around the station and implement its strategieslhe City would meet minimum

standards for the Countywide Center of 1300 Avenue Station Area by total area and activity

units under Alternatives 2 and 5 but not underAlternative 1.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Citywide

The action alternativesalso propose new housing and place types to help meet affordable

El OOET ¢ TAAAO AT A AAAOAOO OAAEAI T U AEOPAOAOA E
HB1220 (see Section 3.8 Population, Housing, & Employment ). The action alternatives

promote housing types in other bills relevant to middle housingncluding HB 1110 and

accessory dwelling units in HB 1137.

If a PreferredAlternative is developed, it should be evaluated for conformity to state and
regional plans and policies. It may include reallocating growth assumptions in place types while
being in the range of the studiedhlternatives (e.g.to meet Countywide Center or Regional
Growth Center criteria).
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130th/145 th Station Area

See above.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated with respect to plans and policies.
Inconsistencies with new regional plans and state requirements and the regional growth
strategy under theNo ActionAlternative would be avoided through amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan proposed under thaction alternatives.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-13 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iGection 3.8
Population, Housing, & Employment .

Exhibit 1.6-13. Plans and Policies Thresholds of Significance

Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Inconsistency with adopted plans and policies ” ” ” ”
Growth Management Ac{GMA)1 q

Inconsistency withadopted plans and policies ” ” ” ”
VISION 205C2 d

Inconsistency with adopted plans and policies 5 5 5

Countywide Planning Policies. q q
Inconsistency with adopted plans and policies 5 5
1301/145 th Station Area Plart. d q q

Note: Impacts areconsidered either unavoidable adversed ¢ ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 Alternative 1, No Action, would not meet new GMA requirements to ameride Housing Element to address new
requirements in HB1220 regarding housing opportunities by income band and the removal of racially disparate
impacts.It would not include a new climate element required under GMA.

2 The No Action Alternative would not include a new climate element to meet VISION 2050 policies nor address
the findings of the equity evaluation of Seattle 2035 plan.

3 The No Action Alternative would not meet new housing targets by income band and special needs housing
required in Countywide PlanningPolicies andwould continue to limit the range of housing options in many areas
of Seattle.The Admiral, Morgan, and Upper Queen Anne centers do not meet activity units for Countywide Centers
(30 activity unit threshold) in Alternative 5 though their size would meet standards.

4 Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 study the 130145 th Station Area. Alternative 1 provides limited activity units near the
transit investment. Alternatives 2 and 5 would establish more compact nodes or centers afdfill the station area
plan vision and strategiesElements of these alternatives could be combined with Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 to integrate
the subarea plan.
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Source: City of Seattle. 2023.

How did we analyZ@opulation, Housing, & Employnfent

The EIS addresses population, employment, and housing, as well as the historical context of

racial segregationthat hasAT 1T OOEAOOAA O OF AAUdO AAI T COAPEEA
city, state, and federal population, employment, and housing data and trentisidentify current
conditions and areas more at risk of displacement. It considers trends and buildable land

capacity information and place types to address differences in th&lternatives.

A primary focus of this analysis is the evaluation of how effectivelgach alternativeachieves
three objectives:

A Increase the supply, diversity, and affordability of marketate housing
A Increase the supply of incomeaestricted housing.
A Reduce residentialdisplacement.

What impacts did we identify?

Seattle would continue to grow in population and housing supply under all fivAlternatives;
the housing supply could have a different mix of types and affordability. There is a potential for
displacement of residents under any of thélternatives though they vary in type and degree.
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Alternatives, a majority of employment growth is expected to occur iarban centers such as

Downtown, South Lake Union, University District, and Northgate as well azganufacturing

industrial areas.The greatest variation across alternatives is in the distribution of growth in the

remaining place types. For instance, job growth in neighborhoatentersand corridors has the

potential to provide more neighborhoodserving businesses and services in areas of the city that
currently have few options. Alternative 2 would focus about 5% of job growth in new neighborhood
anchors. Alternative 5 would distribute about 5% of jobs across neighborhootentersand

corridors combined. Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 offer relatively less job growth in these areas.

What is different between tidternatives?
Citywide
Supply, Diversity & Affordability

All action alternatives are expected to increase total housing supply more than No Action. In
Alternative 2 (Focused), a greater share of new housing would be in stacked housing such as
apartment buildings. Alternative 3 (Broad) would produce the greatest diversity of housing
types, particularly non-stacked housing types such as detached homes, ADRJ8/4/6 -plexes,
and townhouses.

Exhibit 1.6-14. Projected Net New Housing Units by Housing Type

Stacked Housing

Condominiums 2,261 2,977 3,730 3,127 3,626
Apartments 73,109 93,815 76,652 88,662 110,079
Non-Stacked Housing

>2,000 sq. ft. 1,389 698 1,111 1,111 1,111
>1,2007 2,000 sq. ft. 648 533 4,260 1,578 1,128
S phgnn ON8 ¢/ 2,593 1,977 14,247 5,522 4,056
Total Net New Housing 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 120,000

Note: Nonstacked housing refers primarily to unit types expected to be built iirban NeighborhoodResidential
zones. These may include detached homedtached,or detached accessory dwelling units, townhomes, or other
low to moderate density formats. All of these units could be sold separately or as condominiums to support
homeownership opportunities.

Despite its higher overall housing growth estimateAlternative 2 would produce fewer units
that could be owneroccupied compared toAlternative 1 (No Action) due to its emphasis on
zones that allow multifamily housing.Alternative 3 would produce the most units that could be
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owner-occupied due to its emphasis on growth in smabcale detached and attached that are
typically offered for sale. Over time, changes in consumer preference, housing costs, or laws
governing condominium construction could result in changes in the percentage of units that are
owner-occupied.

In general, theaction alternativeswould be expected to reduce competition for housing

compared to No Action due to the increased housing growth that they accommodatdternative

5 would result in the largest increase in housing supply and therefore have the greatest impact on
reducing overall market housing cost pressures for both new and older units.

Income Restricted Units

Seattle has two programs that support the production of new incomend rent-restricted
affordable housing through developer contributions or incentives: Mandatory Housing
Affordability and the Multifamily Tax Exemption. Under allAlternatives the city is expected to
gain additional incomerestricted units through these programs.

Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA):  MHA is a program to support the development of
new income- and rent-restricted affordable housing in SeattleTo achieve the goal of providing
affordable housingand mitigate the impacts of new developmennew commercial, residential,
or live-work projects in designated zones mustantribute to affordable housing.Considering
the current MHArequirements, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would substantially increase the
number of new incomerestricted units produced, comparedto No Action, whileAlternative 3
would have a smaller impactThe City is considering whether to extend MHA requirements to
include development in allNeighborhood ResidentialZzones(with a place type name ofurban
neighborhood under action alternatives); this would result in a higher total number of
affordable units produced for the actionalternatives, compared to a scenario where
Neighborhood Residentialzones are excluded.

Exhibit 1.6-15. Projected New Affordable Units through MHA -Residential (Including
Neighborhood Residential Zones)

Performance Units 1,131 1,614 1,163 1,400 1,800
Payment Units 9,891 13,544 13,029 13,137 16,741
Total 11,022 15,158 14,191 14,537 18,541

Note: These projections assume that the Cityill apply MHA requirementsin Neighborhood Residentialzones.
Source: Cityof Seattle, 2023.

Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE): MFTE is a developer incentive that provides a tax
exemption on eligible multifamily housing in exchange for setting aside a portion of units as
income- and rent-restricted affordable housing.This exemption lasts 12 years, at which point the
property owner can renew the tax exemption and affordability requirements or rent those units
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developers optinto the program, while other affordable units come offline when property tax

exemptions expire.Exhibit 1.6-16 shows projections of net new affordable housing units

produced through MFTE undereach alternative These projections are based on current trends in

use of the program, and the expected new housing production by zone undsach alternative

Alternatives 1 and 3 are not expected to increase net MFTE units overall as the number of new

affordable units produced with MFTE would equal the number expiring and returning to market

rate. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 expect modest growth in the total supply of MFTE units.

Exhibit 1.6-16. Projected Net Gain of Affordable Housing Units through MFTE

Alternativel: Alternative2: Alternative3: Alternative4: Alternativeb:

No Action Focused Broad Corridor Combined

Total 0 600 0 450 525
Source:City of Seattle, 2023.

Demolitions and Displacement : Between 2009 and 2022, more than 600 housing units were
lost due to demolition each year in Seattle. Demolition of older housing is expected to continue
under all Alternatives as lots with older homes are redeveloped with newer and highetensity
housing. However, the number of units demolished is expected to vary widely Byternative,
from 5,030 units in Alternative 1 to 9,148 units inAlternative 3, as shown inExhibit 1.6-17.

This table also shows the ratio of net new units per demolished unit. HeAdternatives 1 and 2
have the highest ratio, whileAlternative 3 has the lowest.

Exhibit 1.6-17. Projected Housing Units Demolished by EIS Analysis Area and Alternative

Alternativel: Alternative2: Alternative3: Alternative4: Alternativeb:

No Action Focused Broad Corridor Combined

Area 1 871 1,192 1,662 1,330 1,758
Area 2 1,103 1,391 2,636 2,202 2,274
Area 3 389 534 484 473 565
Area 4 810 810 810 810 810
Area 5 685 929 735 745 915
Area 6 565 767 1,404 1,070 1,374
Area 7 80 85 48 87 140
Area 8 527 637 1,369 918 1,284
Total units demolished 5,030 6,345 9,148 7,635 9,120
Total net new units 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 120,000
Ratio of net new units to 15.9 15.8 10.9 131 13.2

units demolished
Source: Cityof Seattle, 2023. BERK, 2023.
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There is almost no variation in the number of multifamily units demolished acrosalternatives,

with the exception that Alternative 5 is expected to result in slightly higher demolitions. This is
because theAlternatives vary primarily in the amount of growth expected in new place types
located where detached homes currently predominate. As a consequence, most of the demolitions
are expected to be older detached homes, and there is substantial variation among Alernatives

in the total number of detachechomes expected to be demolishe&eeExhibit 1.6-18.

Exhibit 1.6-19 presents projections of housing lost due to demolition by affordability level.
This analysis shows that all Alternatives are expected to result in the demolition of a similar
number of units affordable at 120% AMI or below. Thélternatives vary primarily in the
number of detached homes demolished, which tend to be affordable only to households with
incomes above 120 or 150% AMI.

Exhibit 1.6-18. Projected Housing Units Demolished by Housing Type and Alternative

Alternative 5 2,214 6,906
Alternative 4 2,112 5,523
Alternative 3 7,036
Alternative 2 4,233
Alternative 1 2,112 2,918
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000 10,000
W Multifamily Detached homes

Sources: Cityof Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.
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Exhibit 1.6-19 . Projected Housing Units Lost to Demolition by Affordability Level

10,000
9,000
8,000
7,000
m>150% AMI
6,000 m>120-150% AMI
>100-120% AMI
5,000
>80-100% AMI
50-80% AMI
4000 - &
m>30-50% AMI
3,000 0-30% AMI
2,000 1
786
1,000
1,324 1,324 1,324 1,324 1,416
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5

Note: No units from affordable at 3850% AMI are expected to be demolished in ardlternative. A very small
number of 0-30% AMI units (2-12) could be demolished. These counts are not shown in the chart.
Sources: Cityof Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.

Estimating the number of renter households residing in units projected to be demolished is one
way to conservatively estimate how many households could be physically displaced in each
alternative. SeeExhibit 1.6-20. Alternative 5 would be expected to result in the greatest
potential for renter households displaced due to demolitions, while Alternative 1 would be
expected to see the feweshlternatives 2 and 5 are expected to create the most neaffordable
units per unit demolishedas described inChapter 3.

Exhibit 1.6-20. Renter Households Physically Displaced by Alternative

Alternative 5 I 2 788
Alternative 4 I, 2 417 7
Alternative 3 I 735
Alternative 2 I 2 057

Alternative 1 I 2 033

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000

Sources: Cityof Seattle, 2023; BERK, 2023.
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Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

There is a housing affordability crisis in Seattle that is disproportionately impacting
communities of color and lower income residents. Rapidly increasing rents are contributing to
extreme housing cost burden, economic displacement, and housing insecuriBhysical
displacement is much less common than economic displacement, but its impacts can be
devastating for affected households. And when specific racial or ethnic communities are
disproportionately impacted by economic and physical displacement, thisoatributes to the
process of cultural displacement.

Skyrocketing ownership housing costs also have equity related impacts. A lack of moderately
priced ownership housing options prevents pathways to homeownership and wealth
generation for both low and moderateincome households. Achieving homeownership, for
moderate-income households, often requires moving outside of Seattle to find more affordable
ownership housing options. However, they may need to contend with higher transportation
costs due to increased car dependency due to living further from jobs, tram, and services.

A Alternative 1: Although there would continue to be new housing built over the next 20
years, therate of new housing production would likely continue to fall far short of demand,
contributing to rising housing costs and disproportionately inequitable outcomes for low
income and BIPOC community members.

A Alternative 2: Except for Alternative 5, Alternative 2 would provide the greatest benefit for
low-income renter households. This is due to the emphasis on increased rental housing
production and its potential impact on moderating rental housing cost escali@n as well as
increased affordable housing production through MHA. However, Alternative 2 would
provide the least benefit for moderateincome households seeking to access the
homeownership market and associated wealth generation opportunities.

A Alternative 3: Except for No Action, Alternative 3 would provide the least benefit for low
income renter households. That is because rental housing supply and new affordable
housing through MHA would only see modest increases compared to No Action. However
Alternative 3 would provide the greatest benefit for moderate incoméouseholds seeking
to access the homeownership market and associated wealth generation opportunities.

A Alternative 4: Compared to No Action, Alternative 4 would provide benefits for both low
income renter households as well as moderatsncome households thaseekto access the
homeownership market and associated wealth generation opportunities. This is due to an
expected increase in rental housing supply, affordable housing production through MHA,
and supply of housing types that can be sold to homeowners.

A Alternative 5: Alternative 5 would provide the greatest benefit for lowincome renter
households among all alternatives due to its impact on increasing rental housing supply and
new affordable housing through MHA and MFTE. Compared to No Action, it woulda
provide benefits for moderate incomehouseholds seeking to access the homeownership
market and associated wealth generation opportunities. This is due to the increased supply
and diversity of housing types that can be sold to homeowners. However, boMternative 3
and 4 are expectedo produce more ownership housing.
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130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 1: Both housing and employment growth would benuch lower in the station area
compared to the otherAlternatives. This would limit the number of households and businesses
that can benefit from nearby access to the light rail stations. It would also limit the variety of
housing choices available.

