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CHAPTER 1 SUMMARY

1.1 Project Identification

The City of Seattle is evaluating options for rezoning properties within a portion of the Northgate
Urban Center referred to as the “study area.” The study area includes a portion of the Northgate
Urban Center that extends along and adjacent to Northgate Way and is generally bounded by
Meridian Ave. N and Burke Ave. N on the west; 12" Ave. NE (including a parcel along
Pinehurst Way NE and 115™ Street) on the east; approximately NE 114™ Street on the north; and
NE 107" Street (excluding the Northgate mall) on the south.

The Proposed Action could result in a change in zoning, either through legislative action or
individual contract rezones, of up to 98 acres of land in the Northgate area of Seattle,
Washington, to allow more intensive residential and commercial land uses. Related actions
would include amending the City’s Zoning Map for properties within the study area.

Implementation could also involve a combination of other legislative and administrative actions.
Potential related but independent implementation actions for any of the alternatives include
amendments to the Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71), the addition of new incentive
zoning provisions specific to Northgate, and amendments to Northgate-specific Design Review
guidelines. In addition, the City Council could independently amend Seattle’s Comprehensive
Plan policies to express support for possible rezones. Potential administrative actions include
the addition of new guidelines for SDOT’s right-of-way improvements manual.

1.2 Background

The Northgate neighborhood includes one of six Urban Centers identified in the City of Seattle
Comprehensive Plan (2005). Urban Centers provide a diverse mix of housing and employment
land uses and are planned to be the most intensively developed neighborhoods in the city. A
significant portion of the City’s and region’s forecast 20-year population (58 percent) is targeted
for designated Urban Centers.

For the decade after designation of the Northgate Urban Center, development in the Urban
Center did not keep pace with the targeted growth rates for either employment or housing. Until
recently, the Northgate Urban Center lagged behind other Urban Centers in terms of job growth.
In 2003 the City adopted Resolution 30642 to “accomplish future steps for Northgate [including]
economic development efforts, multi-family housing incentives, multi-modal transportation,
pedestrian and open space improvements, integrated natural drainage strategies, sustainable
design and green building, public art, planning for major commercial and multi-family
residential development, and meaningful community involvement in these actions.” These steps
have led to numerous new public and private development projects that are revitalizing the
Northgate Urban Center. The City wants to ensure that recent momentum is sustained, that
growth can be accommodated, and to achieve the overarching goal of the Northgate Area
Comprehensive Plan (NACP), which is to “transform an auto-oriented landscape to a pedestrian
friendly destination with densities to support transit.”
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The NACP is adopted into the City’s Comprehensive Plan (see webpage
http://www.seattle.gov/DPD/static/Northgate%20Neighborhood%20Planning%20Element Lates
tReleased DPDP 020184.pdf).

1.3 Project Objectives

The overall objectives of possible rezones and other possible related actions include the
following:

e Implement the City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan’s goals for Urban Centers;
e Implement the vision of the Northgate community expressed in the Comprehensive Plan;

e Use public investments efficiently in service of City policy goals and the community’s
vision;

e Maintain the transportation system consistent with the Northgate Coordinated
Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP);

e Achieve an attractive urban form through height transitions and pedestrian orientation;

e Focus additional growth, and leverage the development opportunities presented by
several private parcels located along the Northgate Way corridor and the future City park
located at 5™ Avenue and 112" Street; and

e Incorporate zoning bonus provisions that would apply to rezones.

1.4 Summary of Alternatives Considered

The EIS considers three rezone alternatives in addition to the No Action Alternative:

e Alternative 1 - Broad Rezone
e Alternative 2 - Focused Rezone Alternative
e Alternative 3 — Urban Design Framework

Alternative 3 was developed as a result of additional planning and analysis by City Staff
following publication of the Draft EIS, as well as ongoing discussions with stakeholders and
neighborhood residents.

Table 1-1 below summarizes the growth associated with each alternative. The rezone
alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) all assume that growth in the study area to 2030 will attract,
focus, and possibly accelerate an increment of growth to the Northgate Way corridor from the
broader Northgate planning area. The analysis of the alternatives also considers the possibility
that growth greater than forecast could occur in Northgate, which could require adjustment of the
Urban Center’s growth targets and additional investments in transportation and other
infrastructure.

1-2 December 2009
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Table 1-1. Estimated Growth for Rezone Alternatives

Net Increase

Total
: in
Total New Net Increase Capacity for Commercial Total Job
. . in Residential new Growth
Residential . . Floor Area
. . Units over the Commercial
Alternative Units . over the No
o No Action Floor Area .
within the B .y Action
Alternative within the .
study area Alternative
Due to Rezone study area
(square feet) Due to Rezone
(square feet)
No Action 2,362 -- 324,104 -- 858
1.A Broad Rezone
Residential Focus 4,064 1,702 1,023,737 699,633 2711
1.B  Broad Rezone
Commercial Focus 919 -1,433 3,946,647 3,622,543 10,453
2 Focused Rezone 3,431 1,069 818,321 494,216 2,167
3 Urban Design Framework 4,189 1,827 954,443 630,339 2,528

Note: All numbers shown in Table 1-1 reflect the potential net increase in jobs or housing, taking into account the housing or
business uses that would be replaced with new development. The table has been updated since the Draft EIS to reflect minor
corrections to calculations. The magnitude of changes is small and does not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIS.

1.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, neither legislative nor site-specific rezone (e.g., contract
rezone) are assumed to occur and existing zoning would be retained. Development under the No
Action Alternative would include a mix of housing and jobs. Growth would be relatively more
dispersed, and may or may not be focused along Northgate Way. The rate and amount of growth
is assumed to continue per recent trends and would be consistent with Comprehensive Plan

assumptions. Future development proposals for the large “opportunity parcels” identified in the
Urban Center could possibly go forward accompanied by contract rezone proposals, which could
eventually lead to achievement of higher development intensities. However, the EIS No Action
Alternative considers only what is allowed under current zoning.

1.4.2 Alternative 1- Broad Rezone

Under Alternative 1, most properties within the study area would be rezoned by legislative action
to the next, more intensive zoning classification. For example, Neighborhood Commercial 3
zoned properties with a 65-foot height limit (NC3-65) would be rezoned to include an 85-foot
height limit (NC3-85); and Midrise (MR) zoned properties would be rezoned to NC3 -65 or
NC3-85, which would broaden the range of permitted uses and provide the potential for more
retail activity in mixed-use buildings. Exceptions to this general approach include a maximum
height of 125 feet on a portion of a property currently zoned MR-60, and NC3-85 zoning on a
parcel currently zoned L-4 adjacent to the north of the proposed park. No change of zoning
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would occur on publicly-owned park sites. See the project description and alternative zoning
maps in Chapter 2 for greater detail.

To estimate the range of development that is possible in zones that allow mixed-use
development, the Broad Rezone Alternative includes two different land use scenarios — one
emphasizing housing, and the other emphasizing commercial development. The residential focus
scenario (Scenario A) assumes that mixed-use properties are 75 percent developed for residential
use and 25 percent for commercial use, while the commercial focus scenario (Scenario B)
assumes 20 percent residential development and 80 percent commercial (60 percent office, 20
percent retail). The Broad Rezone Alternative could include other uses, including new or
expanded hotel uses, restaurants, or entertainment uses, but the combination office and retail
would generally be expected to contribute more traffic to the peak hour period than other
commercial uses, and was therefore used for the traffic analysis.

1.4.3 Alternative 2 - Focused Rezone

Under Alternative 2, properties within the study area would also be rezoned to the next, more
intensive zoning classification but the rezones would occur in a more focused area, based on
traffic considerations and on the boundaries for Urban Centers designated in the Comprehensive
Plan.

Under Alternative 2, properties west of the I-5 freeway and east of Roosevelt Way NE would not
be rezoned, and the only Lowrise-zoned properties to be rezoned are those adjacent to the
proposed park. The maximum height of structures allowed in any of the rezoned areas would be
85 feet. See the project description and proposed zoning map in Chapter 2 for full details on
proposed zoning under this alternative.

1.4.4 Alternative 3 — Urban Design Framework

Under Alternative 3, developed since the Draft EIS was published, a set of rezones could be
implemented through subsequent “contract rezone” proposals submitted separately by private
property owners and developers. This alternative would establish intensity and height limits for
potential rezoning; these limits could be documented using the zoning map in the Final EIS,
and/or established pursuant to an ordinance adopted by the City Council. The existing incentive
zoning program (SMC 23.58A), which provides a bonus program for projects greater than 85
feet in height, would be referenced by Land Use Code changes to the Overlay District (SMC
23.71) to be proposed at a later date, and assumed to apply to possible future individual rezone
actions. The rezone area for Alternative 3 is smaller than Alternative 1 but larger than
Alternative 2.

The potential zoning designations that could be achieved through contract rezones under
Alternative 3 would allow taller and more intensive buildings on properties in the central portion
of the study area between I-5 and Roosevelt Way NE compared to the other alternatives.
However, L-2 and L-3 zoned parcels at the edges of the study area would not be rezoned; this is
intended to create a buffer and transition to existing single family residential neighborhoods on
the border of the Urban Center.
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1.4.5 Related Implementation Actions

Several other implementation programs are being developed to accomplish a number of
objectives in Northgate: to mitigate the effects of additional height and intensity that would
occur as a result of rezoning; to accomplish key physical improvements in the Northgate Urban
Center; and to help implement the broader goals of Northgate neighborhood plan policies.
Examples include enhanced streets; expanded pedestrian and bicycle networks; additional open
spaces and improved streetscapes; and expanded affordable housing opportunities. Most of these
strategies would apply to any of the EIS alternatives, whether rezoning occurs through legislative
action or contract rezones, as well as to the No Action Alternative. The related implementation
actions include the following:

e Comprehensive Plan Amendment. One Comprehensive Plan policy would be amended and
one policy added to express support for future rezones as a means to achieve Northgate
objectives.

e Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71). Incentive zoning provisions specific to Northgate
would be proposed consistent with the program established in SMC 23.58A. In addition to a
bonus for the provision of affordable housing, additional components of a bonus program for
Northgate could include mid-block pedestrian promenades, enhanced pedestrian amenities,
bicycle improvements, public plazas, childcare facilities and sustainability features. Also,
other revisions to development standards, and authorization of an open space fund, could
occur with amendments to SMC 23.71.

e Northgate Design Guidelines. New and amended design guidelines for Northgate would
address topics such as pedestrian connections across private property, transit-friendly
improvements, bicycle infrastructure, and compatibility of future development on properties
with edges adjacent to Hubbard Homestead Park.

e SDOT Right-of-Way Improvements Manual. The manual would be amended by
administrative action to include guidance for streetscape improvements, including the 3"
Avenue NE Green Street and potential 8" Avenue NE Green Street.

These regulatory and administrative actions will be proposed independent of the Northgate
rezones and they are not part of the proposal. In part, they are intended to address the effects of
growth in the Urban Center and constitute mitigation measures.

1.5 Elements of the Environment

The following elements of the environment are evaluated in the EIS.

Air Quality

Water

Plants and Animals

Land Use

Housing

Height/Bulk/Scale (See Aesthetics section of the EIS)
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Public View Protection (See Aesthetics section of the EIS)
Shadows on Open Spaces (See Aesthetics section of the EIS)
Transportation

Parks and Recreation

1.6 Summary of Impacts

The analysis in this EIS is programmatic or non-project in nature, and evaluates area-wide
impacts at a general level. The City is following a course of phased environmental review for
actions in Northgate, pursuant to the provisions of WAC 197-11-060(5) and SMC 25.05.060.E.
Future non-exempt development proposals will also undergo site-specific environmental review
as required by the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

Table 1-2, which follows, summarizes the identified potential adverse environmental impacts
associated with the various alternatives. Please refer to the Draft EIS and Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS for further information about these impacts.
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Table 1-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

Element of
Environment

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1
Scenario A: Broad Rezone-Residential
Focus

Alternative 1
Scenario B: Broad Rezone-
Commercial Focus

Alternative 2
Focused Rezone

Alternative 3

Urban Design Framework

Land Use

Under existing zoning, there would be a potential net increase in
housing of 2,362 units, and an increase 324,000 sq. ft., commercial
uses (a net increase of 858 jobs) within the rezone study area. This
amount of growth would accommodate all of the Urban Center’s
housing target through 2024 and represents approximately 24 percent
of the employment target. Because no rezones are involved, the
Proposed Incentive Zoning Program would not be triggered; relatively
less housing affordable to median income households would likely be
produced.

Without rezoning, development would be relatively more dispersed
through the Northgate area and less concentrated in the Urban Center.
Development impacts would be similarly dispersed.

The Urban Center would maintain an auto-oriented character and
would continue to be dominated by low-density retail uses and its
region-serving orientation. Some incremental intensification of
density and greater diversification of land uses would occur. Greatest
change could occur in Sub-Area D due to the large difference between
the intensity of existing uses and the level of development allowed
under existing zoning.

Minor land use conflicts — such as emission of noise or odors, or
contrasts in building scale -- could occur between uses of different
type or intensity, such as in mixed-use buildings, abutting the new
park, or where the Urban Center abuts lower density residential
neighborhoods. Existing zoning generally incorporates transitions —
development scale and intensity steps down from the center to the
edges. These impacts are not expected to be significant.

Second largest potential net increase in
housing units (4, 064 units), which would
surpass the Urban Center’s housing target.
Net increase of 1.024 mil. sq. ft commercial
uses (a net increase of 2,711 jobs).

Growth would be more concentrated along
Northgate Way in the Urban Center core,
and relatively less growth would likely
occur outside the Urban Center.

If the rezone is successful at stimulating
and focusing growth within the Urban
Center, growth could exceed the
Comprehensive Plan’s residential growth
target.

The greatest change in amount and type of
growth would occur in Sub-Areas B and D,
which would be more intensively developed
with a mix of uses, rather than being
dominated by moderate density residential
development (Subarea B) and low density
retail (Subarea D).

The Urban Center would develop a more
residential character. There could be
greater demand for neighborhood-serving
goods and services that meet everyday
needs of a larger resident population. The
proposed incentive zoning program could
ensure that a portion of new housing is
affordable to low and moderate income
households.

Minor land use conflicts — such as emission
of noise or odors, or contrasts in building
scale -- could occur between uses of
different type or intensity, such as in mixed-
use buildings, abutting the new park, or
where the Urban Center abuts lower density
residential neighborhoods. These impacts
are not considered significant. Proposed
rezoning generally incorporates transitions
— development scale and intensity steps
down from the center to the edges; impacts
are not expected to be significant. Future
development proposals within Sub-Area C,
adjacent to the new park, would need to

Largest potential net increase in new
commercial uses (3.9 mil. sg. ft) and
jobs (10,500), which is nearly 2.5
times the Urban Center job growth
target. Smallest potential net increase
in housing (919 units), well below
Northgate’s housing target.

As with the other rezone alternatives,
growth would be more concentrated
along Northgate Way in the Urban
Center core, and relatively less
growth would likely occur outside the
Urban Center.

If the rezone is successful at
stimulating and focusing growth
within the Urban Center, job growth
could exceed the Comprehensive
Plan’s existing target.

The greatest increase in capacity, and
greatest change from redevelopment,
would occur in Sub-Areas D and B.
The large amount of commercial
capacity could decrease demand in
other portions of the City; conversely,
it would be inconsistent with recent
market trends in Northgate.

The Urban Center would continue to
be dominated by commercial uses.
The incentive zoning program could
help provide some affordable
housing.

There would be relatively greater
potential for land use conflicts
between commercial redevelopment
and existing single family
neighborhoods, particularly in the
northern portion of Sub-Area D.
Also, some potential conflicts could
occur to the new park in Sub-Area C
because of increased traffic. These
are not considered significant.

Smaller net increase in housing than
Alternative 1A (3,431), but greater than No
Action; would surpass Northgate’s housing

growth target. Increase in commercial uses of
818,000 sg. ft. (2,200 new jobs) about 54% of

the Urban Center’s job growth target.
Smaller, more compact rezone area (excludes
Sub-Areas A and E).

As with the other rezone alternatives, growth
would be more concentrated along Northgate
Way in the Urban Center core, and relatively
less growth could occur outside the Urban
Center.

If the rezone is successful at stimulating and
focusing more growth within the Urban
Center, housing and job growth levels could
exceed the Comprehensive Plan’s existing
targets.

There is potential for land use conflicts in
Sub-Area B, adjacent to the park similar to
that described for Alternative 1.

The greatest land use change could occur in
Sub-Area D, similar to that identified for
Alternative 1A. There would be reduced
potential for conflicts with new park, and at
the transition with existing residential
neighborhoods.

Largest potential net increase in housing units
(4,120 units), which would surpass the Urban
Center’s housing target. Net increase of 954,000.
sg. ft commercial uses (a net increase of 2,528
jobs) about 62% of the Urban Center’s job growth
target

As with the other development alternatives growth
would be more concentrated along Northgate Way
in the Urban Center core, and relatively less
growth would likely occur outside the Urban
Center.

If the rezone is successful at stimulating and
focusing growth within the Urban Center, growth
could exceed the Comprehensive Plan’s residential
growth target.

The greatest change in amount and type of growth
would occur in Subareas A, B and D, which would
be more intensively developed with a mix of uses,
rather than being dominated by moderate density
residential development (Subarea B) and low
density retail (Subareas A and D).

The Urban Center would develop a more
residential character, similar to Alternative 1A.
Because proposed heights are higher and on fewer
properties, Alternative 3 could result in more
projects participating in incentive zoning.

There is potential for land use conflicts in Subarea
B, adjacent to the park similar to that described for
Alternative 1. These conflicts are not considered
significant.

Proposed heights generally provide transitions —
development scale and intensity steps down from
the center to the edges; impacts are not expected to
be significant. Review of future development
proposals within Subarea C, adjacent to the new
park, would address potential conflicts related to
setbacks and/or access.
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Element of
Environment

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1
Scenario A: Broad Rezone-Residential
Focus

Alternative 1
Scenario B: Broad Rezone-
Commercial Focus

Alternative 2
Focused Rezone

Alternative 3
Urban Design Framework

address potential conflicts related to
setbacks and/or access.

Housing Approximately 306 existing housing units in the area, some of which Approximately 403 existing housing units Approximately 403 existing housing | Approximately 306 existing housing units, Approximately 306 existing housing units would
are considered affordable to moderate income workers, could be would likely be replaced with new units, would likely be replaced with would likely be replaced with new likely be replaced with new development.
redeveloped with commercial and/or residential uses based on current | development. new development. development.

Zoning. Potential positive impacts: Potential positive impacts: Potential positive impacts: Potential positive impacts:
FE)Secause NO rezones are |_nvolved, the Proposed Incer_mve Z_onmg New development could include a net New development could include a net | New development could include a net increase | New development could include a net increase of
rogram would not be triggered so there would less incentive for the . . . . : . . . . . .
- . - increase of approximately 4,064 housing increase of approximately 919 of approximately 3,431 housing units. approximately 4,189 housing units.
creation of housing affordable to median income households. Rents : . .
- . . X units. housing units.
for existing development could continue to rise as demand for housing
increases relative to the available supply. Increasing market rents Based on comparison to Downtown Based on comparison to Downtown Based on comparison to Downtown incentive | Based on comparison to Downtown incentive
would erode housing affordability over time. incentive zoning, the proposed Incentive incentive zoning, the proposed zoning, the proposed Incentive Zoning zoning, the proposed Incentive Zoning Program
Zoning Program could result in Incentive Zoning Program could Program could result in development of up to | could result in development of up to 171 housing
development of up to 190 housing units result in development of up to 415 125 housing units affordable to moderate units affordable to moderate income workers.
affordable to moderate income workers. housing units affordable to moderate | income workers.
income workers. (This large number
of affordable units is due to the high
estimate of commercial space that
would be allowed by the rezones.)

Aesthetics The scale of development could increase substantially as compared to | The potential height of development under | The impacts of this alternative would | The impacts of this alternative would be The impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to
existing development. Development would generally increase in scale | this alternative would increase throughout be similar to those of Alternative 1A | similar to those of Alternative 1A from 1% those of Alternative 1A at the street level, with
incrementally from the north edge of the rezone study area southward, | the rezone study area, with the greatest except that the area would be more Avenue NE to 8" Avenue NE, except that the | new buildings built to the property lines in most
with the tallest structures allowed being 65 feet in height along increases being along Northgate Way and commercial in character. maximum height of buildings in Subarea B commercial zones. Fewer properties would be
Northgate Way. There would be no impacts on any protected scenic along the east side of 1% Avenue NE, where | Commercial buildings can have would be 85 feet instead of 125. The height rezoned than under Alternative 1, but buildings
views. allowable heights would increase by 20 to greater bulk due to the fact that they | of structures to the north of the proposed park | allowed would generally be taller than in any of
New develonment could be as tall as 60 feet adiacent to the proposed 60 feet. The tallest structures (up to 125 do not have the same light and air would be 65 feet, roughly the same as the the other alternatives, ranging up to 160 feet in

P rd th ! prop feet) would be allowed adjacent the requirements as residential buildings. | existing building on the south side of the park | height.
park between 3" Avenue NE and 5™ Avenue NE and could cast . X
. ) freeway, and heights along Northgate Way . site. _—
shadows on the proposed park in the late evening hours. . . No impacts would occur to any In subareas A and D, 125’ heights would be
would be allowed to rise to 85 feet. Height L . . .
o - protected scenic views. In Subarea A and E, and in Subarea D east of | allowed adjacent to L-3 zones where the height
. L would still increase incrementally from the th . . . . A
No impacts would occur to any protected scenic views. : 8" Avenue NE, the impacts would be the allowed is 35’; and in Subarea B, 160 ‘ heights
north side of the rezone study area toward same as under the No Action Alternative would be allowed next to existing structures that
the south, but the increments in height from ' are anproximately 60° in heiaht gln these areas
zone to zone would be somewhat larger No impacts would occur to any protected pproximatery gnt '
e . U zone transitions could be made more graduated
than under existing zoning. scenic views. : : i :
through design review of specific projects, for
This alternative would also allow 85-foot example, by limiting the shape and location of
tall buildings adjacent to the proposed park, towers and by providing mid-block open space.
E\c/);?]ri\rt]lalrl%cjr:grea5|ng shadows in the Afternoon shadow impacts on the new park in
g ' Subarea C would be somewhat greater under
No impacts would occur to any protected Alternative 3, but impacts could be reduced
scenic views. through design review of specific projects by
guiding the shape and locations of the structures
built west of the park.
There would be no impacts on any protected
scenic views.
1-8 December 2009
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Alternative 1 Alternative 1 : Alternative 3
Eilvei?:)er?;gzt No Action Alternative Scenario A: Broad Rezone-Residential Scenario B: Broad Rezone- F?clfji;rzialg\égozne )
Focus Commercial Focus Urban Design Framework
Recreation Hubbard Homestead Park, together with other parks nearby, will Overall, the total number of park users in This alternative would create more Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A, Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A,
provide adequate open space and recreation opportunities to the Northgate Planning Area would be demand for recreational amenities except that the concentration of new residents | except that the concentration of new residents
accommodate existing and new development in the Northgate Urban expected to be approximately the same as from employees due to the large would be slightly lower. would be slightly higher.
Center. under the No Action Alternative, but amount of commercial space
residential users would be clustered closer projected. Overall, the total number
to the proposed new park, potentially of park users in the Northgate
increasing use of the park and the demand Planning Area would be expected to
for recreational amenities within and be approximately the same as under
adjacent to the park. the No Action Alternative, but

employees would be clustered closer
to the proposed new park, thus
increasing the demand for
recreational amenities.

Transportation | Vehicular traffic associated with projected development would be Future development and associated Future development and associated Future development and associated vehicular | Future development and associated vehicular
relatively more dispersed throughout the Northgate area, rather than vehicular traffic would be relatively more vehicular traffic would be relatively traffic would be relatively more concentrated | traffic would be relatively more concentrated
concentrated along Northgate Way than the action alternatives. concentrated along Northgate Way. more concentrated along Northgate along Northgate Way. along Northgate Way.

Traffic levels of service in 2030 at Northgate Way intersections would | Without additional mitigation beyond the Way. Assuming construction of the improvements Assuming construction of the improvements
be similar to those evaluated in the CTIP EIS. Assuming that all improvements specified in the CTIP, traffic | Without additional mitigation beyond | specified in the CTIP, traffic levels of service | specified in the CTIP, traffic levels of service in
traffic improvements included in the CTIP are provided, all levels of service in 2030 at Northgate Way | the improvements specified in the in 2030 at Northgate Way intersections would | 2030 at Northgate Way intersections would
intersection would operate at LOS E or better, except at Meridian Ave. | intersections would degrade to LOS F at 3 | CTIP, traffic levels of service in 2030 | operate at LOS E or better, except at Meridian | operate at LOS E or better, except at Meridian
N, which would operate at LOS F due primarily to the unusual Ave. NE and 5" Ave. NE, in addition to at Northgate Way intersections would | Ave. N, which would operate at LOS F. Ave. N, which would operate at LOS F.
geometry of that intersection. Meridian Ave. N. Other intersections would | degrade to LOS F at 1% Ave. NE and . L . . .

operate at LOS E or better. 5 Ave. NE, in addition to Meridian Impacts on pedestrian activity and transit Impacts on pedestrian and transit travel usage

Ave. N. Other intersections would would be similar to Alternative 1A. would be similar to Alternative 1A.

Concentrating mixed-use development in operate at LOS E or better.

the Urban Center at higher densities, within

walking distance of services and transit Impacts on pedestrian activity and
would generally result in increased transit usage would be similar to
residents in the area, and associated Alternative 1A.

increased pedestrian travel and increased
use of transit. Increased demand for transit
service, while positive in some respects,
could also affect King County Metro
service planning. Increased congestion in
the Northgate Way corridor during peak
hours would also affect buses.
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Element of
Environment

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1
Scenario A: Broad Rezone-Residential

Alternative 1
Scenario B: Broad Rezone-

Alternative 2
Focused Rezone

Alternative 3

Focus Commercial Focus Urban Design Framework
Air Quality New development would result in demolition and construction New development indirectly resulting from | New development indirectly resulting | New development indirectly resulting from New development indirectly resulting from any of
activities and cause localized increases in ambient concentrations of any of the rezone alternatives would result | from any of the rezone alternatives any of the rezone alternatives would result in | the rezone alternatives would result in demolition
suspended particulate matter. Would be more dispersed under No in demolition and construction activities would result in demolition and demolition and construction activities and and construction activities and cause localized
Action, rather than concentrated along Northgate Way. and cause localized increases in ambient construction activities and cause cause localized increases in ambient increases in ambient concentrations of suspended
Hot spot analysis for Northgate Way intersections with 1 Ave. NE, concentrations of suspended particulate localized increases in ambient concentrations of suspended particulate particulate matter.
d t - . matter. concentrations of suspended matter. L . . )
3" Ave. NE and 5™ Ave. NE indicates peak-hour carbon monoxide articulate matter Similar CO concentrations to Alternatives 1A;
(CO) emissions would not approach or exceed EPA health standards. Hot spot analysis for same intersections P ' Lower CO concentrations than Alternatives would not approach or exceed EPA health
. indicates peak -hour CO emissions would Hot spot analysis for the same 1A or 1B; would not approach or exceed EPA | standards.
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would occur from development. i . . . T
be slightly higher than No Action but would | intersections indicates peak -hour CO | health standards. .
. L GHG would occur from development. Alternative
not approach or exceed EPA health emissions would be similar to : .
. GHG would occur from development. As 3 would be the most intensive and would create
standards. Alternative 1A and would not : X - . . 2
with Alternative 1A, concentrating growth in | the greatest potential reduction in auto travel, and
. approach or exceed EPA health : L2 I . . .
GHG emissions would occur from standards the Urban Center at higher densities is the greatest potential use of public transit and non-
development. All alternatives would ' expected to reduce GHG emissions as motorized forms of transportation. Specific GHG
encourage concentration of growth into a GHG would occur from development. | compared to the No Action Alternative. assessments will be prepared for project-level
more compact form of development As with Alternative 1A, Alternative 2 would result in a smaller proposals within the study area.
focused along the Northgate Way corridor. | concentrating growth in the Urban reduction in auto travel compared to
This concentration could help encourage Center at higher densities is expected | Alternative 1A because it would not
greater transit use and non-motorized travel, | to reduce GHG emissions as concentrate growth as much as Alternative
which could reduce GHG emissions. . compared to the No Action 1A. Specific GHG assessments will be
Specific GHG assessments will be prepared | Alternative. Alternative 1B would prepared for project-level proposals within the
for project-level proposals within the study | result in a similar reduction in auto study area.
area. travel to Alternative 1A. Specific
GHG assessments will be prepared
for project-level proposals within the
study area.
Water The rezone study area does not include any streams, but does include Impacts to water resources would be similar | Impacts would be the same as for Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A, Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A,
Resources some small wetlands. Surface water runoff has been directed to to those under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 1A. except that the increase in impervious surface | except that the increase in impervious surface

underground pipes that discharge to two streams just outside of the
study neighborhood that are part of the Thornton Creek watershed.
Water quality in these two streams has not been documented directly
but immediately downstream from the confluence of these streams
with Thornton Creek, water is of fair quality but contains pollutants
that are typical of urban areas. These include iron, phosphorus,
manganese, fecal coliform bacteria, dissolved solids, and pesticides.

Groundwater resources in the rezone study area provide cool water
and support dry season flow in streams to the east of the rezone study
area. In addition, some areas contain peat soils that, if dewatered due
to construction, can both deplete groundwater flow and cause settling
on adjacent properties.

An incremental increase in impervious surfaces could occur. However,
development would be controlled by the City’s Stormwater, Grading,
and Drainage Ordinance, which regulates both temporary and long
term impacts of development, and by recently adopted regulations
regulating development on peat soils.

No significant impacts on water resources are anticipated as long as
projects comply with the aforementioned regulations. Some
improvement in water quality is possible because existing

This alternative would allow incrementally
greater impervious surface coverage,
particularly in Subareas B and C. Sites that
redevelop would have to meet the open
space requirements of the Land Use Code,
which in some cases would result in an
increase in pervious areas.

