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A.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Appendix

City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2004–2024

The existing City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan contains the following climate change-re-
lated goals and policies within its Environmental Element:

Goal EG7 Reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate- changing greenhouse 
gases in Seattle by 30 percent from 1990 levels by 2020, and become carbon 
neutral by 2050.

Goal EG7.3 Seattle will act as a regional and national leader by becoming carbon neutral.

Goal EG7.5  Prepare for and adapt to the likely effects of climate change through the devel-
opment, ongoing assessment, and implementation of the Climate Action Plan.

Goal EG9 Reduce fossil-fuel consumption in constructing new and renovating existing 
City-owned buildings to one-half the U.S. average for each building type.

Goal EG10 Reduce consumption of fossil fuels in all new City government buildings in 
the following increments (percent reduction from 2007 U.S. average for each 
building type):
• 60% in 2010;
• 70% in 2015;
• 80% in 2020;
• 90% in 2025; and
• Carbon Neutral by 2030 (meaning new buildings will use no fossil fuel or 

greenhouse gas-emitting energy to operate).

Policy E15 Work with private and public sector partners to achieve the goal of reducing 
climate-changing greenhouse gas emissions.

Policy E15.1 Build infrastructure and provide services for pedestrians, bicycles, electric ve-
hicles and transit to facilitate movement around the city by means other than 
fossil-fueled automobiles.

Policy E15.2 Consider innovative measures that would encourage and facilitate use of 
alternatives to single-occupant vehicles, such as parking maximums for new 
development, parking taxes or fees.
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Policy E15.3 Continue to recognize the value of planning for transportation facilities at the 
same time as for the location, type and density of future housing and jobs as a 
way to reduce the need for future residents and workers to travel by automo-
bile.

Policy E15.4 Work to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through energy efficiency and 
low-carbon energy sources in buildings.   

Policy E15.5 For itself and the general public, the City should anticipate the effects of cli-
mate change and make plans for adapting to those effects.

Policy E15.6 Establish energy efficiency standards for new buildings, consistent with appli-
cable law, and encourage existing buildings to also achieve those standards.

Policy E15.7 Reduce emissions associated with solid waste by reducing the amount of 
waste generated and by operating efficient collection and disposal systems.

Policy E15.8 Encourage local food production as a way to decrease the environmental and 
climate impacts of the food production and distribution systems.

Transportation Related Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions: Affected Environment

In April 2014, the City of Seattle published its 2012 Seattle Community Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventory. The inventory includes road transport related emissions. The City of 
Seattle uses an origin-destination approach to estimate citywide GHG emissions. The meth-
odology calculates vehicle miles travelled (VMT) based on the forecasted number of trips as 
follows:

• All trips that begin and end within the City
• Half of trips that either begin or end within the City
• None of the trips that begin and end outside the City

The analysis completed for this EIS builds off of the findings in the 2014 report. This analysis 
calculates transportation GHG emissions at the citywide level.1

1 The Transportation Chapter (3.7) of this EIS generally summarizes transportation conditions at a sector or neighborhood 
level. However, given the amount of travel between sectors, accounting for sector-specific GHG emissions is not relevant. 
Therefore, only citywide GHG emissions are calculated. This approach is also consistent with the 2014 report.
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The Seattle inventory estimates 2,389,000 metric tons of CO2e (MTCO2e) in 2012. Recent 
traffic growth trends were reviewed to determine if volumes should be factored up to 
approximate 2015 conditions, the base year of this study. That evaluation found that traffic 
volumes along major roads have remained relatively flat for the past five years. This pattern 
of stable traffic volumes despite growth has been observed in other cities in the region as 
well and is part of a larger national trend of reduced vehicle miles of travel.

Emissions factors were also reviewed to determine if they should be adjusted between the 
year 2012 and year 2015 analyses. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHT-
SA) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) set a National Program to improve fuel 
economy and reduce GHG emissions for model years 2012 through 2016 passenger cars and 
light trucks. According to those standards, fuel economy for passenger cars and light trucks 
would improve from 30.1 miles per gallon (mpg) in 2012 to 33.8 mpg by 2015. This equates 
to a GHG emissions decrease of roughly 11 percent for new passenger cars and light trucks 
entering the vehicle fleet.2 Given that those new vehicles would represent a relatively small 
proportion of the 2015 vehicle fleet, no reduction to emissions factors was assumed for the 
2015 baseline.

Based on the traffic volume and fuel economy findings, the 2012 GHG emissions estimate 
is assumed to adequately represent 2015 conditions, and may be conservatively high given 
that traffic volumes have remained steady over the past five years, VMT per capita has been 
decreasing within the City3, and EPA/NHTSA regulations will result in modestly improved 
fuel economy between 2012 and 2015. Figure 3.2-5 summarizes the 2015 road transporta-
tion greenhouse gas emissions.

2 USEPA, EPA-420-F-10-014, p. 4.
3 Stockholm Environment Institute, 2012 Seattle Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, p. 10.
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Emissions in Tons per Year

Pollutant 2012 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

VOC 466.7 196.4 195.8 196.1 196.3

NOx 4,945.6 1,663.9 1,661.0 1,662.7 1,663.6

CO 10,992.5 4,261.7 4,229.6 4,248.8 4,258.5

PM2.5 58.5 42.23 42.44 42.51 42.54

Source: ESA, 2014.

Table A.1–1 Road transportation pollutant emissions

GHG Emissions 2015* 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Cars & Light Duty Trucks

2015 to 2035 VMT Annual Growth Rate 0.47% 0.44% 0.46% 0.47%

Interim GHG Emissions (no improved fuel economy) 1,761,000 1,749,000 1,756,000 1,761,000

2015 to 2035 Emissions Reduction Factor 30% 30% 30% 30%

Final GHG Emissions Estimate 1,603,000 1,233,000 1,224,000 1,229,000 1,233,000

Truck

2015 to 2035 VMT Annual Growth Rate 1.28% 1.28% 1.28% 1.28%

Interim GHG Emissions (no improved fuel economy) 929,000 929,000 929,000 929,000

2015 to 2035 Emissions Reduction Factor 4% 4% 4% 4%

Final GHG Emissions Estimate 720,000 892,000 892,000 892,000 891,000

Bus

2015 to 2035 VMT Annual Growth Rate 0.39% 0.39% 0.39% 0.39%

Interim GHG Emissions (no improved fuel economy) 69,000 69,000 69,000 69,000

2015 to 2035 Emissions Reduction Factor 35% 35% 35% 35%

Final GHG Emissions Estimate 64,000 42,000 42,000 42,000 42,000

Vanpool

2015 to 2035 VMT Annual Growth Rate 0.47% 0.44% 0.46% 0.47%

Interim GHG Emissions (no improved fuel economy) 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

2015 to 2035 Emissions Reduction Factor 30% 30% 30% 30%

Final GHG Emissions Estimate 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

Interim Total (no improved fuel economy) 2,761,000 2,749,000 2,756,000 2,761,000

Final Total 2,389,000 2,169,000 2,160,000 2,165,000 2,168,000

* 2015 data assumed to be equal to 2012 inventory from Seattle Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory.

Table A.1–2 GHG emissions summary
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Table A.1–3 Emissions factor data

Projected Fleet-wide Emissions Compliance Levels under the Footprint-Based CO2 Standards (g/mi) and Corresponding Fuel Economy (mpg)
Year Combined Cars and Trucks (g/mi) Combined Cars and Trucks (mpg)
2012 1.03592
2013 1.13682
2014 2.23672
2015 8.33362
2016 5.53052
2017 6.63342
2018 3.83232
2019 0.04222
2020 7.14312
2021 7.44991
2022 8.64091
2023 4.94081
2024 0.25171
2025 5.45361

2012 to 2015 GHG Emissions Factor -11%
2015 to 2025 GHG Emissions Factor -38%

Sources: 

EMFAC 2011 
Year Cars/Light yvaeHskcurT  Trucks

73.361137.6932102
91.411120.4625302
69.651124.9735102

2015 to 2035 GHG Emissions Factor -30% -4%

Source: 

King County Metro GHG Emissions Goals (compared to 2009 baseline)
laoGraeY

%515102
%050302

2015 to 2030 Reduction -41%

Source: 

Sound Transit GHG Emission Goal (compared to 2010 baseline)
laoGraeY

%040302
2015 to 2030 Reduction -30%

Source: 

King County Metro Transit, Sustainability Plan, April 2014. Accessed September 10, 2014: http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2014/metro-
sustainability-plan-2014.pdf

Sound Transit, Sustainability Plan, April 2014. Accessed September 10, 2014: 
http://www.soundtransit.org/Documents/pdf/about/environment/SustainabilityPlan.pdf

California Air Resources Board, EMFAC tool, 2011. Used Alameda County, 25-30mph, CO2 (Pavley I+LCFS).

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420-F-12-051, August 2012. EPA and NHTSA Set Standards 
to Reduce Greenhouse Gases and Improve Fuel Economy for Model Years 2017-2025 Cars and Light Trucks. Accessed September 9, 2014: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/documents/420f12051.pdf

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420-F-10-014, April 2010. EPA and NHTSA Finalize Historic 
National Program to Reduce Greenhouse Gases and Improve Fuel Economy for Cars and Trucks. Accessed September 9, 2014: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations/420f10014.pdf
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Trip Type 2015 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

II 932,108 1,032,308 1,009,709 1,027,709 1,024,805

IX/XI 3,481,841 3,809,819 3,812,472 3,801,808 3,822,751

XX 15,441,729 18,070,080 18,050,993 18,079,784 18,052,289

Total 19,855,678 22,912,208 22,873,174 22,909,301, 22,899,845

Seattle VMT 2,673,029 2,937,218 2,915,945 2,928,613 2,936,181

External VMT 17,182,649 19,974,990 19,957,229 19,980,688 19,963,665

Seattle Annual Growth Rate 0.47% 0.44% 0.46% 0.47%

Table A.1–4 Auto VMT

Trip Type 2015 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

II 14,974 20,025 19,926 20,081 19,990

IX/XI 244,149 313,678 313,872 313,376 313,495

XX 624,124 844,338 878,742 877,203 877,959

Total 883,247 1,211,041 1,212,541 1,210,660 1,211,444

Seattle VMT 137,049 176,864 176,863 176,769 176,737

External VMT 746,199 1,034,177 1,035,678 1,033,891 1,034,707

Seattle Annual Growth Rate 1.28% 1.28% 1.28% 1.28%

Table A.1–5 Medium and heavy truck VMT

City of Seattle 2015 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Households 302,220 368,464 368,473 368,480 368,475

Jobs 534,392 649,394 649,386 649,404 649,394

VMT 2,673,029 2,937,218 2,915,945 2,928,613 2,936,181

VMT per Pop+Job 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Notes Includes 100% of trips with at least one end in Seattle

Assumes 2.06 average household size

Outside Seattle 2015 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Households 1,232,266 1,640,356 1,640,356 1,640,356 1,640,356

Jobs 1,410,406 2,034,792 2,034,792 2,034,792 2,034,792

VMT 17,182,649 19,974,990 19,957,229 19,980,688 19,963,665

VMT per Pop+Job 3.7 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Notes Includes 100% of trips with at least one end outside Seattle

Assumes 2.57 average household size

Table A.1–6 Regional comparison



A.1–7A.1–7A.1–7

FACT SHEET
1. SUMMARY
2. ALTERNATIVES
3. ANALYSIS
4. REFERENCES
APPENDICES

A.1 Air Quality & GHG

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS May 4, 2015

Source Metric Tons CO2e per Year

Transportation -220,000 (citywide)

Building Energy— Residential 45,793

Building Energy—Commercial 17,767

Solid Waste 36,958

Total -119,482

Source: ESA, 2014; Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.1–7 Operational GHG emissions of Alternative 1

Source Metric Tons CO2e per Year

Transportation -229,000 (citywide)

Building Energy— Residential 41,949

Building Energy—Commercial 18,396

Solid Waste 36,958

Total -131,697

Source: ESA, 2014; Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.1–8 Operational GHG emissions of Alternative 2