Alternative 2: Alternative 2 would support transit-oriented development in these station areas
at higher levels of density than allowed under current zoning. It is expected to more than
double the number of new housing units compared to No Action and increase overall housing
supply more than anyAlternative other than Alternative 5. This would allow many more
households to live near light rail transit.

Alternative 5: This Alternative would create a new urban village around the NE 130th St
station area. This change would support transibriented development and the most housing
and job growth compared to the otherAlternatives.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Although not required to address identified impacts, the City could pursue the following kinds
of actions to address possibl@opulation, employment, and housing conditions.

A Implement MHA requirements in  Neighborhood Residential zones: The City could
apply MHA requirements through zoning changes iNeighborhood Residentiakzones. This
would increase affordable housingoroduction in Alternatives 3 and 5 which contemplate
allowing a greater amount and variety of housing itNeighborhood Residentialzones.

A Increase funding for programs combating displacement : To address the potential for

residential, commercial, and cultural displacement under anyAlternative, the City could

pursue various actions that support the stability and retention of existingiouseholds and

the preservation andcreation of new, cultural institutions and businesses. Examples of

potential anti-displacement actions include:

G)T AOAAOGET ¢ ABT AET C &£ O 3AAO0I A50 %NOEOAAI A
ability of community organizations to acquire and develop property in neighborhoods at
high risk of displacement.

Supporting low-income homeowners to add housing on their property to stay in place

and build wealth. Homeowners who have low or fixed incomes may struggle with the

rising costs of property ownership, including taxes and maintenance costs, and may also
facechallenges to adding housing to their property that could generate income or meet

their household needs despite current or future zoning capacity that allows additional

density. The City could fund programmatic efforts to help homeowners overcome

awareness, financing, design, permitting, or other barriers.

300AT COEAT OEA | £ZFEAA T £ %ATTT T EA $AOGAIT PI A
programs. OED has provided a range of support services for small businesses, including

access to capital, storefront repair, a stabilization fund pilot, and a tenant improvement
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fund pilot. Resources for these or similar programmatic efforts could mitigate potential
commercial displacement pressure.

G Establish and fund a program that supports tenant or community ownership of rental
housing when it becomes available for purchase.

A Strengthen relocation assistance programs: The Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance
and Economic Displacement Relocation Assistance provide relocation assistance to4ow
income households displaced due to removal or alteration of their housing or increasing
housing costs. The City could pursue fioy or funding changes that would increase the
number of households receiving assistance or the amount of assistance received.

A Density bonuses: The City could allow projecs that set aside a significant portion of their
units as incomerestricted affordable housing to receive extra height or floor area.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Over time, additional growth and development will occur in Seattle, and much of this growth will
occur through redevelopment. TheAlternatives vary based on the amount, types, and geographic
pattern of existing housing and businesses that may be demolished to make way for new growth.
While this can contribute to the risk of physical displacement, that risk is not significantly higher
in the action alternatives. Moreover, the benefits in terms of reduced economic displacement
pressure and increased productia of affordable units offered by the actioralternatives outweigh
any increased risk of physical displacement. Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts to population, employment, or housing are expected under aylternative.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-21 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iGection 3.8
Population, Housing, & Employment .

Exhibit 1.6-21. Population, Housing & Employment Summary of Thresholds of Significance

W Equity Increase the supplyof market-rate housing?

& Climate ? ' ' ' P
W Equity Increase theaffordability of market-rate housing? " " "
& Climate P
W Equity Increase the diversity of marketrate housing3

: ? r p r p
& Climate
W Equity Increase the supply of incomeestricted housing# "
& Climate P P P
W Equity Reduceresidential economic displacement. ; ; ;
& Climate P
W Equity Reduce residential physical displacemert. ?
& Climate

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adversej(q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).
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1 Total housing supply will grow under all alternatives. Alternative 5 would produce the most new units.

2 In general, the action alternatives would be expected to reduce competition for housing compared to No Action
due to the increased growth that they accommodate. Alternative 5 provides the greatest amount of new supply,
and therefore would be expected to hae the greatest impact on reducing market housing cost pressures. These
impacts would be expected across the entire market housing supply, both new and older units.

3 Based on the different place types, Alternativ8 would produce the greatest range of new housing types
detached single family, missing middle, multiplex, apartments. Alternative 5 has the greatest changes to place
types including increasing the size of centers and adding new centeiiiis would also increase the diversity of
housing options available.

4 Most affordable housing production is through the MHA program, and MHA requirements vary geographically.
Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include the greatest amount of growth in zones that generate MHA performance and
payment units.

5 Alternative 5 is expected to have the greatest impact on reducing economic displacement pressure because it
anticipates the largest increase in housing supply.

6 Alternative 3 with the greatest redevelopment inurban neighborhoodareas and Alternative 5 with the greatest
total potential units have the highest potential for physical displacemerdue to the demolition of existing homes
In Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 the number of new affordable units substantially exceeds the number of units
demolished. In Alternative 3, new affordable units only slightly exceed demolitions, in part because of the
assumption that MHA would not apply inNR zones. Alternatives 2 and 5 are expected to create the most new
affordable units per unit demoished.

1.6.9 Cultural Resources

How did we analyZeultural Resourcés

The Cultural Resources evaluation addresses historjgeriod architectural resources and
precontact and historic-period archaeological resources. It is based on a literature review using
State and City registers and spatial data, and review by liaisons regenting different cultures
and expertise.Impacts to cultural resources in the study areas from thdlo ActionAlternative

and four action alternativeswere identified by assessing potential for both aboweand
belowground changes.

Impacts of theAlternatives on cultural resources are considered significant if they result in:

A Substantial changes tor alteration of features or characteristics or loss(removal or
demolition) of acultural resource thatprevent their eligibility for inclusion as adesignated
Seattle Landmark (SL), or inclusionin the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
National Historic Landmark (NHL) program,or the Washington Heritage Register (WHR),

A More than a moderate dverse impact (potential loss of or alterations to the physical
evidence or tangible evidence of cultural history) to Culturally Important Resources (CIR),
which for the purposes of this EIS are important to certaiicultural groups or communities,
whether or not they are listed or eligible for the SL, NRHP, or WHR.

Resources thathave been officially determinednot eligible for these registersor considered CIR
will not be adversely impacted by the proposedlternatives.
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What impacts did we identify?

All studied dternative s have the potential to affect districts, sites, landscapes, buildings,
structures, or objects(BSOs)}hat havebeen designated as an SL or listed in the NRHP and
WHR, and those resources that have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP.
Additionally, the studied alternative s could potentially affect the numerous BSOs and
unidentified archaeological sites that have yet to be surveyed and assessed for potential
eligibility for listing in the registers.

Since development may occur in any location in the study area under aAiternative, it is
possible that cultural resources could be impacted undezach alternative Changes to zoning
that allow a wider range ofresidential and/or commercial growth could spur redevelopment in
those locations. This could occur, for example, where thecused growth within neighborhood
centers would allow for a wide range of housing types and commercial space within
Neighborhood Residentialzones where the broad expansionf housing options would allow for
and possibly incentivize increased density on larger lotdhroughout the study area. Even where
there are no formally designated historigoroperties, there are numerous properties with
historic-period buildings, many of which have never been formally surveyed and evaluated for
eligibility but could potentially qualify for designation as an SL or listing in the NRHP. Many are
located in an area witha High or Very High Risk of archaeologicafresources.

Demolition and construction projects could require substantial belowgroundwork, thus

negatively and irreversibly impacting belowground archaeological and cultural resources.
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resources, depicts much of the land within the study area as tin a High or Very High Risk

area, primarily because of proximity of Puget Sound, Salmon Bay, Lake Union, Elliott Bay, and

the Duwamish River, and the uséistory throughout th e precontact and historic periods.

Analysis indicates that d Alternatives have the potential to affect historic and cultural
resourcesthrough development/redevelopmentin historically marginalized neighborhoods in
the study areas

What is different between ti#dternatives?

Citywide

Alternative 1: Redevelopment and development projectdue to market pressures under
Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue to affect cultural resources, with such impacts as
alteration, demolition, damage, or destructionAlternative 1 includesno additional protections
or improvements in planning for consideration ofimpacts to cultural resources.

Alternative s2 z 4: Alternatives 2through 4 would allow more housing thanAlternative 1 but
still propose most growth in centers, but each would emphasize different locations for
additional housing choicesAlternative 2?2 growth in distributed nodes calledneighborhood

O
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centers, Alternative 32 middle housing distributed throughout the urban neighborhood place
type, andAlternative 4 focusing more attached housing irorridors. While most growth will be
in larger centers the additional growth wouldincrease the probability of inadvertent discovery
of below groundarchaeological and cultural resources as compared fternative 1 because of
substantial foundation work needed for multistory buildings.

A Alternative 2: Some new neighborhood cente's contain or abutlisted historic properties or
recorded archaeological resources, or contain mappea@sources such as within the Loyal
Heights and Upper Fremont (NW Seattle), Wedgwood and Sand Point Way (NE Seattle),
Magnolia and Nickerson (Queen Anne/Magnolia), Montlake, Madrona, and Squire Park
(Capitol Hill/Central District), Alki, North Delridge/Youngstown, and Gatewood (W Seattle),
and Georgetown (DuwamishNeighborhood Centes.

A Alternative 3: Insufficient formal survey and inventory has been undertaken in many of the
urban neighborhood areasacross the city, leaving broad swaths of historiperiod single-
family and smallscale multi-family residential buildings asyet unidentified or evaluated, and
thus vulnerable to impacts from developmentThere are designated SLs, NRHEBnd WHR
listed properties and mapped resources sensitivity areas (e.g., High to Very High Risk of
archaeological and cultural sensitivity) across the city witin the NR zones, such as Dunn
Gardens (NRHHisted) (NW Seattle), James and Pat Chiarelli House (designated SL and
NRHRIisted) and the Julian and Marajane Barksdale House (NRHigted) (NE Seattle), Fort
Lawton Landmark District (designated SL) (Queen AreiMagnolia), Harvard-Belmont
Historic District (designated SL and NRH#sted) and Frink Park (NRHPlisted) (Capitol
Hill/Central District), Schmitz Park Bridge (designated SL and NRHBted) (W Seattle), and
Joseph Kraus House (designated SL and NRl#feed) (SE Seattle).

A Alternative 4: Under Alternative 4 growth will occur in the areas that contain or abutisted
historic properties or recorded archaeological resourcesr contain mapped resources
sensitivity areas(e.g., High to ¥ry High Risk of archaeologicaland cultural sensitivity) ,
possibly impacting such cultural resources as the John B. Allen School (designated SL and
NRHRIlisted) and the Christ the KingCatholic Church (CIR) (NW Seattle), the Bryant
Elementary School (designated SL) and thdenry Owen Shuey House (designated SL and
NRHRIlisted) (NE Seattle), Magnolia Public Library (designated SL and NR#ifted) and the
(former) Seventh Church of Christ (designated SL) (Magnolia/Queen Anne), Samuel Hyde
House (designated SL and NRH#&ted), Volunteer Park (designated SL and NRHIisted),
-ETTETTAEOABO 21 x -(sted) MboreEAnsitnEaI@ardedu® House 2 ( 0
(designated SLs) (Capitol Hill/Cetral District), Fauntleroy Community Church and YMCA
i AAOECT AGAA 3, q j7 3AAOOI Agqh (AO O1 "T1100 j Al
School and Old Fire Station #33 (designated SLs), Ota Residence (CIR), and the Jimmie and
Betty Eng House (NRH#fisted) (SE Seattle)

Alternative 5: Alternative 5 will allow the largest increase in supply and diversity of housing

throughout the city. Existing regional centers and urban centes would gain up to 80,000 housing

units, while other areas would see up to 40,000 additional housing units in new housing typéss.

combines the strategies inAlternatveO ¢h oh AT A th AT A AgbPbAT AO OEA
existing urban centers andurban villages.Alternative 5 applies the proposed landuse concepts
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of all Alternatives, which could incentivize development to increase floor area and height limits,
allowing for the construction of dense, multistory buildings.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations
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include experts with local community groups to identify cultural impatant resources (CIRS), in

addition to common channels of federal, state, and city inventories and registers. This resulted

in identification of black and Hispanic commemorative and historic sites in several areas,

mapped and described irSection 3.9 Cultural Resources .

Studies by the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) have noted that while rezoning
and redevelopment can address somenvironmental justice concerns such apoor air and
water quality, soil contamination, noise pollution, climate change, and unsafe, disconnected,
and inaccessible neighborhoods, some of the land use strategies coalsb lead to adverse
impacts such as the loss of historic and CIRs that have yet to be identified and documented
within these communities (Canaan et al2021:54z55; NTHP 2021:10; Rypkema 2004).

The state and city SEPA rules allow some minor projects to be exempt from SEPA review. SEPA
exemptions vary by location, zone, and use, and by residential density goals. SEPA allows some
non-residential and mixed-use exemptions, as well. Some exempted peajts are not subject to

the same review and could impact cultural resources.

130th/145 th Station Area

Under all studiedAlternatives, development projects would affectcultural resources, with such
impacts as alteration, demolition, damage, or destruction.

Alternative 1: Some3-8 story residential buildings would be allowed near the station

consistent with current zoning. The blocks eound 130t Streetwould seean additional 194
housing units and 646 units would be developed at 148 Street.Redevelopment and
development projectsdue to market pressures undetAlternative 1 would continue to affect
cultural resources, with such impacts as alteration, demolition, damage, or destruction. Impacts
would be similar to the Citywide summary above.

Alternative 2:In the 130th/145 th Station Area,Alternative 2 would designatethree
neighborhood centeis near 130" Street andRoosevelt Way, 12% Street and 13" Avenue, and
145t Street and 13" Avenue, clustering denser, taller buildings and growth near transit.
Development would be more mixed use near the 145Station Area (with NC3) compared to
Alternative 1. Building heights would be allowed up to 75 feet. The area would see 2,208 new
housing units and 979 new jobs. Redevelopment and development projeciader Alternative 2
could affect cultural resources, with such impacts as alteration, demolition, damage, or
destruction.
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Alternative 5: Alternative 5 would create an expansivairban center (previously urban village)

at the Sound Transit light rail station along both sides of%, with zoning including low-rise

residential, mid-rise multifamily, and neighborhood commercial (NC2 and NC3), linking
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Development would be denser tharlternative 2, with more mixed-use, retail, and commercial

buildings, and a wider variety of housing typs. Building heights in theurban center would be

allowed up to 95 feet, while in the nodes andorridor s, building heights could be up to 80 feet.