No significant impacts to water resources
are anticipated as long as projects comply
with these regulations. Some improvement
in water quality is possible because existing
development would be replaced with
development that would have higher water
quality and better stormwater flow control
due to the nature of current regulations.

The cumulative effects of new impervious
surfaces in the area would be offset to some
degree by development of Hubbard
Homestead Park, which will contain
pervious surfaces and replace a surface

No significant impacts to water
resources are anticipated as long as
projects comply with these
regulations. Some improvement in
water quality is possible because
existing development would be
replaced with development that
would have higher water quality and
better stormwater flow control due to
the nature of current regulations.

The cumulative effects of new
impervious surfaces in the area would
be offset to some degree by
development of Hubbard Homestead
Park, which will contain pervious
surfaces and replace a surface parking
lot.

would likely be slightly less than Alternative
1A, (although greater than No Action).

No significant impacts to water resources are
anticipated as long as projects comply with
these regulations. Some improvement in water
quality is possible because existing
development would be replaced with
development that would have higher water
quality and better stormwater flow control due
to the nature of current regulations.

The cumulative effects of new impervious
surfaces in the area would be offset to some
degree by development of Hubbard
Homestead Park, which will contain pervious
surfaces and replace a surface parking lot.

would likely be slightly less than Alternative 1A,
(although greater than No Action).

No significant impacts to water resources are
anticipated as long as projects comply with these
regulations. Some improvement in water quality is
possible because existing development would be
replaced with development that would have higher
water quality and better stormwater flow control
due to the nature of current regulations.

The cumulative effects of new impervious surfaces
in the area would be offset to some degree by
development of Hubbard Homestead Park, which
will contain pervious surfaces and replace a
surface parking lot.
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Element of
Environment

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1
Scenario A: Broad Rezone-Residential
Focus

Alternative 1
Scenario B: Broad Rezone-
Commercial Focus

Alternative 2
Focused Rezone

Alternative 3
Urban Design Framework

development would be replaced with development that would have
higher water quality and better stormwater flow control due to nature
of current regulations.

Development could decrease groundwater incrementally by increasing
impervious surfaces and directing additional surface water to pipes
instead of allowing natural infiltration. The cumulative effects of new
impervious surfaces in the area would be offset to some degree by
development of Hubbard Homestead Park, which will contain
pervious surfaces and replace a surface parking lot.

parking lot.

Plants and
Animals

The rezone study area is an already urbanized area with limited
remaining habitat value. There is one wetland within Subarea C, and
several other small wetlands located adjacent to the freeway in the
public right-of-way and unlikely to be affected by development. All
these wetlands are protected by the City’s critical areas regulations.

Thornton Creek, which lies outside of but downstream from the rezone
study area, hosts a number of fish species, including some salmonid
species that are listed as threatened or endangered, although the habitat
for these species in Thornton Creek has been degraded substantially
with urban development. Community groups have been working to
restore fish and wildlife habitat in the watershed.

Long term impacts to fish habitat could occur if groundwater flow
from the rezone study area is reduced due to new impervious surfaces.
See discussion under Water Resources.

Impacts to plants and animals would be
similar to those under No Action. This
alternative would allow more impervious
surface coverage, particularly in Subareas B
and C. Thus this alternative could have
slightly greater impacts on groundwater
flow to nearby streams.

Same as Alternative 1A.

Similar to Alternative 1A, except that the

increase in impervious surface would likely be

slightly less than Alternative 1A (although
greater than No Action).

Same as Alternative 1A, except that the increase in

impervious surface would likely be slightly less
than Alternative 1A (although greater than No

Action).

Construction

Land use impacts during construction could include temporary
disruptions to existing businesses and residences. Short-term impacts
on low income housing, if any were to be torn down, would be
mitigated by notice requirements and relocation payments required for
displaced residents. Aesthetic impacts of construction would include
material stockpiles and temporary construction offices, in addition to
structures under construction. Construction would increase truck
traffic to some areas but overall traffic would likely decline after
existing development is removed from a site to prepare for
development. Water quality could be impacted by soil disturbance
and increased erosion during construction, although regulations
require that these impacts be strictly controlled. Impacts to fish and
wildlife, such as disruption from noise, increased turbidity in
stormwater runoff, and potential sedimentation of streams could also
occur during construction. Again water quality impacts would be
limited by existing regulations.

All construction impacts would be of relative short duration and
impacts would generally be limited to locations immediately adjacent
to the construction site.

Impacts would be similar to the No Action
Alternative, except that some areas that
would be unlikely to redevelop under the
No Action Alternative would be
redeveloped and thus more areas would
undergo new construction, with associated
impacts.

Same as Alternative 1A.

Same as Alternative 1A.

Same as Alternative 1A.
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1.7 Mitigation Measures & Other Programs that Could Mitigate Impacts of the

Alternatives

Section 1.7 identifies mitigation measures for each element of the environment evaluated in this
FEIS. Measures include City programs and existing regulations that would apply to any
development in the City, as well as measures that are directly related to the rezone alternatives.

Land Use

The overall land use pattern encouraged by the rezone alternatives would be generally
consistent with Northgate’s Urban Center designation and Comprehensive Plan policies; no
mitigation is required.

Potential land use conflicts, identified at a programmatic level, are not considered to be
significant. Site-specific land use conflicts could be identified during review of individual
project proposals and, if present, would be addressed through existing Land Use Code
requirements or SEPA conditions.

Land uses and densities permitted through an area-wide rezone or contract rezones could be
adjusted to address potential conflicts identified in the EIS. Similarly, the Land Use Code’s
Northgate Overlay District regulations could be amended to address potential conflicts.
Several related implementation actions described in the EIS are also intended to address
potential impacts and to further the objectives of the Urban Center.

The City would monitor growth rates to determine if the Urban Center is likely to exceed
adopted growth targets. If so, the City could adjust the Urban Center targets in the
Comprehensive Plan and adjust the plan accordingly to accommodate or regulate further
growth.

Housing

Under No Action (no rezoning), existing housing within the study area that is not currently
regulated as affordable housing could be redeveloped without being required to replace
affordable housing. Rezoning under Alternatives 1, 2 or 3 would not per se have an impact
on the availability of affordable housing, and no additional mitigation is required. Through
separate legislative action, the incentive zoning provision of the Land Use code (SMC
23.58A) may be applied to rezones in the Northgate Urban Center, requiring provision of
work force housing in some situations.

Currently, Seattle’s tenant relocation program provides mitigation for low income residents
that are displaced by redevelopment. This is the only mitigation for housing impacts
authorized by Seattle’s adopted SEPA policies. However, other possible strategies for
increasing the supply of affordable housing include:

e Direct funding of affordable housing through various public programs;
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e Voluntary participation by developers in housing programs such as the property tax
exemption program “Seattle Homes Within Reach”;

e Working with developers to identify creative strategies to incorporate affordable housing
in new development as redevelopment occurs.

Aesthetics

Design review would be required at the project level for most development expected in the
rezone study area under any alternative. The Design Guidelines for the Northgate Urban
Center, as adopted or amended, would help to ensure that the function, form, and appearance
of new structures are compatible with the vision embodied in the neighborhood plan. These
Guidelines encourage the provision of street trees and other plantings, as well as building and
site features compatible with the built environment, including the relationship of dimensions
such as height, bulk, scale and shadows on public spaces.

Hubbard Homestead Park, now being constructed within the Urban Center, will provide
visual relief in addition to recreational space. By including appropriately scaled trees in the
park, the visual impact of the surrounding buildings could be softened.

Recreation

Construction of Hubbard Homestead Park, now underway, will provide additional
recreational amenities. The substantial concentration of growth that could occur within the
rezone study area may warrant additional facilities and amenities. These needs could be
addressed through project level review, or through revision of the Northgate Overlay District
regulations. Additional amenities could include pocket parks or small outdoor sitting areas,
features of visual interest such as plantings or sculpture, and other amenities like drinking
fountains or children’s play equipment.

Transportation

Under any alternative, including No Action, traffic and congestion will increase in the Northgate
Urban Center as a result of growth.

The No Action Alternative, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would not require road
improvements as mitigation other than those improvements identified in the CTIP.

Alternatives 1A and 1B could require additional improvements beyond those included in the
CTIP, as follows :

Alternative 1A:

e Install a westbound to northbound right turn lane at Northgate Way/3™ Ave NE (requires
additional right-of-way, elimination of the southbound left-and-through movement. And
would eliminate pedestrian access across the west leg of the intersection)

e Add an overlap signal phase to the northbound and southbound right turns at Northgate
Way/5™ Avenue NE
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Alternative 1B:

 Add a northbound/southbound protected left turn phase at Northgate Way/1* Ave. NE; or

e Install a westbound to northbound right turn lane at Northgate Way/5th Ave. NE
(requires additional right-of-way).

e Planned increases in pedestrian and bicycle activity that would result from more intensive
development in the Urban Center could be further addressed through regulatory programs
designed to enhance the pedestrian environment and encourage non-motorized travel.

Air Quality

e Measures to reduce potential air quality impacts during construction would be applied to
individual development proposals. These include a range of construction best management
practices designed to reduce exhaust emissions and fugitive dust, and limits on hours of
construction.

e No significant impacts are identified on an area-wide basis. Vehicle emission reduction
measures resulting from state and federal programs are projected to off-set increased
emissions due to larger traffic volumes. Use of cleaner fuels and lesser-polluting vehicles
will likely continue the observed downward trend of CO emissions.

Water Resources

e No significant impacts to water resources are identified on an area-wide basis. Project level
reviews could include evaluation of specific impacts on groundwater flow, if warranted. If
impacts are identified for a specific site, mitigation could include requiring infiltration of
stormwater runoff to ensure stream flows are not reduced by new impervious surfaces.

Plants & Animals

No significant impacts to plants and animals are identified on an area-wide basis. Impacts on
fish and wildlife dependent on stream flows could be mitigated as described above under Water
Resources.

Construction Impacts

Mitigation during construction would be similar for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 and would include,
but not be limited to, the following measures and best practices:

e Temporary erosion and sedimentation control;
e Traffic control;
e Limits on noise from construction activities; and

e Notification for utility service interruptions.
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Additional and more specific mitigation could be identified for individual projects through future
project-level SEPA review.

1.8 Significant Adverse Impacts that Cannot Be Mitigated

The only significant unavoidable impact that has been identified in the EIS is the impact of
growing traffic volumes and congestion at the intersection of N Northgate Way and Meridian
Avenue N. Congestion at this intersection is expected to reach Level of Service F with delays
over 100 seconds per vehicle during peak hours under the No Action Alternative. Mitigation for
these impacts was explored during development of the Northgate CTIP but no feasible mitigation
was identified. The intersection is constrained by unusual geometry and existing development
that combine to make any possible improvements unreasonably costly.

Under any of the rezone alternatives, peak hour traffic volumes at this intersection would
increase. However, the traffic delay at the intersection due to the increased traffic volume is not
expected to increase significantly, and average delays could actually decrease to some degree.
Most importantly, there is not a significant difference between the delay conditions at this
intersection under any of the rezone alternatives.

Furthermore, any large development proposal in the study area will be subject to project-level
SEPA review wherein effects of individual projects can be studied more closely.

1.9 Major Conclusions and Remaining Issues to Be Resolved

1. If the rezone successfully stimulates redevelopment in the Urban Center over the next twenty
years, growth in households and/or jobs could possibly exceed the current Northgate Urban
Center growth targets. The targets will be reviewed and updated when the City updates its
Comprehensive Plan.

2. The land use pattern would become more intensive and, depending on the alternative, more
diverse. This change would be consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies for Urban Centers.
The Urban Center would become incrementally more pedestrian-oriented and less auto-oriented,
which is consistent with the desired transformation of Northgate.

3. Some minor, localized land use conflicts could result from larger buildings being located
adjacent to less intensive development. Zoning transitions incorporated into the current Land Use
Code and the alternatives — particularly Alternative 3 —would reduce this impact. No significant
changes to single family neighborhoods would occur under any of the rezone alternatives.

Larger buildings could cause shadows to be cast on Hubbard Homestead Park at some times of
the day.

4. More intensive development and a broader mix of uses in the Urban Center, along with
planned transportation system improvements, could encourage pedestrian travel and transit use.
Greater pedestrian improvements, and breaking up the superblocks to increase connections,
would enhance walkability; these improvements are identified in Alternative 3 and would be
addressed in related actions.
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5. Auto congestion and delay would increase under any alternative, including No Action. Most
intersections would meet CTIP level of service benchmarks with improvements proposed in the
CTIP, with the following exceptions:

e No Action: Meridian Ave N/Northgate Way

e Alternative 1A: 3rd Ave/Northgate Way, and 5th Ave/Northgate Way, and
Meridian Ave N/Northgate Way

e Alternative 1B: 1st Ave/Northgate Way and 5th Ave/Northgate Way

e Alternative 3: Meridian Ave N/Northgate Way

With the additional improvements outlined in the EIS, 1% Ave NE, 3 Ave NE and 5" Ave NE
would receive mitigation such that they would also meet the CTIP benchmarks for level of
service.

6. Application of the City’s adopted incentive zoning program to Northgate, which could be
accomplished by amendments to the Northgate Overlay District, could help to encourage
provision of family-wage/moderate-income housing if property owners opt to pursue the
additional intensity of development.

7. No significant impacts would occur to natural resources — including wetlands, water
resources and air quality — as a direct result of the rezone alternatives. However, more intensive
redevelopment could increase impervious surfaces incrementally, which could reduce
groundwater flow, which could, in turn, indirectly affect stream flow and fish habitat in Thornton
Creek to a minor degree. Additional evaluation would occur at the project level to address
impacts of impervious surface and infiltration. Project-specific mitigation measures could be
imposed (in addition to the requirements of the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance, Stormwater
Code and other relevant codes) as a result of this review.
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CHAPTER 2 PROPOSED ACTION & ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Proponent, Proposal and Location

The City of Seattle is evaluating options for rezoning properties within a portion of the Northgate
Urban Center. Depending on the alternative, Seattle City Council action would entail either a
legislative rezone (Alternatives 1 and 2) or consideration of subsequent individual site-specific
contract rezones (Alternative 3), to permit increased height and/or intensity of use within a
portion of the Urban Center located near Northgate Way. Future implementation actions for any
of the alternatives would involve a combination of legislative and administrative actions.
Depending on the alternative, the proposal could amend the Zoning Map for properties within
the study area, could amend sections of the Land Use Code (Title 23), and/or could include
administrative actions regarding implementation programs. Potential related actions could
include proposed Seattle Comprehensive Plan amendments; legislative amendments to the text of
the Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71), including new incentive zoning provisions specific
to Northgate; amended Northgate-specific Design Guidelines applicable to Northgate; and
potential additions to SDOT’s right-of-way improvements manual.

The study area for the proposed rezone generally extends along and adjacent to Northgate Way,
and is shown in Figure 2-1. It is generally bounded by Meridian Ave. N and Burke Ave. N on
the west; by 12" Ave. NE, on the east; approximately NE 114" Street on the north; and NE
107" Street (excluding the Northgate Mall) on the south. The study area contains approximately
98 acres of land and is primarily located within the designated Northgate Urban Center; one
parcel is located outside the Urban Center.

The remainder of Chapter 2 includes background information on the proposed action, a brief
profile of the Northgate neighborhood, an explanation of the environmental review process, and
a description of the alternatives.

2.2 Background Information: Framework for Proposed Action

2.2.1 Overview

Northgate is one of six Urban Centers designated in the City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan
(2005). Urban Centers provide a diverse mix of housing and employment land uses, and are
planned to be the most intensively developed neighborhoods in the city. A significant portion of
the city’s projected 20-year residential growth (58 percent) and employment growth (73 percent)
is targeted for designated Urban Centers. Within the four-county Central Puget Sound Region,
Urban Centers are a key element in Vision 2020, the Puget Sound Regional Council’s plan for
accommodating growth in accordance with the requirements of the Growth Management Act
(GMA) (PSRC, 1995). Northgate is designated as an Urban Center in Vision 2020. Consistent
with Vision 2020, the Seattle Comprehensive Plan, 2005 Update provides 20-year growth targets
for the Northgate Urban Center — 2,500 new housing units and 4,220 new jobs through 2024.

The Seattle Comprehensive Plan also includes goals and policies from the Northgate Area
Comprehensive Plan (NACP), which was first adopted in 1993 and is discussed in detail below.
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Little growth or change occurred in Northgate in the 1990s and the area lagged well behind
Comprehensive Plan growth targets due to an economic down-turn, various zoning and
regulatory constraints, traffic congestion and lack of infrastructure investments (City of Seattle,
Seattle Growth Report 2000). Over the past few years, however, the City responded to these
limitations with a number of new initiatives, including public investment in several significant
community facilities and improvements, focused regulatory changes, and new planning
initiatives. Council Resolution 30642, adopted in December 2003, established a “framework for
actions to accomplish future steps for Northgate [including] economic development efforts,
multi-family housing incentives, multi-modal transportation, pedestrian and open space
improvements, integrated natural drainage strategies, sustainable design and green building,
public art, planning for major commercial and multi-family residential development, and
meaningful community involvement in these actions.” Council Resolution 30641, adopted in the
same time period, instructed Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) to prepare the
Northgate Coordinated Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP), which was completed in 2006.

If development trends from recent years continued, Northgate could be on track to meet its
growth targets. There is sufficient zoned capacity to accommodate forecast future growth, based
on the most current growth targets in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan (2005 Update). Extended
(2040) growth targets will be adopted as part of future amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
in 2011; these will reflect the State Office of Financial Management’s (OFMs) county-wide
growth forecasts, allocations to cities from the Countywide Planning Policies, and PSRC’s
Vision 2040.

2.2.2 Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan

The NACP and implementing zoning regulations were first adopted in 1993 by Resolution
28752. Elements of the plan were re-adopted in modified form in the Northgate Neighborhood
Plan section of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan in 2004 by Ordinance 121701; any references in
this document to the “adopted Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan,” (NACP) or its policies, or
to “neighborhood plans”, refer to the policies adopted by that ordinance. The plan expresses a
vision of how the community should grow over time, and provides policies to guide future
development and capital facility decisions.

The neighborhood plan envisions a thriving, vital, mixed-use center concentrated in a pedestrian-
friendly and transit-supportive pattern of compatible land uses, which protects and maintains
existing single family residential neighborhoods. The most intensive and dense activities should
be concentrated within the “Core Area” — generally, the Northgate Mall and surrounding high
density commercial and multi-family zones north and south of Northgate Way. The core area is
shown in Figure 2-2. (Note that some boundaries of the core are irregular and do not consistently
follow streets or property boundaries.) This area is described as a major regional activity center,
with a mix of uses and densities sufficient to support transit. Other Land Use goals and policies
in the NACP include the following:

e Buffering and transition zones should be used to protect residential neighborhoods.

e Commercial activity outside the core should be smaller in scale and serve the adjacent
residential neighborhoods.
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e Good pedestrian connections between uses should be provided.

e A mixture of commercial activities and residential uses should be promoted in areas
zoned Neighborhood Commercial and Residential Commercial.

e Additional multi-family housing opportunities should be promoted in appropriate
locations at a compatible scale.

Transportation goals envision an economically viable commercial core with improved alternate
means of access, and good vehicular and pedestrian circulation. Medium and high density
employment and residential uses should be focused within a 10-minute walk of the transit center,
which would help reduce the number and length of vehicle trips and make travel by foot and
bicycle more attractive.

The NACP’s vision also assumes initial implementation of a regional high capacity transit
system and a future light rail station located near Northgate’s core. The plan encourages transit
supportive land uses adjacent to Sound Transit’s proposed Link light rail transit station, as well
as good non-motorized access and an attractive pedestrian environment. Note that in November
2008, the region’s voters approved funding for an expansion of light rail north to Northgate in
2020, and Lynnwood; east to Mercer Island, Bellevue and Redmond; and south to Federal Way.

2.2.3 2003 Northgate Overlay District Amendments

The NACP resulted in a policy framework and changes to land use regulations for the planning
area, which are included in the Northgate Overlay District, SMC 23.71 (adopted by Ordinance
116795). The boundaries of the Northgate Overlay District are shown in Figure 2-2.

In 2003, the City Council amended several provisions of the Northgate Overlay District
regulations; these changes occurred in conjunction with approval of a development agreement
for redevelopment of Northgate Mall. First, the amendments repealed the requirement that
“substantial” developments — defined to include 4,000 square feet on parcels of 6-acres or larger
within the Northgate Overlay District — prepare a General Development Plan (GDP). The GDP
planning process, as it was implemented, was costly and time consuming for applicants,
duplicated existing review processes (such as design review, and the master use permit process)
and was widely seen as a disincentive to development in Northgate. In addition, the City
Council amended on-site open space requirements in the Northgate Overlay District to make
them more flexible and less onerous; designated NE 100" Street and NE 103™ Street as special
landscaped arterials; and clarified requirements relating to storefront windows.
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Figure 2-1
Vicinity Map and Study Area for the Northgate Urban Center Rezone (Including Subareas)
Seattle, Washington

SOURCE King County 2002, 2008
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2.2.4 Northgate Revitalization

Over the past six years, a number of public and private initiatives have converged in the
Northgate area. These are part of the context for the proposed rezone and have advanced the
City and community’s vision for Northgate. Significant improvements have been completed
including the Northgate Branch Library, Community Center and Park campus, Maple Leaf
Community Garden, first phase of the Fifth Avenue NE Street Improvements, and the Thornton
Creek Water Quality Channel. Other City planning initiatives include the Northgate Urban
Center and Overlay District Design Guidelines (adopted 2003), Northgate Open Space and
Pedestrian Connections Plan (completed in 2005), and a Northgate Public Arts Plan (completed
in 2005) that identifies a public arts program for future Northgate development. In addition, the
City has purchased the 3.73 acre King County Metro park-and-ride lot on 5" Ave NE and NE
112" Street. Construction of the new Hubbard Homestead Park began in November, 2009. In
conjunction with this new park, the second phase of 5" Avenue NE streetscape improvements
will be completed at the park’s edge. The Draft Seattle Pedestrian Master Plan (May 2009) also
identifies a number of high priority improvement opportunities in the Northgate Urban Center.
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Figure 2-2
Map of Northgate Overlay District and Northgate Core Area
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A number of significant private projects are also completed, underway or being planned,
including:

e Redevelopment of the Northgate Mall (Simon Properties) — new retail (116,750 square
feet) and parking structure (approximately 183,744 square feet) (completed);

e Thornton Place (Lorig Associates) — cinema, restaurants, retail, apartments and
condominiums, and senior housing (388 residential units, 144 senior housing units, and
124,870 square feet of commercial uses (completion occurred in spring 2009);

e 507 Northgate (Wallace Properties-Phase 1) — residential and retail (163 residential units
and 53,000-56,000 square feet of retail) (completion occurred in 2009);

e King County Metro’s Northgate Transit Oriented Development (Northgate TOD)-
planned integration of a new transit and future light rail station with high density, mixed-
use redevelopment (retail, residential and lodging uses); and

e Proposals in the planning stage for mixed-use (residential/retail), retail, residential and
office development for the Wallace Phase Il, Northgate Apartments, and The Court at
Northgate properties, all located within the rezone study area, are currently being studied.

¢ North Seattle Community College (located outside the Urban Center) is proposing to
extend the life of its existing Major Institution Master Plan, which guides the college’s
long-term growth.

Other future developments in Northgate include extension of Sound Transit’s Link light rail
system to Northgate (North Link), which was approved by the region’s voters in November
2008, and construction of a new station spanning NE 103™ Street (Sound Transit’s currently
preferred site).

2.2.5 Northgate Coordinated Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP)

In September 2006, the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) completed the Northgate
Coordinated Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP), Draft and Final EISs were prepared for this
Plan. The CTIP is a transportation facility plan intended to implement the Northgate area vision,
goals and policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. It includes a comprehensive program of
transportation improvements that address all components of Northgate’s transportation system —
auto, transit, pedestrian and bicycle. The Plan is based on accomplishing four major goals:
moving people safely and efficiently, reducing drive-alone travel, protecting residential
neighborhoods, and supporting planned housing and economic development. Recommended
improvements include additional bicycle lanes, sidewalk improvements and pedestrian crossings;
curb and gutters; signalization and vehicle turning improvements; transit service enhancements;
shared parking, to more efficiently allocate parking needs; and a few projects involving road or
freeway ramp widening at existing congestion points.

The CTIP prioritizes improvements for inclusion in the City’s Capital Improvement Program. It
also recommends a fee-based mitigation program, as well as other mechanisms for financing
improvements, that will apply to future development proposals in Northgate.
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The CTIP is based on planned growth in Northgate to the year 2030. Its study area encompasses
the Northgate Way corridor considered for rezoning in the EIS alternatives, but also covers the
larger Northgate Overlay District and extends east into a portion of the Lake City neighborhood.
A goal of the Urban Center rezones is to remain within the projections, analyses and
improvements identified in the CTIP. A list of CTIP projects within and immediately adjacent to
the study area, and the current status of these projects, was included in the Draft EIS.

2.2.6 Northgate Design Charrette and Stakeholders Advice Memo

In December 2006, the City convened a day-long design charrette to engage the Northgate
community in a conversation about how to coordinate the next round of public and private
development opportunities in the Northgate Urban Center. Participants generally supported the
idea of increased density along Northgate Way through a legislative rezone that would consider
varying heights and encourage additional mixed use development in the commercial and
multifamily zones north of Northgate Way. Participants also recognized the opportunity
presented by several large redevelopable parcels of land.

In April, 2007, the Northgate Stakeholders Group transmitted a formal advice memo to the
Mayor and City Council supporting a City proposal for a legislative rezone to encourage
continued revitalization of the Northgate Urban Center. The Stakeholders” Group made the
following key recommendations:

e Enlarge the study area to include properties from Meridian Ave N to Roosevelt Way NE
along Northgate Way and property owned by Sy Iffert on Pinehurst Way NE and NE
115th Street. Also, consider a second phase which would focus on the properties near the
future Sound Transit Northgate Station and Metro/King County Transit Oriented
Development (Northgate TOD);

e Consider heights up to a maximum of 125 feet with modulation in rooflines and sensitive
transitions to single family neighborhoods, and development that breaks up the
superblocks;

e Use the EIS process as the public process for engaging the community regarding the
proposal;

e Include a public benefits piece in the legislation that prioritizes transportation and
pedestrian improvements in Northgate.

2.2.7 Northgate Urban Design Framework Workshop

The City has continued to engage the community and to discuss land use concepts and tools that
could reinforce Northgate’s transformation. Publication of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone
Draft EIS in May, 2008 provided additional information for this ongoing discussion. In
November, 2008, City staff held a community workshop in Northgate to discuss a number of
guiding principles for the next step in Northgate planning. These principles, which are based on
direction in adopted plans, policies and regulations, included the following:

e Create an urban design plan to guide public and private investments;

e Enhance the pedestrian environment and network of connections;
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e Create a coordinated street and transportation network;

e Integrate publicly accessible open space into private development;

e Include art in the public realm;

e Increase density in the Urban Center;

e Provide transitions between zones of differing densities and heights;
e Site and design buildings to reinforce the pedestrian realm;

e Strive for “Net zero” environmental footprint; and

e Actively provide for affordable housing.

Workshop participants discussed options for how these principles might be achieved in
Northgate, including several concepts for open space, connectivity and building heights. Final
EIS Alternative 3: Urban Design Framework, described in Section 2.5 below, reflects many of
the ideas generated at the workshop.

2.3 Neighborhood Profile

The Northgate Urban Center is 411 acres in area (SDOT, 2005). In 2005, the population within
the Northgate Urban Center was estimated at 4,738 people, residing in 2,907 housing units. The
population is more ethnically and racially diverse than the city as a whole. The median age is
35.5, and average household size is about 1.7 persons. Approximately 11 percent of the
population is under age 18, and 19 percent is over age 65. Median household income of
residents in 1999 was $31,000. Approximately 16 percent of the population is at poverty status.
Median housing value was $222,222 as of the 2000 Census, and median monthly rent was $667.
The residential vacancy rate was approximately 4.7 percent. Median household income in this
same period was $31,000. Employment is an estimated 10,604 jobs, with almost 84 percent of
the total in the services and retail sectors.

Existing land use in the Northgate Urban Center is dominated by commercial and mixed-use,
which comprises almost 42 percent (172 acres) of the total area (411 acres). Residential uses
comprise 19 percent of the total area, with most (17 percent) in multi-family use (70 acres).
Almost 27 percent of the total area is composed of streets, roads and right-of-way. Institutions,
including Northwest Hospital, make up 7 percent of existing land use.

2.4 Environmental Review Process

2.4.1 Overview of EIS Process

This EIS is being prepared to comply with the requirements of the State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA). These requirements are contained in state statute (RCW 43.21C), state rules (WAC
197-11) and the City of Seattle’s SEPA Ordinance (SMC 25.05).

A major purpose of SEPA is to ensure that environmental effects are considered in decisions on
“proposals,” a term which includes public plans and legislation (referred to as non-project or
programmatic actions) as well as public or private development projects. An environmental
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impact statement (EIS) is one type of document that may be used to describe, evaluate and
disclose the impacts of a proposal. An EIS also examines alternative ways of accomplishing a
proposal’s purpose, and techniques that may be used to mitigate (i.e., avoid, reduce, or minimize)
identified impacts. Communicating such information to the public, agencies, tribes and decision
makers before a decision is made is a key objective of SEPA. The required contents of an EIS,
the detail of analysis required, as well as requirements for publication, notice, commenting, and
using existing environmental documents, are set forth in the previously referenced laws.

2.4.2 Prior Environmental Documents

The City prepared an EIS in 1991 to support development of the Northgate Area Comprehensive
Plan (NACP). That EIS evaluated the environmental effects of the proposed plan on land use,
population, housing, employment, air quality and transportation. The NACP EIS evaluated the
impacts of growth which was assumed to include 3,000 housing units and 9,300 jobs during a
20-year planning horizon.