Source Metric Tons CO2e per Year

Transportation -224,000 (citywide)

Building Energy— Residential 41,670

Building Energy—Commercial 18,640

Solid Waste 36,958

Total -126,732

Source: ESA, 2014; Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.1–9 Operational GHG emissions of Alternative 3

Source Metric Tons CO2e per Year

Transportation -221,000 (citywide)

Building Energy— Residential 39,023

Building Energy—Commercial 18,238

Solid Waste 36,958

Total -126,781

Source: ESA, 2014; Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.1–10 Operational GHG emissions of Alternative 4
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Table A.2–1 Existing roadway noise inputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 183,000 83 17 4 4 65 150
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 206,000 83 17 3 3 65 150
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 170,000 83 17 3 3 65 150
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 193,000 83 17 3 3 65 150
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 133,000 85 15 2 1 60 150
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 42,000 85 15 3 1 60 150
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 42,000 85 15 3 1 60 150
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 29,000 85 15 3 1 60 150
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 27,000 85 15 3 1 35 150
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 42,000 85 15 3 1 50 150
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 33,000 85 15 5 2 35 150
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 27,000 85 15 3 1 35 150

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Existing

Data Input Sheet

Table A.2–2 Existing roadway noise outputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description Ldn 75 70 65 60 55
1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 78.1 243 523 1126 2426 5226
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 78.3 249 536 1154 2487 5359
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 77.5 219 471 1016 2188 4714
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 78.0 238 513 1105 2381 5131
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 74.5 139 299 643 1386 2986
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 69.6 66 141 304 656 1413
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 69.6 66 141 304 656 1413
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 68.0 51 110 238 512 1104
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 62.0 21 44 95 205 442
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 67.6 48 104 224 483 1041
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 64.0 28 60 130 279 602
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 62.0 21 44 95 205 442

-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Existing

Output Summary Sheet

A.2 Noise Appendix
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Table A.2–3 Alternatives 1 and 4 roadway noise inputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 198,210 83 17 4 4 65 150
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 223,122 83 17 3 3 65 150
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 184,129 83 17 3 3 65 150
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 209,041 83 17 3 3 65 150
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 144,054 85 15 2 1 60 150
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 45,491 85 15 3 1 60 150
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 45,491 85 15 3 1 60 150
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 31,410 85 15 3 1 60 150
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 29,244 85 15 3 1 35 150
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 45,491 85 15 3 1 50 150
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 35,743 85 15 5 2 35 150
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 29,244 85 15 3 1 35 150

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 1 and Alt 4

Data Input Sheet

Table A.2–4 Alternatives 1 and 4 roadway noise outputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description Ldn 75 70 65 60 55
1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 78.5 256 551 1187 2558 5512
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 78.6 262 565 1218 2623 5651
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 77.8 231 497 1071 2308 4972
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 78.4 251 541 1166 2512 5411
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 74.8 146 315 678 1462 3149
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 70.0 69 149 321 692 1490
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 70.0 69 149 321 692 1490
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 68.3 54 116 251 540 1164
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 62.4 22 47 100 216 466
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 68.0 51 110 236 509 1098
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 64.4 29 63 137 295 635
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 62.4 22 47 100 216 466

-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 1 and Alt 4

Output Summary Sheet
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Table A.2–5 Alternative 2 roadway noise inputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 196,637 83 17 4 4 65 150
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 221,350 83 17 3 3 65 150
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 182,668 83 17 3 3 65 150
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 207,382 83 17 3 3 65 150
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 142,911 85 15 2 1 60 150
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 45,130 85 15 3 1 60 150
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 45,130 85 15 3 1 60 150
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 31,161 85 15 3 1 60 150
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 29,012 85 15 3 1 35 150
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 45,130 85 15 3 1 50 150
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 35,459 85 15 5 2 35 150
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 29,012 85 15 3 1 35 150

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 2

Data Input Sheet

Table A.2–6 Alternative 2 roadway noise outputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description Ldn 75 70 65 60 55
1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 78.4 254 548 1181 2545 5483
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 78.6 261 562 1211 2609 5622
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 77.8 230 495 1066 2296 4946
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 78.3 250 538 1160 2498 5382
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 74.8 145 313 675 1454 3132
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 69.9 69 148 319 688 1482
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 69.9 69 148 319 688 1482
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 68.3 54 116 249 537 1158
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 62.3 22 46 100 215 464
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 67.9 51 109 235 507 1092
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 64.4 29 63 136 293 631
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 62.3 22 46 100 215 464

-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 2

Output Summary Sheet
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Table A.2–7 Alternative 3 roadway noise inputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

% Med. % Hvy. Offset
Segment Roadway Name Segment Description ADT Day % Eve % Night % Trucks Trucks Speed Distance (dB)

1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 197,422 83 17 4 4 65 150
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 222,234 83 17 3 3 65 150
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 183,397 83 17 3 3 65 150
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 208,210 83 17 3 3 65 150
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 143,481 85 15 2 1 60 150
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 45,310 85 15 3 1 60 150
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 45,310 85 15 3 1 60 150
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 31,285 85 15 3 1 60 150
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 29,128 85 15 3 1 35 150
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 45,310 85 15 3 1 50 150
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 35,601 85 15 5 2 35 150
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 29,128 85 15 3 1 35 150

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 3

Data Input Sheet

Table A.2–8 Alternative 3 roadway noise outputs

   
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name Segment Description Ldn 75 70 65 60 55
1 Interstate 5 At Albro (Sectors 7 & 8) 78.5 255 550 1184 2552 5497
2 Interstate 5 At Union (Sector 4) 78.6 262 564 1214 2616 5636
3 Interstate 5 At 45th Street (Sector 2) 77.8 230 496 1068 2302 4959
4 Interstate 5 At 130th Street (Sector 2) 78.3 250 540 1163 2505 5397
5 Interstate 90 At Lakeside Sve. (Sectors 5 & 8) 74.8 146 314 677 1458 3141
6 SR 99 At 82nd Street (Sector 1) 69.9 69 149 320 690 1486
7 SR99 At 40th Street (Sector 3) 69.9 69 149 320 690 1486
8 SR 99 At Cloverdale (Sector 7) 68.3 54 116 250 539 1161
9 SR 513 At 45th (Sector 2) 62.4 22 46 100 216 465
10 SR 520 At SR 513 (Sector 5) 67.9 51 109 236 508 1095
11 SR 522  At 98th (Sector 2) 64.4 29 63 136 294 633
12 SR 523 At 30th (Sector 2) 62.4 22 46 100 216 465

-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Seattle Comp Plan

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2035 Alt 3

Output Summary Sheet



A.3–1

Urban Center White Black

American 
Indian or 

Alaskan Native Asian

Native 
Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander Other Race
Two or More 

Races

Downtown 58.7% 12.6% 2.1% 20.2% 0.3% 2.0% 4.1%

First/Capitol Hill 67.7% 9.4% 1.2% 13.6% 0.5% 2.6% 5.1%

University District 61.5% 2.5% 0.4% 27.1% 0.4% 1.8% 6.4%

Northgate 56.5% 9.1% 1.4% 21.2% 1.1% 4.7% 6.0%

South Lake Union 70.6% 10.4% 1.0% 10.9% 0.5% 1.7% 5.0%

Uptown 79.8% 3.5% 0.8% 9.9% 0.2% 1.8% 4.1%

Total Urban Centers 65.8% 7.9% 1.1% 17.1% 0.5% 2.4% 5.1%
Seattle 69.5% 7.9% 0.8% 13.8% 0.4% 2.4% 5.1%

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–1 Urban centers: demographic profile, 2010

Urban Center Total Units % Occupied % Vacant
% Renter 
Occupied

% Owner 
Occupied

Average 
HH Size

Density 
(persons/

acre)

Downtown 20,022 84% 16% 83% 17% 1.47 27.34

First/Capitol Hill 25,480 89.0% 11.1% 83.3% 16.7% 2.48 37.2

University District 8,269 91.3% 8.7% 94.8% 5.2% 1.73 30.2

Northgate 4,238 86.7% 13.3% 82.7% 17.3% 1.72 14.3

South Lake Union 2,781 88.4% 11.6% 12.5% 67.5% 1.42 10.7

Uptown 5,799 88.0% 12.0% 77.6% 22.2% 1.41 21.5

Total Urban Centers 66,589 87.9% 12.1% 72.3% 24.3% 1.70 23.5
Seattle 306,694 91.9% 8.1% 51.9% 48.1% 2.06 11.4

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–2 Urban centers: housing characteristics, 2010

A.3 Population, Employment 
and Housing Appendix
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Downtown 1,270 91 20,010 23,390 2,929 7,396 83,867 4,722 143,675

First/ Capitol Hill 64 1,067 937 6,389 311 1,838 32,610 216 43,432

University District 34 25,626 529 129 47 2,829 4,754 219 34,167

Northgate — 27 765 82 — 2,201 8,232 82 11,387

South Lake Union 1,619 0 1,174 343 — — 16,203 343 19,680

Uptown — 34 1,033 1,295 — — 7,998 1,295 11,652

Total Urban Centers 3,186 26,845 24,448 31,682 4,247 23,980 153,664 8,831 276,883
Seattle Total 16,485 35,204 31,615 46,681 25,644 41,497 257,398 28,794 483,318
% of Seattle Sector 19% 76% 77% 68% 17% 58% 60% 3% 57%

Source: Washington State Employment Security Department, 2012.

Table A.3–3 Urban centers: employment by sector

Hub Urban Village White Black

American 
Indian or 

Alaskan Native Asian

Native 
Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander Other Race
Two or More 

Races
Ballard 84.8% 2.2% 0.9% 5.7% 0.3% 1.6% 4.4%

Bitter Lake 61.8% 12.2% 1.1% 14.7% 0.8% 2.9% 6.5%

Fremont 82.0% 2.6% 0.6% 8.2% 0.2% 1.5% 4.8%

Lake City 54.1% 11.8% 1.6% 19.6% 0.7% 5.0% 7.2%

Mount Baker 27.9% 26.1% 1.2% 33.3% 0.3% 4.7% 6.5%

West Seattle Junction 79.0% 3.7% 1.0% 6.9% 0.7% 3.0% 5.8%

Avg. Hub Urban Villages 64.9% 9.8% 1.1% 14.7% 0.5% 3.1% 5.9%
City of Seattle 69.5% 7.9% 0.8% 13.8% 0.4% 2.4% 5.1%

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–4 Hub urban villages: demographic profile, 2010

Hub Urban Village Total Units % Occupied % Vacant
% Renter 
Occupied

% Owner 
Occupied

Average 
HH Size

Density 
(persons/

acre)
Ballard 6,963 88.7% 11.3% 71.1% 28.9% 1.68 24.5

Bitter Lake 3,074 82.7% 17.3% 22.5% 77.5% 1.77 10.8

Fremont 2,558 92.6% 7.4% 71.2% 28.8% 1.66 18.6

Lake City 2,419 90.0% 10.0% 82.1% 17.9% 1.83 25.2

Mount Baker 2,201 93.2% 6.8% 35.0% 65.0% 2.41 10.6

West Seattle Junction 2,544 91.4% 8.6% 67.6% 32.4% 1.68 17

Avg. Hub Urban Villages 19,759 89.8% 10.2% 58.3% 41.8% 1.84 17.8
Seattle 306,694 91.9% 8.1% 51.9% 48.1% 2.06 11.4

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–5 Hub urban villages: housing characteristics, 2010
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Residential Urban Village White Black

American 
Indian or 

Alaskan Native Asian

Native 
Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander Other Race
Two or More 