The urban center at NE 130" Street would see the highest residential growth of up to 1,644

housing units, while theneighborhood center at 145" Street and 1% Avenue would receive up to

1,059 housing units. The Station Area would see up to 1,004 new jobs.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Examples of mitigation for impacts for architectural resourcesire detailed inSection 3.7.3.

A Mitigation includes a combination of protection and incentivese.g. adaptive reuse,
prioritizing funds for seismic retrofits to historic properties. Mitigation also includes
approaches to seek and integrate the histories and context statements from historically
marginalized communities, immigrant communities, and to condutribes and reflect
indigenous perspectives.

Mitigation for adverse impacts to archaeological or cultural resources, could include:

A Modifying demolition review process so that historic review occurs even if SERAresholds
are increased

Prior to commencing sitespecific subsurface investigations of soils, notifying the local
Indigenous Tribes so an archaeologist can observe tweork;

Funding survey and inventory ofarchaeological sites
Updating tree removal requirementsfor archaeological sites

Employing g¢andard archaeological techniquessuch as archaeological testing, excavation

and data recovery/collection of artifacts, documentation, analysis, sharing evidence with

the local Indigenous tribes and archiving, possibly in a repository for future research;

Funding public education and outreach, including interpretive signage and/or a museum

exhibit;

A &O1 AET ¢ ET OAOPOAOEOA OECTI AcCA AT A AAOAAOQCET T Al
neighborhoods; or

A Funding development of digital and other media content, including film, to share holistic

stories of the impacted resource(s).

>\

> > >

>

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

All the Alternatives have the potential for significant adverse impacts to cultural resources in
the analysis areas. Such impacts can include physical alteration, damage, or destruction of all or
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part of a resource; alteration of the characteristics of the surrounding environment that
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are out of character with the property. Such impacts could alter thcharacteristics of a historic

property in such a way as to diminish its integrity, thus affecting its eligibility to qualify for

inclusion in the SL orNRHP.

Advanced planning to eliminate, minimize, or avoid impacts to cultural resources is crucial
under all of thealternative s. Review of development projects on a casky-case basis even if
SEPA thresholds are raised will also help to eliminate, minimize, or avoid impacts to cultural
resources.The ultimate outcome of such mitigation is to moderat®er substantially lessenthe
adverse impacts to r cultural resources before they are lost or significantly altered. Withe
implementation of advanced planning omproject-specific review, significantadverseimpacts to
cultural resources can be avoided or minimized.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-22 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iGection 3.9 Cultural
Resources.

Exhibit 1.6-22. Cultural Resources Thresholds of Significance

Substantial changes t@r alteration of features or
characteristics, or loss(removal or demolition) of
acultural resource thatprevents their eligibility
for inclusion as adesignatedSeattle Landmark
(SL), or inclusionin the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), National Historic
Landmark (NHL) program,or the Washington
Heritage Register (WHR)?!

More than a moderate dverse impact (potential
loss of oralterations to the physical evidence or
tangible evidence of cultural history) to Culturally
Important Resources (CIR), which for the
purposes of this EIS are important to certain
cultural groups or communities, whether or not
they are listed or eligible br the SL, NRHP, or
WHR?

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse| (q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (> ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 All studied alternatives have the potential to result in bange, alteration, or loss of architecturally historic
buildings, structures, and objectghat might be eligible for future designation on local, state, or federal registers
The alternatives could also have an impact olamage to archaeological and cultural resources duringelow-
ground work.

2 All studied alternatives have the potential to alter or result in loss of CIR through development. The GiRludes
features important to certain cultural groups or communities.
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1.6.10 Transportation

Source; SDOT, 2023.

How did we analyZEransportatiof?

This EIS provides a multimodal analysis of transportation in Seattle to evaluate the potential
impacts of the proposed land usdlternatives. The following metrics are included as part of the

evaluation:

Mode share by sector

Transit capacity analysis

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT), and average trip speed
Corridor travel time

Volume-to-Capacity across screenlines

Intersection level of service (LOS)

State facility capacity analysis

> > > > > B> >

Each metric is used to quantitatively evaluate and contextualize impacts.

Thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:

A Asubarea would have a percentage of SQkvel exceeding the target stated in the Seattle
2035 Comprehensive Plan.
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A study route would operate over the transit agency crowding threshold.
VMT per capita exceeds the existing level.
A corridor would have a travel time LOS grade of F.

A screenline would exceed the V/C threshold stated in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan
by at least 0.01.

A A signalized intersection would operate at LOS E or F and an unsignalized intersection
would operate at LOS F.

A A state facility does not meet the standardet by WSDOT.

> > B> D

A significant transportation impact under the four action alternatives is identified if:

A A subarea that does not exceed its SOV mode share target under the No Action Alternative
would exceed its SOV mode share target or a subarea that exceeds its SOV mode share
target under the No Action Alternative would have an increase in SOV mode share of at least
1% compared to the No Action Alternative.

A A study route that would operate at or under the transit agency crowding threshold under
the No Action Alternativewould operate over the transit agency crowding threshold or a
study route identified as operating over the transit agency crowding threshold under the No
Action Alternative would have an increase in passenger load of at least 5% compared to the
No Action Aternative.

A VMT per capita would exceed the VMT per capita under the No Action Alternative.

A Acorridor that would have a travel time LOS grade of & under the No Action Alternative
would operate at LOS F or a corridor that would have a travel time LOS grade F under the
No Action Alternative would have an increase in travel time of at least 5%.

A A screenline that would not exceed the V/C threshold under the No Action Alternative
would exceed the V/C threshold or a screenline that would exceed the V/C threshold under
the No Action Alternative would increase the V/C ratio by at least 0.01.

A The action alternative would cause an intersection that operated acceptably under No
Action Alternative to operate unacceptably, or the action alternative would add at least a 5
second delay from the No Action Alternative at an intersection that operatedhacceptably
under the No Action Alternative.

A1 OOAOA EAAEI EOU OEAO xiI O A T AAO 733/ 480 OO0OAI1
AoAARAA 733/ 480 OOAT AAOAO 1T O A OOAOA ~EAAEI EOU
the No Action Altemative would increase the volumeto-LOS service volume ratio by at least
0.01 compared to the No Action Alternative.
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What impacts did widentify?What is different between tiAdternatives?

Citywide

Exhibit 1.6-23001 i AOEUAO OEA bl OAT OEAT EI DPAAOOead 3AAC
alternative. The purpose ofan EIS is to disclose how potential actions by the City may impact
the transportation system in comparison to what is expected to occur with currently adopted
zoning codesand policies Therefore, the impacts oéachAction Alternative are assessed
againstthe performance of the transportation system undethe No ActionAlternative 1. The
impactsidentifi ed underthe No ActionAlternative 1 are also expected to occur undethe

action alternativeseven if thoseAlternatives would not result in additional impacts.Although
the focus of the EIS is not to mitigate conditions under the currently adopted zoning code (i.e.,
the No ActionAlternative 1), many of the mitigation measuregproposed for the action
alternatives would alsolessen impactsunder the No ActionAlternative 1.

All action alternatives are expected to have significant impacts to transit passenger load,
Corridor travel time, intersection LOSn the NE 13Qh/NE 145th Street Subareaand state
facilities. Impacts ofAlternatives 2 and 3 would be similar to one another while impacts of
Alternative 5 are expected to be higher in magnitude due to the increased growthlternative 4
would fall within this range, likely closer in magnitude toAlternatives 2 and 3 tharAlternative
5. Exhibit 1.6-23 details the types and number of impacts expected undefach alternative

In addition to Exhibit 1.6-23, Exhibit 1.6-24 and Exhibit 1.6-25 summarize some of the key
metrics across the Alternatives graphically.
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Exhibit 1.6-23. Overview of Significant Adverse Impacts: All Alternative s

SOV Mode Share

VMT per Capita
Active Transportation

Transit

Roadway Users

Corridor Travel Time

Screenline

130t/145 th Subarea
Intersection LOS

State Facilities

Safety

Duwamish subarea No additional No additional

impacted impacts beyond No impacts beyond No
Action Action
No No No
No No No

8 routes: Light Rail
1, 2, and 3 Lines;
RapidRide E, J, R,
Denny & Fremont

8 routes under No
Action + additional
impacts to

8 routes under No
Action + additional
impacts to

Fremont Fremont

4 corridors: Mercer, 4 corridors under 4 corridors under

Stewart, Olive & No Action + No Action +
Michigan additional impact to additional impact to
Olive Olive
No No No
6 intersections: Additional impacts  Additional impacts
145th/Aurora, to the 6 to the 6
145th/5th, intersections intersections
145th/15th, impacted under No impacted under No
130th/Aurora, Action Action
130th/1st &
125th/15th

7 segments along-l
5, SR 99, SR 509 &

7 segments under
No Action +

7 segments under
No Action +

SR522 additional impacts  additional impacts
along I-5, SR 99, & along k5, SR 99, &
SR 522 SR 522
No No No

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2023.

No additional
impacts beyond D
No Action

No
No

8 routes under No
Action + additional
impacts to

RapidRide E, J, R § RapidRide E, J, R § RapidRide E, J,R &

Fremont

4 corridors under
No Action +
additional impact to
Olive

No

Additional impacts
to the 6
intersections
impacted under No
Action + impact at
130th/Roosevelt/5t
h

7 segments under
No Action +
additional impacts
along I-5, SR 99, SF
509 & SR 522

No
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Exhibit 1.6-24. Transportation Metrics Across the Alternative s

Alternative
Base 1 2 3 5

Alternative
Base 1 2 3 5

Alternative
Base 1 2 3 5

Alternative
Base 1 2 3 8

14%

13%
1%

Source: Fehr & Peers, ZB.
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Alternative
Base 1 2 3

Alternative

Base 1 2 3

Alternative

Base 1 2 3

39% 39%

33% 33%

15% [l 15%
1% 11%
2% 2%

Alternative

Base 1 2 3

48% 48%

29% 30%

14% 14%

7% 7%
1% 1%
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Exhibit 1.6-25. Citywide Transportation Metrics

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Base: ¥

(o)
2
=
©
-
0]
fr.oed
<
25.2
26
Million Miles
Vehicle Hours Traveled
1 869k
[0
=
52 886k
-
23 876k
<
5 j 909k
) 200k 400k 600k 800k ™
Hours
Percentage of People Within High
Pedestrian Connectivity Census Tracts
1 68%
[0
=
B2 68%!
c
2 3 66%
<
5 66%
) 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percentage of People and Jobs Within

All Ages and Abilities Buffer
Base (People) Base (Jobs)

o [ 76% | s8% [ People
= : |
© 75% | 87% Jobs
£ 5% | 8r%
< i
75% | 8r%
0 25% 50% 75% 100%

Source: Fehr & Peer2023.
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130th/145 th Station Area

Under Alternative 1, six intersections are expected to no longer meet the LOS D threshold,
constituting a significant impact. These include:

N 145th Street / Aurora Avenue N
NE 145th Street / 5th Avenue NE
NE 145th Street / 15th Avenue NE
N 130th Street / Aurora Avenue N
N 130th Street / 1st Avenue NE
NE 125th Street / 15th Avenue NE

> > > > > P>

Under Alternative 2, six intersections are expected to fall below the LOS D threshold; these
intersections are the same as those identified undeklternative 1. However, operations are
expected to degrade with five of the six intersections falling from LOS E to F. All six intersections
would experience at least five additional seconds of delay (the impact threshold) and therefore
are considered to have a signifiant impact underAlternative 2.

Delays would generally be longest undeflternative 5. UnderAlternative 5, impacted
intersections would include the six intersections identified under the otheAlternatives as well
as the intersection of NE 130th Street/Roosevelt Way NE/5th Avenue NE which would fall from
LOSDto LOSE.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

Citywide

The mitigation strategies inSection 3.10 Transportation include:
Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO)
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

Pedestrian and Bicycle System Improvement

Transit Strategies

Parking Management Strategies

Safety Strategies

> > > > > >

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Providing additional housing growth in areas with more complete infrastructure could advance
equity by expanding the opportunity for more people to live in those area&rom that
perspective, all of the action alternatives could advance equity by providing more housing
opportunities throughout the city with Alternative 5 providing the most opportunity through

its higher housing target.
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An important consideration for climate vulnerability and health disparities is the distribution of
effects from emissions, generated by personal and freight vehicles. Underserved communities
often face the highest effects of vehicle emissions; fekample,freight traffic emissions or poor air
guality due to close proximity heavily congested roadways and freeways. Total VMT generated by
each alternative was estimated using the SoundCast model. The action alternatives are expected to
result in higher VMT than the No Action Alternative due to the increased growth levels. The
increase for Alternatives 2 and 3 is expected to be approximately 1% higher than the No Action
Alternative and for Alternative 5 is expected to be approximately 3% higher. Alternative 4 vatd

fall within that range and likely most similar to Alternatives 2 and 3. Therefore, it is possible that
the action alternatives? Alternative 5 in particular? could result in additional vehicle emissions
near underserved communities along high vehicle emésons roadways.

From a regional perspective, accommodating more growth within dense urban areas like Seattle
provides better climate outcomes than if that growth were accommodated elsewhere. Therefore,
at a regional scale, concentrating more growth within Seattle is expted to lead to travel

behaviors with lower impacts to climate vulnerability than if that growth occurred in outlying

areas. Because all of the action alternatives would accommodate more growth than the No Action
Alternative, they are expected to result irbetter climate outcomes with Alternative 5 providing

the most benefit as it would accommodate the highest level of housing growth within Seattle.

130th / 145 th Street Station Area

Analysis of theaction alternatives, relative tothe No ActionAlternative 1, identified seven
impacted intersections. The impacted intersections are listed below:

N 145th Street / Aurora Avenue N

NE 145th Street / 5th Avenue NE

NE 145th Street / 15th Avenue NE

N 130th Street / Aurora Avenue N

N 130th Street / 1st Avenue NE

NE 130th Street / Roosevelt Way NE / 5th Avenue NE
NE 125th Street / 15th Avenue NE

> > > > > > P

Each intersection was evaluated to identify potential mitigation measures that would address
delay impacts such that intersection delays would not exceed the five second impact threshold
relative to Alternative 1.

Some impacts could be addressed with more minimal interventions such as signal timing and
phasing modifications while others would require physical changes to the intersections to
expand capacity, for example adding turn pockets or lanes. However, addingygical capacity
to these intersections is likely not practical or desirable due to righof-way constraints and
potential secondary impacts to other modes. Instead, the City would likely pursue multimodal
improvements aimed at making transit, walking, andiking more convenient and comfortable
such that people have more options to choose from when traveling through the neighborhood.