In 2006, SDOT prepared an EIS for the CTIP. It evaluated impacts of transportation facility
improvements on traffic, air quality, land use, population and housing. Another purpose of the
CTIP EIS, articulated in Council Resolution 30641, was to prepare an area-wide transportation
analysis which could be used by property owners when permitting future projects.

2.4.3 SEPA Compliance for the Northgate Urban Center Rezone

DPD performed a number of preliminary planning and environmental analyses to help define the
parameters of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone alternatives. These initial steps included: (1)
a preliminary transportation analysis, to identify the ability to focus a greater portion of
Northgate’s projected growth within the Urban Center and, more specifically, along Northgate
Way, within the constraints of the area’s existing transportation system and the CTIP’s planned
improvements; and (2) an assessment of market and economic conditions, to help assess the
redevelopment potential of properties within the study area. These preliminary studies are
discussed below in subsection 2.5.2.4.

Pursuant to SEPA, the City published a determination of significance (DS) on 2007, and received
comments on the scope of the EIS from agencies and individuals. The scoping comment period
extended from April 16, 2007 to May 16, 2007; a scoping meeting was held on May 3, 2007 and
attendees provided verbal and written comments on the scope of the EIS. DPD used that input to
help determine the contents of this EIS.

2.4.4 Scope of Northgate Urban Center Rezone EIS
Programmatic Document

EISs for plans, policies, and programs — like the CTIP and this rezone proposal — are referred to
as “programmatic” or non-project documents. Because these types of government actions are
usually broad in scope and area, the analysis in programmatic EISs is also broad in scope and
general in nature. In addition, because the proposal is legislative and area-wide, it does not
contain detailed information about future development on each parcel that is subject to the
rezone. However, preliminary development plans or concepts for individual parcels (e.g.,
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Northgate Apartments, The Court at Northgate, Wallace Phase I1) are incorporated where such
information is available.

Phased Review

This EIS is also part of a course of phased environmental review for actions in the Northgate
Urban Center, consistent with provisions in WAC 197-11-060(6) and SMC 25.05.060.E. In
general, phased review involves a sequence of environmental documents that proceeds from
general, programmatic and/or area-wide documents for planning projects, to more focused,
detailed analyses for site specific development proposals. To the extent required by SEPA,
future development projects within Northgate will undergo individual environmental review.
That project-specific review may rely on or use all or parts of the present EIS.

Impacts Considered

This EIS examines the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the possible rezones.
Cumulative impacts include those associated with growth in Northgate including incremental
growth from the rezone alternatives. Elements of the environment addressed include land use,
housing, aesthetics/urban design, transportation, air quality, water resources, and plants and
animals. By itself, the rezone alternatives will not have any direct effect on the environment,
since they involve only changes to the City’s Land Use Map and changes to the text of the land
use code. Rezoning would, however, provide a framework for future project proposals within
the rezone area. Development of these sites would, over time, result in an intensification of
development within the Northgate Way corridor.

Other elements of the environment were not considered because it is unlikely that an
intensification of land use envisioned through the rezone alternatives considered would
significantly affect them. Rezoning would not significantly alter the impacts on soils, noise,
environmental health, or public services and utilities that would occur with future growth even
without the rezone. There are no known historic or cultural resources that would be affected by
rezoning.

Non-Conforming Uses and Sites

It is common for changes in zoning to create or potentially exacerbate non-conformities relating
to land uses or dimensional standards (e.g., height, bulk, setbacks, parking, open space).
Numerous non-conformities may exist with respect to individual sites or buildings within the
Northgate Urban Center Rezone area as a result of changes to the land use code since a site was
developed. As a general principle of public policy, non-conformities are undesirable and should
be limited. The Seattle Land Use Code (SMC 23.42) limits the ability of a property owner to
expand or change a non-conforming use or structure.

The number of parcels in the rezone area that may be similarly affected is unknown, since
potential nonconformities would depend on the nature of future redevelopment proposals. In the
context of the EIS, the effect of non-conformities is likely to be a reduction of some unknown
magnitude to the amount of redevelopment likely to occur in the study area. For this reason, the
amount of redevelopment assumed for the EIS alternatives, including No Action, is likely
overstated.
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Separate Actions

Hubbard Homestead Park

All EIS alternatives assume development of Hubbard Homestead Park on the approximate 3.73-
acre property located at 5™ Avenue NE and NE 112" Street that the city purchased from King
County. Park construction work began in November, 2009. While the park is not part of the
rezone proposal, the EIS does consider the potential impacts of development under the rezone
alternatives on a future park in this location.

Incentive Zoning

An Incentive Zoning program, which was described in section 2.5.3.4 of the Draft EIS, was
adopted by the City Council in December, 2008 (Ordinance 122882, codified as SMC 23.58A)
after undergoing independent environmental review. The Draft EIS incorrectly described this
program as closely related and connected to the Northgate Rezone alternatives for purposes of
environmental review. In fact, the incentive zoning program was always envisioned as an
independent project and was not evaluated in the Draft EIS except to the extent that it might
apply to address some identified impacts. While rezones in Northgate could be subject to the
program, as would rezones in most of the City, there is no special or unique connection or
dependence between the Northgate rezone alternatives and the incentive zoning program.

The regulation provides rules that will guide bonus provisions applicable to future rezones; it
becomes applicable when regulations for specific zones or geographic areas are adopted or
amended and reference SMC 23.58A. The program is voluntary; its provisions do not apply if
property owners develop under existing zoning or to the “base” zoning to which the bonus
provisions would not apply.

In general, the rules require that private developers provide affordable workforce housing if they
elect to take advantage of increased height and development densities. For projects more than 85
feet in height, the housing may be provided on-site, off-site, or through payment of a fee in lieu.
For projects 85 feet or lower, performance is the only option for achieving the bonus. For
projects in which heights are greater than 85 feet, 60 percent of the bonus floor area must be
achieved through provision of affordable workforce housing. The balance of the bonus may be
achieved through the provision of affordable housing or other public amenities, determined
through future definition of the bonus program.

As discussed further below, the City plans to propose incentive zoning provisions for Northgate
that would: establish the applicability of incentive zoning in contract rezones that might occur
within the Northgate Urban Design Overlay area; establish a bonus program through which
projects higher than 85 feet can achieve a portion of their bonus and mitigate the additional
impacts of taller, more intensive development; and clarify the calculation of bonuses in mixed-
use developments.
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Other Programs

Several other City land use programs that would apply to Northgate are currently being
developed or proposed, and are described in this Final EIS (see Section 2.5.3.5 of this Chapter).
These separate programs include amendments to the Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71),
incentive zoning provisions, additions and edits to the Urban Design Guidelines, and new
administrative streetscape plans. Most are conceptual at this time and draft regulations are not
yet available. These programs would provide land use tools that would help accomplish the
goals of Northgate revitalization. They are primarily the result of ongoing discussions between
the City and neighborhood stakeholders and seek to address planning and design issues in the
Northgate Urban Center; as such, they are part of larger Northgate planning and revitalization
efforts that are continuing to occur. These implementation programs are not connected to a
particular EIS alternative and could apply to any alternative, including No Action. In general,
these programs would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts, would assist in
realizing improvements, and would help to mitigate impacts that may otherwise occur.

A Comprehensive Plan amendment has also been proposed and will be considered independently
during the City’s annual Comprehensive Plan amendment docket process This proposal would
add and/or revise policy language to express general support for rezones within the Northgate
Urban Center that are consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies. The rezone alternatives are
not dependent on this amendment.

2.4.5 Draft and Final EISs

The Draft EIS for the Northgate Urban Center Rezone proposal was published on May 1, 2008
and the comment period was open through June 17th (including an extension). A public meeting
was held on May 28, 2008, to receive verbal and written comments on the EIS. Chapter 4 of this
Final EIS contains responses to comments received on the Draft EIS. A new alternative is also
evaluated (Chapter 3).

As noted in the EIS, the EIS rezone alternatives are considered to represent a range of options for
rezoning properties in the Urban Center to accomplish a number of policy objectives. None of
the Draft EIS alternatives was considered “preferred” or specifically proposed for City action.
The stated intent, consistent with the goals of SEPA, was to use the information in the Draft EIS,
along with public comment, to identify a new or hybrid alternative, and/or to select an alternative
for further consideration. The Final EIS identifies a new alternative, described in Section 2.5,
which will advance these purposes.

2.5 Description of Proposal & Alternatives

2.5.1 Proposal and Objectives

The proposal would advance Seattle Comprehensive Plan and Northgate neighborhood planning
objectives through rezones of properties in the vicinity of Northgate Way within the Northgate
Urban Center. This “north core subarea” is a key portion of the Northgate Urban Center, where
the nature of future growth and development will play an important role in determining how
successfully the Comprehensive Plan’s goal of a vibrant, walkable, and livable Urban Center is
achieved. The three “action alternatives” include both legislative and privately-initiated contract
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rezones, different intensities and height of development, and different geographic rezone areas.
In a separate but related action, a Comprehensive Plan policy would be added to identify general
support for possible future rezones in the north core subarea. Implementing programs that would
apply to any of the EIS alternatives will also be considered.

The overall objectives of the rezone include the following:

e Implement the City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan’s goals for Urban Centers;
e Implement the vision of the Northgate community expressed in the Comprehensive Plan;

e Use public investments efficiently in service of City policy goals and the community’s
vision;

e Maintain the transportation system consistent with the Northgate Coordinated
Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP);

e Achieve an attractive urban form through height transitions and pedestrian orientation;

e Focus additional growth, and leverage the development opportunities presented by a
number of large private parcels located along the Northgate Way corridor and the future
City park located at 5th Ave. and 112th Street; and

e Incorporate a voluntary bonus program whereby increased density/intensity of
development beyond the base zoning is achieved when features such as affordable
housing are provided to help mitigate the impacts of development.

The vision and goals of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan for the Northgate Urban Center also
provide a context for the proposed rezone. Please refer to the discussion in subsection 2.2 above.

2.5.2 Method of Analysis
2.5.2.1 Rezone Study Area

The study area for the proposed rezone is shown in Figure 2-1. 1-5 divides the study area, and
approximately one-third of the area lies west of the freeway. The study area is located within the
Northgate Urban Center and contains approximately 98 acres of land that are currently
developed with a combination of auto-oriented retail, including some large-scale stores, office
and service uses, parking lots, and housing. The Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation is
currently constructing Hubbard Homestead Park on the Metro Park-and-Ride Lot on NE 112"
Street and 5" Avenue NE. Northgate Way carries heavy volumes of traffic and the street
contains few pedestrian amenities.

The area immediately south of the study area -- also located within the Northgate Urban Center
and Core Area -- contains the Northgate Mall, a regional shopping center that recently underwent
redevelopment, and several other recent redevelopment projects, including the Thornton Place
mixed use development, 507 Northgate Way, Northgate Community Center, Library, and Park
and the Thornton Creek Water Quality Channel. The areas north and east of the study area (and
the Urban Center) generally consist of single family housing.
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2.5.22 Subareas

Several subareas have been defined within the overall study area to aid in the discussion and
analysis in the EIS. Subareas are a commonly-used technique for planning and environmental
analysis and simplify references to specific locations. The subareas are intended to reflect
factors such as parcel size, physical location, adjacent uses and overall context. Use of planning
subareas will also permit identification of appropriate mitigation measures and regulatory
requirements in a more discrete manner. The subareas are shown on Figure 2-1 and are
described in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Subarea Descriptions

Subarea General Location/Boundaries

West of 1-5, generally from Corliss Ave on the east to
A Meridian Ave and Burke Ave on the west, N. 112" Street on
the north, and N. 107" Street in the south

1% Ave NE to 3" Ave NE, between Northgate Way and north

of NE 114" Street
c 3" Ave NE to 5" Ave NE, between NE 112" Street and north
of NE 114"
The balance of the study area within the Urban Center along
D and adjacent to Northgate Way; the north boundary is

irregular

A triangular area between Pinehurst Way on the west and 15"
E Ave NE on the east, and between NE 115" Street on the south
and 117" Street on the north, outside the Urban Center

* Subarea E is not considered appropriate for rezoning under the EIS alternatives.

This subarea is outside the designated Northgate Urban Center; the Urban Center boundary
will define the maximum outer boundary of the area eligible for either legislative or contract
rezones.

2.5.2.3 Growth Assumptions

City of Seattle growth targets for Northgate are shown in Table 2-2. The CTIP and CTIP EIS
were based on the Comprehensive Plan’s adopted 2024 population and employment allocations
for Northgate — an addition of 2,500 households and 4,220 jobs. The CTIP also used Puget
Sound Regional Council (PSRC) forecasts to estimate the traffic implications of growth through
the year 2030. Estimates used for traffic modeling for the CTIP assumed 20,000 total
households and 27,000 jobs in 2030 for the broader Northgate CTIP study area.

The EIS rezone alternatives assume that growth in the study area to 2030 will generally be within
the range identified in Northgate’s household and employment projections, shown in Table 2-2.
One of the intended effects of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone is to attract, focus and
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accelerate development along the Northgate Way corridor; for the purposes of impact analysis, it
is assumed that this will shift growth from other portions of the larger Northgate planning area.

Table 2-2. Northgate Growth Targets

2024 Urban Center 2030 Northgate
Growth Target AU Lz.rr%?glf enter CTIP Study Area
(Increment) (Total)
Households 2,500 5,990 20,000
Jobs 4,220 15,250 27,000

Sources: Seattle Comprehensive Plan; CTIP Draft EIS

It is also possible, however, that the rezone could stimulate growth within the Urban Center and
exceed the 2030 projections. Growth could be attracted from adjacent areas outside the
Northgate Urban Center. Although the timing of development is uncertain, the implications of
an increase in growth within the 2030 period are discussed in this EIS. Growth exceeding these
assumed projections, if it occurred, would likely require an adjustment in Northgate’s allocation
in the Comprehensive Plan, as well as additional investments in transportation and other
improvements.

2.5.2.4 Preliminary Analysis — Traffic and Real Estate Market Conditions

As noted above, objectives of the rezone proposal include remaining consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, including applicable growth targets, and maintaining the viability of
Northgate’s transportation system as defined by the capacity provided by improvements
identified in the CTIP. With the help of its consultant team, the City conducted several
preliminary studies to test and frame rezone alternatives that could meet the project’s objectives.

The transportation consultant initially tested the probable effects of rezoning on key
intersections, as a means to gauge how much development could be accommodated without
triggering additional (i.e., beyond CTIP) improvements. This preliminary traffic analysis (Mirai,
2007) generally assumed that one incremental increase in zoning intensity and height (e.g., from
Neighborhood Commercial 3 with a 65-foot height limit (NC3-65) to Neighborhood Commercial
3 with an 85-foot height limit (NC3-85) would occur. The analysis used City land capacity data
to identify parcels considered likely to redevelop. The preliminary traffic analysis generally
assumed that the overall amount of growth in Northgate would remain within the Comprehensive
Plan’s growth targets, but that some growth would shift toward properties along the Northgate
Way corridor as a result of the rezone. Using these assumptions, the preliminary analysis
confirmed that most study intersections would operate within the parameters of the CTIP level of
service benchmarks in 2030 (generally LOS E), with the exception of Northgate Way/Meridian
Avenue N., which would decline to LOS F with or without a rezone.

To further test assumptions and help define reasonable alternatives, the City engaged a real estate
economics consultant to provide information about real estate market conditions in Northgate.
This analysis (Heartland, 2007) led to insights about development dynamics within Northgate —
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for the Urban Center as a whole and for individual parcels — and provided input to estimates of
the probable amount and types of development that would occur in the near, mid and longer
terms (Heartland, 2007). The analysis also identified some economic implications of imposing
public amenity requirements. The market for housing in the Northgate Urban Center is still
relatively young. Its maturity will be proven based on the success of current mixed-use projects
(e.g., 507 Northgate and Thornton Place). In addition, the economic recession of 2008/2009
adds uncertainty to the Northgate real estate market that mirrors the city as a whole. In this
environment, the pace of redevelopment in Northgate is expected to be slow. In addition, when
economic recovery begins, excessive regulatory requirements could further delay Northgate’s
transition from an auto-oriented retail destination to a high density mixed-use, pedestrian-
oriented urban center.

2.5.3 Rezone Alternatives

The EIS examines three alternatives for how the study area could be rezoned to further the
vision, objectives and Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood planning policies for the Northgate
Urban Center, and different scenarios for the type and form of development that could occur.
None of the Draft EIS alternatives was “preferred” or proposed. In general, the rezone
alternatives in the Draft EIS were intended to bracket or “book-end” a wide range of possibilities
for rezoning, from *“no action” to maximum likely intensity. Final EIS Alternative 3 has been
developed in response to Draft EIS commentary and follow-up analysis. It is not preferred or
proposed at this time, however.

Defined broadly, the proposal includes a rezone strategy that would be implemented either
through legislative rezones (as assumed in Alternatives 1 and 2) or through future privately-
initiated “contract rezones” (as assumed in the Alternative 3). Rezones would help direct and
focus projected growth, particularly housing, at higher densities and intensities of development
in locations within the heart of the Northgate Urban Center. The proposal would help fulfill
Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood planning objectives related to the future growth and
development of a denser, more active and more livable Urban Center environment at Northgate.

In addition, as discussed further below, all alternatives assume that the City will propose, as
separate actions, several regulatory programs, including an incentive zoning program, and
revised Northgate Overlay District regulations and design guidelines. These programs would
help to achieve a range of policy objectives for the Urban Center.

Calculations of assumed type and amount of development for each parcel under each alternative
are included in Appendix A. It should be noted that for all EIS alternatives, some properties that
would be rezoned are not considered likely to redevelop by 2030, due to economic and market
factors. Parcels assumed to redevelop are identified in Appendix A. The amounts of
development considered likely to occur under No Action and other EIS alternatives are shown in
Table 2-3.
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Table 2-3. Estimated Growth for Rezone Alternatives

Net Increase
in
Net Increase Total New . Total Job
Tot_al Ne_w in Residential Commercial Commercial Growth
Residential . Floor Area
. . Units over the Floor Area
Alternative Units g _ over the No
o No Action within the .
within the . Action
Alternative study area .
study area Alternative
Due to Rezone | (square feet)
Due to Rezone
(square feet)
No Action 2,362 -- 324,104 -- 858
1.A Broad Rezone — 4,064 1,702 1,023,737 699,633 2,711
Residential Focus
1.B Broad Rezone — 919 -1,433 3,046,647 3,622,543
Commercial Focus 10,453
2 Focused Rezone 3,431 1,069 818,321 494,216 2,167
Sl [LEs 4,189 1,827 954,443 630,339
Framework 2,528

Note: All numbers shown in this table reflect the estimated potential net increase in jobs or housing, taking into
account the housing or businesses that would be replaced with new development. The table has been updated since
the Draft EIS to reflect minor corrections to calculations. The magnitude of the changes is small and the changes do
not affect the prior conclusions of the Draft EIS.

2.5.3.1 No Action Alternative

SEPA requires that an EIS consider the alternative of not taking the proposed action. This
provides a baseline which other alternatives may be compared to. Taking no action would mean
that rezones would not occur and existing zoning would be retained in the near-term. Growth
could still occur under the No Action Alternative as permitted by existing regulations.

Existing zoning is shown in Figure 2-3. Development under the No Action Alternative would
generally occur as assumed in the Comprehensive Plan and the CTIP, and would include a mix
of housing and jobs. No additional stimulus for housing would be provided by rezoning, and
housing and job development in Northgate could continue to lag. Growth probably would be
relatively more dispersed, and may or may not be focused along Northgate Way. Northgate Way
could remain an auto-oriented, suburban scale commercial strip. The rate and amount of growth
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is assumed to continue at present levels in a manner consistent with Comprehensive Plan growth
assumptions. It is acknowledged that the large opportunity parcels (Northgate Apartments, The
Court at Northgate and Wallace Phase 1) could proceed as proposals for contract rezones, and
could, therefore, eventually achieve higher development intensities than currently permitted.
However, the No Action Alternative considers only what is allowed under current zoning.

2.5.3.2 Alternative 1. Broad Rezone

The Broad Rezone Alternative (Alternative 1) is a set of legislative rezones that would occur
across the full extent of the Northgate Way corridor, from approximately Meridian Avenue on
the west to 12™ Avenue NE on the east. (See the note to Table 2-4 regarding sub-area E). The
theme and intent of this rezone approach is to increase capability for infill development
consistently across the broad study area. This is meant to ensure that properties are efficiently
used and not underbuilt when future market-driven development occurs. Underbuilding might
compromise the area’s growth potential and the likelihood of developing a walkable and diverse
Urban Center.

Rezoning under Alternative 1 is shown in Figure 2-4 and the potential amount of development
that could occur is shown in Table 2-3. Table 2-4 describes the zoning changes under the Broad
Rezone for each subarea. All properties within the study area would generally increase one
increment in density or height, relative to existing zoning.NC3-65 properties, for example, would
be rezoned to NC3-85. Also, certain Midrise (MR) zoned properties would be rezoned to
Neighborhood Commercial 3 (NC3), a change that would broaden the range of permitted uses
and provide the potential for more retail activity in mixed-use buildings.

Exceptions to this general approach would occur for several sub-areas, as shown in Table 2-4, to
reflect parcel size, location, development potential, and/or adjacent land use (e.g., for parcels
adjacent to the proposed park or residential uses).

To account for the range of development that is possible in zones that allow mixed-use (e.g.,
NC3), Alternative 1 includes two different land use scenarios -- one emphasizing housing, and
the other emphasizing commercial development. The residential focus scenario (Scenario A)
assumes that mixed-use properties are developed 75 percent for residential use and 25 percent for
commercial use, while the commercial focus scenario (Scenario B) assumes 80 percent
commercial (60 percent office, 20 percent retail), and 20 percent residential development. The
broad rezone could include other uses, including new or expanded hotel uses, restaurants, or
entertainment uses, but the combination of office and retail would generally be expected to
contribute more traffic to the peak hour period than other uses, and was therefore assumed for
the traffic analysis.
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Table 2-4. Alternative 1 (Broad Rezone) Zoning Changes

Subarea Change in Zoning

One increase in zoning height/intensity for the NC3-65 and NC3-40 zones. NC3-85,

A Lowrise-3 (L-3) and Midrise (MR) zones would not change

The Northgate Apartments property would be rezoned NC3-85, and NC3-125 and
B MR-85. The MR-zoned parcels to the north would remain at MR, and Lowrise 2 (L-
2)-zoned parcels would be rezoned to Lowrise 3 (L-3).

The Court at Northgate Property would be rezoned from L-4 to NC2-85 to
encourage housing and small scale retail on the street level facing the park. The

c parcel to the south of the proposed park would be rezoned from NC3-65 to NC3-85.
Midrise (MR) would be applied to the properties east of The Court at Northgate
property. No change would occur for the park site. L-3 parcels would change to
Lowrise-4 (L-4), and the sole NC3-65 site would change to NC3-85.

Generally, one increase in zoning height/intensity. No change would occur for the
D MR parcel adjacent to the park, and L-1 zoned parcels would be zoned L-2, L-2
zoned parcels would be zoned L-3, and L-3 parcels would change to L-4.

All parcels would be rezoned to Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 40-foot height

*
E limit (NC2-40), to match the adjacent zoning to the north and east.

* Note: Subarea E was included in the analysis but was later found to have been misidentified as an
area that the community supported including in the rezone study. This sub-area is also outside the
designated Urban Center and is not expected to be included in a final proposal to the City Council.

2.5.3.3 Alternative 2. Focused Rezone

The Focused Rezone Alternative (Alternative 2) is a set of legislative rezones that would occur
across a smaller area than Alternative 1, concentrated on properties east of I-5 and west of
Roosevelt Way. The rezones proposed under Alternative 2 would also be to less intensive zones
than in Alternative 1 in the area between 1-5 and 5™ Avenue NE. The intent of this rezone
alternative is to moderately increase capability for infill development in key portions of the
Northgate Way corridor. This would help achieve Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood
planning objectives similar to Alternative 1 but with a lesser degree of change.

Rezoning under Alternative 2 is shown in Figure 2-5. Table 2-5 summarizes the changes to
zoning under Alternative 2.
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Table 2-5. Alternative 2 (Focused Rezone) Zoning Changes

Subarea Change in Zoning

A Not included in alternative

The Northgate Apartments property would be rezoned NC3-85. All other parcels
would retain existing zoning.

L-4 parcels surrounding the proposed park would be rezoned to MR. The parcel to
C the south of the proposed park would be rezoned from NC3-65 to NC3-85. All other
parcels would retain existing zoning.

NC3-65 would be rezoned to NC3-85. Parcels zoned NC3-40 that are west of
D Roosevelt Way NE would be rezoned to NC3-65. All other parcels would retain
existing zoning.

E Not included in alternative.

A portion of sub-area B would be rezoned to Neighborhood Commercial 3 with an 85-foot
height limit (NC3-85). L-4 zoned parcels in Sub-area C would be rezoned to Midrise with a 60
foot height limit, and the NC3-65 parcel (Northgate North shopping center) would be rezoned to
NC3-85. Sub-area D would generally be zoned the same as in Alternative 1 and discussed
above. To help create and maintain a transition to single-family neighborhoods bordering the
urban center/study area, however, the Lowrise-zoned parcels on the edge of the study area would
not be rezoned.

Sub-area A, located west of 1-5, would not be rezoned in this scenario. Analysis in the CTIP
EIS, and preliminary analysis for this Draft EIS, indicated that the Northgate Way/Meridian Ave
intersection would decrease in peak hour performance to LOS F. Analysis in the CTIP indicated
that an additional left turn lane would be needed to improve operations. However, the existing
right-of-way is insufficient and condemnation of property would be required to expand the
intersection. The necessary property is developed with a recent structure, and condemnation
costs would be prohibitive. Improvement to this intersection was not included in the CTIP for
this reason.

Properties in Sub-Area E, at Pinehurst Way and NE 115" Street, would also not be rezoned.
These properties are currently outside the Comprehensive Plan’s designated Urban Center.
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2.5.3.4 Final EIS Alternative 3: Urban Design Framework

Final EIS Alternative 3 is a set of rezones that are assumed to be implemented through
subsequent “contract rezone” proposals submitted separately by private property owners and
developers; a legislative rezone could be considered for this alternative, but it is not assumed to
occur. This alternative assumes intensity and height limits would be established for potential
rezoning, and these limits are evaluated in this EIS. Such limits could be established through
reference to the Alternative 3 zoning map in the FEIS (Figure 2-6) and/or pursuant to a
resolution adopted by the City Council. The existing incentive zoning program (SMC 23.58A),
which provides a bonus program for projects greater than 85 feet in height, would be referenced
by Land Use Code changes to be proposed at a later date, and is assumed to apply to zones
established by possible future individual rezone actions.

The rezone area for Alternative 3 is smaller than Alternative 1 but larger than Alternative 2.
Alternative 3 includes areas west of I-5 and extends to Roosevelt Way NE on the east. The
potential zones that could be achieved under Alternative 3 would allow taller and more intensive
buildings than either Alternatives 1 or 2 on properties in the central portion of the study area
between I-5 and Roosevelt Way NE. The theme and intent of Alternative 3’s approach is to
concentrate more future development potential in this central area and to limit development
potential in other nearby edge areas. The edge areas are generally zoned L-2 and L-3 at present
and would remain unchanged in Alternative 3 to help to create gradual transitions in building
height to single family residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Urban Center.
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Figure 2-6

Legend Zoning for Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framgwork
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Potential contract rezoning under Final EIS Alternative 3 shown on Figure 2-6 is summarized in
Table 2-6.

Table 2-6. Alternative 3: Urban Design Framework Zoning Changes *

Subarea Change in Zoning

Properties west of 1-5, between N. 112" Street and N.107" Street, would be rezoned
to NC3-125. An area west of Meridian Ave adjacent to N. Northgate Way would be
rezoned to MR-60, consistent with the parcel to the south. Parcels currently zoned
L-3 on the border of the study area would not be rezoned.

Sub-area B would be rezoned using 3 different designations, reflecting the context
of this large parcel: NC3-160 would apply to the western portion of the property,

B adjacent to 1-5, and NC3-125 would apply to the eastern portion. MR-85 would
apply to the northern portion of the sub-area. Existing L-2 zones to the north, on the
boundary of the study area would not be rezoned.

An existing L-4 zoned parcel north of the new park would be rezoned to MR-85.
C Other L-4 and NC3-65 zoning south and west of the park, and L-3 zoning on the
northern end of sub-area B, would not be changed.

NC3-65 parcels would be rezoned to NC3-85 north of NE Northgate Way, and
NC3-125 south of NE Northgate Way, adjacent to the Northgate Mall. Parcels north
of NE 112" Street currently zoned MR-60, L-3 and L-4 would be rezoned MR-85.
L-2 parcels would not be changed. One L-1 parcel would be rezoned L-2. NC-

D zoned parcels on the block between 8" Ave NE and Roosevelt Way would be
rezoned to NC3-85, NC3-125 and NC3-65 north of NE Northgate Way and NC3-85
south of NE Northgate Way. L-3 and L-2 zoning would be retained at the north and
south boundaries of the sub-area. The area east of Roosevelt Way NE and Pinehurst
Way would not be rezoned.

These parcels are located outside the designated Urban Center and are not included

E in Alternative 3.

1. The zoning changes listed in Table 2-6 summarize the maximum heights and intensities assumed for
future contract rezone proposals and evaluated in the EIS.

In general, compared to the other alternatives, Final EIS Alternative 3 would create the potential
for taller/more intensive buildings (NC3-125) on a greater number of parcels in sub-areas A, B,
and D. One parcel adjacent to I-5 in Sub-Area B could be rezoned to NC3-160. However, L-2
and L-3 zoned parcels at the edges of the study area would not be rezoned; this is intended to
create a buffer and transition that is more responsive to existing single family residential
neighborhoods on the border of the Urban Center. In Sub-Area C, the Northgate North shopping
center south of the new park would retain its existing zoning to avoid potential shadow effects
identified in the analysis of some of the other alternatives. Parcels located east of Roosevelt
Way NE in Sub-Area D and all of Sub-Area E would not be rezoned in this alternative. The
growth potential created by Final EIS Alternative 3 is shown in Table 2-3.