Races
23rd & Union-Jackson 44.3% 27.6% 0.8% 15.1% 0.4% 4.9% 6.9%

Admiral 82.5% 3.7% 1.2% 5.8% 0.2% 1.0% 5.7%

Aurora-Licton Springs 65.8% 7.6% 0.9% 13.7% 0.3% 5.3% 6.4%

Columbia City 32.3% 30.7% 0.7% 25.5% 0.3% 4.6% 5.8%

Crown Hill 78.6% 3.9% 9.0% 5.1% 0.1% 4.7% 6.6%

Eastlake 82.1% 2.5% 0.4% 9.0% 0.3% 1.6% 4.1%

Green Lake 81.3% 1.8% 0.5% 10.1% 0.1% 1.2% 5.0%

Greenwood-Phinney Ridge 76.3% 6.1% 0.9% 7.8% 0.2% 3.8% 4.9%

Madison-Miller 66.3% 16.2% 0.4% 8.0% 0.2% 3.1% 5.8%

Morgan Junction 78.0% 6.0% 0.9% 5.8% 0.2% 2.3% 6.8%

North Beacon Hill 37.2% 7.2% 1.5% 32.1% 0.3% 16.8% 4.9%

Othello 12.5% 38.4% 0.5% 40.3% 1.3% 2.1% 4.9%

Upper Queen Anne 84.4% 2.2% 0.5% 6.9% 0.1% 0.9% 0.5%

Rainier Beach 17.6% 45.2% 1.5% 20.5% 1.3% 9.4% 4.6%

Roosevelt 82.4% 2.1% 0.4% 8.7% 0.1% 1.5% 4.8%

South Park 44.0% 11.2% 1.8% 17.3% 1.5% 17.9% 6.4%

Wallingford 82.9% 2.8% 0.4% 7.8% 0.1% 1.2% 4.7%

Westwood-Highland Park 47.7% 11.8% 2.7% 16.8% 0.7% 13.2% 7.0%

Avg. Res Urban Villages 60.9% 12.6% 1.4% 14.2% 0.4% 5.3% 5.3%
City of Seattle 69.5% 7.9% 0.8% 13.8% 0.4% 2.4% 5.1%

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–7 Residential urban villages: demographic profile, 2010
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Ballard 223 52 228 76 112 999 3,527 117 5,334

Bitter Lake 582 103 152 113 47 1,172 1,135 91 3,394

Fremont 249 49 126 59 632 526 5,083 253 6,977

Lake City 52 0 121 174 28 172 1,117 30 1,692

Mount Baker 136 49 162 70 770 653 2,295 164 4,298

West Seattle Junction 15 0 181 116 65 539 1,933 28 2,878

Avg. Hub Urban Villages 1,257 254 970 608 1,653 4,060 15,089 683 245,73
Seattle Total 16,485 35,204 31,615 46,681 25,644 41,497 257,398 28,794 483,318
% of Seattle Sector 8% 1% 3% 1% 6% 10% 6% 2% 5%

Source: Washington State Employment Security Department, 2012.

Table A.3–6 Hub urban villages: employment by sector
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Residential Urban Village Male Population Male Median Age Female Population Female Median Age
23rd & Union-Jackson 4,770 33.7 4,698 35.1

Admiral 689 38.5 839 41.0

Aurora-Licton Springs 3,189 31.0 2,990 30.6

Columbia City 1,902 36.4 2,035 37.7

Crown Hill 1,195 35.4 1,264 37.3

Eastlake 2,647 33.5 2,437 32.0

Green Lake 1,341 31.8 1,563 31.8

Greenwood-Phinney Ridge 1,410 35.0 1,517 33.9

Madison-Miller 2,026 32.7 2,040 31.7

Morgan Junction 969 37.3 1,077 36.5

North Beacon Hill 1,520 36.1 1,380 33.9

Othello 3,422 31.1 3,845 32.6

Upper Queen Anne 998 36.3 1,145 33.9

Rainier Beach 1,746 31.3 1,837 32.1

Roosevelt 1,199 32.1 1,185 31.6

South Park 1,876 33.4 1,572 32.7

Wallingford 2,626 32.2 2,724 32.0

Westwood-Highland Park 2,251 32.6 2,355 33.7

Total/Avg. Res Urban Villages 35,776 33.9 36,503 33.9

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–8 Residential urban villages: demographic profile by gender and median age, 2010
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Residential Urban Village Total Units % Occupied % Vacant
% Renter 
Occupied

% Owner 
Occupied

Average 
HH Size

Density 
(persons/

acre)
23rd & Union-Jackson 5,058 87.4% 12.6% 61.5% 38.5% 2.09 27.3

Admiral 1,054 91.3% 8.7% 73.1% 26.9% 1.59 22.4

Aurora-Licton Springs 3,267 92.4% 7.6% 62.8% 37.2% 2.04 26.6

Columbia City 1,885 92.5% 7.5% 68.3% 31.7% 2.25 18.3

Crown Hill 1,193 95.6% 4.4% 45.0% 55.0% 2.13 20.0

Eastlake 3,543 88.0% 12.0% 71.8% 28.2% 1.54 47.8

Green Lake 2,008 91.8% 8.2% 80.4% 19.6% 1.56 50.6

Greenwood-Phinney Ridge 1,729 94.5% 5.5% 62.3% 37.7% 1.77 46.3

Madison-Miller 2,414 93.9% 6.1% 72.9% 27.1% 1.75 42.9

Morgan Junction 1,267 92.2% 7.8% 61.2% 38.8% 1.75 27.4

North Beacon Hill 1,380 92.7% 7.3% 73.2% 26.8% 2.23 36.6

Othello 2,435 94.8% 5.2% 69.0% 31.0% 3.05 26.2

Upper Queen Anne 1,570 91.6% 8.4% 75.6% 24.4% 1.49 67.4

Rainier Beach 1,486 89.6% 10.4% 74.8% 25.2% 2.61 16.3

Roosevelt 1,198 94.0% 6.0% 58.2% 41.8% 2.10 24.6

South Park 1,282 89.2% 10.8% 49.9% 50.1% 2.93 18.8

Wallingford 2,940 94.6% 5.4% 66.4% 33.6% 1.92 34.0

Westwood-Highland Park 2,123 91.6% 8.4% 59.1% 40.9% 2.37 23.7

Total/Avg. Res Urban Villages 37,832 92.1% 7.9% 65.9% 34.1% 2.07 27.6
Seattle 306,694 91.9% 8.1% 51.9% 48.1% 2.06 11.4

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–9 Residential urban villages: housing characteristics, 2010
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23rd & Union-Jackson 92 300 102 167 -1 413 3127 -1 4,624

Admiral 11 179 55 20 -1 446 556 -1 1,275

Aurora-Licton Springs 303 0 42 477 100 181 689 233 2,025

Columbia City 45 0 -1 183 154 141 1808 -1 2,419

Crown Hill -1 21 75 35 -1 267 549 39 1,003

Eastlake 63 76 994 1 45 69 3432 36 4,716

Green Lake 8 45 24 26 27 209 1094 5 1,439

Greenwood-Phinney Ridge 61 0 50 61 -1 369 1083 -1 1,678

Madison-Miller -1 54 20 9 32 -1 847 -1 1,142

Morgan Junction -1 67 29 0 0 53 270 -1 455

North Beacon Hill 56 69 -1 14 0 67 297 -1 537

Othello 14 0 275 147 66 197 859 12 1,570

Upper Queen Anne 14 0 79 0 0 416 1200 28 1,737

Rainier Beach -1 267 61 28 0 206 444 -1 1,026

Roosevelt 29 176 61 0 0 583 702 66 1,618

South Park 42 57 -1 23 15 -1 959 27 1,138

Wallingford 108 354 90 77 17 340 1737 55 2,779

Westwood-Highland Park 99 0 63 110 20 569 484 22 1,366

Total Res Urban Villages 1,063 1666 2081 1379 931 4636 20137 654 32,547
Seattle Total 16,485 35,204 31,615 46,681 25,644 41,497 257,398 28,794 483,318
% of Seattle Sector 6.4% 4.7% 6.6% 3.0% 3.6% 11.2% 7.8% 2.3% 6.7%

Note: “-1” represents data that is suppressed due to confidentiality.  As a result, the total estimates for all residential urban villages is higher than the sum 
of estimated employment for individual residential urban villages.

Source: City of Seattle, 2012 Covered Employment Estimates (ESD)

Table A.3–10 Residential urban villages: employment by sector
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Ballard-Interbay-Northend 1,369 0 350 328 3,969 1,013 6,771 1,662 15,462

Greater Duwamish 5,870 540 1,067 5,748 12,065 3,036 16,510 13,504 58,339

Total Mfg/Industrial Centers 7,239 540 1,417 6,076 16,033 4,049 23,282 15,166 73,802
Seattle Total 16,485 35,204 31,615 46,681 25,644 41,497 257,398 28,794 483,318
% of Seattle Sector 43.9% 1.5% 4.5% 13.0% 62.5% 9.8% 9.0% 52.7% 15.3%

Source: City of Seattle, Census 2010.

Table A.3–11 Manufacturing-industrial centers: employment by sector



A.4–1

Urban Centers

Sector Urban Village Used for Analysis Downtown U District Northgate

Northwest Seattle Ballard HUV 20 18 20

Northeast Seattle Northgate UC 16 14 —

Queen Anne/Magnolia Upper Queen Anne RUV 13 23 24

Downtown/Lake Union Downtown UC — 14 16

Capitol Hill/Central District Capitol Hill UC 11 16 30

West Seattle West Seattle Junction HUV 15 33 44

Duwamish South Park RUV 16 31 44

Southeast Seattle Othello RUV 18 31 44

Note: I-5 travel times include travel on the express lanes whenever possible.
Source: Google Maps, 2014.

Table A.4–1 2015 PM peak period auto travel times

Urban Centers

Sector Urban Village Used for Analysis Downtown U District Northgate

Northwest Seattle Ballard HUV 32 21 30

Northeast Seattle Northgate UC 18 23 —

Queen Anne/Magnolia Upper Queen Anne RUV 18 45 54

Downtown/Lake Union Downtown UC — 17 18

Capitol Hill/Central District Capitol Hill UC 15 26 50

West Seattle West Seattle Junction HUV 21 54 62

Duwamish South Park RUV 34 79 78

Southeast Seattle Othello RUV 21 49 59

Source: Sound Transit trip planner, 2014.

Table A.4–2  2015 PM peak period transit travel times

A.4 Transportation 
Appendix
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Sector Intersection Used for Analysis 2015 Households 2015 Retail Employment

Northwest Seattle NW Market St & 15th Ave NW 7,900 1,500

Northeast Seattle NE 103rd St & 1st Ave NE 2,700 1,800

Queen Anne/Magnolia Queen Anne Ave N & W Galer St 9,300 700

Downtown/Lake Union University St & 3rd Ave 17,900 7,600

Capitol Hill/Central District Broadway & E John St 20,700 2,000

West Seattle California Ave SW & SW Alaska St 5,500 700

Duwamish S Cloverdale St & 8th Ave S 1,100 100

Southeast Seattle S Othello St & MLK Jr Way S 4,000 100

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.4–3  2015 PM peak period transit travel times

Sector Average PM Peak Period 
Trip Length in Minutes

Northwest Seattle 20

Northeast Seattle 22

Queen Anne/Magnolia 23

Downtown/Lake Union 24

Capitol Hill/Central District 22

West Seattle 21

Duwamish 27

Southeast Seattle 22

City of Seattle 23

Source: Project travel demand model, 2014.

Table A.4–5  2015 PM peak period average trip 
length in minutes

Sector PM Peak Period Vehicle 
Miles Traveled per Capita

Northwest Seattle 4.0

Northeast Seattle 4.5

Queen Anne/Magnolia 4.0

Downtown/Lake Union 2.7

Capitol Hill/Central District 3.2

West Seattle 4.6

Duwamish 5.3

Southeast Seattle 4.7

City of Seattle 3.3

Source: Project travel demand model, 2014.