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 1-86



Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

The Seattle Transportation Plan (STP) outlines the types of multimodal improvements that are
being considered.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Regardless of theAlternative selected,increasedtravel demand is expected to result in
potentially significant adverse impacts to transit passenger loadorridor travel time,
intersection LOSIn the NE 13ah/NE 145th Street Subareaand state facilities.

The Cityis expectedto pursue targeted transportation capacity improvements focuseon
improved transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and freight connections. Additionally, the City will manage
demand using policies, programs, and investments aimed at shifting travel to 80OV modes.
However, the magnitude and duration of traffic congestion duringeak periods(as measured
using corridor travel time) is expected to be exacerbated as growth continues to occur.

Significant impacts to transit were identified under allaction alternativeswith respect to

transit passenger loadsMitigation measurescould lessen the severity of the passenger load
impacts. However, due to the increment of change projected, service levels may not be able to
fully mitigate the projected impacts. Therefore, a significant unavoidable adverse impact to
transit capacity is expeced.

Some combination of the travel demand management strategies could be implemented to
reduce themagnitude of SOV travelThese programmatic measures may lessen the severity of
some of the potential impacts, particularly the travel time impactsvhich are fairly limited in
scope. Howeveyin the absence of state facility capacity expansion beyond that already planned
and funded,the action alternativesmay still result in potentially significant unavoidable

adverse impacts to state facilities.

Some of the impacts to subarea intersections would require physical capacity expansions which
are unlikely to be implemented due to rightof-way constraints and potential secondary

impacts to other modes. Therefore, the intersection impacts are not expectéo be fully

mitigated and the action alternatives may still result in a significant unavoidable adverse

impact to intersection LOS.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-26 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iGection 3.10
Transportation (summarized in Exhibit 1.6-23).
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Exhibit 1.6-26. Transportation Impact Thresholds and Alternative Comparison

SOV travel exceeding th2035 Plantarget/ +1% over

. ? ? ? ?
no action
WEquity VMTincrease Future
& Climate baseline
W Equity  VMT per capitaexceeds the existing level no action
- ? ? ? ? ?
& Climate level
W Equity  Active Transportation
; ? ? ? ? ?
& Climate
Over the transit agency crowding threshold+5% no
action
Corridor would have a travel time LOS grade of 5%
no action
Screenlineexceeding the2035 Plantarget by 0.01/ +.01 5 5 5 5
over no action
130th/145th Subarea Intersection LOS3 or F / +5
seconds over no action
State Facilities Does not meet the standard set by
WSDOT increase by at least 0.01 over no action
Safety ? ? ? ? ?
Note: Impacts are considered eithetunavoidable adverse (| q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but

less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (> ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1.6.11 Public Services

How did we analyZ@ublic Service®

This section addresses the potential impacts on public services associated wiach

alternative. Public services are defined as police, fire, emergency medical; parks and recreation;
and schools. These services are provided citywide principally by th@ity of Seattle for police,

fire, and parks, and by the Seattle Public Schools for education. The evaluation considers
available capital and operational plans and data from service providers such as calls for service,
distribution and types of facilities,and usage.

Impacts of theAlternatives are considered significant if they:

A Result in insufficient parks, open space, and trail capacity to serve expected population
based on existing levels of service.

A Create inconsistencies with shoreline public access policies.

A Result in increases in public school enroliment that cannot be accommodated through
regular school planning processes.

A Increase demand for police or fire and emergendayat can't be accommodated through
regular planning and staffing processes

A Result in insufficient capacity to handle solid waste under current Seattle Public Facility plans.
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What impacts did we identify?

Demand for new park acres would increase undezach alternativeif the City maintains its 8.0
acres per 1,000 population level of servicesreater population growth across the city could
increase demand for shoreline public accesBlew levels of service are anticipated to be applied.

Demand for police, fire, and solid waste services would increase with greater population and
employment growth. Additional police officers, fire units, and solid waste services would be
needed to maintain current levels of serviceaction alternativeswould update level of service
policies and capital facility plans as needed.

What is different between ti#dternatives?

Parks

Citywide

The current parks level of service is 8.0 acres per 1,000 population (from Seattle 2035 and

2017 Parks and Open Space Plan). However, the city is considering options for updating the

level of service as part of the Comprehensive Plan Update. The goal alagng the level of
OAOOGEAAO EO O 1 AEA EO i1 OA Ai1OEOO xEOE OEA #
Additional park acres would be needed undeeach alternativeif the City maintains its 8.0 acres

per 1,000 population level of serviceCurrently, Seattle Parks and Recreation managésl78
acres ofparks.

The acreage needed would range from 1,331 to 1,997 acres betweS8lternative 1 and Alternative 5,

with Alternatives 2 through 4 requiring an additional 1,664 acres. Within each analysis area, the acres
required are highest underAlternative 5. SeeExhibit 1.6-27.The City currently has 6,48 acres of

DAOEI ATA8 )A£ 11T TAx AAOAO AOA AAAAA O OEA #EOI

Exhibit 1.6-27. Additional Acreage Needed to Meet Parks LOS by Alternative

Alternative 1 1,312
Alternative 2 1,640
Alternative 3 1,640
Alternative 4 1,640
Alternative 5 1,968

Notes: Converts housg units to population using a persons per household of 2.05 regionabusing target efforts.
The 8 acres per 1,000 population is applied to net population growth.
Source: BERK, 2023.

The acreage needed would range from 1,312 to 1,968 acres betweSlternative 1 and Alternative
5, with Alternatives 2 through 4 requiring an additional 1,640 acres. Within each analysis area, the
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acres required are highest undeAlternative 5 except that Area 4 Downtown would have the same
growth and acres needed under alhlternatives. Undereach alternative expected population
growth is lowest in Area 7 due to the focus on employment (except in South Park).

130th/145 th Station Area

Within and adjacent to the station study area are parks and open space including Jackston Park
Golf Course, Flicker Haven Natural Area, and Northacres Pa#ll. Alternatives would result in

an increased demand for parkland, with most demand undeklternative 5 and the least

demand underAlternative 1 in the 130t Street Station Area. In the 148 Street Area, demand

for parkland would be slightly higher underAlternative 2 and Alternative 5 than the No Action
Alternative (with demand highest underAlternative 2).

Schools
Citywide

It is not possible to develop an accurate twentyear projection of school needs given the wide
variety of factors that influence these numbers and the recent fluctuations in public school
enrollment. As a highend estimate of potential impacts, it may be helpful to estimate the
number of new classrooms that would be needed if recent trends change and the percentage of
the total population enrolled in Seattle Public Schools holds steady over the nextdnty years.

Applying this rate to expected population growth shows a range df0,912-16,368 students
generated byeach alternative the least under Alterative 1 and the most undehlternative 5.
Depending on the grade level and pace of housing and population growth, new classrooms or
schools could be neededver time to accommodate growth

Based on planning level estimates of students per school, there could be a need betw&&6-655
classrooms Under all Alternatives, most population growth, and therefore students, would be

added in areas 1 and 2Student growth in Area 4 would be the same across &@lternatives and

would likely go to schools in areas 3 and 5 as there are no schools located in Downtown. Areas 6, 7,
and 8 would have the second highest share of population and students in all #hetion alternatives.

Within the analysis areas, most growth would be directed to centers under alternatives and
schools in those areas would be most affected. However Afternatives 2-5, more areas
currently zonedNeighborhood Residentialwould see growth, which may be focused around
neighborhood centers, corridor s, or elsewhere distributed through distributed growth of
missing middle housing types.

While K-12 public school enrollment has declined over the last 5 years, futureopulation

growth has the potential toincrease student enroliment in variousareasthroughout the city.
Seattle Public Schoolsmonitors changes in enrollment to track expected future needs and

would adjust their enrollment projections accordingly forfuture planning cycle.SPS would
respond to the exceedance of capacity as it has done in the past by adjusting school boundaries

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 190



Summary of Impacts & Mitigation Measures

and/or geographic zones, adding or removing portables, adding/renovating buildings,
reopening closed buildings or schools, and/or pursuing future capital programs.

130th/145 th Station Area

There would be an increase in housing, population, and students with most undafternative 5
and least underAlternative 1. Depending orAlternative, the number of students could be
greatest in 130" Street Station @lternative 5) or at 145" Street (Alternative 2).

Police

Citywide

Growth in housing and jobs is expected to occur incrementally under allternatives. For the
purposes of the EIS analysis, increased density of population and jobs is anticipated to increase
the potential demand for police services. However, many factors can influence crime rates.
Literature and studies have identified population densiy and socioeconomic conditions
(diminished economic opportunities, concentrations of poverty, high level of transiency, low
levels of community participation) as factors asvell as prevalent attitudes towards crime and
crime reporting. Property crimes are more prevalent than violent crimes and property crimes

such as robbery and motor vehicle theft tend to occur at intersections rather than in whole
neighborhoods. Victims ofcrimes are also more likely to be persons of color and younger

The estimated number of officers per 1,000 residents is 1.4 in 2022. Given that SPD staffing
levels are as low as they have been since 1980 based on data collected by the Washington
Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC), this analysis usedaafl.8 officers per
1,000 residents, which is the average rate between 2010 and 2022.

Based on population and housing growth alondlternative 1 would have the least demand and
Alternative 5 the most demand for police staffing. Most demand would occur in areas with the
greatest planned growth in Areas 1 and 2. Area 4 Downtown may neédternative ratios with a
focus on office employment as well as residential uses. Area 7 may also need other personnel
depending on needs with industrially focused land usé&eeExhibit 1.6-28.

Exhibit 1.6-28. Estimate of Officer FTEs per 1000 Residents at Avg. LOS 2010-2022

Current (est.)  219.0 177.7 100.5 143.3 193.1 128.0 6.3 109.3 1,077.0
Alternative 1 266.6 222.3 121.2 212.8 239.2 148.9 13.3 132.3 1,356.6
Alternative 2 283.6 242.6 128.8 212.8 250.5 160.9 14.6 136.7 1,430.5
Alternative 3 280.6 249.7 123.8 212.8 2411 163.7 134 145.4 1,430.5
Alternative 4 279.3 252.8 123.5 212.8 241.3 163.2 134 144.1 1,430.5
Alternative 5 295.2 262.1 129.2 212.8 249.7 176.8 19.6 158.9 1,504.3

Source: Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chigf823, BERK2023.

*Area 7 is predominantly industrial and will be regardless oRlternative growth strategy

.1 OAd OEA 1 AOGAT 1T &£ OAOOGEAA AAI AOI AGETT EO AAOGAA-T1T 3AAO
2022 which is 1.8 officers per 1,000 residents.
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130th/145 th Station Area

Incremental growth under each alternativewould contribute to demand for officers in Area 2
with least under Alternative 1 and most underAlternative 5. SeeExhibit 1.6-28.

Fire/Emergency Medical Services

Citywide

Growth in worker and residential populations in the study area is expected to lead to an
increased number of calls for aid, basic and advanced life support, and other emergency
services. Growth is expected to occur incrementally under allternatives, as individual
development projects are constructed. The Seattle Fire Department would attempt to maintain
response times consistent with or better than current performance levels as the population
grows. Over time, additional staffing and equipment witin eadh analysis area would be
required in order to maintain or improve performance levels.

Additional units would need to be added to meet the current levels of service of apparatus per
phmnmn AxAl1ET ¢ OTEOO8 (1 xAOGAoOh AAOGAA 11 3AAOOI
well as the SFD 2021 annual report, citywide unit additions shouldeflect aid unit prioritization

over other fire units. Across allAlternatives, each subarea or battalion should have at least a

single aid unit stationed at a centrally located station to limit fire unit dispatches on aid calls.

Secondarily, the recommendations for Area 4 are consistent across Alternatives and reflect the
growing need for an additional unit to fill the gap in service in the South Lake Union neighborhood.

Alternative 5 having the highest growth has the greatest need for apparatus. More apparatus

under any of theAlternatives may require additional personnel and expanded stations. Any

potential future ire EAAET EOUh OOAZZET Cch 1 0 ANOEDPI AT O 1T AAA
annual Budget and Capital Improvement Program process.

130th/145 th Station Area

The 130" and 145" Station Area is in Area 2, and between SFD Stations 24, 31 andT3tese
OOAOQEIT 108 OTEOO ET Al OAA Ox1 AT CETAOGh TTA 1T AAAA
could increase demand.
A Alternative 1: This area is currently identified as a hole in service and may require
additional units at the Bitter Lake fire station to meet minimum service standards. This
likely would not require a new station given that nearly all development is targeted atrban
centers and the Northgate station is already well equipped with support units in case of
multiple calls to the transit station area.

A Alternative 2: Fire services at the station area would require either a new station or
additional units at Bitter Lake to support higher density housing, which results in additional
aid calls as well as one additional firefighting unit as is customary at new statiorS8FD has
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identified this area as a hole in service that falls just outside of the minimum response
buffer of two different stations; providing additional units at one or both stations could
better equip them to handle increased demand.

A Alternative 5: ThisAlternative presents that largest increase in unit needs for the transit
stations areasAlternative 5: If an additional aid unit is provided at each of the nearby
stations at Bitter Lake and Lake City, SFD can maintain and even improve the service levels
of the station area without being forced to cross Interstaté which may present a challenge
dependingon the time of day.

Solid Waste

Citywide

Growth in residential, commercial, and selhaul solid waste is expected to increase under all
Alternatives.

Exhibit 1.6-29 and Exhibit 1.6-30 offers estimates of each solid waste stream by customer
types for Alternatives based on job growth estimates and housing units. The number of people
per household is variable but is estimated at 2.0people per household for these calculations.
All Alternative s estimate 158,000 additional jobs in Seattle between 2024 and 2044.

Exhibit 1.6-29. Estimated Tons of Solid Waste (Garbage, Recycling, Compost) Generated by
Alternative ? Residential

Scenario Resident estimate: Tons ofWaste Per year estimat Tons of Diversion at goal raff0%
Current: 2020 762,148 315,739 221,017
Alternative 1 966,358 400,338 282,336
Alternative 2 1,007,358 417,323 292,126
Alternative 3 1,007,358 417,323 292,126
Alternative 4 1,007,358 417,323 292,126
Alternative 5 1,048,358 434,308 304,015

Sources: SPU, 2020 Annual Waste Prevention & Recycling Rep®BERK 2023.