December 2009 2-37



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

2.5.4 Implementation Programs

The City is developing several implementation programs that would help mitigate the effects of
additional height and intensity, accomplish key physical improvements in the Northgate Urban
Center and implement the broader goals of the Northgate Neighborhood Plan. The improvements
have been identified in past planning efforts as important to reinforce and improve the physical
environment. Examples include:

e Encouraging the realization of enhanced streets, pedestrian and bicycle networks;

e Additional open spaces and improved streetscapes integrated into public and private
development projects;

e Expanded affordable housing opportunities.

These implementation tools are part of larger, ongoing efforts supporting Northgate revitalization
that are moving forward independent of the Northgate Rezone alternatives. They could be
implemented in conjunction with any of the EIS alternatives, including No Action. They would
be achieved through various means, including future possible contract rezone decisions, policy-
setting, design review, revised infrastructure standards, and other public and private actions
related to property development. The programs would be established through both legislative
and administrative actions. Elements of these programs, which are still being developed, include
the following:

e The Northgate-specific Design Guidelines would be revised to address topics such as
pedestrian connections across private property, transit-friendly improvements, bicycle
infrastructure, and creating an appropriate transition at the edge adjacent to Hubbard
Homestead Park. The Guidelines would be applied in conjunction with review of future
development proposals.

e Incentive zoning provisions specific to Northgate would be proposed consistent with the
program established in SMC 23.58A. In addition to the provision of affordable housing
to obtain a bonus, additional components of a bonus program for Northgate could include
mid-block pedestrian promenades, enhanced pedestrian amenities, bicycle improvements,
public plazas, childcare facilities and sustainability features.

e The Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71) would be amended to authorize an open
space fund, and revise other development standards.

e SDOT’s right-of-way improvements manual would be amended administratively to
include guidance for streetscape improvements, including the 3rd Avenue NE Green
Street and potential 8th Avenue NE Green Street.

In addition, a Comprehensive Plan amendment was proposed in 2009 and is currently scheduled
to be considered by the City Council in March 2010. The amendment expresses support for
future rezones as a means to achieve Northgate objectives.
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CHAPTER 3 ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

As stated in Chapter 2, the rezones under consideration would not have any direct effects on the
environment, since they only involve potential changes to zoning designations and the land use
code. However, future development or redevelopment of these sites consistent with the new
zoning would generate impacts on the environment and other resources, and those potential
impacts could change as a result of the rezone.

The affected environment section in the Draft EIS (Chapter 3) describes existing conditions in
the study area. Those conditions have not changed substantially and that information is not
repeated in the Final EIS. This section of the Final EIS discusses only the impacts of Alternative
3- Urban Design Framework, described in Chapter 2. Impacts of the other rezone alternatives
are summarized in Chapter 1 of this document, and described in detail in Chapter 4 of the Draft
EIS.

For the various resource areas discussed below, unless specifically stated otherwise, the impacts
would be the same across all subareas.

3.1 Land Use

The land use analysis included in this Final EIS (FEIS) discusses changes in land use expected to
occur under Alternative 3 and potential impacts associated with these expected land use changes.
The analysis focuses primarily on land use conflicts, transitions between zones, and changes in
the overall pattern of land use. Consistency with applicable policies is also discussed.

The development assumptions used in this analysis, as for the Draft EIS, were based on City staff
analysis of typical development in the zones affected and properties likely to redevelop, and on
input from a real estate consulting firm, Heartland, which examined conditions in the Northgate
area. The assumptions are generalized and are not intended to limit the types of development
that would be allowed. Please refer to Appendix A of the Final EIS for additional information
about development assumptions.

3.1.1 Land Use Impacts

3.1.1.1 Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framework

Similar to the other rezone alternatives considered in the Draft EIS, key objectives of Alternative
3 are to concentrate a diverse mix of land uses at increased densities along Northgate Way, in the
heart of the Urban Center, and to increase the development of housing. Concentrating growth in
a compact area in this manner, within walking distance of transit, can reduce individual auto
travel and increase pedestrian travel. The potential to achieve increased development capacity
through rezoning, whether by individual contract rezones or legislative rezoning, would help to
attract development to the Urban Center. Alternative 3, like the other rezone alternatives,
assumes that growth will be attracted primarily from other portions of the larger Northgate area.
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The overall development capacity created under Alternative 3 would be very similar to
Alternative 1A. Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 4,157 new residential
units compared to 4,064 under the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A. It would result in
approximately 954,443 square feet of commercial space and 2,527 jobs; compared to
approximately 1,023,737 square feet and 2,711 jobs under the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A. As
such, impacts are generally expected to be similar as well. Capacity would increase in nearly all
sub-areas relative to the No Action Alternative. The major exception would be Subarea C,
where neither the No Action nor Alternative 3 would create additional capacity for commercial
development, beyond a limited amount allowed on the ground floor in the Midrise zone. Note
that Subarea E is not included in Alternative 3.

The configuration and intensity of potential rezones is different, however. The Alternative 3
rezones would allow taller and more intensive buildings focused along Northgate Way in some
locations. One site would allow buildings up to 160 feet, and a greater number of parcels could
be developed up to 125 feet. While buildings of this height would be significantly taller than
adjacent buildings, they would not be greater in bulk because of limitations in the applicable NC-
3 zoning designations. Differences between impacts of the alternatives will be more evident at
the subarea level, and these differences are discussed below for individual subareas. While
Alternative 3 assumes that rezoning would occur through individual contract rezone proposals,
rather than through legislative rezones, the land use impact analysis does not distinguish between
these procedures. Development of the identified types and intensities are assumed to occur
regardless of the rezone process used.

Similar to the other EIS alternatives, rezoning would likely result in non-conformities that could
limit the ability of some properties to redevelop. Nonconforming buildings can generally remain
as legal structures, but the land use code places restrictions on how such buildings can be
expanded or modified. In the Northgate Rezone Study Area, such non-conformity is most likely
for properties where the zoning would change to NC from a multi-family designation.

As with the other rezone alternatives , it is possible that growth under Alternative 3 could exceed
the growth targets set for Northgate in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. This could occur even
without rezoning because the Northgate Urban Center currently has more capacity for
development than is needed to accommodate the growth target. As noted above, the rezones are
not motivated by a need to increase growth capacity; rather, the intent is to help guide and shape
the location and form of growth in the Urban Center. Development under Alternative 3 may be
somewhat more likely to exceed growth targets, however, because Alternative 3 could give more
properties an incentive to seek contract rezones to achieve increased development capacity.

If growth were to exceed the planning targets, the City may need to reexamine its priorities for
infrastructure to serve the area. However, the growth targets in the Comprehensive Plan were
based on regional growth trends that are in turn based on long-term regional population change
rates, migration patterns, transportation planning, and employment trends. These trends are not
likely to be altered by changes in zoning in a small portion of the Northgate Urban Center. Thus
the likelihood that growth in the Northgate planning area would exceed the targets considered in
this analysis is low.
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Under Alternative 3, properties eligible for rezoning would redevelop with a mix of 75 percent
residential use and 25 percent commercial use. This scenario would result in capacity for a net
increase of 4,189 residential units within the study area, which is 44 percent greater than the
capacity under the No Action Alternative. This additional density and residential population
when developed would likely increase demand for everyday goods and services and thus could
encourage the growth of businesses to serve the immediate neighborhood, rather than the
destination retail stores that currently predominate. There would also be an increase in capacity
for commercial development, which could accommodate approximately 2,527 net new jobs in
approximately 954,443 square feet of net new commercial space.

According to the maximum development and growth assumptions for 2024 in this analysis,
Alternative 3 could result in 44 percent more new housing units in the Northgate Urban Center
than currently anticipated in the comprehensive plan. As an indirect result, one of the expected
impacts is that some areas outside of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone study area could grow
more slowly than assumed under the No Action Alternative. Additional growth would likely
reduce demand for multifamily development outside of the Northgate Urban Center.

Subarea A. In Subarea A, Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 2 percent of
the employment growth and 11 percent of the residential growth anticipated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024. Residential growth would be similar to that expected under the
Broad Rezone Alternative 1A, but employment growth would be greater (11 vs. 4 percent).

Alternative 3 is generally similar to Alternative 1A in Subarea A and impacts to the overall land
use pattern are expected to be similar and not significant. The major exception is that
Alternative 3 would allow higher buildings on the lots between Meridian Ave N and Corliss Ave
N. The NC3-65 and NC3-85 zoned parcels in the center of the sub-area would be rezoned to
NC3-125; much of the increase in density is assumed to be either residential or hotel use.
However, as noted in the DEIS, the property south of Northgate Way is considered unlikely to
redevelop. Therefore, on the lots north of Northgate Way density could be greater than under the
No Action and Alternative 1A.

Subarea B. In Subarea B, Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 22 percent of
the employment growth and 35 percent of the residential growth anticipated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024. L-2 and MR-60 zoning would remain in place adjacent to I-5, but
would be replaced with neighborhood commercial (NC3-160 and NC3-125) zoning between 1%
Ave NE and 3" Ave NE (one of Northgate’s opportunity sites). Alternative 3 would allow
greater heights in this area than the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A, and would create
approximately 30 percent more residential capacity and 40 percent more commercial capacity.

Rezoning would allow a change from a residential only to a mixed-use land use pattern. Mixed-
use development would likely include ground floor commercial that would face adjacent streets
and internal roads. The area adjacent to Hubbard Homestead Park to the east of 3" Ave NE
would be rezoned to NC-125, which would allow relatively high (125 feet) mixed use buildings.
The uses anticipated within the subarea would generally be compatible with the park and
surrounding uses. Some potential would exist for minor conflicts (e.g. noise, odors) from
commercial activities within mixed use developments. Project-specific impacts would be
evaluated at the time of project review.
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Some of the northern portion of the subarea would be rezoned to from L-2 to MR-85 with a
portion remaining L-2. This zoning would allow slightly greater densities. However, as stated in
the DEIS, these parcels are not expected to redevelop in the next 25 years because existing
development on these lots is in good condition and the increase in development capacity from
the rezone is not likely significant enough to encourage redevelopment. Land use changes in this
portion of Subarea B would be negligible.

Subarea C. In Subarea C, Alternative 3 would not create any additional capacity for
employment growth. It would create capacity for approximately 5 percent of the residential
growth anticipated for the Northgate Urban Center through 2024, however. Total capacity for
housing under Alternative 3 would be greater than for all other rezone alternatives. Existing
zoning in Subarea C consists of low-rise residential (L-3 and L-4) and neighborhood commercial
(NC3-65). Under Alternative 3, the L-3 parcel would remain L-3 and is not considered likely to
redevelop. The Northgate North (Target/Best Buy) site would remain zoned NC3-65 and is also
unlikely to redevelop within the time horizon of this analysis.

The northern portion of the existing L-4 zone would be rezoned to MR-85, resulting in an
increase in the potential number of residential units adjacent to the north boundary of Hubbard
Homestead Park. Limited ground floor commercial uses are also allowed within the MR-85
zone. Redevelopment in this zone would likely be limited based on the size and condition of the
existing development, but some infill or expansion would be possible, especially at the
southeastern portion of this zone.

The addition of residential capacity within the subarea would be generally compatible with the
new park. For The Court at Northgate property (one of Northgate’s opportunity sites, discussed
in Chapter 2), the design of any specific new development would need to consider potential
impacts of such development on Hubbard Homestead Park, such as the impacts of an access
road, provision for pedestrian movement, and privacy issues related to windows located near
park areas. The addition of residential uses facing the park could also be beneficial to the park,
by providing natural surveillance of the park.

Subarea D. In Subarea D Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 35 percent of
the employment growth and 115 percent of the residential growth anticipated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024. These percentages are similar to the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A.
Rezoning would result in an overall increase in density and height in this subarea. However,
unlike the Broad Rezone Alternative, the increase in density would be focused with greater
height allowances along Northgate Way and west of Roosevelt Way. No zoning changes would
occur for properties east of Roosevelt Way.

The land use character of this subarea could change substantially as a result of rezoning under
any alternative, especially on larger parcels that currently host a large amount of surface parking.
This is particularly true for Alternative 3, where current allowed heights of 65 and 40 feet could
be increased to 125 feet. Mixed-use structures would introduce residential uses into an area
predominated currently by destination retail stores and services. Redevelopment could also add
more neighborhood oriented commercial uses to the mix, rather than merely replacing
destination retail uses. As discussed above, mixed-use development has some potential to
introduce land use conflicts between residents and commercial users, which would need to be
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addressed at the project level. In the context of the overall land use pattern, these changes are
generally considered to be positive and not adverse; the impacts of increased height and bulk are
discussed further in subsection 3.3, Aesthetics.

3.1.2 Plans and Policies

This sub-section of the Final EIS contains a revised discussion of the relationship of the
Northgate Urban Center Rezone alternatives to major goals and policies of the City of Seattle
Comprehensive Plan. It has been updated since the Draft EIS to address the impacts of
Alternative 3. The focus is on policies that are related to the type, amount, location and form of
growth occurring in Urban Centers generally and within the Northgate Urban Center particularly;
these factors are considered most relevant to the rezone alternatives. In general, Alternative 3
and all of the rezone alternatives would be consistent with applicable policies. A discussion of
the relationship of growth in the Urban Center to neighborhood plan policies for Aurora-Licton,
Broadview — Bitter Lake — Haller Lake, and to Master Plans for North Seattle Community
College and Northwest Hospital — is contained in the CTIP Draft EIS (Seattle Department of
Transportation, 2006).

City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan

Summary: The City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan — Towards a Sustainable Seattle, contains
goals and policies designed to guide growth within the City for the next 20 years. The
Comprehensive Plan is comprised of eleven elements and is based upon a development pattern
called the “urban village strategy.” This strategy directs most of the City’s new household and
employment growth to 2024 (approximately 58 percent of residential growth and 73 percent of
employment growth) into designated urban centers. The Comprehensive Plan designates six
urban centers, one of which is Northgate. The rezone study area encompasses a portion of the
Northgate Urban Center. Major goals and policies related to urban centers, land use and the
Northgate neighborhood are summarized below.

Urban Village Element

Goal UVG4 - Promote densities, mix of uses, and transportation improvements, that support
walking and use of public transportation, especially within urban centers and urban villages.

Policy UV1 - Promote the growth of urban villages as compact mixed-use neighborhoods in
order to support walking and transit use, and to provide services and employment close to
residences.

Goal UVG6 — Accommodate planned levels of household and employment growth.
Depending on the characteristics of each area, establish concentrations of employment and
housing at varying densities and with varying mixes of uses.

Goal UVG8 — Accommodate the City’s existing and future housing needs through
maintenance of existing residential neighborhoods and the creation of new residential
neighborhoods...

December 2009 3-5



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Goal UVGY — Use limited land resources more efficiently and pursue a development pattern
that is more economically sound, by encouraging infill development on vacant and
underutilized sites, particularly within urban villages.

Goal UVG10 — Maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services, and
deliver those services more equitably, by focusing new infrastructure and services, as well as
maintenance and improvements to existing infrastructure and services, in areas expected to
see additional growth, and by focusing growth in areas with sufficient infrastructure and
services to support that growth.

UVG11 - Collaborate with the community in planning for the future.

UVGL16 - Provide parks and open spaces that are accessible to urban villages to enhance the
livability of urban villages, to help shape the overall development pattern, and to enrich the
character of each village.

UVG17 —Guide public and private activities to achieve the function, character, amount of
growth, intensity of activity, and scale of development of each urban village consistent with
its urban village designation and adopted neighborhood plan.

UVG35 — Achieve growth in urban centers...that is consistent with the 20-year residential
and employment growth targets...

UVG36 — Achieve development within urban villages at a pace appropriate to current
conditions in the area.

Policy UVG40 — Use 20-year growth targets for urban villages as a tool for planning for the
growth that may occur. Use these targets as a guide for City plans for development and
infrastructure provision. Recognize that the growth targets do not represent the maximum
amount of growth that could occur in a village...

Discussion:

All of the rezone alternatives are intended to allow a modest increase in density within the rezone
area, to encourage a broader mix of uses on selected parcels, and to help focus a greater amount
of Northgate’s growth within the commercial core of the Urban Center. Accommodating growth
in this location and in this manner would be consistent with the City’s Urban Village strategy.
Higher densities would be focused in a relatively compact area that is adjacent to existing and
planned regional transit facilities, and within walking distance of a wide range of retail and
community services. (UVG4, UV1)

With or without rezoning, the Urban Center has sufficient zoned development capacity to
accommodate Northgate’s population and employment targets. Rezoning, in conjunction with
the City’s adopted incentive zoning program, is intended to stimulate the production of housing —
which is lagging behind growth in jobs within the Urban Center (UVG6, UVGS8). As indicated
in Table 2-3, Alternative 3 would provide the greatest potential for additional residential units
among the rezone alternatives.
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The rezone is also intended to stimulate redevelopment of underutilized parcels adjacent to
Northgate Way — including several large “opportunity sites” - as a means to increase densities
and use existing land resources more efficiently. Focusing growth within this area along
Northgate Way within the Urban Center would also use existing infrastructure more efficiently.
The Northgate CTIP includes numerous planned improvements that are designed to support
Northgate’s planned growth, move people safely and efficiently, reduce drive-along travel, and
protect residential neighborhoods. (UVGY, UVG10) Alternative 3 identifies several additional
regulatory changes and programs that would reduce drive-alone travel and promote pedestrian
activity.

As noted in the Project Description (B.5), the rezone is based on concepts articulated by a
community design charrette, one of which was to consider increasing density and height in the
Northgate Way corridor. (UVG11) Alternative 3 was developed in response to issues identified
in the Draft EIS and preferences articulated at a community workshop in November 2008, and
the continued planning efforts of the City staff.

Construction of Hubbard Homestead Park commenced in November, 2009 on the former Metro
park-and-ride lot, located along Northgate Way between 3" and 5™ Avenues. This parcel is
strategically located within the commercial core of the Northgate Urban Center. The EIS
evaluates potential impacts to park use of this site in connection with land use changes and
possible shadows (UVG16).

The Urban Center Rezone is intended to guide a portion of Northgate’s future growth to the
Northgate Way corridor. This refocusing of growth would increase the intensity of activity and
scale of development, and would broaden the mix of uses within the study area. The EIS
explores alternatives for accomplishing those objectives consistent with City policy. (UVG17)

Based on real estate market information that was used to help inform the rezone alternatives, and
based on evaluation of properties considered likely to develop in the study area over time,
growth within Northgate as a result of rezoning, whether by legislative action or individual
contract rezones, is anticipated to remain within the current 20-year growth targets (UVG35).
Refer to Final EIS Tables 2-2 and 2-3 for applicable growth targets and estimates, respectively.

As discussed in the EIS, however, it is also possible that the stimulus provided by the rezone
could attract a greater than anticipated amount of growth, or accelerate the rate of growth
(UVG36). Itis assumed that the City would identify this situation, if it occurred, through its
ongoing monitoring of city-wide growth. In general, the Comprehensive Plan’s growth targets
are intended to be used as guides and do not establish limits. (UVG40) If a significant
discrepancy between adopted growth targets and the rate or amount of growth did occur, the City
could amend the Comprehensive Plan to adjust Northgate’s targets, and propose necessary
changes to capital facility plans.

Land Use Element

LU3 — Establish rezone evaluation criteria and procedures to guide decisions about zones that
will provide the best match for the characteristics of an area and will most clearly further
City goals.
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LU5 - 1. Consider, through neighborhood planning processes, recommendations for the
revision of zoning to better reflect community preferences for the development of an
area, provided that consistency between the zoning and this Plan is maintained.
Consider relevant goals and policies in adopted neighborhood plans when evaluating
a rezone proposal.

2. Seek opportunities to incorporate incentive programs for development of housing
affordable to lower-income households into legislative rezones or changes in
development regulations that increase development potential.

3. Consider development regulations that condition higher-density development on
the provision of public benefits when such public benefits will help mitigate impacts
of development attributable to increased development potential.

LU100 - Use a range of high-density multi-family zones in desirable pedestrian-oriented
urban neighborhoods with access to regional transit, a broad range of services and amenities
and access to employment to:

e Encourage housing development of a medium to large scale with heights greater than
those in Lowrise zones;

e Accommodate larger scale structures while maintaining the livability of these
communities, including measures which minimize the appearance of bulk;

e Allow high-density residential development in urban centers...

LU105 - Designate as mixed-use commercial areas, existing areas that provide locations for
accommodating the employment, service, retail and housing needs of Seattle’s existing and
future population. Allow for a wide range in the character and function of individual areas
consistent with the urban village strategy.

Discussion:

The EIS rezone alternatives are assessing the potential effects of applying various zones and
increases in intensity to help determine how best to satisfy the City’s adopted zoning criteria and
accomplish the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. General rezone criteria are set forth in
SMC 23.34.008 and include, but are not limited to, the following:

providing sufficient capacity in Urban Centers to accommodate adopted growth targets;

e closely matching the locational criteria for the proposed zoning designation;
e examining previous and potential zoning changes in and around the rezoned area;

e minimizing the effect of more intensive zones on less intensive zones through gradual
transitions, including heights;
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e using physical buffers (e.g., natural features, freeways and arterials, open space) to
separate different uses and intensities of development; and

e considering physical buffers and platted lot lines when establishing zoning boundaries,
and orienting commercial uses to face each other and away from adjacent residential
areas.

Other general rezoning principles which should be considered include:

e possible negative and positive impacts from rezoning to housing, public services,
environmental resources, pedestrian safety, employment and the character of areas with
architectural or historic value;

e shoreline views and access;

e anticipated service capacities of the area (streets, transit, parking and utilities);
e the presence of changed circumstances, which is not required for a rezone;

e the presence of critical areas; and

e the purpose and boundaries of any applicable zoning overlay district.

All of the rezone alternatives except No Action would increase development capacity on affected
properties within the rezone study area (along the Northgate Way corridor); that is a stated
objective of the City’s action. The increase in capacity for the various alternatives is shown in
Table 2-3. The relationship of the alternatives to zoning locational criteria is discussed further
below. The EIS discussion of Land Use patterns acknowledges that the rezone could potentially
stimulate additional growth through legislative or contract rezones and/or through market forces.
It also discusses compatibility between uses of different intensity; the rezone alternatives
generally incorporate transitions between zones of different intensity. Final EIS Alternative 3
directly addresses transition issues, and would reduce potential impacts to residential properties,
associated with the other rezone alternatives. Natural physical buffers and critical areas are
either not present or not extensive in the study area. Commercial uses would generally be
oriented to Northgate Way and away from lower density residential uses along the boundary of
the study area. In reference to other general rezoning principles, the EIS evaluates the potential
impacts of the rezone alternatives to those elements of the environment included in the EIS
scope.

As noted previously, the proposed rezone study area was developed with the input of the
Northgate Stakeholders Group. Direction from the community design charrette and Stakeholder
Advice Memo - specifically to focus additional growth along Northgate Way and to consider
building heights up to 125 feet — was used to guide initial rezone alternatives. (LU5) Alternative
3 is responsive to issues identified in the Draft EIS and at a community workshop held in
November, 2008, as well as follow up planning analysis by City staff. All EIS alternatives
assume implementation of the City’s adopted incentive zoning program in conjunction with
future rezones.
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The rezone alternatives include application of high-density multi-family and mixed-use
commercial designations. An additional increment of development would be guided to the
Northgate Way corridor; overall, Urban Center growth is expected to remain within the
Northgate growth targets. Previous EISs prepared for the Comprehensive Plan, Northgate
Neighborhood (NACP) and CTIP have not identified deficiencies in infrastructure or service
capacity within the Urban Center.

Northgate Neighborhood Goals and Policies

Summary:  Policies from the 1993 Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (NACP) are now
incorporated into the Seattle Comprehensive Plan’s Neighborhood Plan element. The Northgate
policies are designed to transform the Northgate area into a thriving mixed-use center of
concentrated development and to support a vibrant community that contains good transit service,
roads, parks, libraries, play fields, retail shops, open spaces, pedestrian facilities, adequate
drainage and several community and human services.

NG-G1 — A place where people live, work, shop, play and go to school — all within walking
distance.

NG-G2 — A thriving, vital, mixed-use center of concentrated development surrounded by
healthy single-family neighborhoods transformed from an underutilized, auto-oriented
office/retail area.

Discussion:

To varying degrees, the rezone alternatives are all intended to modestly increase the intensity of
development, and the amount of residential development, occurring within the Northgate Urban
Center. These changes would promote a greater local balance of population and employment.
Recent City-initiated projects — such as the library, park and community center -- have provided
some important elements of a balanced, self-sufficient community. Currently, the Northgate
Way corridor is predominantly low-rise in scale and auto-oriented in character. A greater
diversity of more intensive land uses would further the goal of creating a vital, mixed-use center.
Rezoning would, overall, assist and continue the desired transformation of the Urban Center.
(NG-G1, NG-G2) Alternative 3 would create the largest potential for additional residential units
and would help to achieve a relative balance of population and employment.

Land Use & Housing

Goal NG-G3 - The surrounding single-family neighborhoods are buffered from intense
development in the core, but have ready access to the goods, services, and employment
located in the core via a range of transportation alternatives including walking, bicycling,
transit, and automobile.

NG-G4 — The most intense and dense development is concentrated within the core.
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NG-P1 - Encourage development of the core as a major regional activity center for retail,
commercial, office, multifamily residential, and educational uses with densities sufficient to
support transit.

NG-P2 — Use land use regulation to cause new development to locate close to transit stops
and provide good pedestrian and bicycle connections throughout the area so that intra-area
vehicular trips and locally generated traffic are reduced.

NG-P4 — Concentrate employment activity where the infrastructure and transportation system
can best accommodate it.

NG-P5 — Promote a mixture of activities including commercial and residential uses in areas
that have Neighborhood Commercial and Residential Commercial zoning designations.

NG-P6 — Promote additional multi-family housing opportunities for households of all income
levels to the extent that a compatible scale and intensity of development can be maintained
with adjacent single family areas.

NG-P7 — Reduce conflicts between activities and promote a compatible relationship between
different scales of development by maintaining a transition between zones where
significantly different intensities of development are allowed.

NG-P8 — Maintain the character and integrity of existing single family areas by maintaining
current single family zoning.

Discussion:

The rezone study area is located within the commercial core of the designated Northgate Urban
Center, with the exception of the parcels along Pinehurst Way NE (in Alternative 1). Rezoning
would encourage more intensive redevelopment of commercial and multi-family uses within a
portion of the Urban Center core (NG-G4, NG-P1, NG-P5). One objective of the rezone is to
encourage more multi-family housing in the Urban Center, and to provide a better balance to
employment activity. (NG-P6) Alternative 3 would provide more capacity for added housing
and a better balance of uses relative to the other rezone alternatives. The permitted intensity of
development would step down on the borders of the study area to provide a transition and buffer
for adjacent single family neighborhoods. (NG-G3, NG-P7) The transition would be more
pronounced in Alternative 3 compared to the other alternatives. The EIS sections on Land Use
and Aesthetics discuss potential conflicts and incompatibilities as a result of increasing the
intensity of land use. (NG-P7) None of the rezone alternatives propose any changes to existing
single family zoning, and no significant impacts to adjacent single family neighborhoods is
anticipated (NG-P8)

The Urban Center core, including the rezone area, is located within walking distance of existing
and planned transit facilities. The Northgate CTIP includes a balanced program of multi-modal
transportation system improvements which are intended to provide options to and reduce drive-
alone trips. Alternative 3 includes an assumed emphasis on pedestrian travel. This would be
accomplished through regulatory changes and other programs; these programs could be applied
to any rezone scenario. The transportation analysis in this EIS indicates that CTIP improvements
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can accommodate Alternative 2 (Focused Rezone) and Alternative 3 (Urban Design Framework)
without significant reduction in level of service, but Alternative 1 (Broad Rezone) if built out
would generate significant impacts on some intersections (NG-P4).

Transportation

NG-G6 — An economically viable commercial core with improved alternative means of
access, good vehicular and pedestrian circulation, and an enhanced, interesting environment
that attracts customers, visitors, and employers.

NG-G7 — Medium- to high-density residential and employment uses are concentrated within
a 10-minute walk of the transit center, reducing the number and length of vehicle trips and
making travel by foot and bicycle more attractive.

NG-P11 — Promote pedestrian circulation with an improved street level environment by
striving to create pedestrian connections that are safe, interesting and pleasant.

Discussion:

Alternative 3 would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s Northgate Transportation
policies. Please refer to the discussion in the CTIP Draft EIS (City of Seattle, 2006).

Open Space

NG-P15 -- Promote a system of open spaces and pedestrian connections, to guide acquisition,
location and development of future open space and to establish priorities for related public
improvements.

Discussion:

The City is constructing Hubbard Homestead Park on the former Metro park-and-ride facility
located between 3™ Ave. and 5™ Ave., adjacent to Northgate Way. It will provide a significant
open space in the Urban Center. The CTIP includes several capital projects that are intended to
improve pedestrian connections within the Urban Center (SDOT, 2006). The City’s adopted
incentive zoning program allows a portion of the zoning bonus for projects higher than 85 feet to
be achieved through provision of open space, and this approach is also likely to be implemented
through future rezones in this Northgate rezone study area. (NG-P15)

Financing

NG-P18 — Explore and seek to develop a variety of strategies for financing implementation
of these goals and policies.

Discussion:

As described in Chapter 2, the City has adopted an incentive program that potentially applies to
rezones city-wide, including in this Northgate rezone study area. It provides a means to
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encourage provision of affordable housing, open space and other amenities, which would help
achieve the Comprehensive Plan’s Northgate goals and policies. A separate program has defined
a Voluntary Transportation Mitigation Payment Program (VTMPP) for Northgate to help fund
needed transportation improvements.

3.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Development under Alternative 3 would be consistent with the overall land use pattern
encouraged for the Urban Center by the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Although the
degree of change could be substantial in some subareas, no significant adverse impacts to land
use have been identified; therefore,no mitigation measures are required. The Seattle Municipal
Code includes measures that would provide potential mitigation for some noise and odor
impacts, both during construction and operation of development. Noise and odor impacts
resulting from conflicting land uses -- such as residential uses located in close proximity to
commercial activities -- would be further controlled through environmental review of individual
projects, by examining specific uses, locations, project designs, and other factors that are beyond
the scope of this analysis.