Table A.4–6  2015 PM peak period vehicle miles 
traveled per capita

 Auto Travel Times in Minutes (Downtown / University District / Northgate)
Sector (Urban Village) 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4
Northwest Seattle (Ballard) 20 / 18 / 20 25 / 19 / 22 25 / 19 / 22 25 / 19 / 22 24 / 19 / 22

Northeast Seattle (Northgate) 16 / 14 / — 21 / 17 / — 21 / 17 / — 21 / 17 / — 21 / 16 / —

Queen Anne/Magnolia (Upper Queen Anne) 13 / 23 / 24 16 / 25 / 28 16 / 25 / 29 16 / 25 / 29 16 / 25 / 28

Downtown/Lake Union (Downtown)  — / 14 /16 — / 18 / 21 — / 18 / 21 — / 18 / 21 — / 17 / 21

Capitol Hill/Central District (Capitol Hill) 11 / 16 / 30 12 / 20 / 34 12 / 20 / 35 12 / 20 / 35 12 / 20 / 35

West Seattle (West Seattle Junction) 15 / 33 / 44 25 / 38 / 49 25 / 38 / 50 24 / 38 / 49 25 / 38 / 49

Duwamish (South Park) 16 / 31 / 44 27 / 37 / 50 27 / 37 / 51 27 / 37 / 50 27 / 37 / 50

Southeast Seattle (Othello) 18 / 31 / 44 25 / 36 / 48 25 / 36 / 49 25 / 36 / 49 25 / 36 / 49

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.4–4  2035 auto travel time
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 Transit Travel Times in Minutes (Downtown / University District / Northgate)
Sector (Urban Village) 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4
Northwest Seattle (Ballard) 32 / 21 / 30 14 / 23 / 31 14 / 23 / 31 14 / 22 / 32 14 / 22 / 32

Northeast Seattle (Northgate) 18 / 23 / — 16 / 5 / — 16 / 5 / — 16 / 5 / — 16 / 5 / —

Queen Anne/Magnolia (Upper Queen Anne) 18 / 45 / 54 19 / 30 / 35 19 / 30 / 35 19 / 30 / 35 19 / 30 / 35

Downtown/Lake Union (Downtown)  — / 17 /18  — / 11 / 16  — / 11 / 16 — / 11 / 16  — / 11 / 16

Capitol Hill/Central District (Capitol Hill) 15 / 26 / 50 5 / 6 / 11 5 / 6 / 11 5 / 6 / 11 5 / 6 / 11

West Seattle (West Seattle Junction) 21 / 54 / 62 26 / 37 / 42 26 / 37 / 42 25 / 36 / 41 26 / 36 / 41

Duwamish (South Park) 34 / 79 / 78 40 / 51 / 56 39 / 50 / 55 39 / 50 / 55 39 / 50 / 55

Southeast Seattle (Othello) 21 / 49 / 59 21 / 32 / 37 21 / 32 / 37 21 / 32 / 37 21 / 32 / 37

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.4–7  2035 transit travel time

Sector (Urban Village) 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Northwest Seattle (Ballard) 7,900 10,200 9,000 9,000 10,100

Northeast Seattle (Northgate) 2,700 4,800 7,300 5,800 5,800

Queen Anne/Magnolia (Upper Queen Anne) 9,300 10,700 10,100 10,100 10,000

Downtown/Lake Union (Downtown) 17,900 24,300 27,300 25,000 25,000

Capitol Hill/Central District (Capitol Hill) 20,700 24,200 25,800 24,000 23,900

West Seattle (West Seattle Junction) 5,500 6,800 6,600 6,600 7,900

Duwamish (South Park) 1,100 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300

Southeast Seattle (Othello) 4,000 4,900 4,400 5,100 5,000

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.4–8  2035 households within 20-minute walkshed

Sector (Urban Village) 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Northwest Seattle (Ballard) 1,500 3,100 2,500 2,500 4,100

Northeast Seattle (Northgate) 1,800 4,900 8,200 6,300 6,300

Queen Anne/Magnolia (Upper Queen Anne) 700 1,100 1,100 1,000 1,000

Downtown/Lake Union (Downtown) 7,600 17,800 19,400 15,900 17,900

Capitol Hill/Central District (Capitol Hill) 2,000 4,200 5,500 4,100 4,300

West Seattle (West Seattle Junction) 700 1,300 1,100 1,300 2,300

Duwamish (South Park) 100 200 300 300 200

Southeast Seattle (Othello) 100 300 200 500 500

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

Table A.4–9 2035 retail employment within 20-minute walkshed
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Mode Share (%)

Sector (Urban Village) SOV HOV Transit Walk Bike
Northwest Seattle (Ballard)

2015 Existing 50 36 7 5 1
2035 Alternative 1 48 35 9 6 2
2035 Alternative 2 48 35 9 5 2
2035 Alternative 3 48 35 9 5 2
2035 Alternative 4 48 35 9 6 2

Northeast Seattle (Northgate)
2015 Existing 46 36 10 6 2
2035 Alternative 1 44 35 12 6 3
2035 Alternative 2 44 35 12 6 2
2035 Alternative 3 44 35 12 6 3
2035 Alternative 4 44 35 12 6 3

Queen Anne/Magnolia (Upper Queen Anne)
2015 Existing 45 33 11 9 2
2035 Alternative 1 41 32 14 12 3
2035 Alternative 2 40 32 14 12 3
2035 Alternative 3 41 33 13 11 3
2035 Alternative 4 41 33 13 11 3

Downtown/Lake Union (Downtown)
2015 Existing 31 24 22 21 2
2035 Alternative 1 22 25 27 23 3
2035 Alternative 2 21 25 26 24 3
2035 Alternative 3 22 25 27 23 3
2035 Alternative 4 21 25 27 23 3

Capitol Hill/Central District (Capitol Hill)
2015 Existing 35 30 14 19 2
2035 Alternative 1 30 28 18 22 3
2035 Alternative 2 30 28 17 22 3
2035 Alternative 3 30 28 17 21 3
2035 Alternative 4 30 28 18 22 3

West Seattle (West Seattle Junction)
2015 Existing 45 41 7 5 1
2035 Alternative 1 43 42 8 5 2
2035 Alternative 2 43 42 8 5 2
2035 Alternative 3 44 41 8 5 2
2035 Alternative 4 43 41 8 5 2

Duwamish (South Park)
2015 Existing 53 32 9 5 1
2035 Alternative 1 50 33 10 5 2
2035 Alternative 2 50 33 10 5 2
2035 Alternative 3 50 33 10 5 2
2035 Alternative 4 50 33 10 5 2

Southeast Seattle (Othello)
2015 Existing 45 40 9 5 2
2035 Alternative 1 43 39 10 5 3
2035 Alternative 2 42 40 11 5 3
2035 Alternative 3 42 39 11 5 3
2035 Alternative 4 42 39 11 5 3

Source: Project travel demand model, 2014.

Table A.4–10  2035 mode share by sector
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Sector 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Northwest Seattle 20 22 22 22 22

Northeast Seattle 22 23 23 23 23

Queen Anne/Magnolia 23 25 25 25 25

Downtown/Lake Union 24 26 26 26 26

Capitol Hill/Central District 22 23 23 23 23

West Seattle 21 25 24 24 24

Duwamish 27 31 31 30 31

Southeast Seattle 22 25 25 24 24

Seattle 23 25 25 25 25

Source: Project travel demand model, 2014.

Table A.4–11  2035 average trip length in minutes

Sector 2015 Existing 2035 Alt. 1 2035 Alt. 2 2035 Alt. 3 2035 Alt. 4

Northwest Seattle 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7

Northeast Seattle 4.5 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1

Queen Anne/Magnolia 4.0 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6

Downtown/Lake Union 2.7 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1

Capitol Hill/Central District 3.2 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.7

West Seattle 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.4

Duwamish 5.3 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.2

Southeast Seattle 4.7 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.2

Seattle 3.3 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9

Source: Project travel demand model, 2014.

Table A.4–12 2035 vehicle miles traveled per capita

Existing Conditions Data

Two additional maps are included here as reference. The maps on the following two pages 
summarize high bicycle count locations (Figure A.4–1) and the frequent transit network 
(Figure A.4–2).

Travel Demand Model

The City of Seattle updated its travel demand model in 2007 to be reflective of the Puget 
Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) Regional Travel Demand Model, Version 1.00b. The PSRC 
model has a relatively coarse TAZ structure since the model is regional in nature and is 
focused on generating travel forecasts across all of Snohomish, King, Pierce and Kitsap 
Counties. To provide more refined travel forecasts in Seattle, the PSRC zones were split as 
part of the citywide model development (Seattle went from 218 zones to 517 zones). The 
finer TAZ structure allows for traffic forecasts to be generated on a denser roadway network, 
improves the estimates of non-auto trips and provides the ability to extract turning move-
ment forecasts at key intersections. 
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Figure A.4–1 2012 bicycle counts map

Source: SDOT. Quarterly Bicycle Counts. 2012. Average of Weekday Counts from 5PM to 7PM.
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Figure A.4–2 Frequent transit network (reproduced from TMP Figure 4-1)
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The City’s model was initially used for the Seattle Surface and Transit Project and the 
Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project. During the course of those projects, a team of 
consultants updated key aspects of the model to improve its performance, including:

• Arterial speeds
• Development of a parking cost model
• Modifications to the trip distribution and mode choice models to better reflect active 

transportation modes

Since that time, Fehr & Peers has used the model on subsequent City of Seattle projects 
including Elliott Bay Seawall Project, South Lake Union Height and Density Rezone EIS, 
University District Urban Design EIS and now the Seattle Comprehensive Plan EIS. With each 
of these projects, the model roadway, transit and non-motorized networks were revised 
to correct errors carried over from the PSRC model and to reflect updated conditions (e.g., 
road diet projects, revised transit routing, etc.) as appropriate. Future year assumptions 
have also been reviewed with City staff throughout the course of each project to incorpo-
rate the latest knowledge of upcoming transportation projects, such as the SR 99 Tunnel, 
the City’s modal master plans and major regional projects.

Trip generation rates and mode split output in 12 sample locations throughout the City 
were examined by evaluating TAZ-level trip generation by mode and by land use category. 
The results of the trip generation/mode split analysis followed expected trends based on 
research and travel behavior theory. For example, urban centers have lower vehicle trip 
generation and higher bike/pedestrian/transit trip generation when compared to less dense 
areas of the City. Based on the analysis, one change was made to apply the Central Busi-
ness District mode choice factors to the Lower Queen Anne area. This adjustment increased 
non-auto mode share to a level that is closer to observed conditions. Trip generation rates 
and mode choice in areas that have had recent subarea plans such as South Lake Union and 
the U District were also reviewed and found to be appropriate for this citywide analysis.

Modeling Assumptions

The assumptions for the 2015 and 2035 travel demand models were determined in conjunc-
tion with City staff using the best knowledge available at the time. Table A.4–13 summarizes 
key projects and their inclusion in the 2015 and/or 2035 models.

SR 99 TOLLING

The 2035 travel demand model includes tolling on the SR 99 tunnel. Since the actual toll has 
not yet been set, the most recent recommendations of the Advisory Committee on Toll-
ing and Traffic Management (ACTT) were consulted. A toll was added on the SR 99 tunnel 
to match the PM diversion rates published for the recommended Scenario 7 identified in 
ACTT’s “Advisory Recommendations for Tolling the SR 99 Tunnel” (March 2014). The PM 
diversion for Scenario 7 is 19 percent, while the travel demand models showed a 21 percent 
diversion. Tolls were also added to other time periods such that the relative scale of the 
tolls over the course of the day matched those used in the ACTT’s Scenario 7.
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Project 2015 2030

SR 99 tunnel (with tolls) x

Mercer Corridor Project (east/west) x x

SR 520 HOV lanes to Montlake x x

Second Montlake Bascule Bridge

SR 520 Tolling x x

I-90 HOV lanes x x

I-405 Widening (SR 167 to SR 527) x

Buses in DT Seattle 3rd Avenue Tunnel x

Passenger-only Ferries (Kingston, Southworth, Juanita)

South Lander Street Overpass x

Montlake Blvd NE HOV Lane and ITS Improvements x

Table A.4–13  Travel demand model network assumptions

Corridor Name Route Modification

1 West Seattle–Downtown Head west on Columbia to Alaskan Way.

2 Burien–White Center–Delridge–Downtown NA

3 Othello–U District Rt 36 extended to Rainier Ave on Myrtle.

4 Mount Baker–Downtown via Rainier and 23rd NA

5 Rainier Valley–U District–via Rainier and 23rd Rt 7 re-routed to Rainier Beach LRT stop.

6 Central Area–First Hill–Downtown
Add BRT on Madison—5 min headways. Rt 11 and 
12 truncated at Madison BRT. Re-channelization 
from I-5 to 23rd Ave for transit lanes.