Exhibit 1.6-30. Estimated Tons of Waste Generated for Commercial Customers

Employee Tons per year based on  Diversion at current Diversion at goal
Estimates 2020 per employee estima recycling rate61.6%  recycling rate70%
2020 (per 2020 499,146 286,036 tons 176,198.2 tons 200,225.2 tons
employee estimate) employees
2044 estimates, all 746,447 427,751 tons 263,494.9 tons 299,426 tons
alternatives employees

Sources: SPU, 2020 Annual Waste Prevention & Recycling Rep®@ERK 2023.
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To meet the additional need for solid waste services, contracts with waste haulers are
renegotiated every 10 years. Fees charged to residential and commercial customers from
Seattle Public Utilities and from waste haulers directly support the necessary cagl
investments needed to ensure minimum levels of service.

130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 1 produces a small residential growth number. The number of dwelling units would
change the type of service but would not significantly impact levels of service.

Under Alternative 5, impacts to solid waste would be similar to and slightly greater than
Alternative 2 with a small increase in the number of dwelling units and waste volume.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability Considerations

Each serviceand facility type would be affected by climate change and has the opportunity to
invest in more equitable servicesAlternatives with greater growth have the potential to affect
service delivery more than lesser growthAlternative s but all Alternatives have the potentiaito
create newinvestments to improve equitable services and climate resiliency.

Police Services: SPD hasleveloped Micro Community Policing Plans (MCPP) to address the

individual needs of each community" AOAA 11 OEA #EOU8O ANOEOU 1 PD
and engagement with the community in each area, these plans could be updated. Police access

to parts of the city could be affected by extreme precipitation, flooding, sea level rise, and

landslides. Aternatives with greater growth such as Alternatives 24 and particularly

Alternative 5 may require greater police services and magnean additional personnel and

facilities that need to be adapted for climate resilience.

Fire/Emergency Services: While the Seattle Fire Department is the main firefighting entity
within Seattle, most of its work is rooted in health services and fire prevention. To reduce fires
in homes SFD works with communities throughout Seattle to distribute fire prevention flyers
that have been translated in the top seven spoken languages in Seattle to ensure compliance
with fire safety standards regardless of language. Fire prevention outreach also helps alleviate
racial and social inequitiesHousing structures in the Southwest, Southeast, and East Central
regions of the city are more likely to be older and tpotentially benefit from fire prevention
outreach. These areas are also more disadvantaged than elsewhere in the city BeattleRacial
and Social Equity IndexTargeting fire prevention outreach in these areas is vital to alleviating
fire safety inequity.

Aside from outreach and prevention, SFD also performs fire inspections on existing homes as
well as required inspections on new developmentach alternativewill result in an increase in
the number of multi-family units and may require additional staff to adequately provide fire
prevention services to the growing population Alternative 5 would have more demand than
Alternatives 2-4 and Alternative 1.
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Schools:4 EA #EOUG86 O OAODPI 1T OEAEI EOU EI PDIATTEIGC & O
District in planning for growth and modernization. Equitable access improvements would help
all local students in priority areasunder all alternatives.

Parks: Parks are important for community health and weHlbeing and a key amenity irgrowth

areas. The City developed an overlay of public space priority areas considering race and social
equity, density and growth, and health outcomes in its parks system plan. Areas of the highest
priority for plans/programs/investments based on Race andSocial Equity are generally in the

south end of the City including Delridge (Area 6), South Park (Area 7), and Southeast Seattle (Area
8). The need for continued investment in priority areas would be similar across all alternatives.

Solid Waste: SPU has also joined with Seattle City Light to mitigate cost burden of utility services

on low-income households through the Utility Discount Program. The Clean City Division of SPU

also provides necessary debris clearance in the event of climate emerges and ensure

ANOGEOAAT A AEOOOEAOOEITT 1T £ OAOI OOAAO AU OOEI EUET
planning and implementation. This toolkit and the division ensure that public litter receptacles,

litter abatement routes, and encampmensolid waste collection (purple bag program) are

equitably distributed throughout the city and are not prioritized in highly resourced

communities. These and similar programs could support residents under all alternatives.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?

All Services

A The City is updating its Comprehensive Plamcluding its public services policies, and
coordinating with service providers regarding growth estimates.

A Compact growth in centers under alAlternatives and in other areas of focus like
neighborhood centers and cordor s in Alternatives 2 and 4 could result in more efficient
service delivery. More diffuse growth inurban neighborhoodareas inAlternatives 3 and 5
could distribute the demand more incrementally making use of existing infrastructure like
schools, parks, and fire stations.

Parks

The City could explore a level of service that has a lower acres per 1,000 population or an
Alternative population density-based approach given the urban nature of the city.

The City could add additional or improve existing park space including:

A Expanding existing parks or adding capacity on existing parks (e.g., expanded play or sports
facilities),

Creating linear parks and trails,

Increasing tree canopy coverage in right®f-way or public parks and open space to reduce
urban heat island effects,
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A Developing recreation facilities on building rooftops to provide sports courts, athletic fields,
off-leash dog areas, etc.,

A Developing community gardens (permitted on some rooftops in individual zones) as a way
to provide open space and urban agricultural use,

A Increasing frequency of maintenance to offset an increase in park usage.

The City could implement a parks impact fee to help pay for the development of new park land
if needed in the future.

The City could also explore transportation to and from parks and potentially increase
connectivity between parks in areas of high equity opportunity.

Schools

A The City could implement a school impact fee to help pay for the development of new
classrooms if they are needed in the future.

A The City could help identify interim uses for existing underutilized classrooms so that the
school district can hold onto them in case they are needed in the future.

A The City could incentivize provision of public schools in centers in vertical formats, where
new schools are needed. The City could also allow for greater heights at existing school
locations where demand increases. Goals would be to protect recreation atnde canopy
while allowing for more student classroom capacity.

A The City could update development standards and review processes for new schools in
order to make it easier to add classrooms or build new schools if they are needed in the
future.

A As part of development standards for new place types sh@s neighborhood centers and
corridor s, the City could enhance street cross sections including walking routes to schools
in areas with added housing.

A The City could identify specific objectives to assist Seattle Public Schools in acquiring and
developing new schools if needed.

Police & Fire Services

A 303 AT OI A OPAAOA EOO -#00 AAOAOEAAA O1T AAO 0O)I
police service programs to engage the community in police services that equitably and
justly meet community needs.

A SFD could explore options to decrease call times through new station placement strategies
that limit East/West travel which has historically been challenging for fire units during
busier times of day.
A SFD could explore smaller, more nimble fire units that are better equipped to navigate
3AAOOI A6O ATipl Ag O1 I COAPEU O AAAOAAOA OAOE
excellent standard of service for emergency medical and fire response.
A SFD could convert peak aid units that are available at certain times to full time aid units.
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A SFD could add aid units in underserved areas.

Solid Waste
A Increasing budget for education and outreach services for muifamily residents

A Establishing more significant penalties for those who do not adhere to recycling and
composting standards while increasing financial benefits for households and muitamily
residents who opt for recycling and compost over landfill waste disposal.

A Require specific standards in solid waste hauling contracts to protect employees from
adverse health impacts of their work during extreme weather events.

130th/145 th Station Area

A All: The 130h/145 th Station Area Plan includes several strategies related to parks,
education,and schools.

A Fire/Emergency Medical Services : If an additional aid unit is provided at each of the
nearby stations at Bitter Lake and Lake City, SFD can maintain and even improve the service
levels of the station area and avoiding crossing Interstatb at congested times of the day.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

Police

There will be an increase in population and jobs and an increase in demand for police services.
However, there are mitigation measures to invest in resources to address needs and provide
adequate services.

Fire/Emergency Medical Services

It is anticipated that increased demand for fire/emergency medical services can be
accommodated due the changes in staffing for fire prevention education, increased capacity at
station facilities, and either redistributing or increasing the number of unitsat each station.
Consequently, no significant unavoidable adverse impactse to be expected.

Parks

All alternatives will exceed the existing level of service and increase demand for parks and
recreation facilities. With mitigation (adding parks, making better use of existing parks, or
updating the LOS)kignificant adverse impacts can be avoided.
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Schools

All studied Alternatives would result in increases in students. This coulcequire additional
school capacity unanticipated inrcurrent district plans. However, it is anticipated that Seattle
Public Schools could respond to any new growth that may occur through regular capital
planning and coordination.Consequentlyno significant unavoidable adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Solid Waste

It is anticipated that Seattle Solid Waste will be able to accommodate expected increases in
solid waste service through regular contract renegotiation and ongoing maintenance and
upkeep of capital facilities.Consequently, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-31 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iBection 3.11 Public
Services.

Exhibit 1.6-31. Public Services Thresholds of Significance
Metric Threshold Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

W Equity Result in insufficient parks, open space, and trail
& Climate capacity to serve expected population based on q q q q q
existing levels of service.

Create inconsistencies with shoreline public
access policies.

Result inincreases in public school enroliment
that cannot be accommodated through regular q q q q q
school planning processes.

Increase demand for police or fire and emergency
that can't be accommodated through regular q q q q q
planning and staffing processes5

Result in insufficient capacity to handle solid waste

under current Seattle Public Facility plans. d d d d

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse|(q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (? ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 Additional park acres would be needed under each alternative if the City maintains its 8.0 acres per 1,000
population level of service.The acreage needed would range from 1,312 to 1,968 acres between Alternative 1 and
Alternative 5, with Alternatives 2 through 4 requiring an additional 1,640 acres.

2 Greater population growth across the city could increase demand for shoreline public access. The alternatives
would range in demand from the least under Alternative 1 to the most under Alternative 5. Shoreline Master
Program requirements for shoreline public access for norresidential development could result in more public
access as development occurs in shoreline jurisdiction.
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3 While K-12 public school enrollment has declined over the last 5 years, futureopulation growth has the
potential to increase student enrollment in variousareasthroughout the city. Seattle Public Schools monitors
changes in enrollment to track expected future needs anslould adjust their enroliment projections accordingly
for future planning cycle.SPS would respond to the exceedance of capacity as it has done in the past by adjusting
school boundaries and/or geographic zones, adding or removing portéds, adding/renovating buildings,
reopening closed buildings or schools, and/or pursuing future capital programs.

4 Increased density of population and jobs is anticipated to increase the potential demand for police servicEse
ElSanalysis uses a rate of 1.8 officers per 1,000 residents, which is the average rate between 2010 and 2022
Alternative 1 would have lower growth and Alternative 5 the highest growth with other alternatives in the range.
However, many factors can influence crime rate®roperty crimes aremore prevalent than violent crimes and
property crimes such as robbery and motor vehicle theft tend to occur at intersections rather than in whole
neighborhoods.

5 Growth in worker and residential populations in the study area is expected to lead to an increased number of
calls for aid, basic and advanced life support, and other emergency services. Growth is expected to occur
incrementally under all alternatives, & individual development projects are constructed.

6 Growth in residential, commercial, and selhaul solid waste is expected to increase under all alternatives.
Alternative 1 would have lower growth and Alternative 5 the highest growth with other alternatives in the range.

1.6.12 Utilities

How did we analyadtilities?

Utilities evaluated in this EIS include the public water system, the wastewater system, the
stormwater management system, and the electrical system. A review of existing service
provider plans and spatial data and contacts with service providers supportetthe development
of the analysis.

Thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:

A Impacts that would be inconsistent with plans for future utility improvements,
development, orgrowth.

A Impacts that would require major unplanned capital improvements for the utility to serve
new developments

What impacts did we identify?

Citywide

Seattle would experience population and job growth under all thélternative s, which would
result in an increase in demand for utility services. While thdlternatives have different

housing targets the impacts to utilities as a result of the increased demand would be similar. Job
targets are the same undeeach alternative

Water: None of theAlternatives are anticipated to adversely impact water supplySPU does not
have anyplanned efforts to increase water supply during the 26/ear planning horizon for the
comprehensive planAs reported in its Official Yield Estimate and Demand Forecast, SPU
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forecasts that future demand will remain relatively flat well below the available water supply
beyond 2060despite anticipated population and employment growth due to continued efforts
to conserve water and planned reductions in service to its wholesale water customers (SPU
2018, 2019a).SPU currently has a forecasted surplus capacity between 35 and 40 MGD.
Individual housing and business developments would need tensure adequate water supply
for drinking water and fire suppression, which could require improvements or upgrades to the
existing water distribution system and construction of new service connections where existing
infrastructure is undersized. There could be variations in the extent to which water system
infrastructure would need to be upgraded or added under eacllternative depending on the
age, extent, size, and condition of the existing infrastructure and the type of development being
planned. Forexample, a greater degree of utility improvements may be required iarban
neighborhood areas for multifamily development than inurban centers.

Wastewater: All Alternatives would result in greater demands on wastewater and drainage
collection systems through a combination of population growth, water consumption, and the
amount of impervious surface as a result of new development. The amount and location of
increased demandand any impacts as a result, would vary bglternative. Development under all
the Alternatives would occur in areas with wastewater and, to a lesser extent, drainage capacity
constraint risks. The drainage capacity constraint gk areas are generally not concentrated
within regional or urban certers and, for the most part, are outside the areas targeted for the
highest concentrations of growth. While impervious surfaces from development can increase
PAAE &£ 1T x0 ATA AEEAAO AT 1T OAUAT AA AAPAAEOURh OEA¢
stormwater code requirements for flow control. The West Point treatment plant is already
approaching its capacity for maximum month loading (King County 2019). Treatment plant
loading rates wouldcontinue to increase with population growth under allAlternatives; however,
the treatment plant may reach maximum month loading capacity undeklternatives 2-5 sooner
than it would under Alternative 1 No Action due to their higher growth targets.

While there could be variations in the extent to which wastewater and drainage infrastructure
would need to be upgraded or added undeeach alternativedepending on the extent and
location of additional population growth and development, the nature of the impact between
Alternatives would generally be the same.

Electricity /Power : All Alternatives would result in increased demands on the electrical system
due to population and jobgrowth but are not anticipated to have adverse impacts on the
electrical system. SCL currently anticipates a modest baseline demand growth of 0.5% per year
between 2022 and 2032, which factors in economic growth and electrification of transportation
and buildings. Arapid electrification scenario would increase demand by 32% over the baseline
during that same period (SCL 2022b). Whilélternatives 2 through 5 target greaer household

ET ACAAOGAOG OEAT ZAAOI OAA ETOI 3#,60 % AAOOEAZAEAA
consideration for load capacity than electrification of transportation and building systems. For
either scenario, SCL will seek to increase energymuly through sustainable and resilient

energy resources such as wind and solar while implementing customer demand management
and energy efficiency programs (SCL 2022b).
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could require minor improvements or upgrades to existing electrical infrastructure and

construction of new service connections where existing infrastructure is uthersized or

nonexistent. While there could be variations in the extent to which electrical infrastructure

would need to be upgraded or added under eadditernative, the nature of the impact between
Alternatives would be the same.