3.1.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Anticipated land use impacts would be largely mitigated by land use regulations, and no
significant incompatibilities between uses are expected. Similarly, no inconsistencies with
adopted policies have been identified. Therefore, no significant unavoidable land use impacts
are anticipated under Alternative 3.

3.2 Housing

Alternative 3 has the largest potential increase in housing among the EIS alternatives — 4,189
new housing units overall, and 1,827 units more than No Action. The increase would be only
incrementally greater (125 more units) than Alternative 1A, and would affect the same existing
housing as Alternative 1A. Therefore, impacts on housing would be generally the same as those
described for Alternative 1A in the Draft EIS. Please see the Draft EIS for discussion of those
impacts and mitigation measures.

3.3 Aesthetics

The elements of the visual environment considered in this analysis include:
e Overall visual character
e Streetscape character
e Protected scenic views

e Lightand glare
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e Bulk and scale of buildings
e Transition in scale between different zones
e Shade and shadows

The first four of these are considered together for the study area as a whole. The height, bulk,
and scale of buildings allowed and the scale transitions between zones are analyzed by subarea.
Finally, shade and shadow impacts are discussed by subarea, with specific attention to potential
effects on Hubbard Homestead Park.

3.3.1 Impacts
Overall visual character

During the construction period associated with any new development or redevelopment, there
would be temporary impacts to the visual environment, including the presence of construction
equipment within the study area, stockpiled materials at the sites, and worker vehicles. Rezoning
or the incentive for individual contract rezones could have the effect of speeding up the rate of
redevelopment in the study area, resulting in construction impacts that are concentrated in a
shorter period of time as well as closer together. These short term impacts are not expected to be
significant, but would be further evaluated in detail as part of environmental review for each
project.

Incremental redevelopment of the study area is ongoing and is expected to be accelerated by any
of the rezone alternatives, with most new projects taking advantage of the maximum size of
building allowed by the Land Use Code. Alternative 3 would allow taller buildings relative to
the other alternatives and could create a somewhat greater incentive for development. This
would result in greater bulk and scale of buildings, and decreases in the amount of open space,
landscaped area, and area dedicated to surface parking. As redevelopment occurs over time,
small buildings and parking areas would be replaced with larger buildings, which could affect
the transition in scale from higher intensity zones to adjacent low intensity zones, such as
between multifamily zones and single family zones. As a result of redevelopment, existing
lawns and parking areas would be largely replaced by multistory structures, and streets would be
fully developed with sidewalks, streetlights, and street trees. Overall, the study area would
evolve from its existing largely suburban character to a more urban character.

Among the alternatives considered in the EIS, Alternative 3 could produce the tallest structures.
However, it would not include upzoning of lower density land on the perimeter of the study area,
so the immediate transitions to the single family zones would remain largely the same as under
the No Action Alternative. The greatest difference under Alternative 3 would be seen along NE
Northgate Way, where buildings could be up to 100 feet taller than currently allowed in the area
closest to the east side of I-5. The transition in building heights from the single-family and
Lowrise zones to the zones allowing the tallest buildings would still include incremental steps in
allowable height. However, contrasts in height would be more pronounced under the Alternative
3 since the tallest height limit would be 160 feet, as shown in Figure 3-1.
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Streetscape character

For all alternatives evaluated in the EIS, many new streetscapes would include storefront
windows, lighted signage, street trees, limited landscaping along sidewalks and around buildings,
and more pedestrian-oriented amenities along streets. Alternative 3 also encourages pedestrian
pathways that would break up the large blocks of the area and would create additional storefront
opportunities in some developments. The concentrated and more intensive development
proposed under Alternative 3, along with implementation programs designed to provide
streetscape improvements and amenities, could result in the highest level of street level
pedestrian activity.

Protected Scenic Views

As described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, there are no protected scenic views that would be
adversely affected by Alternative 3 or any of the alternatives. The only protected view available
from the study area is of Mount Rainier from the southbound lanes of I-5. Due to topography,
that view would not be blocked by any structures within the study area.

Light and Glare

Under any of the alternatives in the EIS, including Alternative 3, development of new buildings
could contribute new sources of light and glare. Light sources would include night lighting,
storefront lighting, and interior building lights visible through windows at night, and vehicle
headlights. Although these light sources would increase, none of these sources is expected to
cause significant adverse impacts because the study area already has many of these types of
lights and future project design review processes could set limits on light/glare in new
development. In some cases, replacing a lighted parking lot with a building may decrease the
level of glare from exterior lighting.
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Reflected light can cause glare, and is especially a concern near highways and major
thoroughfares where glare can impair drivers temporarily and create safety hazards. The primary
potential source of glare is sunlight reflected off of building glass. With taller buildings being
proposed near the freeway, this type of impact could increase under Alternative 3. Such
potential impacts should be evaluated for any new buildings.

Bulk and Scale of Buildings and Transitions between Zones

The following analysis deals primarily with the scale of buildings, rather than the character of the
facades, which is not known at this time. In general, Alternative 3 would allow more taller
buildings than the other EIS alternatives, and therefore creates the potential for greater contrasts
in bulk and scale with adjacent properties. Impacts within individual subareas would vary and
are described in further detail below.

Subarea A. In Subarea A, existing zoning would be unchanged except for the NC3 zone
immediately north and south of N Northgate Way, west of Corliss Ave N, where the allowable
height would increase to 125 feet (NC3-125 zone). Current zoning has 65 feet to 85 feet height
limits within the NC3-65 and NC3-85 zones respectively. The height allowed in the zone on the
north side of N 107" St would be 40 feet higher than the height allowed on the south side. The
property to the east of the new NC3-85 zone is part of the I-5 freeway, so no adverse bulk and
scale impacts are anticipated to the south or east.

The adjacent NC3-40 zone to the northwest of Subarea A allows 40-foot tall buildings and the
L-3 zone to the north of Subarea A allows 30-foot tall buildings. The most pronounced contrast
would be between the L-3 zone immediately to the north of Subarea A, and the new NC3-125
zone which allows buildings up to 125 feet in height — a difference of 95 feet. North 112th Street
provides some separation between the L-3 and NC3-125 zones, and the separation of buildings
across the width of the street would help mitigate the impact of this contrast in height. Existing
development standards in the Land Use Code would help address the issues of contrast and
transition between these properties by limiting the scale of the upper stories of a building in the
NC3-125 zone, requiring street trees, and requiring setbacks in the L-3 zone. Furthermore, any
specific project would be subject to Design Review, which could address the transition by
guiding the siting, massing and other features of any new buildings.

Subarea B. Subarea B abuts the freeway on the west, NE Northgate Way and Northgate Mall
on the south, a succession of commercial and multifamily residential zones on the east, and
single family (SF-7200) zoning to the north. Within the southern portion of this subarea, the
maximum height allowed under Alternative 3 would increase to 160 feet (NC3-160 zone). This
represents an increase from 60 feet allowed under the current MR zone, and an increase from
125 feet allowed under the NC3-125 zone under the Broad Rezone alternative. In the northern
portion of Subarea B, MR zones up to 85 feet could occur, and existing Lowrise zones at the
subareas north edge would be retained.

The most substantial change in allowable building heights would be along 1st Ave NE on the
east side of the freeway where the western portion of the Northgate Apartments property would
be rezoned to NC3-160. Buildings of this height would be substantially larger than any other
buildings visible from the freeway, and thus would form a prominent new landmark. The scale
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of the freeway and the separation provided by the on-ramp area would limit the bulk and scale
impacts from 160-foot tall buildings. Development under the NC3-160 zone would not obscure
any protected scenic views from the freeway.

The southern edge of Subarea B abuts NE Northgate Way, which is the focal center of the
Northgate area. Like Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would allow commercial development up to
the edge of the street right-of-way, and buildings could be 125 feet to 160 feet tall at this
location. By comparison, the existing MR zone would allow development of 60-foot tall
buildings in this area, with a 3 to 15 foot setback required from the street, and large setbacks on
side lot lines. The proposed NC3-160 zoning would allow the tallest buildings nearest to the
freeway, transitioning to NC3-125 going east. Building modulation is not required in NC3
zones, although some modulation is expected, especially for buildings with residential uses.
Buildings would likely include retail uses at the street level and possibly one level above. Uses
above the second floor would likely be offices, a hotel, or apartments. Additional setbacks are
required above 40 feet, and limits on the floor area ratio (FAR) would likely result in tower
structures that cover slightly less than one-half of a project site, typically built over a base that is
built out to the property lines.

Across Northgate Way to the south of Subarea B, the zoning on the Northgate Mall site allows
85-foot tall structures, although most structures built to date have been far smaller and have been
set back from the street. Over the next 20 years, however, it is possible that the Northgate Mall
site could be developed with 85 foot-tall buildings.

The eastern edge of Subarea B would be zoned for 125-foot tall buildings (NC3-125) abutting
Hubbard Homestead Park east of 3rd Ave NE in the center of the subarea. As described in the
shadow analysis below, these structures would increase shadows on the park in late afternoon.
The 160-foot tall buildings that may be built on the west side of Subarea B would be
approximately 300 feet west of the park and thus would be visible behind the 125-foot tall
structures only when viewed from the eastern side of the park.

To the northwest of the park along 3rd Ave NE, Alternative 3 would allow the same height limits
in Subarea B as the properties in Subarea C to the east, each within a MR-85 zone. Potential
bulk and scale impacts at the zone edge along 3rd Ave NE north of the park are described in
Subarea C below.

Overall, the transition between single family zones to the north of Subarea B and the highest
buildings along NE Northgate Way to the south would be gradual, characterized by a series of
increasingly taller and larger-scaled buildings. The northern edge of Subarea B would remain
zoned predominantly L-2, which currently allows 25-foot tall structures such as low-rise
apartment buildings or townhomes. (Both L-2 and L-3 zones allow an additional 5 feet for a
pitched roof.) A small area of the northern one-half of Subarea B adjacent to the freeway right-
of-way could be upzoned to MR-85 from L-2. This would introduce the possibility of larger
structures closer to the SF-7200 zone, where the height allowed is 30 feet. This MR-85 zone
would also stand to the west and south of the L-2 zone described above, which could result in a
60-foot differential in the heights of buildings. Land Use Code requirements for building
landscaping, setbacks, lot coverage, and fagcade modulation would provide a degree of mitigation
for these impacts.
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Subarea C. Subarea C is located to the north of NE Northgate Way between 3rd Avenue NE to
the west and 5th Avenue NE to the east. The approximately 3-acre Hubbard Homestead Park is
being developed on the north side of NE 112th Street within the central portion of the subarea.
The zoning changes proposed under Alternative 3 would increase the allowable building heights
and density only for the properties immediately to the north of the park. Under Alternative 3
zoning, the park would have neighboring structures with potential heights of up to 85 feet to the
east and north. The 65-foot structure on the south side of the park is relatively new and is
approximately the maximum height allowed by its NC3-65 zone. It is considered unlikely to
redevelop in the 20- to 25-year time frame considered for this analysis. Under Alternative 3,
new structures to the west of the park could rise as high as 125 feet, but these new buildings
would only marginally increase the minor shading impacts on the proposed park compared to the
Broad Rezone Alternative.

The site immediately north of the park is not separated from neighboring parcels by a road, as it
is on all other sides. In this area, the zoning would change from L-4, which allows for building
heights up to 37 feet, typically for townhouse and apartment building uses, to MR-85. The
northernmost section of Subarea C would retain its current L-3 zoning designation and provide a
scaled transition between the MR-85 zone to the south and the SF-7200 zone to the north of
Subarea C.

Subarea D. The largest of the subareas, Subarea D is bisected by NE Northgate Way and
extends from 5th Avenue NE to 12th Avenue NE. Most of the area is currently zoned for
neighborhood commercial uses with allowable building heights ranging from 40 feet (NC3-40)
to 85 feet (NC3-85). The area also includes some Lowrise zoned properties. Zoning changes
allowed under Alternative 3 would permit increases in building heights (maximum of 125 feet)
and density along the NE Northgate Way corridor and across the majority of the subarea.

The most substantial change in building height would occur in the central and southwestern
portions of the subarea where the proposed zoning would be NC3-85 and NC3-125. These
zoning changes would allow height limits in these areas to increase by 45 feet to 85 feet
compared to existing zoning. This change would have the greatest impact along the north
central, south central, and eastern sections of Subarea D, where significantly taller buildings
would abut L-3 and NC3-40 zones. Where the NC3-125 zones abut L-3 zones, the difference in
building height could be as great as 95 feet. South of NE Northgate Way, this pronounced
change in scale would occur where 8" Avenue NE separates the two zones, but the width of the
street would help ameliorate the contrast in heights. North of Northgate Way, the properties with
this pronounced zone height difference abut one another and therefore the impacts would be
potentially greater. The L-3 and NC-40 zones retained within the subarea would provide a
transition in scale between the tallest buildings allowed under Alternative 3 and the nearby single
family residential zones.

The north edge of Subarea D along NE 113th Street is currently zoned L-1, allowing 25-foot
building heights typically as townhouse type development, could be rezoned to L-2, which also
allows 25-foot building heights. It is not anticipated that this change would have any significant
impacts on the single family zone (SF-7200) on the north side of NE 113th Street, but would
allow for slightly denser townhouse development on these lots.
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Subarea E. Alternative 3 would not revise zoning in Subarea E.
Shadows

Existing shadow conditions are created by the location and scale of structures relative to the
seasonal pattern of the sun, time of day and weather. Topography and vegetation also influence
shadow patterns. The Seattle Municipal Code (SMC 25.06.675) requires that shadow effects to
all public parks and schools in Seattle be minimized. Within the vicinity of the Northgate Urban
Center Rezone area, applicable public spaces would include Hubbard Homestead Park. In
addition, an increase in shade and shadows may affect adjacent properties, sidewalks and streets.

Future development of taller structures would increase the potential for more shade and shadows
in public spaces and on adjacent properties. This effect would be most pronounced on sidewalks
and streets. However, impacts on streets are a typical and anticipated aspect of development in
higher intensity zones and are not considered to be significant. In some cases, tall buildings can
cast shade on adjacent properties, and the greatest potential for significant impacts would occur
on properties north of new buildings.

Under Alternative 3, parcels in upzoned areas would have the potential for new buildings that are
20 to 100 feet taller than currently allowed under the No Action Alternative, and 20 to 60 feet
taller than allowed under the Broad Rezone alternative. In general, any increase in height limits
associated with rezoning would create taller and more lasting shadows. The following analyzes
the potential for shadow impacts by subarea.

Subarea A. Under Alternative 3, the central portion of Subarea A would be rezoned to NC3-
125, an increase in height of 40 to 60 feet from current zoning and an increase of 40 feet from
Alternative 1. As I-5 lies to the east, shadow impacts are considered negligible for areas to the
east. To the west, zoning heights would be largely unchanged and shadow impacts are
anticipated to be minimal as the shadows from any new buildings will fall on adjacent buildings
of heights ranging from 30 to 60 feet. The areas most impacted by increased shadows from the
NC3-125 rezone will be those areas immediately across N 112" St to the north and northwest of
Subarea A. During those times of year when the sun is low in the sky, generally later fall
through early spring, those buildings closest to buildings in the NC3-125 zone could be shaded
for longer portions of the day. As noted above, because the Land Use Code requires additional
setbacks for portions of a building above 40 feet, and limits FAR so that towers up to 125 feet
typically can occupy no more than half of the lot area, it would be possible to preserve some
access to daylight for properties to the north. The City’s Design Review process could be used
to address this concern in building design where appropriate.

Subarea B. Under Alternative 3, Subarea B would experience the largest increase in height
limits, up to a maximum of 160 feet under the NC3-160 designation — an increase of 100 feet
from current zoning. However, given that the NC3-160 area of Subarea B is bordered by NE
Northgate Way and I-5 on the south and west respectively, any increased shadows created by
160-foot tall buildings would have negligible impacts in these directions. The areas most
impacted by the proposed NC3-160 zone would be buildings immediately to the east in the NC3-
125 zone, and buildings immediately to the north in the proposed MR-85 zone. Structures in
these areas would likely be substantially shaded by 160-foot tall buildings during the late fall
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through early spring time period and would have reduced access to direct sunlight during the
summer months. The NC3-125 and MR-85 designations in Subarea B, reflect a 25- to 60-foot
increase in building heights from current zoning. As with the NC3-160 zone, these proposed
zoning changes would result in increased shadows cast on buildings in the immediate northern
vicinity of these zones during the shortest days of the year when the sun in low on the horizon.
Setback and FAR limits in the Land Use Code would reduce the potential for these impacts to a
degree and the City’s Design Review process could be used to address solar access in building
design where appropriate.

Under Alternative 3, zoning changes could lead to an increase in shadow impacts on the new
park located immediately to the east of Subarea B and running along the north side of NE 112"
St. Figure 3-1, above, illustrates the various height limits allowed under the alternative rezone
plans along 3™ Ave NE, which borders the west side of the proposed park. As can be seen,
Alternative 3 would allow for the tallest structures and represent the greatest increase in building
heights. As a result, a shadow analysis using three-dimensional (3D) computer models was
executed to examine shadow impacts to the park at different times of the year and at different
times of the day.

As a baseline, a shadow analysis was performed using the current zoning designations (Figure 3-
2). Simulated building visualizations were created up to the height limits of current zoning for
those areas immediately to the west (60-foot tall) and to the southeast (65-foot tall) of the
proposed park. For all other buildings, existing footprints and heights were used to create their
respective 3D simulations. A date of June 1% was selected for the focus for the analysis as this
represents a time of year and sun horizon pattern that would be typical for when the proposed
park is most likely to be used in the late afternoon and evening. As shown in Figure 3-2, the 60-
foot tall towers would begin to cast shadows on the park at 4:25 PM, cover half of the park’s
length (in the southwest quadrant) in shadows by 7:45 PM and fully cover the park in shadows
by 8:15 PM. Note that because the sun sets so far to the north on June 1, the shadows that cover
the park at 8:15 PM are largely cast by the existing building to the northwest of the park.
Because this building is considered unlikely to be redeveloped in the next 20 to 25 years, the
existing height was retained for this analysis.

For comparison, a worst-case shadow analysis was also performed using Alternative 3
designations for the same areas to the west and southeast of the park (Figure 3-3). On June 1%,
the shadow simulation shows that that the 125-foot and 160-foot tall buildings in Subarea B
would begin to cast shadows on the park at 3:00 PM, covering one-half of the park’s length (in
the southwest quadrant) in shadows by 6:50 PM. Shadows would fully cover the park by 8:15
PM, but these would be cast by existing buildings located to the northwest of the park. If the
building to the northwest of the park were to be redeveloped to the proposed 85-foot height limit,
the shadows from the new building might cover the park earlier, depending on how it was
designed. However, it is considered unlikely to redevelop due to the size and condition of the
existing building. Overall, shadow impacts would affect a small portion of the park for a portion
of the day and are not considered to be significant.
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As can be seen in Table 3-1, shadow impacts on the park’s southwest quadrant would begin
earlier in the day under Alternative 3 as compared to No Action, but differences in shadow
would become less evident as evening approaches. Alternative 3 would have the greatest
shadow impact on the park of all the alternatives. Images of the analysis for Alternative 1 are
included in Final EIS Appendix B.

Table 3-1. Comparison of Afternoon Shadow Impacts on Hubbard Homestead Park

Shadow Extent on Park

Current Zoning

Urban Design

Time Difference

(June 1% (60’ heights) Framework
(125, 160, Heights)
Begin Shadow 4:25 PM 3:00 PM 85 minutes
Half Shadow 7:45 PM 6:50 PM 55 minutes
Full Shadow 8:15 PM 8:15 PM 0 minutes

In addition, a shadow analysis was conducted using a target date of November 1% at 9:30 AM to
analyze the impacts of the properties southeast of the proposed park during the late fall through
early spring time period (Figure 3-4). The analysis indicates that any additional shadows
produced by either buildings reaching the current zoning height for this area (65-foot tall) or
Alternative 3 (85-foot tall) would be negligible. The source of greatest shadow impact to the
park during this time period would be from the existing Best Buy/Target complex and would not
be caused by new buildings that may be built to the southeast either under the No Action or

Alternative 3.
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Figure 3-4. Morning Shadow Analysis: Current and Alternative 3 Zoning
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Subarea C. Under Alternative 3, the only change proposed in Subarea C is for the area
immediately north of the proposed park which could be rezoned from L4 to MR-85. This
represents an increase in allowable height from 37 feet to 85 feet, an increase of 48 feet. In
terms of shadows, this would create the greatest impact during the shorter winter days on
properties immediately neighboring any buildings built to the 85-foot maximum.

Although the parcels zoned single-family (SF-7200) to the north and northeast of the proposed
MR-85 zone could be impacted by shadows, they are adjacent to the site driveway for The Court
at Northgate condominium complex, which is not considered likely to be redeveloped due to the
size and condition of the building. It is more likely that the rezone would result in a new
building and/or an addition to the existing Court at Northgate building on its south or southwest
side, nearest the park, which potentially could cast shadows on the L-3 zoned properties to the
north.

Subarea D. Subarea D would see height limit increases ranging from 25 to 85 feet with the
heights of the tallest buildings reaching 125 feet. The proposed NC3-125 zones within Subarea
D area that are located south of NE Northgate Way would cast shadows on the street and on
other similar scale buildings to the north and would not cause significant impacts. The NC3-125
zone north of NE Northgate Way would abut an L-3 zone and an NC3-65 zone on the north, and
the MR-85 zone would also abut an L-3 zone. Shadow impacts on the L-3 zone could be
significant if the massing of a 85-foot or 125-foot tall structure were located immediately to the
south. This impact could be minimized through the Design Review process by prioritizing
preservation of solar access for adjacent properties. In Subarea D, no shadow impacts to single
family zones are anticipated.

Subarea E. Alternative 3 does not include changes in zoning to Subarea E, and therefore no
changes in shadow impacts would result.

3.3.2 Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were described in the Draft EIS, and would be applicable to
impacts generated under any alternative, including Alternative 3 impacts as discussed above.
Potential mitigation for long term aesthetic impacts would be addressed through the SEPA and
Design Review processes for individual projects. Measures to address site-specific impacts
could include:

= provision of additional setbacks;

= limiting the height of a portion of a building to improve the transition between zones;

= using materials and landscaping to soften abrupt transitions in the character of
development, such as when a commercial building abuts a lower density residential
zone; and

= providing urban streetscape amenities to create a unified character of development
among varied uses.

The Draft Northgate Open Space and Pedestrian Connections Plan suggests a number of
streetscape improvements that would help to ensure a pleasant walking environment and balance
safety and aesthetic considerations. Encouraging mid-block open space and circulation routes to
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break up the superblocks would help to reduce the impacts of increased bulk and scale,
especially on larger properties. Regulatory actions being considered also anticipate such
measures. Streetscape improvements could be considered to mitigate the impacts of more
intensive development that abuts the street right-of-way, as could be expected under any of the
alternatives. Shade and shadow impacts on adjacent properties also could be minimized by
requiring additional setbacks for taller structures or portions of structures above a specified
height.

3.3.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The scale and transitions between buildings of different height and intensity in differing zones
presents the greatest potential for impacts, but transitions in scale have been incorporated in each
alternative. Alternative 3 would provide the most gradual transition between high intensity uses
in the Urban Center and adjacent lower density residential uses. In addition, design review
would be required for any major development project, which would provide an opportunity to
further study transitions on individual sites and for individual projects. Therefore, there are no
significant unavoidable impacts anticipated on scenic resources or aesthetics.

3.4 Recreation

One notable change in existing conditions described in the Draft EIS is the planning, design and
commencement of construction of Hubbard Homestead Park. Figure 3-5 below depicts a
rendering of the basic site plan. This section discusses impacts of Alternative 3 on recreation
facilities, such as increased demand for facilities, accessibility of parks to park users, and
impacts on safety, security and enjoyment of parks and recreation facilities.
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Figure 3-5. Hubbard Homestead Park Concept Plan

Source: Seattle Parks and Recreation 2009

3.4.1 Impacts

Impacts to recreation under Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 1. The number of park
users living in close proximity would likely be slightly greater for Alternative 3, because this
alternative would encourage more housing and a greater residential population in the study area.
Like Alternative 1, Alternative 3 is not expected to significantly increase the number of
residents in the broader Northgate Planning Area over the long run, but rather to concentrate
expected residential growth close to Northgate Way and therefore closer to Hubbard Homestead
Park. The new park would be more accessible by foot or bicycle to new residents, which could
result in the park being more heavily used. At the same time, improved pedestrian access should
also reduce traffic and parking issues around the park compared to the No Action Alternative.
These impacts are not expected to be significant.

As described above in Section 3.3 Aesthetics, Alternative 3 and related future development could
increase afternoon shadows in the southwest quadrant of Hubbard Homestead Park, due to taller
buildings across the street to the west. On cooler afternoons and evenings, passive activities
such as picnicking, reading, or people watching, might be less enjoyable for some individuals in
areas that are in shade. Because the taller buildings could cause shade in that southwestern
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portion of the park an hour earlier, this may affect use patterns in the park. However, these
impacts are not expected to be significant.

3.4.2 Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures could be employed to minimize impacts on recreation during
potential future construction:

e Coordinate with the Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation to ensure that access is
maintained during construction;

e Provide adequate notification prior to park closures or access restrictions; and

e Place adequate signage at and near the site to alert park users of upcoming use
restrictions.

e Design individual projects to minimize shading by placing taller buildings as far from the
park as possible and providing spacing between towers.

3.4.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

While the rezone alternatives would increase density and thus utilization of recreation resources,
no significant unavoidable impacts are anticipated.

3.5 Transportation

3.5.1 Evaluation Methodology

Alternative 3 is similar in the number of residential units and total amount of commercial space
to Alternative 1A and has the more concentrated development characteristics of Alternative 2.
However, Alternative 3 places greater emphasis on the creation of a high-quality environment for
non-motorized travel. It contemplates additional physical improvements that would create and
support a more pedestrian-oriented and transit-oriented environment for living, working, and
shopping.

The methodology used to estimate traffic impacts is described in greater detail in Section 4.5.1 of
the Draft EIS. Traffic generation, trip distribution and level of service impacts of Alternative 3
were estimated using SDOT’s Seattle Transportation Model, along with adjustments described in
the subsection on Level of Service below.

3.5.2 Planned Transportation Improvements

As with the Draft EIS alternatives, Alternative 3 assumes implementation of the sixty-three
transportation improvements recommended in the CTIP to address the spectrum of transportation
system needs to accommodate future growth by 2030. Transportation improvements
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recommended along or near Northgate Way are identified in Table 4-5 and Figure 4-8 of the
Draft EIS. Itis also assumed that implementation of improvements will keep pace with
redevelopment. This will occur through monitoring of development and on-going funding of
projects through the City’s Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).

3.5.3 Transportation Characteristics of Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framework

All EIS Alternatives embody many characteristics of “smart growth” or “compact development”
that are identified in current planning literature: increased densities, quality urban design, mixed
land uses, stronger centers, and improved pedestrian infrastructure. A synthesis of planning
research, identified in the reference section of the Final EIS, identifies five elements (referred to
as “the five D’s”) of land use and transportation interaction that affect how we travel. These five
elements describe land use characteristics that affect transportation and indicate potential vehicle
trip reductions as compared to typical trip generation rates in the Institute of Transportation
Engineers Trip Generation Manual, that can be associated with land use patterns. The potential
vehicle trip reductions noted are cumulative.

Density: How dense the development is. Higher densities result in shorter trip lengths,
more walking and biking, and support higher-quality transit service. Research finds that
doubling density can result in a reduction in daily vehicle trips by 4 to 12 percent and the
total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 1 to 17 percent as compared to typical trip
generation estimates.

Diversity: The degree to which the site contains a balanced mixture of land uses. Higher
diversity enables trips to be linked, for example when the dry cleaner is located next to
the Post Office, which in turn is next to the coffee shop. It results in more walk and bike
trips, and allows for more shared parking. Research finds that a 100 percent
improvement in diversity can result in a reduction in daily vehicle trips by 1 to 11 percent
and VMT by 1 to 13 percent.

Design: Site connectivity and walkability, measured in terms of the percentage of street
miles with sidewalks, network density, and route directness (the distance between two
points via the roadway network versus the "as the crow flies” distance). Neighborhood
design may also include such factors as the presence or absence of street trees for shade,
and street lighting. Pedestrian and bike-friendly design can affect whether people feel
comfortable getting out of their cars. Research finds that improvements in design related
to connectivity and walkability can result in a reduction in daily vehicle trips by 2 to 5
percent and VMT by 2 to 13 percent.

Destinations: Site locations and their accessibility relative to the major attractions in the
region. An urban infill/redevelopment site will usually provide greater opportunities to
walk, bike and use transit than a comparable site located in a suburban location. The
accessibility to destination can result in a reduction in daily vehicle trips by 5 to 29
percent and VMT by 20 to 51 percent.

Distance to Transit: How far the site is to the nearest rail station. Recent research has
established a strong relationship between proximity to transit and transit mode choice;
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Transit oriented development sites have a 30 to 60 percent lower use of automobile travel
modes than sites located more distant from transit.

While all EIS alternatives share most of these characteristics, Alternative 3 is evaluated in the
Final EIS so as to place a greater emphasis on the creation of a walkable environment, and to
illustrate, for SEPA analysis purposes, the potential effects of a more walkable environment on
circulation and congestion. It is acknowledged that this same emphasis also could be achieved
with the other alternatives if they emphasized implementation programs that achieved on-site
and off-site improvements supporting a pedestrian orientation in the Northgate Urban Center.
For example, breaking up large blocks, creating more links to destinations, and creating a
pedestrian environment that provides street/sidewalk facilities, crossing treatments, reduced
travel distances, and pedestrian-scale amenities, would all increase walking potential. The
analysis of Alternative 3 illustrates the potential effects of this greater pedestrian orientation.