7 Queen Anne–S Lake Union–Capitol Hill NA

8 SLU–Eastlake–U District–Roosevelt
Add BRT from Westlake to NE 65th via Eastlake, 
headway=5min. Rt 70/66 eliminated. Rt 67 head-
way changed to every 15 min.

9 Aurora Village–Downtown via Aurora Ave NA

10 Northgate–Ballard–Downtown via Northgate Way NA

11 Ballard–Downtown rail
Add rail following Corridor D (NW Market St to 
DT Seattle via tunnel). No other changes to KCM 
routes were assumed to provide local service.

12 Lake City–Northgate–U District Rt 41 extended north on Lake 
City Way to NE 145th St.

13 Ballard–U District–Laurelhurst NA

14 Crown Hill–Greenlake–U District NA

15 Phinney Ridge–Greenwood–Broadview NA

Table A.4–14  2035 transit priority corridors

TRANSIT

Transit routing assumptions were made to align with the Transit Master Plan (TMP). Table 
A.4–14 and Table A.4–15 outlines the changes made to routes in each transit priority cor-
ridor and the center city corridors. Per the TMP, all transit priority corridors should have 
transit service frequency of 15 minutes or better all day.
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Corridor Modification

Pike/Pine NA

Jefferson/Yesler Rt 3, 4 re-routed west of 9th Ave to Yesler and 3rd Ave Transit Mall

Seattle Center East All-day transit-only restrictions on the 3rd Ave Transit Mall extended north to Denny Way

Jackson Added BAT lanes on Jackson St

Table A.4–15 Center city priority bus corridors

THE DIFFERENCE METHOD

To reduce model error, a technique known as the difference method was applied for traf-
fic volumes and travel times. Rather than take the direct output from the 2035 model, the 
difference method calculates the growth between the base year and 2035 models, and adds 
that growth to an existing count or travel time. For example, assume a road has an existing 
travel time of 20.5 minutes. If the base year model showed a travel time of 22.5 minutes and 
the future year model showed a travel time of 28.0 minutes, 5.5 minutes would be added to 
the existing travel time for a future expected travel time of 26.0 minutes.

Screenline Analysis

EXISTING SCREENLINE VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY (V/C) RESULTS

The PM peak hour volume for each arterial crossing each screenline is listed below in Table 
A.4–16. For locations without recent traffic counts, older counts were factored to reflect the 
expected growth to the base year by comparing the growth of nearby comparable arterials. 
The PM capacity by direction was developed to reflect current (2015) conditions using a 
methodology based on nationally accepted standards. Details of the methodology may be 
found in the Seattle Screenline Capacity Methodology technical memorandum at the end of 
this appendix. These updated capacities are anticipated to be adopted into a DPD Director’s 
Rule to supersede Director’s Rule 5-2009 which is based on the 2008 transportation system.
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Table A.4–16  Existing PM screenline results

LOS 
Screen 
Line # Location Arterial Crossing Screenline 

2015 Capacity PM Peak Volume  

EB/NB WB/SB EB/NB WB/SB 

 North City Limit - 3rd Ave NW to 
Aurora Ave N 

3rd Ave NW, s/o NW 145th St 770 770 470 380 

 Greenwood Ave N, s/o N 145th St 1940 1940 1220 840 

 Aurora Ave N, s/o N 145th St 2100 2000 1680 1220 
1.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   4810 4710 0.70 0.52 

 North City Limit - Meridian Ave N to 
15th Ave NE 

Meridian Ave N, s/o NE 145th ST 770 770 310 160 

 1st Ave NE, s/o 145th St 770 770 230 390 

 5th Ave NE, s/o I-5 145th St offramp 770 770 370 200 

 15th Ave NE, s/o 145th St 2040 2040 890 640 
1.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   4350 4350 0.41 0.32 

 
North City Limit - 30th Ave NE to 
Lake City Way NE 

30th Ave NE, s/o 145th St 770 770 430 370 

 Lake City Way NE, s/o NE 145th St 2150 2040 1700 1390 
1.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   2920 2810 0.73 0.63 

 Magnolia 

Magnolia Br, w/o Garfield St offramp 770 1540 450 870 

 W Dravus St, e/o 20th Ave W 1540 1540 760 920 

 W Emerson Pl, se/o 21st Ave W 1540 1540 820 760 
2 Screenline V/C Ratio   3850 4620 0.53 0.55 

 

Duwamish River - W Seattle Fwy 
and Spokane St 

SW Spokane Br, w/o SW Spokane E st 770 770 480 680 

 
EB West Seattle Bridge, w/o Alaskan Way 
Viaduct NB on ramp 6380   3860 NA 

 
WB West Seattle Br., w/o Alaskan Way 
Viaduct NB on ramp   5380 NA 4680 

3.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   7150 6150 0.61 0.87 

 
Duwamish River - 1st Ave S and 
16th Ave S 

1st Ave S Br, S/O Point A 8220 8220 2930 4320 

 16th Ave S, N/O 16th Ave S BR 1540 1540 480 730 
3.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   9760 9760 0.35 0.52 

 Rainier Ave S, se/o 75th Ave SE 1460 1460 660 970 
4.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   5040 5040 0.47 0.63 

 

South City Limit - Marine Dr SW to 
Meyers Wy S 

Marine  View Drive SW, N/O 46th Ave SW 
770 770 190 190 

 35th Ave SW, N/O SW Roxbury St 1940 1940 660 750 

 26th Ave SW, N/O SW Roxbury St 770 770 340 400 

 Delridge Wy, NW/o SW cambridge st 770 770 490 340 

 16th Ave SW, n/o SW cambridge st 770 770 220 290 

 8th Ave SW, N/O SW Roxbury St 770 770 310 280 

 Olson Pl SW, SW/o 1st Ave S 2040 2040 1070 1440 

 Myers Way S, S/O Olson Pl SW 1540 1540 190 260 
4.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   9370 9370 0.37 0.42 

 
South City Limit - M L King Jr Wy to 
Rainier Ave S 

Martin Luther King Jr Way S, s/o Norfolk 
2040 2040 1080 1300 

 51st Ave S, s/o Bangor St 770 770 220 350 

 Renton Ave S, se/o Bangor St 770 770 390 570 
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Table A.7–20  Existing PM screenline results (cont.)

LOS 
Screen 
Line # Location Arterial Crossing Screenline 

2015 Capacity PM Peak Volume  

EB/NB WB/SB EB/NB WB/SB 

 
South City Limit - SR 99 to Airport 
Wy S 

SR 99 (W Marginal Way S, NB - SE/O 
Cloverdale St onramp; SB - SE/O Kenyon 
onramp) 

2000 2000 1840 1700 

 
8th Ave S, s/o Director St 770 770 100 90 

 East Marginal Way S, SE/O S 81st 2040 2040 700 700 

 14th Ave S, n/o Director St 1540 1540 390 500 

 Airport Way S, N/O S Norfolk St 2000 2000 360 760 
4.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   8350 8350 0.41 0.45 

 
Ship Canal Ballard Bridge Ballard Bridge 2870 3410 2850 1760 

5.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   2870 3410 0.99 0.52 

 
Ship Canal Fremont Bridge Fremont Bridge 2210 2210 1570 1200 

5.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   2210 2210 0.71 0.54 

 
Ship Canal Aurora Ave N Aurora Bridge 5380 5380 4360 3330 

5.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   5380 5380 0.81 0.62 

 
Ship Canal University and Montlake 
Bridges 

University Bridge, SW/O Point A 2210 2210 1320 1720 

 Montlake Bridge, S/O Point A 2210 2210 2220 2130 
5.16 Screenline V/C Ratio   4420 4420 0.80 0.87 

 South of NW 80th St - Seaview Ave 
NW to 15th Ave NW 

Seaview Ave NW, N/O NW 67th St 1010 1010 250 130 

 32nd Ave NW, S/O NW 80th St 770 770 90 350 

 24th Ave NW, S/O NW 80th St 1010 1010 630 440 

 15th Ave NW, S/O NW 80th St 3070 2040 1640 1140 
6.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   5860 4830 0.45 0.43 

 South of NW 80th St - 8th Ave NW 
to Greenwood Ave N 

8th Ave NW, S/O NW 80th St 1010 1010 700 440 

 3rd Ave NW, S/O NW 80th St 770 770 520 430 

 Greenwood Ave N, S/O N 80th St 1010 1010 610 500 
6.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   2790 2790 0.66 0.49 

 

South of NE 80th St - Linden Ave N 
to 1st Ave NE 

Linden Ave N, S/O N 80th St 770 770 210 160 

 Aurora Ave N, S/O N 80th St 2150 2150 1710 790 

 Green Lake Drive N, SE/O N 80th St 1010 1010 250 170 

 Wallingford Ave N, S/O N 80th St 770 770 260 260 

 Stroud Ave N, SW/O N 80th St 770 770 220 150 

 1st Ave NE, S/O NE 80th St 770 770 70 160 
6.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   6240 6240 0.44 0.27 

 
South of NE 80th St - 5th Ave NE to 
15th Ave NE 

5th Ave NE, S/O NE 78th St 770 770 430 290 

 
Roosevelt Way NE (one-way), N/O NE 
73rd St   1840 NA 1180 

 Lake City Way NE, SW/O NE 80th St 2040 2040 1820 930 

 15th Ave NE, S/O NE 75th St 1540 770 590 470 
6.14 Screenline V/C Ratio   4350 5420 0.65 0.53 

 
South of NE 80th St - 20th Ave NE to 
Sand Point Way NE 

20th Ave NE, S/O NE 75th St 770 770 150 150 

 25th Ave NE, S/O NE 75th St 1540 770 760 440 

 35th Ave NE, S/O NE 75th St 1540 770 790 620 

 40th Ave NE, S/O NE 75th St 770 770 400 270 

 Sand Point Way NE, S/O NE 74th St 1540 1540 910 670 
6.15 Screenline V/C Ratio   6160 4620 0.49 0.47 
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Table A.7–20  Existing PM screenline results (cont.)