130th/145 th Station Area

Impacts to water, wastewater, and electricity would be the same as described for the citywide
evaluation. The 130h/145 th Station area is within the Thornton Creek watershed and partially
within the Densmore stormwater basin, which is capacity constrained, and includes many
blocks with an informal drainage system, including some ditch and culvert systems. Increases
in impervious surface due to new development could increase peak flows and potentially affect
conveyance capacity. Development in this area walibe subject to more stringent stormwater
management requirements to avoid adversely affecting conveyance capacity and to protect
water quality. These requirements could include flow control and treatment or the construction
of formal stormwater drainage facilities if none are present.

What is different between tidternatives?

Citywide

As the City has been planning for and directing growth to centeend villagesdesignated in the
Seattle 2035 plan, there would be no adverse impacts to utilitiedlternative 2 would result in

areas of infrastructure improvements through a greater portion of the city than irAlternative
1, but in a more focused manner thaAlternatives 3 and 4.

While there is ample capacity to accommodate growth in the near term for all utilities, the
addition of 40,000 more housing units underAlternative 5 within the planning period would
likely exacerbate service constraints during peak periods for wastewater and stormwater
without improvements to existing systems.

Under all Alternatives, development would require improvements and upgrades to existing
utilities and construction of new facilities to accommodate the increased density, which could
offset the impact of increased growth through upsizing of service lines and on site or green
stormwater infrastructure.

Equity & Climate Vulnerability

Utility infrastructure is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change in a variety of ways such as
sea level rise, extreme heat, flooding due to extreme precipitation, and others.
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Drainage and Power: Utility infrastructure is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change in a

variety of ways such as sea level rise, extreme heat, flooding due to extreme precipitation, and

others.

A Sewer/Drainage :4 EA #EOUB8 O xAOOAxAOAO AT A AOAET ACA OL
rise that could inundate conveyance pipes and facilities, particularly those facilities that lie
within the 100-year floodplain. More frequent and extreme storm events can damage
transmission lines and cause power outages.

A Power:3AAO0O01I A6O Al AAOOEAATI bHPi xAO OAIT EAO 11 EUAO
supplies vulnerable to reduced winter snowpacks and droughMore frequent and extreme
storm events can damage transmission lines and cause power outages.

Areas 7 and 8 in particular have vulnerable populations and are mosisceptible to climate
change impacts such as flooding and heat island effects.

A Alternative 1 plans for 8,500 households to Areas 7 and 8, primarily to existingban
centers in Area 8.

A Alternative 5 adds approximately 17,500 households in Areas 7 and 8, primarilg regional
center and urban neighbohood areas in Area 8.

A Alternatives 2 through 4 are in this range.

Growth in these areas may require a greater degree of investment in improved drainage and
electrical utilities to overcome these vulnerabilities.

130th/145 th Station Area

Alternative 2 with several neighborhood centers and particularly Alternative 5 with anurban
center on both sides of 5 would lead to greater demand on utilities than under Alternative 1,
along with a greater opportunity for utility improvements within the area, particularly related
to stormwater management in an area designated as capacity constrained

Under Alternative 5 while new development has the benefit of improving utility infrastructure,
this development would occur within a capacity constrained stormwater basin, which may be a
constraint on the extent of new development and resulting increase impervious surface if
stormwater cannot be managed on site or through improved conveyance infrastructure.

What are some solutions or mitigation for impacts?
Citywide
A number of regulations apply to new development to ensure adequate utilities.

The Comprehensive Plan includes a Utilities Element that lists policies and goals to ensure safe,
reliable, and equitable service and growth throughout the city; protect water quality; and
encouraging energy efficiency and renewable resources.
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King County, SPU, and SCL regularly plan and adapt to changing growth patterns and are
currently engaged in efforts to improve wastewater and stormwater capacity, reduce water and
electrical demand, and increase the resiliency of their utility systems agest the impacts of
climate change. City codes regulating construction and utilities will continue to ensure new
development addresses any service or capacity constraints.

While each alternativehas the potential to impact utilities through increased demand, none of
these impacts are identified as significant adverse impacts. King County, SPU, and SCL regularly
plan and adapt to changing growth patterns and are currently engaged in efforts to imgve
wastewater and drainage system capacity, reduce water consumption and electrical demand,
and increase the resiliency of their utility systems against the impacts of climate change. City
codes regulating construction and future utity investments will continue to ensure new
development addresses any service or capacity constraintSeeSection 3.12.3.

130th/145 th Station Area

See citywide.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?

There would be no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to utilities under any of the
Alternatives. Servicesgenerally have capacity to serve, and where there are deficiencies in
current infrastructure, there are plans and regulations to ensure that there is proper
connection and sizing.

Summary of Thresholds

Exhibit 1.6-32 summarizes potential impacts based on the evaluation iection 3.12 Utilities .

Exhibit 1.6-32. Utilities Impact Thresholds and Alternative Comparison

Impacts that would be inconsistent with plans for
future utility improvements, development, or
growth.?

Impacts that would require major unplanned
capital improvements for the utility to serve new
development?

Note: Impacts are considered either unavoidable adverse| (q ), adverse but able to be mitigatedd ), impact but
less than adverse ¢ ), limited or none (> ), moderately positive ¢ ), or positive (p ).

1 Seattle would experience population and job growth under all the alternatives, which would result in an increase
in demand for utility services. Service providers for water, wastewater, drainage, and power regularly plan and
identify improvements to ensurewastewater and drainage system capacity, reduce water consumption and
electrical demand, and increase the resiliency of their utility systems against the impacts of climate change.
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Intentionally blank
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Introduction

2.1 Introduction

This Chapter of the EIS describes the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update proposal and
alternatives.

2.1.1 Overview of the Proposal

3AAOOI A6 O #1 I iptbelvsidnifodtpWSkattRdrolvé and makes investmentsThe

01 AT60 CI A1 O AT A bl 1 Edeéishis adoit AhelettielCily stoddiexppdt AT ¢ O
and support new housing and jobs, and where¢he Cityinvestsin transportation, utilities, parks,

and other public assetsThe Plan must be updated by 2024 to address state and regional goals

and requirements. The Plan will also addressacial inequities, housing costs, access to

economic opportunity and education, and climte changeAs part of the One Seattle Plan

Update, the City will consider updates to zoning and development regulations to implement the

Plan. Draft EIS alternatives vary levels, types, and locationsgrbwth and investment.Five

alternatives are described further inSection 2.4 below:

A Alternative 1: No Action 2 The No Action Alternative is required under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). It would continue implementation of the current Seattle
2035 Comprehensive PlanThe No Action Alternative for the One Seattle Plan maintains the
status quo of focusing most housing and jobs within existingrban centers andvillageswith
no change to land use patterns. It also incorporates changes proposed as part of the recent
Industrial and Maritime Strategy EISIt would meet regionally set growth targets including
80,000 new homes and 158,000 jobfor the period 2024-2044.

A Alternative 2: Focused » Alternative 2 includesthe creation of additional areas of focused
growth called neighborhood centersto create more housing around shops and services
Neighborhood centerswould be similar to existing urban villages in that they would allow a
wide range of housing types and commercial space, but with a smaller geographic size and
lower intensity of allowed development. This alternative would result in a greater range of
housing options with amenities and services itmany neighborhoods. For the period 2024-
2044, Alternative 2 includes more housing than Alternative 1 at 100,006ew homes Eighty
thousand homeswould be locatedin a similar distribution to Alternative 1, with the 20,000
additional homesaccommodated inneighborhood centers. Like Alternative 1, Alternative 2
includes 158,000 new jobs, but their distribution would vary. Compared to Alternative 1,
about 15% of new jobs in Alternative 2 and the other action alternatives are assumed to be
located in proportion to the location of new housing. This assumption accounts for the
desire of bushesses like local retail, restaurants, and services to locate near housing.
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Place Types
SeeExhibit 2.1-1.

A are regionally designated places with a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment
Theyinclude several centers that comprise greater Downtown along with the University District and
Northgate. Thesecontain3 AAOOT A6 0 AAT OAOKD 1l AGCA AD BAGA AICGEAODBA AEOUGS

A are dense, walkable, mixedise places with a wide range of housing and businesses located
near transit, amenities, and jobs.

A are places with a wide range of housing and businesses that primarily serve the
local community. These areasesembleurban villages, but with a smaller size and lower intensity of allowed
development.

A are areas near frequent transit and large parkthat allow a wide range of housing types in areas
currently zoned primarily for detached homegqwithin a 10-minute walk from a light rail station and afive-
minute walk from frequent bus transit service and entrances to large parfsCorridors alsoinclude areas
already zoned for multifamily and commercial use and could have small increases in height.

A represent low-scaleprimarily residential areas. This placetype would primarily
allow housing typeswithin a three-story scale,suchasdetached homes, duplexes, triplexe$ourplexes, and
stacked flats This place typewould allow flexibility for new forms of housing in areas currently zoned
primarily for detached homes.

A Manufacturing and Industrial Centers are regionally designated industrial job centersThe One Seattle
Plan process would not change the boundaries of these centers nor the goals and policies for these areas
which were recently updated as part of thelndustrial and Maritime Strategy.

A Alternative 3: Broad 2 Alternative 3 allows a wider range of lowscale housing options,
like triplexes and fourplexes, in allNeighborhood Residential zones as part of therban
neighborhood placetype. Alternative 3 proposes a total housing growth of 100,000 housing
units (20,000 more thanAlternative 1) to account for the potential additional housing
demand that could be met with broad zoning changekighty thousandunits would be
located in a similar distribution to Alternative 1, with the 20,000additional homes
accommodated in new housing types Neighborhood Residential zones. Jajrowth would
be the same adAlternative 1, but 15% of jobswould be located neamew housing.

A Alternative 4: Corridor ? Alternative 4 allows a wider range of housing options only in
corridors to focus growth near transit and amenitiesThis alternative would increase
production of both ownership and rental housing options in various neighborhoods and
support City and regional investment in transitEighty thousand units would be located in a
similar distribution to Alternative 1, with 20,000 additional homesaccommodated in new
housing types in thecorridors, for a total of 100,000 newhomes. Job growth would be the
same adAlternative 1, but 15% of new jobs would be locatedear new housing to provide
local shopping and services.

A Alternative 5: Combined 2 Alternative 5 contemplates the largest increase in supply and
diversity of housing across Seattle. It includes the strategies for encouraging housing
growth in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 plus additional changes to existing’ban centerand
village boundaries and changes to new place type designatioddternative 5 assumes
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120,000 new housing units (40,000 more tharhlternative 1) to account for the potential
additional housing demand that could be met within the areas of change identified in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as well as changes to existing and new centers and villages. Eighty
thousand units would be located in a similar ditribution to Alternative 1, with the

additional 40,000 units accommodated multiple areas of changdab growth would be the
same asAlternative 1. The distribution of jobs and housing would be a combination of the
other alternatives.

In addition to reviewing conditions and impacts citywide, this EIS also provides a focused
review of the 130th and 145th Street Station Area Plan amaptions for the City to streamline
future environmental review in that area, which may include a planned actiorRCW
43.21¢.440), infill exemption (RCW 43.21C.22§ or other tools available under state legislation
(e.g., SB 5818).

Place Types

The City is developing a growth strategy and draft plan in parallel with the Draft EIS. The City
anticipates renaming place typs adopted in the current Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan
4ARo0Oh OAAI Adh AT A 1 ApO AAAOAOOEI ¢ A@EOOET ¢
place type names as listed in the existing Seattle 2035 plan. For Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, the
new place type names are use@&eeExhibit 2.1-1.

Exhibit 2.1-1. Place Type Names

Urban Center Urban Center Regional Center

Hub Urban Villages Urban Village Urban Center
Residential Urban Villages

(new place type) Neighborhood Anchor Neighborhood Center
(new place type) Corridors Corridors

(new place type) Neighborhood Residential Urban Neighborhood

Manufacturing & Industrial Center Manufacturing & Industrial Center Manufacturing & Industrial Center

Source: City of Seattle, 2023.

2.1.2 Study Area

The study area includes the full city limits. The city has been divided into regions based on road
and natural features to organize the EIS evaluation and results. Seehibit 2.1-2. A subarea is
reviewed in greater detail at the 130th and 145th Station Area as a result of a station area
planning process ongoing since 2019. Séechibit 2.1-3.
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Exhibit 2.1-2. Study Area
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Exhibit 2.1-3. 130th/145th Subarea
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2.1.3 Objectives of the Proposal

SEPA requires a statement dhe proposald @bjectives and the purpose and need to which the
proposal for the Comprehensive Plan Updates responding. Alternatives are different means of
achievingOE A D O lolijekti®ed.] 6 O
The objectives of the update include:
A Equity:
G Provide equitable access to housing, jobs and economic opportunities, services,
recreation, transportation, and other investments.

G Center the work with an intersectional, raceconscious lens, informed by a history of
racial discrimination and disinvestment.

A Livability: Foster complete neighborhoods where more people can walk or bike ®veryday
destinations such as locashops,parks, transit, cultural amenities, andservices

A Affordability: Increase the supply of housing to ease increasing housing prices caused by
competition for limited supply and create more opportunities for incomerestricted
affordable housing.

A Inclusivity:

G Increase diversity of housing options in neighborhoods throughout Seattle to address
exclusivity and allow more people to live and stay in a variety of neighborhoods.

G Reduce residential displacement and support existing residents, particularly lowncome
households, who are struggling to stay in their neighborhoods.

A Climate resiliency: Reduce emissions from buildings and transportation and promote
adaptations to make our city more capable of withstanding the impacts of climate change.

A Consistency with other plans and policies: Meet state and regional policies and
requirements for the Comprehensive Plan Update including but not limited to growth and
housing affordability targets.