3.5.5.1 Traffic Volumes

Figure 3-6 shows 2030 PM peak hour volumes for Alternative 3 and the change from No Action.
Because the analysis assumes that the overall numbers of residents, students, and employees
within the CTIP study area would be unchanged, the increase in assumed development along
Northgate Way for Alternative 3 would correspond to an assumed lesser amount of development
in other areas of the Northgate CTIP study area. In addition, the traffic model redistributes
traffic to roadways that provide a faster travel path between a trip’s origin and destination. The
combination of these factors leads to results that have only relatively small differences in traffic
volumes compared to the No Action Alternative.

3.5.3.2 Levels of Service Analysis

To provide a comparable evaluation with the other EIS alternatives, the analysis of Alternative 3
estimates trip generation, and then applies the volume difference at the intersections to the results
from DEIS Alternative 2. Alternative 2 is used for the comparison because it has levels of
concentrated development along NE Northgate Way that are roughly similar to Alternative 3..

Based on the potential reductions identified for the “five D’s” above, the trip generation for
Alternative 3 conservatively assumes an additional 5 percent reduction in PM peak hour trip
generation compared to the other EIS alternatives. This reflects the somewhat greater intensity
of uses and probable improvements in pedestrian circulation. The analysis then applies the net
change in trips to the intersection turning volumes from Alternative 2 to estimate the level of
service at each study intersection.

The intersection analysis assumes that the signal timing of the intersections along Northgate Way
would be coordinated and optimized. The CTIP EIS and the Northgate Urban Center Rezone
DEIS use LOS E as the standard to measure performance and evaluate the need for system
improvements.

Table 3-2 shows the level of service and average delay for each intersection under the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 3. For comparison, Table 3-3 shows the level of service and average
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delay for each intersection for all EIS alternatives. Notable results of analysis include that the
intersections at Meridian Avenue N/N Northgate Way would operate at LOS F in 2030 under
Alternative 3 and all other EIS alternatives. This intersection lacks the additional right-of-way
for improvements and is assumed to be built out to its final form.

Table 3-2. 2030 PM Peak Hour Level of Service Operation —No Action Alternative and Urban
Design Framework (Alternative 3)

Alternative 3

2030 No Action Urban Design

Framework

Intersection LOS Average LOS Average
Delay Delay

Meridian Ave N / Northgate Way F 104 F 99
Corliss Ave N / Northgate Way D 44 D 38
1st Ave NE / Northgate Way D 47 E 72
3rd Ave NE / Northgate Way E 61 E 64
5th Ave NE / Northgate Way E 68 E 73
8th Ave NE / Northgate Way C 24 C 27
Roosevelt Way NE / Northgate Way E 66 D 50
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Figure 3-6. Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framework 2030 PM Peak Hour Turning Volumes
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Table 3-3. 2030 PM Peak Hour Level of Service Operation —Comparison of All Alternatives

Alt 1A Broad|Alt 1B Broad Alt 3
Rezone EIS Rezone Rezone Alt 2 Urban Design
CTIP 2030 2030 No Residential | Commercial Focused Framework
Baseline Action Focus 2030 | Focus 2030 | Rezone 2030
Intersection
Average Average Average Average Average Average
LOS| Delay |[LOS| Delay [LOS| Delay [LOS| Delay |LOS| Delay |LOS| Delay
Meridian Ave N / Northgate Way |F 103 F |104 F 97 F 97 F |98 F 1[99
Corliss Ave N / Northgate Way D |43 D 44 D @42 D [39 D [38 D [38
1st Ave NE / Northgate Way D |53 D 47 E |79 F |82 E (71 E [72
3rd Ave NE / Northgate Way E |69 E |61 F 89 E |74 E [/5 E (64
5th Ave NE / Northgate Way E |68 E |68 F 81 F 187 E (79 E (73
8th Ave NE / Northgate Way c |12 C [24 C 29 C |28 C ]31 C |27
Roosevelt Way NE / Northgate Way|E  [76 E |66 D |7 D H49 D 51 D [50

3.5.3.3 Pedestrian Impacts

Recent research has identified some of the relationships between the built environment and
pedestrian walking activity, generally when walking is a mode of transportation rather than a
recreational activity. Factors that are most influential to walking for transportation can be
correlated to residential and commercial development density, distance to nonresidential
destinations, and the mix of land uses and commercial activities. Network connectivity, presence
of parks and open space, and personal safety concerns are also related factors. Residential
choice -- choosing to live in a pedestrian-friendly environment — is also identified in the research
as an important determinant in predicting pedestrian travel behavior.

A recent study (Wolfe, 2009) prepared for the Runstad Center for Real Estate Studies at the
University of Washington, identified ten barriers, challenges, solutions, and best practices to
implementing urban centers and transit oriented development in Washington. The top three
issues identified are:

e accommodating pedestrians (reflecting a pedestrian orientation in the built environment);

e improving access from transit to jobs and residences (locating new development in
proximity to transit opportunities); and

e moving from “node” to “place” (creating places oriented to people rather than cars).

Another study (Leslie, 2007) identified four relevant and measurable attributes of walkability:
dwelling density, connectivity, land use mix and new retail areas. Regarding connectivity, it was
observed that higher intersection densities (that is, a greater number of intersections in a given
area that have sidewalks) provide people with a greater variety of potential routes, easier access
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to major roads where public transportation is available, and shorter times to get to destinations.
A number of GIS-based models and other evaluation tools have also been developed to measure
walkability, including the “walkscore” website (www.walkscore.com); the Active
Neighborhood Checklist and protocols, developed by the St. Louis University School of Public
Health; and the INDEX computer model, developed by Clarion Planners and Fehr & Peers.
Some physical and environmental factors considered in the Active Neighborhood Checklist that
influence walkability include sidewalk location, continuity, width and condition; aesthetic and
comfort factors, such as shade trees, benches and amenities; and the presence of litter, trash and
graffiti.

It can be observed, therefore, that the “five D’s” — density, diversity, design, destinations and
distances — identify factors that are conducive to pedestrian travel and can also reduce the
number of vehicle trips. The cited research identifies other factors, including connectivity, that
can also promote increased walking and reduced driving. In general, assuming that these
principles are integrated in land use planning, the amount of pedestrian activity in an area will
increase as a corollary of decreased vehicle trips. This causal relationship is implicit in the trip
reduction factors that are incorporated into transportation models. Development will generate
pedestrian traffic as well as vehicle traffic, and increased pedestrian traffic will result in impacts
to the pedestrian environment: additional or enhanced physical improvements would be needed
to support and encourage increased pedestrian activity. In addition, improvements to the
pedestrian environment would further serve to support the shift in transportation mode choice
away from vehicle trips and toward pedestrian trips. In these ways, pedestrian connectivity
enhancements can be utilized to help mitigate the traffic impacts of increasing and concentrating
development capacity within the study area.

While a nexus between development and walking activity can be identified, measuring the
impact of a specific land use action on pedestrian activity and associated facilities is not well
documented. Nationwide standards to evaluate impacts or assess mitigation have not been
developed at this time.

3.5.4 Mitigation Measures

The traffic analysis of the alternatives generally references the CTIP benchmark of LOS E when
discussing intersection impacts. This is a guide only and is not an adopted level of service
standard. Although the City has not formally adopted a level of service standard for intersection
operations city-wide, SDOT and DPD seek to maintain LOS D and use this as a measure of
impacts when reviewing proposed projects and requiring mitigation. In some cases, however,
operations have already degraded beyond LOS D and improvement to that level is not practical
or reasonable. Those determinations may be made on a case-by-case or area-wide basis. The
CTIP applied the LOS E benchmark as a way to balance the needs of different transportation
modes with levels of funding that were considered achievable.

As noted in the Draft EIS, any of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone alternatives would change
the distribution of development within the Northgate area. Concentrating development along the
Northgate Way corridor and maintaining LOS benchmarks would require implementation of
CTIP improvements within the Northgate Way corridor. The majority of improvements needed
to mitigate level of service impacts for all of the alternatives are already included in the CTIP
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and are identified as “near-term” improvements. The mitigation analysis in this EIS assumes
that these projects will be funded and constructed within the timeline identified in the CTIP,
regardless of whether rezones occur through legislative area-wide rezoning or through individual
contract rezones. This EIS also identifies two additional targeted improvements not
contemplated by the CTIP at intersections where impacts would occur as a result of Alternatives
1A and 1B. With the mitigation measures identified in Table 4-5 of the Draft EIS, all of the
action alternatives would meet the CTIP LOS E intersection benchmark, although delays at key
intersections would increase. As described previously, the analysis assumes that the overall
numbers of residents, students and employees would be the same as assumed for the CTIP, and
that the increase in development along Northgate Way would be offset by corresponding lesser
levels of development at other locations within the Northgate CTIP study area. All alternatives
also assume the completion of CTIP roadway improvement projects along the Northgate Way
corridor. Additional improvements are recommended for Alternatives 1A and 1B. Table 3-4
summarizes the mitigation for each alternative, including Alternative 3:

Table 3-4. Recommended Mitigation for each Alternative

Alternative Recommended Mitigation
No Action e Completion of Northgate Way CTIP projects listed in Table 4-5 in the DEIS
Alternative 1A e Completion of Northgate Way CTIP projects listed in Table 4-5 in the DEIS
e Improve intersections of NE Northgate Way at 3 Ave NE and 5" Ave NE
Alternative 1B e Completion of Northgate Way CTIP projects listed in Table 4-5 in the DEIS
e Improve intersections of NE Northgate Way at 1 Ave NE and 5™ Ave NE
Alternative 2 e Completion of Northgate Way CTIP projects listed in Table 4-5 in the DEIS
Alternative 3 e Completion of Northgate Way CTIP projects listed in Table 4-5 in the DEIS

Many of the actions that will mitigate the increase in population and employment and achieve a
more pedestrian-oriented environment are encompassed in the implementation programs that
could be applied to any of the rezone alternatives, including the following:

e New and amended guidelines to address pedestrian connections across private property,
transit-friendly improvements, bicycle infrastructure, and environmental sustainability.

e Amendments to SDOT’s right-of-way improvements manual to provide guidance for
streetscape improvements, including the 3rd Avenue NE Green Street and potential 8th
Avenue NE Green Street.

e Incentive zoning that would provide a density bonus program for mid-block pedestrian
promenades, green street setbacks and other open space in addition to affordable housing.

The intended effect of these mitigation actions would be to change travel behavior within the
Northgate area. By creating a pedestrian-oriented environment, Alternative 3 or any of the
rezone alternatives could reduce the area’s reliance on private automobiles by encouraging
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accessibility and ease of non-motorized and transit trips for greater numbers of residents,
employees and business patrons.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The only unavoidable significant impact on transportation is the contribution of additional traffic
to the N Northgate Way/Meridian Avenue N intersection, which is expected to degrade to LOS F
under any alternative (including the No Action Alternative), even with implementation of the
improvements planned under the CTIP. As with the Alternative 1A Broad Rezone-Residential
Focus scenario described in the Draft EIS, degradation of the level of service at the intersection
of 3rd Avenue NE/Northgate Way could be mitigated, but the mitigation itself could have
impacts that may be considered significant.

3.6 Air Quality

3.6.1 Construction Impacts Common to All Alternatives

The construction impacts common to all alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS are also
applicable to Alternative 3. Refer to the Draft EIS for the complete discussion.

3.6.2 Operation Impacts

The discussion of potential impacts on carbon monoxide generation for Alternative 3 is based on
the methods and results of the analysis completed for the Draft EIS. Refer to that document for
details of methodology and results of the analysis.

In general Carbon Monoxide (CO) modeling is based on the functioning of key intersections in
the study area. Poor performing intersections result in idling cars which is a source of CO.
Intersection functions are estimated using traffic models based on land use and development
densities. Traffic and intersection functioning under Alternative 3 are expected to be similar to
those identified for the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A. In general, there would be an increase in
traffic and peak-period traffic delay. Model-calculated 1-hour CO concentrations with this
alternative are 0.1 to 0.5 ppm greater than with the No Action Alternative, but nonetheless would
remain sufficiently low so as not to approach or exceed the ambient air quality standards for CO.
It is assumed that model-calculated 1-hour CO concentrations would be similar under Alternative
3 and that they would also remain sufficiently low so as not to approach or exceed the ambient
air quality standards.

Greenhouse Gas Impacts

Mitigating climate change by reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions has become a priority
in Washington State. The Governor’s Executive Order (EO 09-05) established the reduction of
automobile use and increasing transit options as key components to Washington State’s approach
to mitigating climate change.
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One of the underlying principles of the Vision 2040 growth management plan (PSRC, 2009) for
the Puget Sound region is that concentrating growth in Urban Centers at higher densities will
reduce automobile trips and encourage transit use and walking, compared to dispersing growth to
areas that are more automobile dependant (less accessible to transit and less walkable).

The issue paper on Health: What’s Health Got to Do with Growth Management, Economic
Development and Transportation, prepared in support of the PSRC’s Vision 2040 Final EIS,
noted research findings showing that higher residential densities and mixed use development
reduced CO2 production and decreased automobile use, a major contributor of GHG (PSRC,
2004). The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency’s Roadmap for Climate Protection: Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Puget Sound (2004), includes “reducing vehicle miles traveled” as
one of its priority recommendations. The report notes that “land use development patterns that
decrease citizens’ dependence on vehicles (especially single passenger trips) and that support the
development of transit options are needed to reduce fossil fuel combustion emissions from cars.”

Any of the proposed rezone alternatives analyzed in the Draft and Final EIS would support more
efficient growth patterns, consistent with regional planning as well as the City of Seattle and
King County Comprehensive Plans, which are expected to assist in controlling GHG emissions.
The alternatives evaluated in the Draft and Final EIS would help Seattle achieve its goals for
accommaodating residential growth in areas that are well served by transit and within walking
distance to a broad range of services and employment opportunities.

The alternatives provide different types of redevelopment incentives that would encourage the
concentration of growth from the larger Northgate planning area into a more compact form of
development focused along the Northgate Way corridor. This concentration could result in a
modest reduction of vehicle miles traveled by future residents of the planning area, depending
primarily on how many use public transit or non-motorized forms of travel. Alternative 3 would
be the most intensive and would create the greatest potential reduction in auto travel, and the
greatest potential use of public transit and non-motorized forms of transportation. As identified
in the Transportation section of the FEIS, Alternative 3 is expected to result in the greatest
reduction in auto travel and the greatest increase in non-motorized travel.

Under the No Action Alternative, there is a potential risk that the area would not achieve its
growth targets because the incentive to redevelop is not great enough under existing zoning. If
the Northgate area failed to meet its growth targets, growth would be likely to increase in
outlying areas where land is less expensive and potential profits from development are greater.
This and other offsetting factors cannot be reliably quantified for this proposal, but should be
acknowledged.

King County and the City of Seattle have developed a GHG worksheet as a means of quantifying
GHG emissions associated with development proposals. The worksheet, intended to accompany
SEPA analyses for development proposals, estimates GHG emitted by the manufacturing of
construction materials; energy demands created by the use of a development after it is
completed; and transportation demands created by a development. The worksheet was not
completed for this analysis because, as a programmatic review, there is insufficient project-level
information to establish reasonable assumptions. Specific GHG assessments will be prepared for
project-level proposals within the study area.
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3.6.3 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation proposed in the Draft EIS for construction and operation impacts applies to all
alternatives and would apply to Alternative 3 as well. Refer to the Draft EIS for the discussion
of mitigation.

3.6.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse air quality impacts have been identified with any of the
alternatives examined, including Final EIS Alternative 3, and none are anticipated.

3.7 Water Resources

Impacts on water resources would be the same as those described in the Draft EIS for Alternative
2, and are not considered to be significant. Please see the Draft EIS for discussion of those
impacts and mitigation measures.

3.8 Plants and Animals

Impacts on plants and animals would be the same as those described in the Draft EIS for
Alternative 2, and are not considered to be significant. Please see the Draft EIS for discussion of
those impacts and mitigation measures.
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CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS & RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
ON THE DRAFT EIS

Introduction

This chapter of the Final EIS provides comments on the Draft EIS that were submitted by agencies,
associations and individuals, and responses to those comments. Comments were submitted by
letter, email and via oral testimony at a public meeting. Comment letters were received from 4
agencies, 5 groups or associations, and 23 individuals. Seventeen people also provided testimony at
the public meeting. There was some overlap between those submitting written comments and oral
testimony. In total, comments were received from 43 separate individuals/organizations.

Each comment letter received by DPD during the public comment period, and each set of oral
testimony at the public meeting, was given a number. Each substantive comment within each letter
or testimony was also given a number. Responses are provided following each letter; each response
is numbered to correspond to the applicable comment.

Comment Letters Submitted by Agencies, Groups and Individuals

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service
King County Department of Transportation, Transit Division
Seattle City Council Central Staff, Michael Jenkins
Seattle Public Schools

Feet First

Greater Seattle Chamber of Commerce

Maple Leaf Community Council, David Miller
Master Builders Association

Seattle Great City Initiative

10. Civetta Properties

11. HB Northgate LLC

12. Kauri Investments, Ltd.

13. Mullally Development Company

14. Russell Enterprises LLC

15. Wallace Properties, Inc.

16. Kathleen Braden

17. Nora Buettner

18. Shaiza Damiji, 360 Degree Hotel Group

19. Marilyn Firlotte

20. Tom Banister & Genise Lee

21. Ryan Miller

22. Jena Myers, Iffert Property Management

23. Susan O’Patka

24. Peter Palmer

25. Rod Russell

26. Marvin Schmidt
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Richard Truax
Greg Hunter
John Mullaly
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Grace Kim
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Barbara Maxwell
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Greg Goodwin
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Comment Letter No. 1

June 2, 2008
Kristinn,

Thank yeu for the oppartunity ta provide commments on the Drafl Environmental Impact
Statement (DELS) for the Northgate Lirban Center Rezone. The following comments are
pravided under the Fish and Wildlife Coosdinution Act by the Netional Marine Fisheries
Sevice and the UL, Figh and Wildlife Service (jointly the Services).

[ The DEIS analyzes repone allcmatives in the Northgate aren of Seattle, The Service's

review af the DEIS speeifically adidresses how the potentinl rezoning of the area could
imguact fish and wildlife in the area and more specifieally impacts 10 listed threatened und
endangered species.

Genernl Comments

The Serviees understund (hal the DEIS cannot evaluate specific individusl projeet
development that may oceur as 3 result of the proposed rezoning. The DEIS docs
however evalunie poteniinl overall impacts of future development that muy secur with the
proposed rezoning. The Services' review also looked al overall potential impacts on the
environment.

The Norhgate arca proposed for rezoning is approcimately 98 acres that is already highly
developed. This develepment has had significient impoct on the fish and wildlifs in the
area. Development has resulted in loss of natural upland habitat that has been convertoad
to impervious surfaces and landscaped vegetniod arcas and lowns. Develaprment hes also
resulted in highly modified streams. Creeks have been altered by channelization amd
placing the croeks in culvests, Stream bunks have heen heavily armaored and the
hydrology of the system hes boen drastically changed, Impervious surfaces result in Jow
baseflows in creeks and higher, Mashy, peak Nows followdng storm events. All these
impacts have resulied in changes in the fish and wildlife that use these syslems.

The Servives ore encouraged by some of the overall goals and objectives defined in the
DEIS. For example, Scetion 1.2 Background, sates that the City of Souiile adopted
Reolution 30642 o *.... integrated natural dralnage stritegies, sustainable design and
green building....” Natural drainape systems and construction of green bulldings all help
in reducing urban impacts dn e envimnment. However, these specifle ohjectives are
not identified in the overall project objectives (Section 1.3). They may be included in
some of the objectives such as implementation of the City of Seatile Comprehensive
Plan’s goals for Urban Centers, but it i unknown. The Clty of Scattle is a national leader
in environmental issues on avolding, minimizing, snd fmproving urban impaets on fsh
and wildlife, The Scrvices believe the DEIS needs to describe and analyze the
alicrnatives on how they meet the Mayor's overall objectives of improving the fish and
wildlife through the Restare Our Whters initistive within the City of Seattle.
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Comment Letter No. 1

The Services recommend that a deseription is noeded on how the rezoning altematives
will address the larger &sue of stormwater management. The City of Scattle hos
numerous stormmwater and combined sower outfalls that during storn events discharge
directly 10 Pugen Sound, the Lake Washington Ship Canal, Lake Washinglon and streams
and creeks within the City of Seattle. Stormwater and combined sewer outfall discharges
during sterm events result in significan! water qualily concerns. The City of Semtle is
working on meagures to naduce oulfall discharges snd an anulysis is noeded 1o show haw
| rexoning will halp reduce stormwater mmd combined sewer outfall events,

The [XEIS stales or describes in a couple locations (Scotion 3,7.1,1 Surface Water
Regulations and Standard, and Section 4,7.1.1 No Action Impact to Water Resources)
information on the Department of Ecology"s water guality stendards and the Scamle
Municipal Code. The DEIS stales that all land disturbing activitics are required to
camply with these regulations. Meeting Department of Ecology's water quality sundards
and the Seattle Municipal Code, which is currenily being updated to meet the Department
of Eenlogy's Stormwater Manunl, docs not always svoid, minimize, or reduce impacts to
listed species. The Services huve only consulied on two water quality standards,
temperature and dissolved oxypen, for mpscts to listed species. The Services have not
consulied on potentinl impacts of the Department of Ecology's Stormvwaler Mimual,
Without & consultation, meeting these regulations does nit necessarily meet the

| requircments or habitat needs for listed species.
Specific Commenis:

Table 1-2, Page 1-10, Water Resources. The No Aotion Alternitive stules thot the rexone
study area does not include any streams, This s not consistent with Page 3-21, Section
3.7.1 which states that thers ars twao streams located within and just outside of the rezone
L study area,

Table 1-2, Page 1-10, Water Resources. The Mo Action Altermnative states
would be controlled by the City’s Stormwater, Grading, and Dralnape Ondinance, which
regulates both tempomry end long term impacts of development, and recently adopied
regulations regulating development on peat soils. No signlficant impacts an water
resources ere anticipated as long as projects comply with these regulations. Some
improvement in water quality is possible because existing development would he
replaced with development that would have higher water quality and botter stormwater
flow control due to nature of eurrent regulations.”  See camment shove under General
| Comments about water quality standards and Seattie Municipal Code.

Tuble 1-2, Mage 1-10, Water Resources The Minigation Messures und Other Means of
Addressing Impacts of the Proposal column states “Project level review would include an
evaluntion of specific impacts an groundwater flow, If impacts are identificd for
specific site, mitigation could include requiring infiltration of stormwenter runoff to ensure
strcam flows arc not reduced by new impervious surfooes.” The Services believe that an
overall project review and mitigation requirements need lo be aibdressed st the larger
project scale such as the propased rezoning. Specilic project level review and patential
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Comment Letter No. 1

impacts to proundwater flow 48 stated in the table is very difficult. Individual profect
review af proposad develapment on small parcels such s one or two scrcs is very hand 1a
show gpecific groundwater impacts and associated deercses in groundwater flow 1o
streams. Therefore, individieal projects mrely require mitigation measures 1o minimize
grovndwater impacts. However, cumulutive impacts from multiple individual projects,
such @ Uoses mnalyzed in the DELS con have groundwater associated impacts and
mitigation measures necd (o be sddressed on a larger seale. The DEIS should stafe (hil
Low tmpuct Development practices such as green roofs, permeable pavement, and rain
gardens will be used. Low Impact Development controls the hydralogy of an area to
provide storage, infiltration, snd ground water resharge which benefits baseflows in

L streanis.

Tuble 1-2, Page 1-11, Plants and Animals. The Mo Action Altemative column sintes that
community groups hive been working to restore fish and wildlife habitat in the
wentershed. W’hll:rlllhhimc.lh:Cit}'nfSunl:hlilmhmnmrkingﬂimimly o
mmprove fish passage and improve fish habitat within Thamton Cresk, The DEIS needs
to deseribe the work the City of Seattle has been conducting in Thormton Creck and how
| the proposed rezoning would benefit this wark.

Table 1-2, Page 1-11, Plants and Animals. The No Action Allemative column states that
long term impacts to fish habitat could ocour il groundwaicr flow from the rezone study
area fs reduced due 1o new impervious surfices, The Services agree with this. In
addition, urhanization also causes aliered strowm hydrology by increasing fows during
and immediately afler storm evenls, Stream (looding increases sediment transpartation
through hank erosion which aliers, modifies, and climinates fish habital. Prey species
such :pnmulmrmmm are also impacied through urbanization. Changes in
mmmrﬂ: denity and diversity ocour through alterations of habitit. Tower
magroinveriebrate densitics results in less prey available for juveniles, ete. The DEIS
needs to fully omalyze all potentinl project impacts on plants and animals, bath direct and
imdirect effects.  There sre other potential impacts of the project. Increased traflic in the
area results in inereased pollutants to the crecks. Copper and zine are twa metils that
increase in streams with increased traffic. Removal efficiencies from BMPs ore difficl
for these metals. The effects of pollutants on the squatic environment from increased
trafTic as 4 resultof the rezoning nead to be addressed. Witer 1 and sediment
input can also increages with increased impervious surfiuce.  All potentinl project related
| impacts need to be analyzed.

Section 3.7.1.1 Surfice water Regulations and Stindards. Sce comment above under
General Comments about water quality standards und Seattle Mumicipnl Code, Similar
L comments apply for TMDLs

Section 3.8.3 Threatened and Endangered Species. Plense updaic this section 10 include
bull trout. The seetbon should also describe dosignuted eritical hubitat in the area for bull
trout and Chinook salmon. Lake Washington is designated critical habitat for bath
gpecies. Bull trout while never cingght in Thomton Creck are assumed to utilize the creck

L for foraging especially in winter und early spring.

1-10

1-11

1-12

1-13

1-14

1-15

Comment Letter No. 1

[ Section 4.7 Water Resources, Text states that there is no analysis for impacts to
groundwater. Flease see commenis sbove for Section Table 1-2, Page 1-10, Waer
L Respurces,

Section 4.7.1.1. No Action, A cumulative effects analysis is needed for mpacts of futire
increased development on 98 ncres on the groundwater and potential impacts to
buseflows in Thomion Creck, In sddition, see comment above under Genaral Comments
abour water quality standards and Seanle Municipal Code. Cumulatively, numerous
projects less than one ncre or 5,000 square feet can result in groundwater impacts that

| moy not be seon on an individual project level.

Section 4.7.1.1. Mo Action. The DEIS does not analyze the potential long tenm impacts

of proposed development on the aquatic environment. Patential impacts include

incrensad alered hydralogy due 1o increased impervious surface and ineroased

contaminunts especially copper and xinc from increased traffic, Al potentiil elfects of
| the project need 1o be described and analyzed.

Section 4.7.2 Mitigation Measures. The DEIS describes construction related BAMPs

needed to avakd, minimize and reduce impects to the waler resource, bit there are no

BMPs included that would reduce long-term impacts associnted with hydrologic and
| somaminants concems,

Section 4.8.3,1 No Action, Additional water quality analysis and project related impacts
1o fish umd wildlife (including prey species) are nceded as a result of increased traffic aml
contaminants. In addition, 0 hydrologic analysis and impacts to fish, habitat, and prey

| populstions is needed.

Section 4.8.5.1 No Action. Scc comments above for Section 4.8.3.1 Mo Action, 'While

listed fish specics may not be in the local project arca. The project has the patential (o

impact downstream fish habital through decreased haseflows, altered hydmlogy,

increased contaminants, and prey populntion impacts that coubd resull in imdirest effeet to
L listed species. Tha Services recommentd i analysis of thess impects

Thank you again for the oppartanily to provide comments on the DEIS. For any
questions please give me o call,

Jim

Jim Muck

LL5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Mational Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sandpoint Way NE

Seattla, WA 98115

Phone: 206/526-4740

Fax: 206/526-4746
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Letter 1: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service

1. The impacts and conditions identified in the comment are a result of urbanization in general, and
have been occurring over the past 100 years or more in the city and region. The EIS evaluates the
incremental impacts that would be associated with limited upzoning in the Northgate Urban Center.
The 98-acre Northgate study area represents 0.001 percent of the City’s total land area
(approximately 55,000 acres). Any proposed upzoning in Northgate would reflect this historical
trend and result in only an incremental increase in urban development. The EIS is not intended and
not required to identify impacts or mitigation measures for city-wide or region-wide issues. The
reader may wish to consult the EISs prepared for the City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan (1994)
and King County’s Comprehensive Plan (1994); both address impacts on a broader system-wide
scale.

The Growth Management Act provides a legal mandate for cities to focus population growth in
urban areas at higher densities. This focus is a means to protect rural lands, resource lands and open
space. The City’s Comprehensive Plan, and the proposed rezones for in Northgate studied in this
EIS, reflect the City’s role in this broader land use pattern.

As identified in this EIS, the rezone alternatives would result in no change in growth projections
and a minor change in impervious surface in the study area. However, without knowing which sites
will actually redevelop or the detailed plans of potential new development, it is not possible to
identify with certainty whether there would be an increase or decrease in impervious surface.
Stormwater management requirements are addressed in the City’s adopted and proposed updated
stormwater regulations (SMC 22.800), which are not the subject of the EIS. Future development in
Northgate, with or without rezoning, would be required to apply adopted standards; there is no
requirement to reduce stormwater discharge beyond these standards.

2. Your comments regarding Ecology’s and the City’s stormwater standards are noted; they are
beyond the scope of the EIS.

3. The apparent inconsistency in these statements has been clarified in Table 1-2 in the Final EIS.
The rezone study area that was originally identified does include a portion of Victory Creek located
in Victory Creek Park. However, no change to the zoning was proposed for the parcel that
comprises the Park. In retrospect, this parcel, which is at the eastern limit of the study area, could
have been omitted from the study area, since the rezone was never intended to affect public parcels.