LOS 
Screen 
Line # Location Arterial Crossing Screenline 

2015 Capacity PM Peak Volume  

EB/NB WB/SB EB/NB WB/SB 

 
West of Aurora Ave - Fremont Pl N 
to N 65th St 

Fremont Pl N, NW/O Fremont Ave N 1940 1940 690 930 

 N 39th St, W/O Fremont Ave N 770 770 570 680 

 N 46th St, W/O Phinney Ave N.  1540 1540 890 850 

 N 50th St, W/O Fremont Ave N 770 770 420 650 

 N 65th St, W/O Linden Ave N 770 770 230 250 
7.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   5790 5790 0.48 0.58 

 

West of Aurora Ave - N 80th St to N 
145th St 

N 80th St, W/O Linden Ave N 960 960 650 700 

 N 85th St, W/O Linden Ave N 1540 1540 790 1000 

 N 105th St w/o Evanston 1540 1540 760 930 

 N 125th St, W/O Aurora Ave N 1010 1010 440 360 

 N 130th St, W/O Linden Ave N 960 960 570 630 

 N 145th St, W/O Linden Ave 1540 1540 530 650 
7.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   7550 7550 0.50 0.57 

 
South of Lake Union 

Valley St, W/O Fairview Ave N 770 770 270 2020 

 
Mercer St, EB -w/o Fairview Ave N; WB- 
e/o Boren Ave N 3070 3070 3460 1680 

 Republican St, w/o Eastlake Ave 770 770 40 290 

 Denny Way, E/O Minor Ave 1540 1540 1020 780 
8 Screenline V/C Ratio   6150 6150 0.78 0.78 

 
South of Spokane St - Beach Dr SW 
to W Marginal Way SW 

Beach Dr SW, SE/O 61st Ave SW 770 770 190 220 

 55th Ave SW, S/O SW Charlestown St 770 770 110 80 

 California Ave SW, S/O SW Charlestown St 1010 1010 590 850 

 

Fauntleroy Wy SW (NB - West Seattle Br, 
NE/O Fauntleroy Wy; SB - NE/O 35th Ave 
SW) 3590 3590 2580 2730 

 SW Avalon Wy, N/O 30th Ave SW 1010 1010 480 770 

 

South of Spokane St - E Marginal 
Way S to Airport Way S 

E Marginal Way SW, N/O Alaskan Wy Vi 
SB 1150 1150 480 970 

 Alaskan Wy, N/O East Marginal Way S 3590 3590 1950 1830 

 1st Ave S, S/O S Spokane SR St 2040 2040 630 1010 

 4th Ave S, S/O S Spokane SR St 2040 2040 1440 1340 

 6th Ave S, S/O S Forest St 1540 1940 750 760 

 
Airport Way S (NB - S/O S Spokane St, SB - 
N/O S Spokane St) 2040 2040 600 740 

9.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   12400 12800 0.47 0.52 

 
South of Spokane St - 15th Ave S to 
Rainier Ave S 

15th Ave S, S/O S Bradford St 2920 1540 1220 690 

 Beacon Ave S, S/O S Spokane St 1010 1010 530 630 

 
Martin Luther King Jr Way S, N/O S 
Andover St 2040 2040 770 1020 

 Rainier Ave S, SE/O M LK 2040 2040 1120 1490 
9.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   8010 6630 0.45 0.58 

 Delridge Wy, S/O SW Andover St 1010 1010 640 880 

 W Marginal Way SW 2000 2000 640 330 
9.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   10160 10160 0.51 0.58 
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Table A.7–20  Existing PM screenline results (cont.)

LOS 
Screen 
Line # Location Arterial Crossing Screenline 

2015 Capacity PM Peak Volume  

EB/NB WB/SB EB/NB WB/SB 

 
South of S Jackson St - Alaskan Way 
S to 4th Ave S 

Alaskan Wy S, N of S King St 1540 1540 430 680 

 SR 99 – Alaskan Way Viaduct 6080 6080 5190 5440 

 1st Ave S, N/O S King St 2040 2040 400 630 

 2nd Ave S, N/O S King St 1540 1540 480 270 

 
4th Ave S, S/O 2nd Ave ET S 2920 1940 1350 1470 

10.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   14120 13140 0.56 0.65 

 

South of S Jackson St - 12th Ave S to 
Lakeside Ave S 

12th Ave S, S/O S Weller St 1540 1540 980 1030 

 Rainier Ave S, SE/O Boren Ave S 2040 2040 1180 1130 

 23rd Ave S, S/O S Jackson St 1540 1540 610 870 

 
Martin Luther King Jr Way S, S/O S Jackson 
St 1010 1010 610 790 

 31st Ave S, S/O S Jackson St 960 960 180 300 

  Lakeside Ave S 770 770 250 440 
10.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   7860 7860 0.48 0.58 

 

East of CBD 

S Jackson St, E/O 5th Ave S 1010 1010 760 450 

 Yesler Way, W/O 6th Ave 770 770 180 310 

 James St, NE/O 6th Ave 2040 2040 630 1690 

 Cherry St, NE/O 6th Ave 1150   710 NA 

 Madison St, SW/O 7th Ave 1540 1630 180 1630 

 Spring St, SW/O 6th Ave 2760   1350 NA 

 Seneca St, NE/O 6th Ave   2760 NA 870 

 University, sw/o 6th 2330   700 NA 

 Union St, NE of 7th Ave   3500 NA 710 

 Pike St, SW/O Terry Ave 1540 1540 790 200 

 Pine St, NE/O 9th Ave 770 960 110 520 

 Olive Way, NE/0 9th Ave 3500   1030 NA 

 Howell St, ne/o 9th ave 3940   940 NA 
12.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   21350 14210 0.35 0.45 

 East of I-5 NE Northgate Way to NE 
145th St 

NE Northgate Way, E/O 5th Ave NE 2040 2040 1260 980 

 
NE 125th St (Roosevelt Way NE, SE/O NE 
130th St N) 1010 1010 620 810 

   NE 145th St, E/O 5th Ave NE 1540 1540 1390 930 
13.11 Screenline V/C Ratio   4590 4590 0.71 0.59 

 
East of I-5 NE 65th St to NE 80th St 

NE 80th St, E/O 5th Ave NE 770 770 590 310 

 NE 75th St, W/O Roosevelt Way NE 2040 2040 800 850 

 NE 70th St, W/O Roosevelt Way NE 770 770 320 300 

 NE 65th St, W/O Roosevelt Way NE 1540 1540 540 650 
13.12 Screenline V/C Ratio   5120 5120 0.44 0.41 

 

East of I-5 NE Pacific St to NE 
Ravenna Blvd 

NE Pacific St, NW/O NE Boat St 1010 1010 1020 750 

 NE 40th St, E/O 7th Ave NE 770 770 510 290 

 NE 42nd St, E/O 7th Ave NE 770 770 330 190 

 NE 45th St W/O Roosevelt Way NE 2040 2040 1210 1210 

 NE 50th St W/O Roosevelt Way NE 1540 1540 470 1010 

 NE Ravenna Blvd, W/O Roosevelt Way 1010 1010 390 400 
13.13 Screenline V/C Ratio   7140 7140 0.55 0.54 
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2035 SCREENLINE V/C RATIO RESULTS

The arterial volumes for each of the future year alternatives were calculated using the 
difference method. The capacities of some screenlines are different from the base year due 
to the completion of future roadway projects that add or remove capacity (e.g. new lanes, 
road diets). Capacity changes were based on the roadway capacities set in the travel model. 
Based on the Bicycle Master Plan’s planned cycle track and bicycle lane locations, road 
diets were assumed on the following roadways:

• 15th Ave NE (NE 117th St–NE 145th St, Pacific Place )
• Pinehurst Way (Roosevelt Way NE–15th Ave NE)
• Sand Point Way NE (NE 65th St–NE 75th St)
• N 130th St (Linden Ave N–5th Ave NE)
• Harvard Ave E (E Roanoke St–E Shelby St)
• Westlake Ave N (Valley St–south of Aurora Ave N)
• Fairview Ave N ( Valley St–Eastlake Ave E)
• Eastlake Ave (Stewart St–Fairview Ave)
• 1st Ave (Roy St–Broad St)
• Broad St ( Alaskan Way–2nd Ave)
• Dexter Ave (Mercer St–Denny Way)
• 5th Ave N ( Roy St–Denny Way, Seneca St–S Jackson St)
• S Jackson St (20th Ave S–ML King Jr Way S)
• S Dearborn St (7th Ave S to Rainier Ave S)
• 12th Ave S (S Dearborn St–E Yesler Way)
• 15th Ave S (S Oregon St–S Spokane St)
• Rainier Ave S (12th Ave S–S Massachusetts St, S McClellan St–ML King Jr Way S)
• ML King Jr Way S (Rainier Ave S–S Norfolk St)
• Airport Way S (4th Ave–S Norfolk St)
• East Marginal Way (1st Ave–S 81st Pl)
• SW Admiral Way (Fairmount Ave SW–Harbor Ave SW)
• Fauntleroy Way SW (SW Alaska St–36th Ave SW)
• 16th Ave SW (SW Roxbury St–SW Avalon Way)
• Delridge Way SW (SW Andover St–Chelan Ave SW)
• Olson Pl SW (SW Roxbury St–S Cloverdale St)
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Figure A.4–3 VMT trends for the United States through 20131
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Source: FHWA; U.S. Census Bureau.

Potential Changes to VMT per Capita

After 50 years of steady growth, nationwide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita leveled 
off in 2004 and declined by eight percent between 2004 and 2012. Whether travel will return 
to growth rates of past decades, remain static or continue to decline is of critical impor-
tance to decision-makers in government at all levels. VMT growth affects many areas of 
transportation ranging from fuel tax revenues, to modal investment decisions, to environ-

mental impacts, which is the focus of this document.1

For this study, VMT is estimated using a travel demand model based on the PSRC’s regional 
model. The model’s estimate of VMT generation is based on a range of factors including trip 
generation rates, auto operating costs, household size and income and traffic congestion 
levels. With the exception of traffic congestion levels, PSRC does not project major changes 
in the factors listed above, which translates into a relatively static level of VMT per capita 
from the travel model. 

To explore how variables beyond those considered in the travel demand model may af-
fect VMT per capita in Seattle over the next 30 years, Fehr & Peers used its TrendLab+ tool. 

1 McCahill, Chris. 2014. Per capita VMT drops for ninth straight year; DOTs taking notice. Accessed September 18, 2014: http://
www.ssti.us/2014/02/vmt-drops-ninth-year-dots-taking-notice/.

http://www.ssti.us/2014/02/vmt-drops-ninth-year-dots-taking-notice/
http://www.ssti.us/2014/02/vmt-drops-ninth-year-dots-taking-notice/
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Figure A.4–4  
2035 VMT per capita
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TrendLab+ estimates 2040 VMT per capita based on predictions about future demographic 
and economic shifts. For this effort, the estimate was created with Seattle’s local trends and 
characteristics in mind. In particular, the following trends were assumed:

• Decrease in vehicle ownership—current trends indicate millennials are more focused 
on urban living and are foregoing car ownership in greater numbers or are buying 
fewer cars as they form families.

• Increase in gasoline prices—while gasoline prices tend to fluctuate substantially, 
general prices are projected to remain at the high levels that helped produce the VMT 
slowdown in the early 2000’s.

• Increase in non-auto mode options—the expansion of light rail, pedestrian and 
bicycle options over the next 20 years is expected to increase the non-auto mode 
options available to Seattle’s residents and workers. While the travel model is 
sensitive to increased transit levels, it does not have the detail related to the 
pedestrian or bicycle network.

• Increase in social networking—the sharing economy and web connectivity will 
continue to change human interaction potentially reducing solo travel and 
recreational driving. 

• Increase in internet shopping—with the increase of internet shopping and same-day 
delivery, consumer VMT would decrease; this increase would be offset to some extent 
by the increase in VMT generated for goods delivery, but commercial delivery is 
generally more efficient than individuals driving to stores.

This scenario translates to an estimated VMT per capita decrease of nearly seven percent 
from 2015 to 2035. This estimate would bring the travel model’s projection of 2.9 PM peak 

period VMT per capita down to 2.7 (compared to 3.3 PM peak period VMT per 
capita in 2015). On an aggregate basis, this reduction in VMT is roughly 300 mil-
lion annual vehicle-miles and translates into several important outcomes:

• GHG emissions from transportation roughly track VMT generation and 
a seven percent decrease in VMT would translate into a seven percent 
decrease in transportation-related GHG emissions.

• Based on the predicted 2035 mode splits, the VMT reduction would 
translate into more than 30 million additional transit passenger 
miles traveled. This will increase demands on the transit system and 
strengthens the need for the improvements identified in the TMP.

Overall, trends are pointing to the continued decrease in VMT generation per 
capita, although at a slower pace than has been observed over the past several 
years. The overall evaluation prepared for this EIS is consistent with other envi-
ronmental documents prepared in the region, since it is based on the regionally 
adopted (PSRC) model. However, based on the output from TrendLab+, the PS-
RC-based models may have a slight bias toward increased VMT generation that 
may be seen over the coming years. The TrendLab+ output supports the City’s 
broad vision to better balance multimodal travel needs across Seattle.
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1001 4th Avenue | Suite 4120 | Seattle, WA 98154 | (206) 576-4220 | Fax (206) 576-4225 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: January 9, 2015 

To: Gordon Clowers and Kristian Kofoed, City of Seattle DPD 

From: Chris Breiland and Ariel Davis, Fehr & Peers 

Subject: Seattle Screenline Capacity Methodology 

SE14-0337 

At the outset of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan update, DPD Director’s Rule 5-2009 was used to 

provide total capacities at each of the City’s designated screenlines. These capacities were 

developed to represent the transportation system in 2008. Over the course of analysis, it became 

clear that the capacities at various screenlines needed to be re-examined to reflect current (2015) 

conditions. Fehr & Peers, building from a foundation of nationally accepted standards, developed 

a methodology to estimate capacity across Seattle’s screenlines. This memorandum describes that 

methodology. 