In addition to the citywide objectives, the objectives for 130th and 145th Station Area are

AT T OAET AA ET OEA OEOEI1T OOAOAI AT O ET OEA Opomnd

2A0EAxhdé *Ol U ¢mgceg
The 130th and 145th Station Area is a lively, walkable, and welcoming North Seattle
neighborhood. Major streets have roomy, tréieed sidewalks, and other green
infrastructure. Bicycle infrastructure makes everyday trips to transit stations, schools,
and neighboring urban villages enjoyable and safe. An array of housing offers options
affordable to a broad range of incomes and lifestyles. Small shops and cafes near the
station cater to locals, commuters, students, and visitors. Local and citywide lovers of
nature, recreation and culture treasure the abundant greenspaces and unique cultura
events so easily reached by walking, biking, or transit.
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2.2 Planning Context & Outreach

2.2.1 Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The Seattle Comprehensive Plageattle 2035isa20UAA O OEOET T AT A OT AAI AbP
future. The plan guides City decisions on where to build new jobs and houses, how to align

growth with the transportation system, and where to make capital investments such as utilities,
sidewalks, and libralE AO8 3 AAOOI A ¢mouv EO OEA -gmtubel AxT OE A
AAAEOCEIT O 11T Eix O ¢cOix xEEI A DPOAOAOOEI ¢ AT A
The Comprehensive Plan was first adopted in 1994 consistent with the Washington State

Growth Management Act (GMA) Less extensive revisions and updates are incorporated on an

AT 1T OA1 AAOGEO AT A |1 AET O OPAOET AEA OAOERAecatl® xAOA
Comprehensive Plan Update is the next major periodic review.

Volume 1 of the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan consists of fourteen major elements, all of

which will be reviewed and updated as part of the proposal:

Growth Strategy (Urban Village) Element
Land Use Element
Transportation Element

Housing Element

Capital Facilities Element

Utilities Element

Economic Development Element
Environment Element

9. Parks and Open Space Element
10.Arts and Culture Element
11.Community WellBeing Element
12. Community Engagement Element
13.Container Port Element
14.Shoreline Element

©ONo Ok wh R

4EA &£ 60 Ai OA OAI OAO 1T &£ 3AAOOI A0 #1101 POAEAT OEO
A Race and Social Equity? limited resources and opportunities must be shared; and the
inclusion of under-represented communities in decisioamaking processes is necessary

A Environmental Stewardship ? protect and improve the quality of our global and local
natural environment.

A Community 2 developing strong connections between a diverse range of people and places.

A Economic Opportunity and Security ? a strong economy and a pathway to employment is
fundamental to maintaining our quality of life.

s - s A z

611 01 A ¢ 1T &£ OEA #1 1 POAEAT OEOGA 01 AT AT 1 OGEOOO 1 A

ﬁ Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 28



Planning Context & Outreach

Urban Villag&trategy

4EA OOAAT OEI 1 ACA OOOAOAcCU EO OEA & O1 AAGET T 1
#EOUS6O O1T ENOA ApbPOi AAE OI 1 AAOET ¢ OEA OOAOA ' -
COi xOE AAT OAOO APDPOI AAE8 4EEO é&fddduegrodi | AAT O
in specific designated areas. The City has designated four place types with distinct functions
and varying amounts and intensity of growth and mixes of land uses:
1. Urban center s are the densest Seattl@eighborhoods. They act as bétregional enters
and local neighborhoods that offer a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment
opportunities.
2. Hub urban villages are communities that offer a balance of housing and employment but
are generally less dense thanrban centers. These areas provide a mix of goods, services,
and employment for their residents and surrounding neighborhoods.
3. Residential urban villages are areas of residential development, generally at lower
densities than urban centea's or hub urban villages. While they are also sources gbods and
services for residents and surrounding communities, for the most part thegto not offer
many employment opportunities.
4. Manufacturing/industrial centers MICs) AOA ET T A O OEA AEOUGS8O OEC
businesses. Likairban centers, they are important regional resources for retaining and
attracting jobs and for maintaining a diversified economy.

The City is considering renaming the center names and adding others in the alternatives. See
Exhibit 2.1-1.

Community Planning

The Growth Management Act allows for subarea plans that study smaller areas than the city as
a whole to evaluate local conditions. In the past, the City has prepared neighborhood plans and
adopted portions into the Comprehensive Plan.

According to Puget Sound Regional Center requirements and VISION 2050, by 2025 the City
must prepare a subarea plan for each designated regional growth center and manufacturing
industrial center, including:

Downtown

First Hill/Capitol Hill

Northgate

South Lake Union

University Community

Uptown

Greater Duwamish Manufacturing Industrial Center
Ballardzinterbay Manufacturing Industrial Center
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Adopted in July 2022, thel 30th and 145th Station Area Plah OO1 ET AO OEA AT i 1 OT E«
#EOUGO AT 1T AADPOO &£ O 1 ATA OOAh I TAEIEOU AT A 1 OE
transit investment at both locations (light rail station and bus rapid transit station,

respectively). The planning process has le® ongoing for several years at the time of this

writing. Based on a Washington Department of Commerce grant to facilitate facilitated

environmental review, this EIS addresses the subarea plan and implementing zoning

alternatives (described inSection 2.2.3 130th/145th Station Area Plan ).

The City has policies guiding the preparation of new or amended community plans in
collaboration with community members, and to help allocate available resources, currently in
the Community Involvementchapter of Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan.

Future Land Use & Existing Zoning

The# EOU | AFuttird BatdQseMa®(FLUM) is part of the Comprehensive Pland
expressesspatially the 20-year vision of preferred land use patterngo guide development
within the city. The existing FLUM identifies urban centers, hub urban villages, residential
urban villages, and manufacturing/industrial centers as well as four other land use types
neighborhood residential areas, multifamily residential areas, commercial/mixeeise areas,
and industrial area that suggest specific uses outside ceatts and villages. The FLUM also
designates major institutions, cemeteries, and Citpwned 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). Each
land use area may include different levels of zoning that provide more detail about what can be
built. Zoning in Seattle is broadly categorized into the following major classifications:

Neighborhood Residential
Multifamily residential
Commercial

Industrial

Seattle Mixed

Downtown

> > > > > >

Zoning overlays also exist in certain locations, such as around major institutions and in master
planned communities.Property in an overlay district is subject to both its zone classification
regulations and additional requirementsof the overlay district, which supersede any conflicting
provisions of the underlying zone.
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2.2.2 Equity & Climate Vulnerability

The City seeks to develop a plan that results in more equitable outcomes, reduces harms, and
supports community-wide benefits created by growth and investment. This section describes
some of the equity and climate work that informed our review of the alteratives.Section 1.6
summarizesfindings of the alternatives and their relationship to equity and climate vulnerability.

Definitions

A Race and Social Equity: when all marginalized people can attain those resources, opportunities, and
outcomes that improve their quality of life and enable them to reach their full potential. The city has a
collective responsibility to address the history of inequities in existingsystems and their ongoing impacts in
Seattle communities, leveraging collective resources to create communities of opportunity for everyone,
regardless of race or means SeattleResolution 31577).

Equity: Everyone has fair and unbiased access to the resources they need to meet their fundamental needs
and fully participate in the life of their community. Seattle 2035.

Displacement: The relocation of residents, businesses, or institutions from an area due to the burdens
placed on them by the rising cost of housing or commercial space.

Climate Vulnerability: The propensity or predisposition of people, resources, ecosystems, infrastructure,
and services to be adversely affected by climate stressors/hazards. Vulnerability encompasses exposure,
sensitivity, potential impacts, and adaptive capacity S Climate Resilience Toolki2022)

A Objective:! AAOAOEPOEIT 1T &£ OEA #EOQOQUB8O ET OAT O 10 AAOEOAA
A Performance Metric: Measurable data or qualitative information used to track objectives.

> >

>\

PolicyLink Racial Equity Analysis

Prior to the start of the One Seattle Plan process, the City worked with the organization
PolicyLink to conduct aracial equity analysisof the current Comprehensive Plan. This work
highlighted persistent racial disparities in Seattle related to housing, neighborhood access, and
economic prosperity. The work raised concerns that our existing growth strategy is reinforcing
a pattern of racial segregation and exclusion and identified numerous policies and tools that the
City could consider addressing existing disparities. The alternatives considered in this EIS are
meant to address some of these concerns by increasing the supply and diversifyhousing in
neighborhoods throughout Seattle.

Climate Change

The city is experiencing the impacts of climate change including extreme heat, smoky air from
wildfires, sealevel rise, and extreme precipitation and flooding. Seattle created a climate action
plan in 2011 and adopted a goal for the community to become rgon neutral by 2050. The City
is not on track to meet all goals to reduce carbon pollution, and more coordination and action is
needed. The Seattle Climate Action Plan, adopted in 2013, and the Seattle Climate Strategy,
released in 2018, establish shortand longterm actions for addressing climate change.
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Equity & Environment Agenda

The City of Seattles committed to environmental justice for people of color, low-income
households, and others disparately affected by historic decisions on land use and infrastructure
that affect housing, health, and other aspects of quality of life. The City has created an
Environmental Justice Committeghat developed anEquity and Environment Agendawith the
following vision:

We are steadfast in our pursuit of Environmental Justice, redefining our environment as not

just the natural environment, but also where we work, worship, play, learn and live. We

AAT EAOGA ET A xT Ol A OEAO OAODPAAO& uphfis elf OT EOE A
determination and full participation. We know that communities of color are creative,

resourceful, and resilient, and deeply care about the environments in which they live. Given

that, we believe in environmental solutions that connect tocacreate economic and

educational opportunities so that all communities can thrive. To do this necessitates

addressing past systemic injustice while creating proactive, transformational solutions for

the future.

The Equity and Environment Agenda is also based on the following principles:

Community Driven Strategies: We believe in community-gelfermination, influence,
and leadership. We know that communities are resilient and resourceful, and that
tapping into their own collective cultural cornerstones of environmental sustainability
is key to ownership of initiatives and other efforts, as well as reducing invisibility.

The Influence and Decisiellaking of Those Most Affected: We believe that
communities who are deeply affected by environmental issues should be highly
involved throughout decisiormaking processes in meaningful and culturally
appropriate ways.

Strong Accountability: We believe that affected communities deserve strong,
accountable, transparent, accessible, and culturally appropriate solutions that include
ongoing oversight of government and other entities to address the negative impacts
they haveexperiences.

Solutions That Recognize Complexity and Interdependence: We believe in doing no
harm, here or anywhere. We recognize that all places and people are interconnected,
and commit to an approach of collective liberation, which recognizes that the
liberation of each person is the liberation of all people.

Section 3.6 Land Use Patterns & Urban Form includes an overview of past land use policies
and other previous actions that had inequitable outcomes.

47) Draft EISw One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updatdarch 2024 2-12


https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OSE/Equity/SeattleEEAgenda.pdf

Planning Context & Outreach

2.2.3 130th/145th Station Area Plan

Adopted in 2022, the130th and 145th Station Area Plah OO1 ET A0 OEA AT i1 61 EOU
concepts for land use, mobility, and other policies and investments to support a regional vision

for integrating fast and reliable transit with compact walkable communities. The Plan is

intended to guide decisions for piblic and private investment near these higkcapacity transit

stations. Topics addressed in the plan include land use, mobility, housing, open space, and other
community needs. Goals, strategies, andraactions included in the Plan are guided by the

following vision:

The 130th and 145th Station Area is a lively, walkable, and welcoming North Seattle
neighborhood. Major streets have roomy, trieed sidewalks, and other green
infrastructure. Bicycle infrastructure makes everyday trips to transit stations, schools,
and neighboring urban villages enjoyable and safe. An array of housing offers options
affordable to a broad range of incomes and lifestyles. Small shops and cafes near the
station cater to locals, commuters, students, and visitors. Local and citywide lovers of
nature, recreation and culture treasure the abundant greenspaces and unique cultural
events so easily reached by walking, biking, or transit.

The station area in thel30th and 145th Station Area Plaimcludes the area within a hakmile
(about a 10-minute walk) of the 130th and 145th Link stations, and within a quartermile

(about a 5minute walk) of the NE 145th St/15th Ave NE Stride bus rapid transit (BRT) station.
The Plan also considers a largettisdy area that includes communities that can access the
stations by a longer walk or a short bike or bus ride.

2.2.4 Public Outreach

Community engagement for the Comprehensivlan Updateis occurring over four phases
1. Listen & Learn: Winter & Spring 2022

2. Shape the Plan: Summer 2022 Fall 2023

3. Review & Refine: Fall 202% Fall 2024

4. Adopt and Look Ahead: Fall 2024 2025

Each phasénhasdistinct objectives and activities that are planned to engage community
members and key stakeholders in identifying issues, developing policy concepts, and shaping
the final recommended plan that will be considered by the City Council in 2024.

As part of this process. additional engagement will inform legislation that will make changes to
zoning and development standards necessary to implement the Comprehensive Plan.

The engagement process is a citywide effort to engage with a wide and inclusive range of
communities, including residents, neighborhood and community groups, cultural organizations,
businesses, advocacy organizations, and other public and private agenciBse City recognizes
OEAO 3 AAOOQI-And Gminukity-Dasdel GrauPshkepresent an existing knowledge base
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around both the technical aspects and quality of life implications of the Plan Update. The City

seeks to build upon and foster relationships witha diversity of groups in order to gain feedback

AT A ET OECEOO 11 OEA 01 AT 60 PIi 1 EAEAO AT A EOOOA
engagement resources on centering race and equity in the One Seattle engagement process in
keeping with the Equitable Community Engagement EthoEEngagement efforts are targeted to

uplift the voices of people and communities who have been historically and systematically

excluded from policy decision making. This equitdriven focus includes BIPOC communities,
low-income populations, renters, limied-English populations, people experiencing

homelessness, youth, elders, the LGBTQ+ community, and other historically underserved
communities.

Phase 1 Engagement

During Phase 1, the City began implementing three key engagement strategies:

A Online engagement strategies designed to reach more people than in -person
engagement alone, lowering barriers to engagement and encouraging participation
across the city and beyond. Online engagement included the One Seattle Plan Project
7AAOEOA j OEAXxAA thwxceg OEIiAO &£O1T T *Al OAOU O1 =
Twitter and Facebook; media coverage; and launching the One Seattle Plan Engagement
Hub. As of the Phase 1 Engament Report, OPCD had received 10,243 feedback comments
relating to the One Seattle Plan through the Engagement Hub, and the page had been viewed
6,447 times.