4. Your comment is noted. Please see the response to Comment 1 above.

5. The proposal is legislative in nature and the EIS analysis is general and programmatic in its
scope and detail. At the rezone level, it is only possible to generally identify the requirements of
City policies and regulations. Presently, the Seattle Land Use Code does not require
implementation of low impact development techniques. However, the City is currently in the
process of updating its stormwater regulations (SMC 22.800) and proposed changes would require
implementation of green stormwater infrastructure, to the maximum extent feasible, for all projects
with 7,000 square feet or more of land disturbing activity or with 2,000 square feet or more new and
replaced impervious surface. Adoption by the City Council is anticipated to occur in Winter 2009.
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In addition, such techniques could be applied in individual projects in the context of contract
rezones, as envisioned by Final EIS Alternative 3.

6. The Thornton Creek Water Quality Channel is noted in Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIS in the
context of revitalization efforts occurring in Northgate. Additional information on the water quality
channel may be found on the Seattle Public Utilities website:
www.seattle.gov/util/about_SPU/Drainage & Sewer _System/Projects/COS_00247 . Please see
the response to Comment 1 regarding stormwater standards. Discussion of environmental benefits
is optional but is not required to be included in an EIS; a proposal is not required to demonstrate
environmental benefit.

7. The list of impacts referenced in the comment are “potential” impacts; the comment similarly
identifies other impacts generally associated with urbanization which could possibly occur.
However, SEPA requires that an EIS evaluate “probable significant” impacts. As noted in the
DEIS, any increase in impervious surface associated with the Northgate rezone alternatives is
expected to be minor and would not be likely to cause the chain of events identified in the comment.
Regarding the issue of non-point pollution associated with vehicular traffic, the project is not
expected to increase non-point pollution in the watershed. Traffic growth is projected to occur in
the Northgate Urban Center with or without the rezone. Redevelopment stimulated by the rezone
would concentrate more of the expected new trips to the study area, but will not result in more
vehicle miles traveled by the residents and employees expected to inhabit the urban center. If
successful, the rezone would create a more walkable area where residences and jobs are
concentrated near services, and thus could reduce vehicle miles travelled in the Urban Center.
Furthermore, by reducing the amount of surface parking through more dense development than
currently exists, these existing non-point pollution sources would likely be reduced with
redevelopment, due to use of structured parking (in which drainage is directed to sanitary sewers)
and stricter controls on stormwater from new development.

8. Your comment is noted. Please see the response to Comment 1 above.

9. While bull trout are a listed species, the rezone is unlikely to affect them. As mentioned in the
comment, bull trout are not known to utilize the streams within and adjacent to the rezone study
area. Also, as noted above and in the EIS, redevelopment under any of the rezone alternatives may
result a small increase in impervious surface, but would likely result in improved water quality and
less extreme runoff rates during storms due to stricter controls on stormwater from new
development.

10. The referenced statement in Section 4.7 refers to impacts related to groundwater used for
drinking water. The section does include a discussion of impervious surface and effects on
infiltration and groundwater recharge.

11. Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS does contain an evaluation of cumulative effects. The cumulative
growth assumed for this analysis includes anticipated population and employment growth in the
Northgate study area under a range of rezone/land use scenarios. The incremental effects of the
rezone alternatives are evaluated and are concluded to be minor. The analysis does not, cannot and
is not required to evaluate the effects of city-wide or regional growth.
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12. The potential for altered infiltration and water quality impacts is addressed in Section 4.7 of the
Draft EIS. See response to Comment 7 above. The incremental changes in impervious surfaces
associated with the rezone alternatives are not expected to result in significant effects to water
quality. Water quality is also addressed in the City’s stormwater regulations, which would apply to
future development projects in Northgate.

13. The mitigation measures identified in Section 4.7.2 of the Draft EIS include the requirements of
the City’s Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code, which address long-term and short-
term impacts.

14. The comment is noted. The requested studies are not warranted by the magnitude and
characteristics of the rezone alternatives and are not within the scope of the EIS.

15. Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the prior responses addressing these topics.
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Comment Letter No. 2

Ms. Diane Sugimurs, Directar

Seattle Department of Planning and [evelopment
700 Fifth Avenoe, Sufte 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 981244019

Attn: Knstion Kofoed
Subject: Northgate Urban Center Reane Draflt EIS
Dear M3, Sugimuerm:

King County Metro Transit Divisian staff reviewsd the drafl EIS for the Northgate Urban Center Rezons
project and we have the following conmsants. .

King County supporte increased density in (e Norihgale uren with o resitiential focus. 'We reconimmind
the consideration of even further Increases in residential densaty in the study srea snd further south of
Worthgate Way within the core arca, Wi suggest that increases beyond one incramental level be

| considersd. Housing at the mall could be o consideration,

The altematives do not conslder changes to areas zoned single-fumily, and (his scems sppropriste.,
However, the City coubd consider a propoeal to allow detached accessory dwelling units and cottmge
hausing with shured parking in select single-fumily areas close 1o bus service with 15-minute headways,
Areas with 1 S-minute beadway cervica (midday) include College Way/Meridian Avenae Morth, NE

| Northgate Way, 5th Avenue WE, and on 15th Avenus NE.

| The construction of sidewalks along 151 Avenue NE (between NE §2nd and 100th etrests) s 1 5th
Avenne NE (between about NE 90th and 115th streets) would support increased pedestrian activity and
| tramsit use nnd should be n privity, with funding possibly from doveloper's foos.
Thazk you for the opportunity (@ comment on this propasal,
Sincerly,  _

Clary Krisdi
Somor Environmental Planner
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Letter 2: King County Department of Transportation, Transit Division

1. Your comments supporting increased density with a residential focus, including areas south of
Northgate Way, and increases beyond “one incremental level” of zoning are noted.

2. Your comments supporting no rezones in single-family zones, but consideration of detached
accessory dwelling units and cottage housing in select single-family areas near 15-minute bus
service corridors, are noted.

3. Your comments supporting construction of sidewalks along portions of 1% Avenue NE and 15
Avenue NE, to support increased pedestrian activity and transit use, and support for funding options
that include developer fees, are noted. Please note that other actions proposed under any alternative
contemplate adoption of a VVoluntary Traffic Mitigation Payment Program to help fund traffic
transportation.
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Comment Letter No. 3

[ Puye 2-2, 1t should be noted that the proposed resone north of the park does not nvet
Comprehensive Plan policies that call for bufTering and transition sones. By introducing
o commercial 2one to the nofh of the pork, which is currently resadential, 3 runs counter
to current zonmg that steps down i intensaty away from Northgate Way, Such an
opproach creates more impacts where the need for such sdditional impacts 15 not clear,
L wther than henefiting a mngle property owner

[ Page 2-12. Construction related imgpucts should be evaluoted, meluding rpacts ansing
from multiple projects under consrsction an ndjacen sites and their impasts on il
L wmd noase.

Page 3-17 — what are the existing Level of Service (LOS) conditions ar 8" and Monhgate
Way — these are not documented.

Pages 4-1 through 4-11 ~ there are analyses provide detaliling percentage of commercial
and residential growth that scem misstated. Some of the figures cxceed 1009 within a
subarca, the percentage fgures do not total 100%

[ Page 4-25. Some shadow dingrams relsied to the park and potential helght of density
under the different rezone proposals should be included

[ Page 4-51, The wansportation analysis should include an cxamination how Norh Seatle
Communily College growth plans could affect traffic.

Poge 4-74. This scction provides the analvsis of transporiation impacts related to all of
the altematives nlong with n serics of mitignting measures fo reduce traffic impacts a
key intersections. 'What is nol clear is what specific triggers will link mitigating
mensures o new development. Some additional information should be provided that
links specific development porumeters (number of dwelling units, increase in traffic
signal deluy, sive of commerncial spaces, etc) 1o specific performance of mitigation

MCHSInes.

3.g| Paged-82. The Aar Quality mitigation efforts should include transportation demand

management programs.

Madvod. oo Oy Cuid Gk ST
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Letter 3: Seattle City Council Central Staff, Michael Jenkins

1. Your comment is noted. Potential land use conflicts between intensive commercial development
and lower density residential uses are identified in Section 4.1.1 of the Draft EIS. Final EIS
Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framework, illustrated in Figure 2-6, would modify the extent of
properties being considered for contract rezones, and would exclude most lower density multi-
family residential properties at the edge of the study area. This would help create or retain more
gradual transitions between more intensive development in the Urban Center and adjacent lower
density residential areas.

2. Construction-related impacts are disclosed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS for relevant elements of
the environment. This includes identification, on page 4-2 for example, of “short-term direct
impacts to adjacent land uses, such as noise and dust from construction equipment and disruption of
local traffic.” The timing of any redevelopment is uncertain since it would be driven by market
conditions and the decisions of private property owners. It is possible that two or more projects
could be developed concurrently; more detailed information regarding construction timing is not
available. Regardless, the previously quoted identification of impacts would also apply to a
situation where multiple projects were developed concurrently. The magnitude of such impacts
cannot be identified at this time, however.

3. Level of service is calculated only for signalized intersections. The intersection of 8" Avenue
NE/Northgate Way is not currently signalized and, therefore, was not included in Table 3-6, which
shows existing conditions. Levels of service for this intersection are estimated for 2030, when this
intersection would be signalized.

4. The percentage amounts referenced in the analyses on Draft EIS pages 4-1 to 4-11 are not mis-
stated, and are not the sort of calculations that must add up to 100% for a given alternative. Rather,
the percentages help to compare the magnitude of increased capacity for growth within each sub-
area among the alternatives, by relating them to the total employment and residential growth target
amounts for 2024 in the Urban Center. The sub-areas in the rezone study area represent only a
portion of the entire Urban Center; housing and employment growth will also occur in other
portions of the Urban Center. Other data in the Draft EIS may provide a better picture of the
relationship of the rezone alternatives to the larger Urban Center. For example, Table 2-2 in the
Draft EIS identifies adopted growth targets for the entire Urban Center, and Table 2-3 shows the
capacity for housing and jobs that would be created by each rezone alternative within the study area,
which is only a portion of the Urban Center.

5. A shadow analysis is included in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIS, although graphics were not
prepared. The Final EIS Chapter 3.3 provides shadow analysis graphics and supplemental
discussion of shadow reports.

6. The Seattle Transportation Model that was used for the EIS includes growth assumptions for

North Seattle Community College. Projected growth is based on the College’s adopted institutional
master plan. The College is planning to begin an update of its plan next year.
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7. As used in the comment, the term “trigger” is assumed to mean a specific quantity of cumulative
growth that indicates the need to implement an improvement. The City’s approach to monitoring
traffic growth and identifying mitigation needs does not rely explicitly on the use of triggers. The
CTIP identifies a time period by which improvements will need to be in place to maintain level of
service targets. This scheduling of improvements is based on assumptions about the type, rate and
location of projected growth. The City monitors actual and planned growth relative to these
assumptions to determine when improvements will be needed. Improvement projects are then
funded through the CIP, designed and implemented. SEPA review and traffic analysis of individual
project proposals are related tools used to compare planned improvements to the timing of
development.

8. Your comment is noted. Adopted City regulations require implementation of transportation
demand management programs in specific situations. As noted on page 4-83 of the DEIS, no
mitigation measures are proposed beyond typical construction-related mitigation measures. The air
quality analysis concluded that no significant impacts related to the rezone alternatives would occur.
Therefore, mitigation measures are not warranted or proposed.
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CERERAL COLMLR

Comment Letter No. 4

o

My 79, 2004

SEATTLE
ozt TR
Ciry of Seantle Depanment of Planning and Developmeit
PO Box 34019

700 Fifth Avenue, Saite 2000
Seantle, Washington, 98124-401%

RE:  Written Commenis — The Morthgate Lrban Center Rezone Drafi
Envvironmental nipoet Stlcment

[eur Mr. Kofoed:

The Norhgine Urban Center Rezone Draft Envimnmental Impact Statement provided o
programmstic or plan-level mnalyis of the elements of the environmen thar the City of Seartle
ilentifhend s havhing thie greatest potential for adverde effects by the propesed uliematives,
Flemerls of e environment reviewed included: Land Use, Housing, Acsthetics, Recreation,
Tramesportation, Air Quality, Water Resources, and Plints and Animals, Esch Urban Conter
ultermtive wirs analy aad 10 determing its potential affect an these clements.

The purpose of the Programmatic Drafi E15 {5 1o provide s mnge of aliemotives, identification ol
impacis, and which altemative or pans of an allemative have significant impacts which may
present fatal flawe. The resulting analyxis ix w provide mitgation mepsures that provide overul]
solitfons 10 the sipnificant Impacts that can not be mitigmed on o individunl project Jevel, o
st b adidressed a1 the programmatke bevel 1o be effective.

Basad on these genernl suemants, Scantle Public Schools has identi fied the fotlowing areas that
are “fatal flaws™ (n the Northgate Urbun Center Rezone Dl Environmental [mpact Stulement:

Shumals,

= The Growil Masagensent Act is the foundation of all Lud use planning in Washington
Atate dictates that adequate public services must be available prior 1o development
oceuming. The prposed palicy changes may have s significant adverse impact on
Seattle Public Schools ability provide educational fucilities 1o residence of the aren.

s Heatile Fublic Schools” 2020 Faeilities Master Man calls for signifieant growth and over
crowding in norfhern Seattle. Mo analysis was done on the impact o nonh end schioals
relnted o these proposed Lond wee ad soning changes

o [ the City of Sentile i going fo re<direet population growth by major lind e sl policy
changes, they shoald ss pat of this Daft BIS explain hiw these palicy changes will

OFRCE OF THE fabus aihrnd Corrvie list # a5 Do At South DI @ eieve sEBIEERTONE iy

bahpstnmal Lavtlitern
obndindy At A0S XL VAT & PORCKC TATES & Serith, VWOA BE1 24-0165 @ Toi 206 2300110 & Fax MEIRIDIN
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impact shifts in population growth wends and the impocis this has on Seatile Public
Schools,

® I there is o significant impact on Seattle Public Schwols hased an the programmatic
analysis, what are the programmatic mitigation megsunes that need 1o take plice prior 1o
et frnipacts occurring?

= Inyeldition, schisol programmatic impeets mus address cider e ineremse or deereese in
students based on individual aliematives and individual school clusters

Land e

s The Northgoie Uirban Center Drafl EIS assumes tn cach ol the allermatives tsat free
ket forees will not exist within the Northgate Overloy Divstrict and St all Gistisne
growth for higher density development will shift from the Overlay District to (e
Worlhgate Core Aren with no overall fulure change in e total nomber of homeholds fir
e Chverlay Distriel.

s This Is a foulty assumpticon, since mult-femily propeny owner and potential
remtersiowners of these unies in a frec market will still desire to develop or re-develop
their propertics over time os well as future multi-family residents demanding alternative
living environments and locations within the Crverlay District.

o Why was no analysis done on land use impacts and sssociated demographics if higher
density occurs within the Northgate Core and the City still sees free market forces
cauxing continued growth in the Nonhgate Overlay District and the Nonhgate Core Area
simultaneously? What [mpact will this have on Seanle Public Schools?

Transportaion:

*  The transportation analysis within the Dl EIS for the Northgate Urhon Center Rezone
ia based on teaffic data generated as part of the Norhgate Conrdinated Transportation
Frvestiment Plan (CTTP) which is o programssmstie plin over fomr yemrs ohd

o Why was 2004 base die used for the analysis of this critical element when the City off
Senftle hus more current traffic dato for this anea”

s Since the CTIP programmatic plan wis adoped, several major new devalopments have
occurred in the Nonhgate arca including the expansion and renovation of Nolgate Mall
aborig with the defeat by voters for o mujor fransportation improve bond that included
ey aviajor CTTP progests, Why s the City of Seatibe pewilling fo demonstrie o prt of
this Drafl EIS that the CTIP assumplions ane correct foor yemrs lier wsing more necent
tallic data infimation?
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o How would the Level af Service (L.0OS) at the key imersections idemified in the Dmifi E1S
elange if the moal eurrent traffic data is used and a major CTTP projects are not (unded
by voler approval?

Surface Wnler;

& Semithe Public Schools s very concemed with surface water runod T on downstream
properiies like Mathan Hole High Sclwnol durfige 100-year snd S00-year stonma. With
Mathan Hale High School sdpcent o Thaemton Creek, we luve seen incneaned flows
i oo stusrres i signifisnt damiage o our Gilities dine o Lok of upsatrean
retention and detention. This is a regional issue (programmarc) rather then an individual
projeet level bsue. Whire are the progrominatic mitgations idendified in this Deaft EIST

& [ addition, inerense dawn stream ows can cause greoter erosion wmd property loses,
What programmatic mitigations are propoased 10 morntain existing seasonal ows in
adelition 1o inmring sceeplable sewsonol waler lemperbure for migmionsl sppwning
arcas?

Thuank you For the opportunity Lo commeént o this document, We look forward 1o reviewing
FUUF TS o

Sincerely,

Ranald ). Bngh

[eputy Gieniral Couanel
Real Estate Property Manager

@ Rathy Johnson
Paull Woamiak

December 2009
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Letter 4: Seattle Public Schools

1. A worst case analysis is required by SEPA only in limited circumstances defined in RCW 197-
11-080 and SMC 25.05.080. Those circumstances are not applicable to the Northgate rezone
alternatives, and a worst case analysis is not required. Comprehensive Plan Policy UV40 states that
growth targets are intended to be used only as a guide and do not establish growth limits. The
alternatives are consistent with the City’s adopted growth targets for Northgate, if those projections
were extended to 2030 and if Northgate received the same relative allocation of population. The
City has not yet updated its Comprehensive Plan to extend the targets; the 2030 household
assumptions are based on analysis in the CTIP.

Focusing future growth within designated Urban Centers, such as Northgate, is a fundamental
principle of the Growth Management Act and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The effects of
focusing or redirecting growth in this manner were evaluated in the EIS prepared for the City’s
Comprehensive Plan (1994). That EIS evaluated the impacts of growth on the School District. As
described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the only redirection of population growth associated with
the rezone alternatives is assumed to be a shift within the Northgate neighborhood to redirect an
additional increment of growth to the Urban Center adjacent to Northgate Way. This is assumed to
be a function of market forces, which would be attracted by the additional development capacity
that could be available through rezones (either legislative or quasi-judicial). This could result in
slower growth in one portion of the Northgate neighborhood and more growth in another. This
shifting could affect attendance at individual schools. In general, the rezone alternatives for the
Northgate Urban Center are not viewed as major or fundamental policy changes. Rather they
represent potential changes in zoned density and intensity and refinements to land use regulatory
techniques that could help achieve the policies established in the Comprehensive Plan, including the
Northgate Neighborhood Plan Element. The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment similarly
does not represent a change in policy. Please note, however, that Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the Draft
EIS do disclose the possibility that the stimulus provided by rezones could result in a greater than
projected amount of growth or a faster rate of growth. If this occurred, it is assumed the City would
propose any necessary changes to capital facility plans to accommodate this growth, as required by
the Growth Management Act.

2. The rezone alternatives do not assume that the free market will not exist; on the contrary,
rezoning in Northgate is seen as a means to attract the real estate market to certain locations and to
influence the type and form of development. The rezone alternatives assume that the incentive
provided by upzoning — whether through legislative action or contract rezones — will attract and
focus growth within the Northgate Urban Center. Whether or not this occurs, however, would
depend on the actions of individual property owners, who will decide whether or not to take
advantage of the increased intensity available through rezoning. Alternative 3, in particular, would
defer to economic markets and individual property owner decisions to determine when and if
rezones are economic to pursue.

The analysis does make some reasonable assumptions about properties within the study area that are
considered most likely to redevelop in the near- and mid-term. These assumptions are based on
documented ratios of land-to-structure values, recent development trends, known opportunity sites,
and similar factors as indicia of a property’s likelihood to redevelop; the methodology is described
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in Appendix A of the Draft EIS. This methodology is commonly used by cities within King County
for projecting redevelopment and evaluating future land use. It does not suggest, however, that
these properties will in fact redevelop or that other or additional properties could not redevelop;
individual property owners are able to propose rezoning of their properties, consistent with City
requirements.

3. The 2004 base year was used to remain consistent with the assumptions and analysis in the
Northgate Coordinated Transportation Investment Plan (CTIP). The analysis considered known and
proposed development projects within the study area, including those mentioned in the comment.
CTIP was a multi year planning effort and used the most current information available at the time it
was undertaken. An EIS was prepared for CTIP and was not challenged; it is still considered to be
an accurate analysis of existing and future traffic conditions. Sources of funding for CTIP projects
are described in those documents. The possible rezones studied in the EIS are intended to build on
this prior planning and analysis. For the present EIS, the CTIP’s assumptions and data were
reviewed and verified; the EIS is not required to test or challenge either those assumptions or
elements of other adopted city programs.

4. Significant changes in the funding or implementation of Northgate transportation improvement
projects could result in additional mitigation being required for individual projects. SEPA review
for future projects would determine whether planned improvements are on track and whether
adopted levels of service objectives and concurrency requirements will be maintained. Please note
that Final EIS Alternative 3 includes a transportation mitigation payment program; refer to the
description in FEIS Chapter 2, Section 2.5.3.4.

5. The City’s stormwater standards will be updated imminently. These are city-wide standards and
not specific to Northgate, but are assumed to provide adequate mitigation for the minor increase in
impervious surface and runoff that could be associated with difference in future developments due
to the rezone alternatives.
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Jurhe 9, 2INKE

City of Seartle Department of Planmmg; ansd Developmend
POy Bos 340009

T Fifth Avenue, Suite JIRK

Seartle, Washington 951244019

Arme Krlsthan Kofood

Dhenr Mr. Kolied:

Feet First iy pleased 1o provide comments an the Northgate Lirban Center Dyall
EIS {DEYS) plan, Feet First i the region™s pedestrion organization using an
effective messurble combination of outreach, advicany, resenrch, education
wnad social marketing to builld walkable commuiiitkes., Over Ui last iwelie years,
Feet Firat hos beeome recognized leader locally and nationally on pedestrinn
msuch. W have reviewed the Northgaie Urban Center Dmfi EIS plan and lave
idemified some koy areas of contemn.

A vital element i the plormmg and design of urbin centers such as Norhgate is
wislkability, Tlse imone personal trips poople can moke on foot. the bess tafTic
ndded to the road setwork.  Althiaugh the veliwle trips displaced by walking are
of relwively shom length, walking wips sl have o significan imgact on
sushic e nallic cunpestion af erifical chokepoints such s Northgate Way.
Since much of the air emissions from vediieles ane o function of the mumber of
iripes, ther than their length, eliminating short il trips con abso yield
significant afr quality benefits. Maoreover, walking ix a healthy and enjoyable
way of getting amaumld, whish slunild be und supported as par of the
City"s eflorts 1o become the most walkahle city i the nation, Pedestrian.
| Friemdly design is eritical to realiring these bumefiis

[ The Northyate arca has several mberem fenures fha curremly discoursge
pedestriun circulation. Unles these problens preas are remediedd, Noribgaie will
miver hecome o walkoble community, The resoning proposed for nach of he
Northgate ans provides um excellent opportunity to resalve some of thess
deficiencies. The DEIS descusseon of pedestrinn issecs (s cummently inadequake.
and newds W be exprndied 10 nddress these underlying problens.

While recogning 1-5 as an miportant paril-south vehicle throaghway, it alsa
effecively divides the urban cénter in two, separating Nurih Seattle Comminity
College and Morthwest Hospital from the area surmounding Nortgate Mall,
Curremly. the main pedestrian nccess mons the frepway is the Northgate Way
under-crossing of -5, While Feet Finst genermily supports the proposed
pedestrian improvements listesd in section 4.5, 1,1, we limve questions m&

5-2
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Comment Letter No. 5
project C-7, which would relocate the sidewalks alang Morthgate Way under the 1-5 overpads to
behinad thi support columns. Thin 15 listed a8 2 "pedestrian safify™ measure, however this change
is sbriven miare by the need lo create mom for extendmg a sestbound lefl iwm lane on Monhgate
Way. Is this medification really an improvement from the pedestrian poing of view? On the one
hand, placing the sidewalk back behingd the columins increases separution fiom te roadway and
on the ather hand this significantly reduces walkway visibility. People generally do ot foel
cxmmfiritieble walking g durk, secluded pathways, there needs 1 be mote of un explanation of
why this change is considered an inprovement for peditrians, and w the redused visibility
cun be mitigned. Feet Firn also strongly supports additional sidewalk projects i complate the
| swnlkwuy meswrk throgghout the Norhgoe area.

[ The Northgate uren is loid out with exceptionally large superblocks, making pedestrian
crculohon difficulr. Specifically, the four blocks in the area defined by 3" Avenue NE. NE
108" Street, Rooseveh Way N, and NE 1157 Street discotrage cast-west pedestrii moveniesl
The Naorihgnte Open Spoce and Pedestrion Conneetions Diraft Plan (NOSPC) recognizes this
problem, and recommends the creation of imernnl walkways (o creme’'s more fincly-grincd
pedestrion etwork. To this eod, developen within the resone anen should provide mid-hlock
cast-west walkways roughly aligned with NE 107" Street amd NE 112" Street from Roosevalt
Way 10 3° Avenwe NE. Crossing [ucilities including pedesirian-aciivaied signials should be
provided us appropriste across 3 Avenue NE, £ Avenue NE and Roosevel Way, Feet First
strongly reeommends including such walkways within the package of public amenitisc proyided
L by develapers in exchange for higher zoming densitics

Currently. the Northjgale Way underpuss i e aiily pedestiam connection between North Senitle
Community College and the main part of the Northgate Urban Villige This connection &
ncither derect, nor mtractive for pedestrians. C « students and emphoyees of th
connmmnity college are mure likely b deive o Northgate for shopping snd dining, therchy
contributing 1o traffic congestion along Northgate Way. Feot Farsl atrongly recommesids
consideration of § mew pedestman-onky bridge dircctly connccting the Northgate Transil Center
T e oy college, ns recommended m the NOSPC, Although this proposed facility is
physically outside the rezone study area, e reduction m vehicle rips abong ihe Northgate Way
L eormidor will mssist with alleviating the congestion resulting from develoguneit

Fewt First in encouraged by the movement lowards s more irinsportation friendly urbun devign
model in the Northgate Urban Center Draft Environmentul Iniprovesient Study. However, un
hetmli nf Feet Fira, more needs fo he done 5o make this 8 more functional plun for the
commnmily. Thank you for e opporumity 1o comment on this plan. Should you have questions
about s particular commeit feel fiee o cuidact me direcily by calling 652-2310 or by emailing

kSt g

Executive Director
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Letter 5: Feet First

1. Your comments about the positive effects of pedestrian travel on air quality, vehicle trip
volumes, and public health, and the importance of pedestrian-friendly design in Northgate are
noted. Please refer to Final EIS Alternative 3, which includes strategies to enhance the pedestrian
environment/connections, and encourages site and building design that reinforces the pedestrian
environment and encourages bicycle travel. Final EIS Alternative 3 also contemplates adoption of
new streetscape standards for 3" Avenue NE and 8" Avenue NE in the City’s Right-of-Way
Improvement Manual.

2. Your comments about pedestrian movement barriers in Northgate, such as I-5, and your
comments critical of the design specifics of planned improvements to the I-5 underpass at Northgate
Way (project C-7 in the CTIP) are noted. The referenced transportation improvement projects were
previously subject to SEPA review in the prior EIS on the CTIP. They are not part of or an element
of the rezone.

3. Your comments recommending the creation of internal public walkways on large properties and
improved crosswalk facilities within this portion of Northgate, for the purposes of creating a more
finely-grained pedestrian network, are noted. The EIS Alternatives anticipate that the City will
propose incentive zoning provisions specific to Northgate, and that such incentives could include
bonus provisions related to pedestrian circulation. Potential revisions to the Northgate Overlay
District and Neighborhood Design Guidelines could also address pedestrian and bicycle
improvements.

4. Your comments supporting a future pedestrian-only bridge across I-5 to connect the transit
center to the community college with associated pedestrian and vehicle traffic congestion benefits
are noted.

5. Your comment supporting a more complete and functional pedestrian improvement plan that will
be successful in this area is noted. Please note that the Seattle Department of Transportation has
developed a city-wide Pedestrian Master Plan, which was considered by the City Council in the fall
of 2009. Additional information is available on SDOT’s website.
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/pedestrian_masterplan/default.htm
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June 14, 2008

Mir. Kristinn Kofoed
Diepaiment of Planning and Develapment, Clty of Seattle

PO Box 34019

Eeaifie, WA B8124-4010

Dzar Kriatian, i
The Chatabei s Land Unnﬂb-vﬁp_ummllh laaisi rowiewed (e Northgate Urban

Centet Dialt Enve tal 1 L 1al L [*DEIS™) and offers the following commenta for

your consideration,

anﬂdﬂh%kpﬂﬂhﬁwhl“uwmuﬂm Ax
recognized in the DEIS, Morthgate presaists a aiigue apportunity to sdd denity in closs
progimity b a trnnsit couler and regiunal shopping cenler, As we ol recognize, developmant st
Wmmﬂdhlﬁupﬂlh-mﬂ iﬂﬂgtﬂﬁﬂﬁlmhhﬂ

served ad a trus disincentive to devalopmant. The unforiumate result was that
l‘wr-lhﬂhtuh‘mmb-mmnlmmm,wumww
Cindy when e regulalory envismmest changed (riied substantially by the City's Invements
in Morihjgate), did this fmpartant Urban Canter start o grow and contribne o the Olny's
planning goals and growth largels

mﬁumhmlduﬂhlﬂﬂmwulﬂwurwiﬂﬂilhwlmlhﬂﬁnﬂ
IMMHHIWMWWHW ney regulations that will thwart

| it and sndanger the ahibily bo mesl City planning goals and growth rgets. We
-wmwwuwm;wmmmmwmw
Tanily mress would remain entouched under any of the thres rezone options, 2 broad rezone
makes the most sense for muskmizing e unigue opportunities ot Morhgate. The brosd rezsns
wold also allow Notthgats to absorh the growth enticipaisd in coming years

ﬂumuuwﬂﬂulhnmmwlhmhrhimphwmwmm
ez, The DELS makes a modest ststsment sugpeating that “incantive roning” mmy have s
negative Impact an whither it occans, based on 4 study by Heartland, 'We have
examiied that study nisd discavered that if directly reises the conoem that incentive zoning will
mtlually be o diskicentive to achieviag nesded denxily ot Northgate, In ather venues, the
Chamber has observed that Incentive zoning had no downward effest on hotsing eosts, and
inatead, passcs the coat of affardable wnits {0 unsubsidized ones, The edditional concern ot
Marihgate is that this pew program will discauragn growh in (his oritionl Urbon Center,

Wil Hheso viowpolnts a3 lie baskdrop, we ask DPD io address Ehe fol Inthe
iy = fewing toples bn 1

. WﬁmwmeMIIMN-mmnmu
affordable units belng also assess to what extent “Incentive 2ening™ adds
eots 10 nos-pubsidiced wnits and can sct as a disincentive to development.