The foundation of the capacity methodology is Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT) 

generalized service volume tables which are based on the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual’s 

capacity methodology. These tables use “typical” default values to determine the capacity of a 

roadway based on characteristics such as its number of lanes, presence of turn lanes, presence of 

medians, signal density etc. The typical process is described below. For each arterial crossing a 

screenline, the following information was collected for each direction of travel: 

 Number of through lanes; 

 Speed Limit – 40 mph or higher is categorized as a Class I roadway and 35 mph or slower 

is categorized as a Class II roadway, based on FDOT’s definitions; 

 Presence of median – this includes a physical barrier or a two-way left turn lane, either of 

which results in no obstructions of through lanes by left-turning vehicles; 

 Presence of exclusive left turn lane or left turn pocket at major intersections; 
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 Presence of exclusive right turn lane at major intersections – only applied if there was 

sufficient storage to accommodate all right turning vehicles such that the through lanes 

are not blocked, for example roadways with BAT lanes or right turn only lanes; and 

 One-way or two-way operations. 

This data was entered into a spreadsheet that calculates the capacity based on the “signalized 

arterials” section of FDOT’s Generalized Service Volume Table 7, included as an attachment to this 

memotemp. Table 7 provides directional peak hour capacities for urbanized areas such as Seattle. 

As shown in Table 7, a base capacity is assigned depending on the number of lanes and speed 

limit, and standardized adjustments are applied based on the remaining characteristics: presence 

of median, presence of turn lanes, and directionality. 

The vast majority of Seattle’s arterials fall into the Class II signalized roadway category (roadways 

with a speed limit of 35 mph or less). However, for many of those roadways, we found that FDOT’s 

typical capacities were below the observed counts collected by the Seattle Department of 

Transportation (SDOT) on Seattle arterials, indicating that SDOT’s management of key arterial 

roadways (for instance, signal timing) results in higher capacities than predicted by FDOT’s typical 

characteristics.  

To calibrate to local conditions, we used Highway Capacity Software to adjust the parameters of 

the “typical” analysis such that most of the City’s busiest arterials were operating below, but very 

near, capacity. This calibration was completed by adjusting the default “g/C ratio.” The g/C ratio 

reflects the percentage of “green time” that is allocated to the arterial at intersections. This ratio 

was adjusted upward to reflect that SDOT allocates green traffic signal time to maximize vehicle 

throughput on key arterials during the PM peak hour. After testing a variety of values, the g/C 

ratio was adjusted from 0.44 to 0.52, which results in a 20 percent increase over FDOT's base 

capacities. Application of this factor more closely reflects local observed conditions (i.e. observed 

flow does not consistently exceed capacity). This “Typical Seattle g/C Factor” was applied to Class 

II roadways only. 

There remained a small number of Class II arterials for which the modified FDOT methodology 

described above is not well suited, such as the Ship Canal bridges which have substantially higher 

observed flows than most other roads in the City. For those locations, parameters were further 

calibrated to observed conditions to obtain a “High Capacity g/C Factor” that results in a 30 
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percent increase in the typical FDOT capacities, reflecting a g/C ratio of 0.56. This adjustment was 

applied at three locations: the Fremont Bridge, University Bridge, and Montlake Bridge.1  

Capacities for high-speed arterials categorized as Class I roadways, freeways, or uninterrupted 

flow highways were calculated using FDOT’s Table 7, with no further modifications. Those 

instances are described in the following table. 

TABLE 1. HIGH SPEED ROADWAY CAPACITIES2 

Screenline Arterial Methodology 

1.11 
Aurora Avenue N south 
of N 145th Street 

Class I divided roadway with two through lanes in each direction and 
an exclusive right turn lane (BAT lane) in the northbound direction 

3.11 
West Seattle Bridge 
west of the Alaskan 
Way Viaduct on-ramp 

Uninterrupted flow highway with three through lanes in each 
direction and an auxiliary lane (bus lane) in the eastbound direction 

3.12 First Avenue S Bridge Freeway with four lanes in each direction 

4.11 
Rainier Avenue S 
southeast of 75th 
Avenue SE 

Due to its unusual characteristics (unsignalized arterial for over two 
miles), this location was analyzed within Highway Capacity Software 
to obtain an individualized capacity.  The basic characteristics are 
one through lane in each direction with a two way left turn lane 
acting as both a median and exclusive left turn lane. 

4.13 
SR 99 southeast of 
Cloverdale Street on-
ramp 

Class I divided roadway with two through lanes in each direction 

4.13 
Airport Way S north of 
S Norfolk Street 

Class I divided roadway with two through lanes in each direction 

5.11 Ballard Bridge 

Uninterrupted flow two-lane roadway in the southbound direction; 
the 5 percent reduction for an undivided roadway was applied rather 
than the 25 percent reduction since no left turns are permitted. Class 
I three-lane roadway with exclusive left turn lane in the northbound 
direction (approaching Market Street) 

5.13 Aurora Bridge 
Uninterrupted flow divided highway with three through lanes (a 
median was assumed since that is the prevailing condition along the 
segment beyond the bridge) 

                                                      
1 The High Capacity g/C Factor was applied in the place of, not in addition to, the Typical Seattle g/C Factor. 
2 These include Class I roadways, freeways, and uninterrupted flow highways. 
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TABLE 1. HIGH SPEED ROADWAY CAPACITIES2 

Screenline Arterial Methodology 

9.11 
Fauntleroy Way SW 
west of the Seattle 
Bridge 

Uninterrupted flow divided highway with two through lanes in each 
direction 

9.11 
W Marginal Way SW 
south of Spokane 
Street 

Class I divided roadway with two through lanes in each direction 

9.12 
Alaskan Way north of 
East Marginal Way 

Uninterrupted flow divided highway with two through lanes in each 
direction 

10.11 
Alaskan Way Viaduct 
northwest of First 
Avenue ramp 

Freeway with three through lanes (the condition at the time the 
count was taken) 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

The same methodology was applied for the 2035 analysis. The vast majority of locations were 

assumed to retain the same capacity as existing conditions. Exceptions include roadways with 

planned cycletracks that may require road diets, and reasonably foreseeable projects such as the 

replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct, which results in changes to the capacity of Alaskan Way 

and SR 99. 

The methodology was also applied for the twelve urban center screenlines with the prefix “A.” 

Since these locations are located in urban centers that tend to have lower throughput, often due 

to congestion on I-5, the Typical Seattle g/C Factor of 20 percent was not universally applied, 

consistent with the lower traffic counts observed on these streets. However, there were two 

arterials where the Typical Seattle g/C Factor was applied since they have relatively high g/C ratios 

and little cross-street traffic: Montlake Blvd NE north of NE Pacific Place (Screenline A9) and Elliott 

Avenue W east of W Mercer Place (Screenline A4). 
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 2012 FDOT QUALITY/LEVEL OF SERVICE HANDBOOK TABLES  

 

TABLE 7 
Generalized Peak Hour Directional Volumes for Florida’s  

Urbanized Areas1 

 12/18/12 

INTERRUPTED FLOW FACILITIES UNINTERRUPTED FLOW FACILITIES 

 
 Non-State Signalized Roadway Adjustments 

(Alter corresponding state volumes  
by the indicated percent.) 

Non-State Signalized Roadways - 10% 

STATE SIGNALIZED ARTERIALS
Class I (40 mph or higher posted speed limit)

Lanes Median     B     C     D     E 
1 Undivided    * 830 880     ** 
2 Divided    * 1,910 2,000     ** 
3 Divided    * 2,940 3,020     ** 
4 Divided    * 3,970 4,040     ** 

Class II (35 mph or slower posted speed limit) 
Lanes Median      B    C     D     E 

1 Undivided      * 370 750 800 
2 Divided      * 730 1,630 1,700 
3 Divided      * 1,170 2,520 2,560 
4 Divided      * 1,610 3,390 3,420 

Freeway Adjustments 
Auxiliary  

Lane 
Ramp 

Metering 
+ 1,000 + 5% 

FREEWAYS 
Lanes       B       C       D      E 

2  2,260   3,020   3,660   3,940  
3  3,360   4,580   5,500   6,080  
4  4,500   6,080   7,320   8,220  
5  5,660   7,680   9,220   10,360  
6  7,900   10,320   12,060   12,500  

 

Median & Turn Lane Adjustments

Lanes Median 
Exclusive 
Left Lanes 

Exclusive 
Right Lanes 

Adjustment 
Factors 

1 Divided Yes No +5% 
1 Undivided No No -20% 

Multi Undivided Yes No -5% 
Multi Undivided No No -25% 

– – – Yes + 5% 
 

One-Way Facility Adjustment 
Multiply the corresponding directional  

volumes in this table by 1.2 
 

 

UNINTERRUPTED FLOW HIGHWAYS
Lanes Median   B      C      D    E 

1 Undivided 420 840 1,190 1,640 
2 Divided 1,810 2,560 3,240 3,590 
3 Divided 2,720 3,840 4,860 5,380 

 
Uninterrupted Flow Highway Adjustments

Lanes Median Exclusive left lanes Adjustment factors 
1 Divided Yes +5% 

Multi Undivided Yes -5% 
Multi Undivided No -25% 

 

BICYCLE MODE2

(Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below by number of 
directional roadway lanes to determine two-way maximum service 

volumes.) 
 

Paved Shoulder/Bicycle 
Lane Coverage B  C    D    E 

0-49% * 150 390 1,000 
50-84% 110 340 1,000 >1,000 
85-100% 470 1,000 >1,000    ** 

PEDESTRIAN MODE2

(Multiply motorized vehicle volumes shown below by number of 
directional roadway lanes to determine two-way maximum service 

volumes.) 

Sidewalk Coverage B     C       D       E 
0-49% *     * 140 480 

50-84% * 80 440 800 
85-100% 200 540 880 >1,000 

BUS MODE (Scheduled Fixed Route)3

(Buses in peak hour in peak direction) 
 

Sidewalk Coverage B C D E 
0-84% > 5 ≥ 4 ≥ 3 ≥ 2 

85-100% > 4 ≥ 3 ≥ 2 ≥ 1 

 

1Values shown are presented as peak hour directional volumes for levels of service and 
are for the automobile/truck modes unless specifically stated. This table does not 
constitute a standard and should be used only for general planning applications. The 
computer models from which this table is derived should be used for more specific 
planning applications. The table and deriving computer models should not be used for 
corridor or intersection design, where more refined techniques exist. Calculations are 
based on planning applications of the Highway Capacity Manual and the Transit 
Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.  
 
2 Level of service for the bicycle and pedestrian modes in this table is based on number 
of motorized vehicles, not number of bicyclists or pedestrians using the facility.  
 
3 Buses per hour shown are only for the peak hour in the single direction of the higher traffic 
flow. 
 
*  Cannot be achieved using table input value defaults. 
 
** Not applicable for that level of service letter grade. For the automobile mode, 
volumes greater than level of service D become F because intersection capacities have 
been reached. For the bicycle mode, the level of service letter grade (including F) is not 
achievable because there is no maximum vehicle volume threshold using table input 
value defaults. 

Source:  
Florida Department of Transportation 
Systems Planning Office 
www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/systems/sm/los/default.shtm  
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A.5 Public Services Appendix

Existing Policy Guidance

POLICE SERVICES

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (City of Seattle 2005) is a 20-year policy plan con-
taining goals and policies that articulate a vision for how the city will grow in ways that 
sustain its citizens’ values. One of the plan’s 12 elements—Human Development—contains 
policies to decrease crime per capita, increase perception of police presence and educate 
people about crime prevention and organized neighborhood safety activities. The Compre-
hensive Plan also identifies the following planning goal:

Patrol units allocated around-the-clock based on calls for service. Location and size of facilities not 
critical to service provision. Facilities planning is based on guidelines for public safety office space.