A Collaborative engagement partnerships with  community -based organizations and
Community Liaisons. OPCD partnered with five communitybased organizations to help
design and carry out public engagement strategies for the update. Each organization
worked with OPCD to create and refine a unique engagement workplan that centers the
voices, needs, and visianof the BIPOC communities they serve and whom have been
historically underrepresented in City planning and engagement processes. The five
organizations are theAsian Pacific American Labor Alliance (APALAYhe Capitol Hill Eco
District, Duwamish Valley SustainabilityAssociation/ Duwamish Valley Youth Vision

KIMYUNITY. Each communitypased organizations were compensated for their work

through 12-month contracts at $30,000 each. In partnership with the Department of
Neighborhoods, OPCD also contracted with a cohort of ten Community Liaisonsi&velop

and carry out broad and deep engagement to amplify the voices of key underrepresented

Al i i OTEOEAOG8 /0#%$860 ATi1 O EOU 1 EAEOIT AT EI OO
Amharic, Oromo, Viethamese, Chinese (Mandarin), Cham, and Spanish and has ebt&

engage with populations speaking these languages as well as with African American,

Indigenous, Latinx, older adults, people with disabilities, and unhoused people across

Seattle.

A Leveraging existing City relationships and coordinated with outreach to key
stakeholders. Over the course of Phase 1, OPCD presented to City Council three times and
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attended and presented to both liaisons and full board meetings of 21 Boards and
Commissions. OPCD also met periodically with the Equitable Development Initiative (EDI)
Advisory Board to obtain feedback on key elements of the One Seattle Plan and workethwi
the Indigenous Seattle Workgroup to ensure that our engagement is also specifically
tailored to the indigenous community.

The City heard from 2,348 individuals in the Phase 1 Survey and through the 1,001 registered
users of the Engagement Hub. In the Phase 1 Survey, the subjects identified as being the highest
priority for being addressed in the One Seattle Plan wer@éousing availability and

affordability, transportation and mobility, climate change , andracial and social equity .

The prioritization of these top three elements Housing, Transportation, and Climate Change,
in this order, remained the same across categories ofge/ethnicity, homeownership, age, and
gender. The next three most frequently discussed Plan elements were economic development,
parks and open space, and community webeing.

4EA OAOO I AET OEOU 1T £#2 ZARAAAAAE AAT OO 3AAOOI AGO
for more affordable housing. Respondents also desire varied housing choices (duplexes,
triplexes, and fourplexes; two and threebedroom apartments; and condomimums and ccops

to provide ownership opportunities) and increased density in and around urban villages, other
activity centers, and major amenities. Transportation comments focused on expanded public
transit and improving alternative transportation (biking, rolling, and walking) safety,
convenience, and access. The two biggest climate threats identified by commenters were air
guality and extreme temperatures. Respondents frequently cited air pollution, wildfire smoke,
hot and cold weather changes, and the related health impliagahs in communities, particularly
among those communities most vulnerable to these extreme shift®ther climate concerns
included water-related climate threats (rain, droughts, heavy rain/flooding, water scarcity, sea
level rise, wakr table rise, ocean acidification, and water pollution) and concerns about trees
and green space (specifically loss of tree canopy).

Around 25% of respondents identified as BIPOC and 75% identified as White (compared to
3AAOOI A6O ")Yo/# PIBPOI ACETT 1T &£ AOI O1T A oobQ8 T7EE
BIPOC respondents than we would have liked in Phase 1, the comments receifrech BIPOC
respondents tended to mirror those of White respondents in terms of the priorities they wished

to see represented in the One Seattle Plan. Comments about equity envisioned equitable access

to resources like parks and green spaces, community dens, medical facilities, grocery stores,

libraries, and schools. Comments about race touched on improved equity for BIPOC community
members? specifically around income, wealth and generational wealth, housing, and

gentrification and displacement concerng and comments about the need to address climate

vulnerable populations mentioned the need for equitable, environmentally just investments.

See the Phase 1 Engagement Report for a more detailed summary of engagement efforts,
partners, and feedback.
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Phase 2 Engagement

Between November 2022 and January 2023, OPCD engaged community members around the
Comprehensive Plan Updatéy continuing the strategies in Phase 1 and also hostirsgseries of

five in-person community meeting. The meetings took place in neighborhoods across Seattle.

Each meeting started with a hathour open house whereparticipants were encouraged to

review poster boards with information on various topics,discuss questions about each element

of the Plan with OPCD and related City staff (OSE, S&il SDO), and use sticky notes to

DOl OEAA xOEOOAT OAODPI T OAO O NOAOOET thenbOT i POO
divided themselves into small groups of 8.4 people. Each group was paired with a staff

facilitator and staff notetaker and then engaged in two 48minute community conversations

focused on two topics: ) access tohousing options, and 2 creating complete communities.

Next Steps: Phase 3 & 4 Engagement

The City intends to conduct additional rounds of engagement after the release of this Draft EIS
to receive feedback on the draft plan and Draft EIS and on draft zoning maps and legislation
that would help implement this plan. We anticipate this engagementill include various
approaches for engagement, including iperson meetings and online optionsAdditional
information about public outreachis availableon the One Seattle Engagement Hub.

2.3 SEPA Process

2.3.1 Environmental Review

Process

Under SEPA, agencies conduct environmental review of actions that could affect the
environment. Preparation of an EIS is required for actions that have the potential for significant
impacts. An EIS is a useful tool that provides detailed information to thgublic, agencies, tribes,
and City decisionmakers about the environmental effects of a plan or project before a decision
is made. As described below and i@hapter 1, this document is a nonproject EIS that analyzes
the proposal and various alternatives outlined inSection 2.4 broadly across the study area
(WAC 19711-442).

The EIS process involves the following steps: (1) scoping tleentents of the EIS with agencies,
tribes, and the public; (2) preparing a draft EIS with a comment period; (3) preparing a final EIS
that responds to comments and may develop a preferred alternative; and (4) developing
legislation to implement the proposd. With the issuance of the Draft EIS, the EIS process is in
phase 2.
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NonProject EIS

This document is a norproject EIS that analyzes a range of legislative changes that will
implement One Seattle Plan and alternatives broadly across the study area. SEPA identifies that
a non-project EIS is more flexible and studies a range of alternativesmparatively to support

the consideration ofplans, policies,or programs (WAC 19711-442). A nonproject EIS does not
provide detailed site-specific analysis Additional environmental review may occur when other
project or non-project actions are proposed in the city in the future if they are not SEPA

exempt. Future review could occur in the form of supplemental EISs, SEPA addenda, or
determinations of nonsignificance.

2.3.2 Public Comment Opportunities

Scoping

The scoping process is intended to identify potential significant impacts on the built and

natural environment that should be considered and evaluated in the EIS. The City published a
scoping notice and fact sheets on June 23, 2022. While the typical scgpcomment period is
21-30 days, the City extended the period to 60 days and closed the comment period on August
22, 2022. Virtual scoping meetings were held during the comment period at 11:06V on June

29 and 7:00PMon July 19, 2022, with a third meetig on 130th/145th Station Area on July 21,
2022. Each meeting had the same format and included an overview presentation and an
opportunity to ask questions. The City also conducted other engagement efforts, including
outreach by community-based organizatiors (CBOs) and two debriefs with community liaisons
during the scoping period on August 11 and 16, 2022.

The input received during the scoping period included:

Comments on One Seattle HabShaping the Plan851 Comments with 1,439 participants
Letters or emails: 102 pieces of correspondence

Scoping meetings: three meetings with 82 participants

Debriefs with five community liaisons

> > > >

As part of scoping, the City identified a range of elements of the environment that should be
analyzed in the EIS:

Earth & Water Quality

Air Quality/GHG

Plants & Animals

Energy & Natural Resources
Noise

> > > > > >

Land Use Patterns
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Proposed Action & Alternatives

A Historic Resources

A Population, Employment, & Housing
A Transportation

A Public Services & Utilities

SeeAppendix A for the scoping report.

Draft EIS

This Draft EIS identifies environmental conditions, potential environmental impacts, and
measures to reduce or mitigate any unavoidable adverse impacts that could result from an
update to the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan.

Public and agency comments are invited on this Draft EIS. Written and verbal comments are

invited during the 60-day public comment periodfollowing issuance of this Draft EIS. Public

comments will be considered and addressed in the Final EIS. Please see the Fact Sheet at the
beginning of this Draft EIS for the dates of the public comment period and public meeting.

Meetings and comment perid O OACAOAET ¢ OEA POl BT OAT 6 AOA AAC
webpage:www.seattle.gov/opcd/one-seattle-plan.

Gjobm! FJT! " ! Nbzps!t! Qspgptfe! Qmbo

A Final EIS will be issued in 2024 and will include responses to public comments received
during the Draft EIS comment period. Following the EIS process, we anticipate that the City will
adopt the Plan and changes to zoning and development standards.

It is also likely that the Mayor or Council will generate other documents suggesting additional
strategies for implementing the vision in the Comprehensive Plan. These documents could
include resolutions that would be adopted by Council.

2.4 Proposed Actio& Alternatives

The proposal wouldupdate the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan to address growth between
2019 and 2044 and adopt new policies and codes that help meet the objectives defined in
Section 2.1.3. It would also implement text and map amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
and changes to zoning and development standards in the Seattle Municipal Code and the
Building Code.Changes to the Comprehensive Plan would help meet the objectives defined in
Section 2.1.3 and would influence the manner and distribution of projected growthand the
manner in which the City conducts its operations to promote and achieve other goals such as
those related toequity, economic opportunity,environmental sustainability, community, public
health, safety, welfareand service delivery. All Comprehensive Plan elements will be reviewed
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Proposed Action & Alternatives

and updated as part of the proposal. In many cases, proposed policy amendments will reflect
changes to state and regional guidancecorporate language and editorial changes to policies
to increase readability, clarifydirection and remove redundancies; and add new or updated
information since adoption ofthe current Comprehensive Plan.

Changesto the Comprehensive Plarrould include but are not limited to:
A Implementing a major update of the Growth Strategy and Future Land Use Mimeluding:
G Adding neighborhood centers andcorridor s as new place types

G Combining the multifamily and mixeduse/commercial designations on the
#1 I POAEAT OEOA 01 AT860 &0OO0OOOA , AT A 50A -AD
A Updating Citywide and Regional Growth Target$o reflect updated regional targets, market
conditions, development capacity, and changes to the growth strategy.

Eliminating Growth Targets for urban villagesor modifying them to reflect changing market
conditions, development capacity, and changes to the growth strategy.

Identifying strategies for addressing displacement
Identifying strategies formeeting jurisdictional affordable housing targets.
Identifying strategies for meeting additional infrastructure needs

Identifying strategies formeeting vehicle miles traveled VMT), mode shift, and greenhouse

gas emission goals

Updating the Parks levek-of-service (LOS) to reflect updated park goals and acquisition

approaches.

A Updating the Transportation levels-of-service (LOS) to reflect updated goals, changing
conditions, and address concurrency.

A Removing volume 2 of the Comp Plan which contains goals and policies excerpted from past
neighborhood plans.

A Adding or modifying policies for growth strategy place types and zone categories.

A Modifying or implementing new policy changes on a wide variety of topicsuch as equity,
complete communities, increasing housing choices, climate change resilience, greenhouse
gas reduction strategies, vision zero, zero waste, electrification, decarbonization, essential
public facilities, environmentally critical areas, etc.

> > > D

>\

Changes to the Seattle Municipal Code would implement the Growth Strategy in the
Comprehensive Plan as well as specific goals and policies, particularly those around land use
regulations and housing. Changes to zoning and development standards would suppGity
goals such as allowing more people to walk or bike to everyday needs, encouraging better
building design, or reducing the cost of housing. These changes could include but are not
limited to:

A Modifying heights, lot size, density limits, coverage limits, setbacks, amenity standards, and
other similar standards affecting the scale and form of new construction to implement goals
and policies in the update Comprehensive Plan including those aroumtreasing the
supply, diversity, and affordability of housing.
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Proposed Action & Alternatives

A Allowing more flexibility for commercial uses in certain areasuchasallowing more retail
on arterial streets, increasing flexibility for home businesses, and allowing corner stor@s
Neighborhood Residentialzones.

A Allowing more height and/or floor area for projects that provide public open space or that
include housing types such athree- and four-story stacked flats or projects with shared
open space.

A Reducing or eliminating residential parking minimumscitywide.

A Modifying bike parking requirements to recognize the unique conditions across different
zones and housing types

A Modifying solid waste storage requirements to recognize current solid waste need and the
unique conditions across different zones and housing types

A Modifying tree and landscaping requirements to increase tree canopy inéighborhood
Residential zones

A Modifying building code regulations to support development of attached and stacked
housing.

A Implementing or modifying Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) requirements.

A Updating tenant relocation assistanceequirements to increase support of relocated
households.

A Updating our transportation concurrency requirementsto reflect changes to the levebf-
service standard.

A Changes to support electric vehicle charging when parking is provided

Changes to the Comprehensive Plan could alsoplement changes required by state legislation
including HB 1110, which requires cities to allowa minimum number of housing units on

certain lots and restricts design review and development standards for middle housing, and SB
5412, which updates SEPA categorical exemptions and requires certain environmental analysis.

Alternatives addressed in this EIS are summarized on the following pages. The alternatives
primarily distribute growth according to place types like regional centers, urban centers,
neighborhood centes, etc. (see sidebar on page-2 and Exhibit 2.1-1). Some place types align
closely with existing elements of theAlternative 1 No Actionurban village strategydeveloped
with the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan, whilethers are new concepts created for this
update.The alternatives vary the amount and type of housing across place typé&shibit 2.4-1
is an overview of common housing typeseferenced in theplace types andalternatives.
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Proposed Action & Alternatives

Exhibit 2.4-1.Housing Types

Detachedhomesare in their own structure that do not share walls with any other homes.

Detached Homes on a Small Lot Detached Accessory Cottage Housing

Existing home preserved with two new homes added behind (lefffhree homes on  Dwelling Unit (DADU) Detached homes of B

one lot (middle), and eight homes on two lots (right) A second unit added to a  stories arranged around a
residential lot, usually shared open space
behind the main house.

Attached houseshare walls with other homes, where each unit is owned outright.

Courtyard Housing
Attached homes of 23 stories
arranged around ashared

open space
Duplex & Triplex (side -by-side) Townhouse & Rowhouse
Two or three units that sharewalls with one another.  Homes that share a wall with another homéhat
can all be ownedoutright .
Stacked housingcludes multiple units arranged vertically.
Foursquare Sixplex
A traditional form A three-story
with two units per structure with two
floor in a structure homes per floor.

that often resembles
a large house

8-plex Apartments & Highrise Apartments
A four-story Condos of 5-8 Sories & Condos

structure Midrise buildings with Buildings above 12
with two multiple homes per stories with multiple
homes per floor that can be homes per floor that
floor. rented as apartments can be rented as

Source: City of Seattle, 2022.

or owned as
condominium units.

apartments or owned
as condominium units
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