Seattle Police Department Strategic Plan

The Seattle Police Department’s most recent Strategic Plan (2004) identifies challenges and 
opportunities that the Department is likely to face during the planning period (2003-2010) 
and articulates major goals and strategies to help accomplish its mission. 

Major issues and implications related to the provision of police services include:

Issue Added densities in urban centers and villages will create greater concentrations of 
people and jobs.

Implication Need to review officer deployment strategies—foot and bike beats versus 
motor patrol; added emphasis on creative problem-solving [a police beat is a geograph-
ic area that is patrolled by a police officer].

Issue Transportation congestion likely to worsen with new construction projects, espe-
cially light rail and monorail, while the demand for officer hours to police special 
events is expected to grow.

Implication Need to review adequacy of staffing for these purposes, consider creative 
alternatives.



A.5–2

FACT SHEET
1. SUMMARY
2. ALTERNATIVES
3. ANALYSIS
4. REFERENCES
APPENDICES

A.5 Public Services

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS May 4, 2015

The following goal and strategies address the provision of police services:

Goal 1 Strengthen Geographic Integrity: Respectful, professional and dependable law enforcement 
is built from the “ground-up” by officers who have a strong connection to the people they serve. SPD 
is pursuing a set of strategies designed to ensure that officers identify with discrete geographic areas 
and are deployed in these areas in a manner that enhances their capacity to interact effectively with 
those who live, work, visit and attend school there. These strategies are, as follows:

• Redraw police beats to focus officer attention in limited geographic areas that they can 
come to know very well. 

• Review call priorities and dispatch protocols to reduce unproductive deployment, 
ensure adequate coverage and free up officer time for community engagement and 
proactive and preventive enforcement actions. 

• Develop resources and models for effective public engagement by officers.

Seattle Police Department Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan

The Seattle Police Department Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan (2007) was developed 
in response to the variability of meeting the response time goal of 7 minutes, workload 
imbalance and limited time spent by patrol officers on proactive and problem solving activi-
ties. The Plan recommends the following approaches to resolve these issues:

• Addition of 154 patrol officers between 2005 and 2012, a 25 percent increase, to help 
meet the targets for faster response time and more time spent on proactive problem 
solving. Forty-five patrol officers were authorized for hire in advance of the plan.

• Revise patrol officers’ work shifts to match the workload.
• Redraw patrol beats to allow for more balanced and effective deployment of patrol 

officers.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (City of Seattle 2005) contains policies in the Hu-
man Development Element to reduce environmental threats and hazards to health in the 
community. The Comprehensive Plan also identifies the following planning goal:

Maintain a response time of 4 minutes or less to 90 percent of all fire and emergency medical service 
(EMS) emergencies.

Seattle Fire Department Strategic Plan

The Seattle Fire Department regularly evaluates their response times and forecasts work-
load demands consistent with Strategy 3 of their 2012 Strategic Plan (Seattle Fire Depart-
ment 2012b):

Strategy 3 Conduct periodic evaluations of the deployment model and revise the model as needed. 

Action Steps: 

• Establish a standing committee to review and annually evaluate the deployment model. 
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• Establish and prioritize deployment outcome objectives such as reducing response 
times and optimizing coverage to high risk areas and target populations. 

• Compile historical data, perform trend analysis and forecast deployment workloads.

PARKS AND RECREATION

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (City of Seattle 2005) contains goals and policies 
that encourage the location and expansion of parks in urban villages and urban centers and 
a network of connections linking urban centers, urban villages and the regional open space 
system. Most neighborhood plans identified in the Neighborhood Planning Element also 
contain policies that address the need for preserving and expanding the parks and open 
space system. The following are key goals and policies from the Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan that address the provision of parks and open space:

Urban Village Element

Goal UVG39 Enhance the urban village strategy through the provision of: 

1. Amenities in more densely populated areas
2. Recreational opportunities for daytime populations in urban centers 
3. Mitigation of the impacts of large scale development 
4. Increased opportunities to walk regularly to open spaces by providing them close by 
5. Connections linking urban centers and villages, through a system of parks, boulevards, 

community gardens, urban trails and natural areas 
6. A network of connections to the regional open space system 
7. Protected environmentally critical areas 
8. Enhanced tree canopy and understory throughout the city 

Capital Facilities Element

Policy CF9 Encourage the location of new community based capital facilities, such as schools, libraries, 
neighborhood service centers, parks and playgrounds, community centers, clinics and human services 
facilities, in urban village areas. The City will consider providing capital facilities or amenities in urban 
villages as an incentive to attract both public and private investments to an area.

Cultural Resource Element 

Policy CR4 Continue Seattle’s long tradition of providing a rich variety of public open spaces, community 
gardens and public facilities to provide residents with recreational and cultural opportunities, promote 
environmental stewardship and attract desirable economic development.

Policy CR7 Promote the development or expansion of cultural facilities, including libraries, schools, 
parks, performing arts and art exhibition facilities, museums and community centers, in areas desig-
nated as urban villages and urban centers.

Seattle Department of Parks & Recreation Development Plan

The Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) last updated its comprehensive 
plan in November 2011. The 2011 Development Plan is a revision of the original 1993 Parks 
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COMPLAN that addressed open space, park and recreation services for a 10– to 20–year time 
frame (Seattle Parks and Recreation 2011b). The document was revised in 2000 and again 
in 2006, and will be updated in 2016. The 2011 Development Plan describes Parks’ acqui-
sition and development goals and policies through 2017. The document also incorporates 
the City’s 2011–2016 Capital Improvement Program for parks and recreation facilities. The 
following are key goals and objectives that address the provision of parks and open space:

Goal 1 Provide recreation and learning opportunities by providing and maintaining an adequate 
balance of parks, open spaces, recreational facilities and programs tailored to their need to promote 
respite, socialization and education.

Objective 1.1 Provide for the number and distribution of park and recreation facilities based upon 
community demands and consideration of distribution guidelines as presented later in this document.

Objective 1.3 Provide and maintain a sufficient geographic distribution of facility and park amenities 
that support programming such as art, music and environmental education.

Goal 3 Acquire property for parks and open space to fill the identified gaps in usable open space and to 
manage future growth and change consistent with the City’s growth management goals and policies 
as outlined in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Objective 3.1 Plan for preservation and acquisition of other open space on a geographic basis. The 
quantity of open space will be based upon the following considerations:

1. Distribution guidelines presented later in this document.
2. Usable open space as identified in the Parks 2010 Open Space Gap Analysis report.
3. The open space functions of boulevard trails, green streets and public shoreline 

access in meeting open space needs shall be recognized. A distribution guideline for 
shorelines is presented later in this document.

4. Unique characteristics of properties, user patterns (local, citywide and regional) and 
densities in the analysis of open space needs shall be considered. 

5. Available opportunities, long-term budget impacts and priorities as established in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan shall be considered in each potential acquisition.

Objective 3.4 In general, priority for the expansion of the open space network shall be given to areas 
of the City subject to population growth, including urban villages targeted for the largest share of res-
idential growth and those areas not adequately served at present according to the population-based 
goals for open space.

Seattle Parks Legacy Plan

The Seattle Parks Legacy Plan establishes a strategic direction for the future to ensure that 
Seattle parks and facilities are accessible, full of opportunity, and financially and environ-
mentally sustainable for everyone who wants to use them. The Parks Legacy Plan includes 
a detailed data assessment of parks operations, recreation programs, maintenance costs, 
and public input on Seattle’s park system. The Parks Legacy Plan also includes goal state-
ments regarding planning and development, recreation, regional/specialty parks, mainte-
nance, and department-wide policies.
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Neighborhood Park Plans

Neighborhood park plans were developed for First Hill Urban Center, North Downtown and 
University District (Seattle Parks and Recreation 2004; 2005a; 2005b). These park plans 
identify approaches to addressing existing and projected open space deficits according 
to the standards of the Comprehensive Plan. The Downtown Parks Renaissance report is 
another neighborhood plan that provides recommendations to revitalize existing parks in 
downtown (Seattle Parks and Recreation 2006).

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (City of Seattle 2005) contains goals and policies 
directing the City to encourage the location and expansion of schools in urban villages and 
urban centers and the improvement of the multi-modal transportation system to increase 
access to schools. In the Neighborhood Planning Element, most neighborhood plans have 
included policies that address the need for safe access to schools and, for a few neighbor-
hoods, the need for new school facilities. The following are key goals and policies from the 
Seattle Comprehensive Plan that reference public school services:

Land Use Element 

Goal LUG67 Provide opportunities for residents of transit communities to lower their cost of living by 
providing safe and convenient walking or transit access to employment, education and goods and 
services to meet their daily needs.

Goal TG13 Provide mobility and access by public transportation for the greatest number of people to 
the greatest number of services, jobs, educational opportunities and other destinations.

Policy T30 Improve mobility and safe access for walking and bicycling, and create incentives to promote 
non-motorized travel to employment centers, commercial districts, transit stations, schools and major 
institutions and recreational destinations. 

Policy T33 Accelerate the maintenance, development and improvement of pedestrian facilities, includ-
ing public stairways. Give special consideration to: a) access to recommended school walking routes. 

Capital Facilities Element

Policy CF9 Encourage the location of new community based capital facilities, such as schools, libraries, 
neighborhood service centers, parks and playgrounds, community centers, clinics and human services 
facilities, in urban village areas. The City will consider providing capital facilities or amenities in urban 
villages as an incentive to attract both public and private investments to an area.

Policy CF15 Work with the School District to encourage siting, renovation and expansion of school 
facilities in areas that are best equipped to accommodate growth. 

Human Development Element

Policy HD19 Work with community colleges, universities and other institutions of higher learning to 
promote life-long learning opportunities for community members and encourage the broadest possible 
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use of libraries, community centers, schools and other existing facilities throughout the city, focusing on 
development of these resources in urban village areas.

Policy HD51 Work to ensure equitable sharing and siting of facilities in ways that promote access and 
efficient use of community resources: b) Encourage use of existing facilities and co-location of services, 
including joint use of schools and City and community facilities, to make services more available in 
urban village areas.

Cultural Resources Element 

Policy CR7 Promote the development or expansion of cultural facilities, including libraries, schools, 
parks, performing arts and art exhibition facilities, museums and community centers, in areas desig-
nated as urban villages and urban centers.

Seattle Public Schools Facilities Master Plan

The Seattle Public Schools Facilities Master Plan (SPS 2012b) outlines planned improve-
ments to existing facilities (renovations, additions and replacements) and new school 
construction. To guide long range facility planning, the Seattle School Board adopted the 
following list of priorities in descending order of importance, although no single factor is 
considered determinative: 

1. All projects should align with the District’s mission and vision. 
2. The health, safety and security of students, staff and public are important and must 

be protected. 
3. Capacity Management needs must be met to assure that short, intermediate and 

long-term enrollment are matched with available space, taking into account costs 
and educational adequacy of facilities. 

4. Building condition scores for building systems, such as exterior, HVAC, plumbing, 
structural 

5. Educational adequacy of buildings, focusing on raising student achievement. 
6. Planning will take into account past capital projects and future levy plans.

Seattle Public Schools Guidelines for New or Modernized Schools

SPS does not establish minimum site size or acreage standards for schools of a certain 
grade level or enrollment range. The Board has adopted Educational Specifications to sup-
port specific types and sizes of schools. These specifications are used to guide the design of 
new and significantly modernized schools. For more information, see Design Standards and 
Educational Specifications.

http://www.seattleschools.org/modules/cms/pages.phtml?sessionid=2ae3d216d5334cc237fe47325589dd91&sessionid=8ae66dcf200c6d3dcbe3149406c111be&pageid=223502&sessionid=2ae3d216d5334cc237fe47325589dd91
http://www.seattleschools.org/modules/cms/pages.phtml?sessionid=2ae3d216d5334cc237fe47325589dd91&sessionid=8ae66dcf200c6d3dcbe3149406c111be&pageid=223502&sessionid=2ae3d216d5334cc237fe47325589dd91
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