Comment Letter No. 6

*  The DEIS rarcly acknowlsdges the banofits of increased density, In fact, the
entire intue of Greenbouss Gae Embtciont iz deferred to the Final E18, oven
ﬁbﬂhdh’u’;pﬂuﬂllﬂﬁuﬂmhﬂuﬂﬂﬁmﬂqﬂmm

aseestinent for review by DPD. The Fimal BIS should at lesst qualsiatively
describe how the land yse chaices possd by the allarnstives can affect Greenhome

64 Gas Emissions. For example, by allowlng Narthgata fo absork an increassd

amount of the growth targeted for the City, bn claos praximity to frmnsit and

WHHEMhWMMHuhmwnmm“th

Center locations. Under ihe Licberman Warnor Clamate Charge bill
wﬁh#hﬁu&mm:nuﬂmnﬁulﬁupm{hﬂmuhmh
for lnnd uss decisions that redice Greenhouse Gas Envissions. (Sae
L www riTosgfolimatechangelegisiation for more Informatian.)

. Tufﬁuhmthufudwﬂwhhhwafm
development at Northgaiz was bullt under stoemavater regulations
65 “m““w&wmﬁfmmhw
development, thar lapment -] mixdein
L shormwater regulstions which sdd numerous eavironmental %

Thank you for considering our commenis, We loak forward 1o working with
Finnlize the detaily of the te rezont propaal R

m&w

Clwir, Land Use npel Development Commbnee
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Letter 6: Greater Seattle Chamber of Commerce
1. Your support for increased density and a broad rezone is noted.
2. Your comments related to incentive zoning and its potential to discourage growth are noted.

3. Incentive zoning is a separate and independent program that was adopted by the City of Seattle
in December 2008. It is focused on providing affordable housing and would apply to all rezones
city-wide. Further discussion of an adopted regulation in this document would serve no purpose.
The Heartland study did discuss the possibility that incentive zoning could act as a disincentive in
some cases, depending on the economics of individual properties, and that the desired
intensification of development might not occur. Note that the Final EIS alternatives, described in
Chapter 2, include a proposal to develop incentive zoning provisions specific to Northgate. Bonus
provisions could include pedestrian connections, streetscape improvements, plazas, and
sustainability features, in addition to affordable housing, for redevelopment projects at heights
above 85 feet.

4. Your comment about the benefits of increased density is noted. SEPA allows but does not
require discussion of beneficial impacts. However, some of the positive impacts of developing at
higher intensities in Urban Centers are mentioned in passing in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.

Your comment also addresses greenhouse gases. One of the underlying principles of current
planning in the Puget Sound region — embedded in the Growth Management Act and Seattle’s
Comprehensive Plan -- is that concentrating growth in cities and in designated Urban Centers, in
compact patterns and at higher densities, will encourage greater use of transit and non-motorized
forms of travel, compared to dispersing similar amounts of growth in suburban locations at lower
densities. At a regional level, this concentration would be likely to reduce vehicle trips and thereby
reduce associated vehicle emissions generated by commuting and other travel. In general, any of
the Northgate rezone alternatives would represent a more efficient growth pattern compared to
sprawl.

Carbon dioxide is the greenhouse gas most associated with the forms of human activity described
above and global warming; transportation activities are the largest source of carbon dioxide
emissions from fossil fuels. A recent article in Urban Land magazine (Jeffrey Spivak, What Carbon
Studies Tell Us — So Far, October, 2008) discusses three recent regional studies that showed that
U.S metropolitan areas with higher densities, mixed and connected land uses, and less sprawl have
lower carbon emissions. Smaller, higher density, and attached housing types also tend to reduce
emissions associated with residential development.

Northgate is designated as an Urban Center and is considered appropriate for more concentrated,
higher density residential and employment growth that is well served by transit and within walking
distance of a broad range of services and jobs. This land use pattern is per se more efficient and
would generate less vehicular emissions compared to a more dispersed land use pattern with less
access to transit.
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The Northgate alternatives evaluated in the Final EIS provide different types of redevelopment
incentives, including rezoning, that could attract some planned growth from the larger Northgate
planning area and concentrate it along the Northgate Way corridor in a more compact form. This
concentration, coupled with enhanced transit and pedestrian access, could result in a modest
reduction of vehicle miles traveled by future residents of the planning area; the extent of any
reduction would depend primarily on how many residents chose to use public transit or non-
motorized forms of travel. But, since all the alternatives are based on a relative focus of growth
within the Urban Center, the reduction in vehicle miles traveled/greenhouse gas emissions for any
individual alternative is likely to be incremental and difficult or impossible to quantify.

Growth would be relatively more dispersed under the No Action Alternative (existing zoning) and
there would likely be less use of public transit. As identified in the Draft EIS, it is possible that
population growth under the No Action scenario could be attracted to more suburban locations
where land is less expensive, where potential profits from development are greater, and where
densities are lower. This would also increase commuting distances and decrease transit use,
compared to more concentrated land use patterns. The difference in emissions among the other
rezone alternatives is likely to be marginal, however, varying primarily with transit use. Other
things being equal, those alternatives that achieve the greatest concentration of land use and the
greatest use of transit would also be likely to generate lower greenhouse gas.

It is acknowledged that the foregoing response addresses greenhouse gas emissions at a general
level. This is considered to be an appropriate level of detail, however, given the broad nature of the
alternatives, the lack of detailed information about likely redevelopment and the lack of tools
currently available to analyze and quantify such emissions. It is also consistent with the City’s
SEPA rules (SMC 25.05), as discussed further below. While the City of Seattle has developed a
GHG emissions worksheet for proposals subject to SEPA, the worksheet is by its terms applicable
to “development projects” where building and construction types are known.
(http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/Publications/Forms/Land_Use/default.asp)

That level of detail is not known for the Northgate alternatives, which are non-project in nature (See
SMC 25.05.080 regarding incomplete/unavailable information). The City’s rules also recognize
that less detailed information is typically available for non-project proposals and provides the lead
agency with more flexibility to address environmental issues (SMC 25.05.442). The broad response
provided herein is consistent with that flexibility. Additional review of GHG emissions would
occur at the project level, when building parameters are known.

Other information that might be used to evaluate greenhouse gas emissions at a greater level of
detail for the EIS alternatives is not available, not practical to obtain at reasonable cost, would be
speculative in nature, and is not essential to the City’s decision (See SMC 25.05.080(C)1). The
relative density and concentration of growth associated with the Northgate alternatives, coupled
with the general relationship between these factors and emissions noted above, provides decision
makers with general information about the relative effects on greenhouse gas emissions.

In some situations where information is lacking or unknown, the City’s SEPA rules require that the
lead agency include a “worst case analysis” in its EIS (SMC 25.05.080 (C) 1). Within the
alternative courses of actions being considered the City in regard to Northgate as described in the
EIS, the No Action Alternative serves the function of a worst case assumption with respect to
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greenhouse gas emissions. As noted previously, growth under the No Action Alternative would be
relatively less concentrated, less compact and less dense than the other alternatives, would foster
less transit use, and would be likely to generate somewhat higher greenhouse gas emissions.

5. Your comments on the prospective environmental benefits of improved stormwater controls with

future development are noted. Please see the responses to Letter 1 for additional information on
environmental impacts related to stormwater drainage.
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Mapls Leaf Community Council

P.O. Box 75505
Seatife, Washingion 98175-0525

June 17, 2008

s Diane Sugimura, Director

Clty of Sasitle Depariment of Planning and Developmant
PO Box 34019, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suile 2000

Heattle, Washington 88124-4018

Re: Northaate Urban Canter Rezone DEIS
Desar Ma. Sugimura:

Greetings from the Maple Leaf Community Council. Our represenioiives wars involvad in tha
devedopment af the Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (NACP) and have sctively participated In
multiple relaled subsequent planning initiativas sinca tha plan's adoption in 1883, Based on this
informed background, it was with interest and concern that we reviewed the rezons proposal,
Decisions affecting the Noribgale Core also directly impact the livability of the single-family
neightiorhoods included in the Northgate Cverlay Districl.

e offer the following obsenvations, comments and guestions;

[ = The Gily states that it wants to ensure that “recent momentum”® generated by the Norlhgate Mall

expansion, tha Lorig and Wallace devalopmants and various publicly funded projects is sustained.
Overall objectives include implementation of the City Comprahansiva Plan and the NACP vision
All of these projects were approved under the existing zoning, There is no reason 1o conclude
that nozonas ara nesdad 10 attract future dovelopment to continue momantum begun under
clarrant zoning.

= The DEIS sleles thel “lhe Urban Center haz sufficient zoned devalopmant capacity 1o
accommodale Norhgale's population and employment targels™ and is “on treck to achisve iis
targels” and “accommodate significant futune growth, based on growth torgots in the Sealtle
Comprehensve Plan 2006 Update.” In facl, the DEIS states thal the "Morthgate ares has more
copadity for developmani than is needed fo accommaodate 1he gadls.” Under he No Action
Altarnativa, "growth In housing and employmeant would likely continue at rates that are consistent
with the Northgate Comprehensive Plan and CTIP assumptions.” There s no reasan to canclude
that nezonas am neadid 1o achieve sithor the City Comprehensive Plan or the NAGP growth
targets.
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[ & Onthe other hand, the DEIS notos that the rezone could potontinlly stimulate additionsl growth

and excesd the 2030 projectons. Uinder the Broad Rezone Altarnativa/Rasidential Focus, for
axampia, thare could be 64 percent mare housing units developed and 8 200 percent increase of
commarcial development over the growlh allowed under the current zoning. Even the focused
rezone allernalive would allow for an increase of 40 parcent over the No Actan Alamative for
rasidantial capacity, and 146 parcant ovar thae No Actlon Allernative for commarcial capacity.
Rezones could resull In densily increases the are Inconsistent with bolh the Gily Comprehensive
Flan and the NACP.

+ DPD should Include ail preliminary planning and environmental enalyses prepared (o help define
fhe parameters of the Morthgate Urban Center alternatives in the EIS, including but not limited to,
the analyses Mirai did on the affects of rezoning on kay intersactions, the City's land capacity data
and tha Haartland real astats markal analysis,

= Morthgate property owners could have developed their properfies within the limits in plece any
fime they chose 1o during the past docade. W roject the DEIS statemont that the NACP
reguirements ware duplicativa, costly, tima consuming, or a disincentivae o davaloping larmea
pmpu'ﬁu. If @ property owner presented plans that met NACP requirements, they would hava
ﬂumdtmtmguhmydmngmhnmﬂmﬂmlwwmbymcw
arﬂapplwlnunﬂmrqﬂnfaﬂupwmmmmrﬂmﬂ —

» The City made othar regulatory changes, such as reducing NACP opan space requiremeants and
aliminating parking requirements in Urban Centers. The EIS should include the value privale
property owners gained by Ihese regulatory changos,

» The rozone proposal le incansistant with the MACP palicy that tha moet intansive and denso
activities should be conceniraled within the defined Core Area. The broad and focused rezans
gltematives expand the NACP-defined core amea around the edges and in 5o doing, compromise
he NACP policies and goals pertaining to transitioning and buffering, Increasing zoning intensity
and sliowed haights on the adges throughout the study area will most dafiniialy have a significant
Impact to adjecent single family properiies.

s The Norhgate Stakeholders Group should nol function as the sole mechanism fior “"meaningful
community invalvamant” in Northgate-related mattars, To who are the membars of this group
accountable and how are they made accountabla? In Maple Leaf, we have about 4,000
residences and businesses. Maple Leaf produces a quarierly newsletter that is hand-deliverad to
all, hosts awab sile and holds quarerly public mestings so our representative (o the Northgete
Stakeholders is held accountable in mulfiple ways, Yel some Stakeholder representatives have a
singular, vested and financial interest in the outcomes of Stakeholder advics, with
respect to rezones. Tha EIS documants should include infarmation identifying which members of
tha Morihgate Stakeholders Group participated in the rezone design charetis, in drafting and/ar
approving of e Stakeholder Advice Memo and which representalives are siso property owners in
the: rezona study araa. Tham s quite a diffsrence hatwean tha dasign charette ganeral notion of
Incraasing dansity and height along tha Naorthgats Way coridor and adjacant to 1-5 and exténding
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thes razanas and commarcial usas off Northgate Way, Wa are nat aware thal the Morthgale
Stakeholder Group provided guidance and menitoring of the devalopmant of the Dvaft E1S. Al
communications, memaranda, email messages or documentation of any kind betwesan a
Marthgata Stakahaldars and the City with reapact to the rezone proposals should be a part of the
public record. Thera are wall-asiablished machanisms for commiinity invalement and
“meaningful community imwolvement” should include regular contact with community eouncils and
district councils. The public notices pertaining to the rezona proposal appear in have mat tha
minimum SEPA requirements but did not meet the intent of Council with respect io ansuring =
meaningful community involvemant. Wi horeby reguest thal the Cily cease and dasist from using
the Marihgate Stakehaldars Group as the sole clearing house for "sdvice” on Northgate-related
matiers and that the City engage directly with the Mapla Leaf Community Council and alhar
community councils within the Norlhgale Overtay on fhis and fulure mailers.

« Tho DEIS aleo statas that the markat for housing in the Norhgate Urban Genter b still relativaly
young and that its "maturity will be proven basad on the success of currant mixed-use projects™.
We think that the oxperience with the new housing In the Lorig and Wallace projects will inform
future devolopmont docisions af Nonhgate. W think it is @ mistoke o excude the Norhgats Mall
propay from considaration a6 a potantial site for future housing. There ore sl excellent
development opportunities remalning in that suparblock that would be ideal for housing above
commercial, especially along Northgele Wiy east of 3" Avenue NE, along 57 Avenue NE and
along NE 103 Streel between 5 Avenus NE and 3% Avenus NE. | was a greel disappointment
10 ue that Simon Proparty Group could not ba persuaded to take full advantage of the zomed
capacity of their properly and include housing In thelr inltlal expansion plans. 'We alsa think that it
is @ mistake not to lake into account during the planning and DEIS the potential for hausing that
coild be includad in King County's future Trangit Orianted Davelopment at Northgate., We have
haard a King County representative siate that King County would llke a rezons of thesr Norihgale
property to allow for heights up to 200 feel. If thatis the case, then the potentisl number of
regidential units on that &ite chould be taken inlo congidoration for futurg growih planning.

» Time and fima again, wa have bean tald that the City. can nat farca a proporty owner 1o do
anything, Thare s no way that the City can ensure that the proposed rezones would resull in
anything but more intensive commerdial uses and removal of hundreds of existing affordabla
residential units. If the City finalizes the incentive program and if a property cwner participales
and dacided to locate the units on sita, the few "affordabla® units (probably rear markel-rate) 1o be
provided will never replece the exisling units. Data in the DEIS about rental rales ditfare
significantly from data included in the Seatte Planning Commission's Alfordable Housing Action
Agenda (February 2008). In that reporl, average rent in Seattie for 20+ wnit propanies in the Fall
of 2007 was $1,062. The DEIS roports el rents for siudio apartments et Northgate Apariments
and McGuira Court bagin at 5845 and $675 par month. The DEIS raparts thal monthly housing
cosls that would be affordabla io & low-income houzehold, defined as aarning 50 parcant of the
median household income (§27,657) would be approximalely S689 per month, Il stales that
“many and pasalbily all of the units that could be demalished are affordable (o moderale-wage
workars.® Tha EIS should includs information about wages samisd by smployees in e Norhgelo
area, particularly relall and service emplovees, who comprise B4 percent of the work farce, and
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whathor or not thase employeas could afford to live in the Morthgate area. Ag tho DEIS roports,
avan many moderate-wage workers find housing In Seattle oo expensiva, Thalr chobcs 1o Ilve
oulside of Seallle croates regional impacts on land use, transportation, air quality, and climate.
The DEIS raparte that the redavelopmant of current proparies could result in displacomant of
some axisting residents and a loss of renial housing as new unis could be bullt as foar-sala
housing or would likely have higher renis. If the City's SEPA policies encourege preservation of
housing opporfunities, especially for low-ncome persons, then an angument could be made in
favor of retaining the exisiing housing supply at the Northgate Apartments (207 units) end the
Court al Northgate (130 units), As currenlly drafted, the proposed incentive zoning provisions
may not require that the affordable housing be an the samae site as the site where housing was
demolizhed.

s The DEIS has several references to a number of issues involving the Court at Northgate property,
which is curmontly developed 1o tha full extent aliowed under existing 2oning. The Bsues include
possibla nan-conformitias ralating to etructure depth and width, parking quantity and lacation,
buliding modulation, open space, impacts on tha new park, sefbacks. and emergency access and
egress, The DEIS nolos that o5 o general publie policy principle, “ron-conformitios ane
undesirable and aholld be (imited” and that the land wee coda “limits the abllity of a properly
awner 1o axpand or change & non-conforming use or structure,” There are aleo paat solls on this
property. The DEIS states thal expansion of 8 nonconforming struciure would require s
digcrotionany land use decision based on e merils of he design. 11 also slates hal tho
omargancy accass and sgrass (e Courl at Norhgate nesds could be accomplishad through an
oazemeni over park property. Crealing a fire access easement 1o serve privale proparty would ba
a significant adverse impact as it would interfers with and preclude anolher public use of the park
and sat an undasirable precedant. The Court at Morthgate obviously has issues that will only bo
axacerbaled by a rezone to elther NC or MR and accondingly, il should be removed from furthar
congideration for o rezone.  The NACP considered this propery’s zoning and its place in the
zonineg hierarchy within the planning boundaries and transilion 2ones. It is always possiblo thal a
proparty has already been developed to its highest and besi use.

« The height, bulk and scale are crilical Issues o 8 sensilive transition between zones. Wa
disagree with the DEIS conclusion that “minor land use conflicts could resull from larger buildings
baing located adjacent to lass intensive devalopment but thal zoning fransitions incorparated into
the proposal would reduce ihe effecl. By increasing the zoning lo the next, mora inlensive zoning
classification, the transilion fones are moved fo the edges between the Urban Center boundary
and the single-family rones. In some cases, the differénce could be 50 feet of additional haight
and fewer development standards; 1.e. no density limits, no maximum ol covaraga limits, and no
front, rear or side selback requirements. The less infensive zone's access to ight and alr and
privacy will be compromised. The DE!S stales that “tha diffarance batesan allowahle heights is
30 feel and struciures in the MR zone could casi shadows on the SF-T200 parcel for the majority
of daytime howrs" These are major impacts to livability. The DEIS suggests thal there is potentinl
mitigation of thasa lnng tarm impacts through the SERA and design review process hal could
Include provisions of additional satbacks, limiting haighi= of part of bulldinge, or using materials
and landscaping 1o solten abrupt transitions In character of developments. We do nod think it is
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reasanable o gssume that elther SEPA or design review hes the ability to require additional
selbacks or limil heights 1o elfedt satisfaclory transitions after the fact. In our experience, most
property owners already have a devalopmeant plan and acanomics n mind for a project allowed
undar the zoning before they enter the design review and MUP processes. They simply refect any
suggestion thet would reduce the scope of their project as nol being inancially feasible, and DPD
has @ history, certainly local to our area |F not citywide, of not working with communilies to
persuatde developars to maka thase beneficial altarations.

= Evan though single-family rezones are not part of this initiative, it won't be long before the City
seeks o change the singlo-lamily rezone erileria. 1T higher inlensity zones have been made as a
resull of this rezona proposal, the next argument mada will ba that a transition is nesded betwesn
the highar intansity zones and the adjscent single-family. The transition will undeubtedly nasd 1o
coma from the single- family side and this would be inconsistent with the NACP and the Ciy's
Comp Plan.

s The EIS should include infarmation about the Saattle Planning Commigsion's Affardable Housing
Action Agenda and an analysis of how these strategles, If adopled, will influence the amount and
leestion of the City's housing supply. I the City required minimum densily zoning on commerciel
properties to regquine mixed wses, all the underdevaloped properties at Northgate would contribuie
to the housing supply In tha way anticipated by the NACP, not just the self-selectad “opportunity”
properties,

= Larger scale buildings will ceuse shadows on the Urban Cenler Park currently under development,
Combined with the Northgata Nonh parking garage on the south side, this park will ba the darkest,
chilllast, most dismal park in Seatile.

= Parks within 8 0.5-mife radius of the rezone study area include arcas of both useable and
unusable open space, The EIS should distinguish batween those spaces, since nol all of them
function as traditional park space or are accessible for recreation. Thera ks a fatal flaw in
assuming that the amount of growth In the Nerthgate Planning Area will be the same wnder all
altematives proposed in the DEIS and that the additional need for park facililies is expected o be
similar. The opporiunities for acquiring new open space within tha 0.5-mile radius are already
limitad, If graatar than planned for growth occurs, park faclliies will be inadequate and thara will
be no way to reclify the deficit. This would also be inconsisient wilh the NACP,

+ The DEIS mentions the Northgate neighborhood-specific design guidelines and stales that thay
will b taken into account during design and permitting, atc. Tha EIS should revaal DPD's recent
iniliative to raview and update citywide design guidefings. Does DPD intend to standardize design
guldelines and eliminate neighborhood specific guidelines? I so, this would be inconsistent with
the NAGP.

¢ The DEIS includes many rafarencas to the Northgate CTIP and its numercus planned
improvements that are designed fo support Northgale's planned growth bul it does nof reveal thal
the CTIP projects are nol funded. There ks no projected funding machanism, in viclalion of state
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SEPA code and the Growth Managerment Act {GMA). The EIS should incude a list of gl CTIP
projects, their costs, and clearly [dentify which projects have a dedicated sawrce of funding, tho
source of funding and when the projects will be completed.  This is important becausa the DEIS
analysis assumas that CTIP-recommended improvements will keep paon with redevelopment and
tha commensurals addition of commarcial space and housing. This s not a reasonable conclusion
unless the CTIP is fully funded.

The EIS should nol assume hat the Sound Transit light rell project would reach Norhgate until ~
vaters actually approve funding for it. Furthermode, it should not be assumaed thal 8 second
Morthgate station |8 feasible until it has bean studied, the costs datarmined and funding approved,
The rezone sludy afea is as far away 85 il i3 possile to gel from the Morihgate Transit Cantear and
is heyond the V4 mila radius planners have assumed peogle will walk o aooess transit.

We think it is a mistake and a patential fatal faw for the DEIS traffic analysis to assume that an
increase in residences or jobs in parcels along Morthgate Way would rasult in a cormespanding
decrease in residences or jobs in one of more areas within the CTIP study area. If this were true,
than the Increased developmant at Norhgate and the Northgate Soulh Lol would tend io maks
this proposal completaly unacassary from a housing and commencial Space demand point of view,
If @ property vaiue increases (o the extent that redevelopment i3 cost effectiva, tha property wall
redovedop and the redevelopment will gonerate treffic. This erroneous DEIS essumption rasults in
understating tha traffic impacts of the rezones and in analyzing whether or nol the impacts can be
mitigated.

We quesiion the differing assumptions botween the CTIP and the Rezone DEIS in evaluating
trafiic impacts. As noled above, it is a mistake lo assume that the overall number of households
and employment trips within the CTIP study area remaine the same with the intensifying
developmenl proposed in the rezones, The EIS should report the differences batwean tha
maodeling results for the CTIP baseline scenario and the Rezone DEIS no action alternative. The
ElS should define and explain the City's “davalopment capacity” methadology and its input (o the
transporiation model, The EIS should also explain in detall why one year aftar tha CTIP was
complated; the City madified some of its assumplions to “betier reflect the cheracteristics of
davelopmeant.” The EIS should explain which model results for the: DEIS are different than those
in tha CTIP and why they are different. We ara shocked and amazad that the end resull of these
“modihications” is a conclusion thal the rezones “would resull in small changas in traffic volumeas
compared to the No Action alternative.” This conclusion defies logic, givie the dramatic increase
In rasidential and commarcial dansity impliad in the proposals.

MNorthgate Way functions as a system connecting Lake City Way and Aurara Avenue North. The
DEIS assumes thal the signals can be oplimized to aliow for the maximum flow of traffic at a set of
Intersections. The DEIS should include the LOS levels for each leg of cach inlersection in the
system (L.e. from Lake Clty Way to Aurora Avenue N.) instead of averaging all legs,

The DEIS reports thet the traffic model “redistributes traffic fo roadways that provide a faster travel
path between a rip's ongin and deslination avoiding congested cormidors™ so that it appears that
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the rezone would resull in small changes in (raffic volumes, The DEIS should [dentify the aach
and every roadway to which traffic redistributes and the axtent of the redistribution. The iraffic
impacts of the rezones should not ba sotved an the backs of the residential streets. This resull
would be contrary o the NACP.

« The DEIS stales: "Allhough the Cily has nol formally adopled a level of service standard for
intersection operations cty-wide 3DOT and DPD seak 1o mainiain LOS D and use this es g
measure of impacts when reviewing proposed projects and requiring mitigation.® At Morthgate,
however, the "CTIP applied the LOS E benchmark as & way (o balance the needs of diffarant
transporlation modes wilh levels of Tunding thal woere considensd achievable ™ Whal is the
justification for a different standard for Northgate® The City is fudging on meeting the concurrency
requiraments of the Growth Management Act and ts allowing traffic condhions to degrada mare at
Hurlhlaha then elsewhere in the City. There is no doubl thal the inlerseclions of Northgate Way
with 1 Avenue NE, 3™ Avenue NE, 8™ Avenue NE, 8% Avenue NE and Roosevell Way NE will be
negatively impactad and that the 3™ and 5" intersactions are already close to failure, Mitigation
options are limited. Measures o Improve traffic flow tend io decrease pedestrian movemants. As
the DEIS reports, Morthgale Way is the only E-W arleral lor @ mile in both direclions and i carres
significant thraugh traffic volumes. Instead of proposing upzones, the City should be laking sleps
to suspand develcpmant at Norihgata untll traffic impacts can be fully mitigated. SEPA-required
mitigation related to the recent Northgele projects wes very limiled. There was no SEPA-required
traffic mitigation for ihe Norhgate Mall expansion of 118,750 square feel of retail and a 183,744
squane foot parking structure. The Thornlon Place project of 380 residantial units, 144 senior
hausing units and 124,070 square feet of commercial uses was required lo contribute a
proportional share of the cost of installing a traffic signal at 3™ Avenue NE and NE 103 Stroat.
Thie Wallace project (161 residantial units and 50,000+ squara feet of ratail was required to
cantributa a proportional share to improvements at 5™ Avenue NE and Morihgate Way. All this
censidered, It is not reesonable o conclude that new developmoent will contribute any significant
funding 1o ransportation improvements al Northgate. Tha public [s going o be funding the
improvemants and wa think they ara entitied to know what they are going o cost.

= MNaithar the Growlh Management Act (GMA) nor SEPA include provisions that afiow municipalities
govened by the GMA to abandon required concurmency simply beciuse an infersection is graded
al LOS 'F, While it may be comman praclice to do o today, this is illegal under the GMA and
SEPA rules. Tha fact Saallls has not obeyed rulas requiring concurrent traffic mitigations in tha
past, aliowing intersections fo degrade to LOS F', cannol be used as an excuse o nol require
{reffic mitigation for future projects.

& ILis an eror (o siate that the previous EIS prapared for the NACR is &till valid and did not identify
deficiencies In infrastructure or service capacity within the Urban Center. Many of tha
azsumptions used in preparing the NACP EIS are not longer valid because the City has not
followed the provisions of the NACP. For example, the NACP assumead that tuming movements
along the Northgate Way corrider would be limited in order to make the sireet function as
efficiently 8s possible. Despile this, the Cily spproved of the very awkward intersection at 3™
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t Avaniia NE to faciiitate the Marthgate North developrmend; it approved of curb cuts io accass
MNerthgate Way for the Men's Wearhouee and Walgreens.

# The DEIS roports that the public benefi program is in an aarly stags of development and may
changa as [t goes thaugh public discussion and the legislative process, We would like to see
maa balance included batwean incantives and public benefita, Thero should be some sticks 1o
balance oul the carrols, especially since the public has funded so many of the improvements
made in the Northgale area and will be likely io be stuck with funding all the transportation
improvemants ar unlivable conditions due 1o unmitigated traffie impacts. That said, | 1 llegal
under SEPA rules to consider these banaficial aspacts of the propasal as a balance against the
negalive aspecls identified in the DEIS and in this document.

o The upzone i premature given rapidly changing world energy reguirements. In a faw short yaars
£alar or athar renewabla anargy tachnologles may dramatically change building design and
energy Infrastructure, Impacting zoning requiremants. The city should take time o contemplate

L ways o require of include incentives for new energy opiiona.

» The King County Bulldable Lands report notes that Seatlle has three times the residential zoning
capacity nacessary io maet 2024 population growhi estimates, The same report states that
Seattle has 2.5 imes the commercial zoning capacity 1o meat 2024 prajectad employment growlh
ostimates. This upzone i, therofore, completely unnecessary to meet 2024 growih goals in

| housing or employment for the city of Seattle. No changes 1o the curment zoning should be mads.

« Tha DEIS does not consider cumulative impacts of devaelopmant that feed into the traffic areas.
Caonsiderable new dovelopment is taking plece in surmounding nelghborhoods that witl feed vehicls
traffic into this area. The expansion of North Seatlle Community College, the development at
Walde Hospital, the 145-unlt proposed bultding at NE 85™ and 20™ NE, upgrades in sizes of local
school facilities, the very large multi-use bullding planned for the ofd Chevrolat stora, ete. are not

L adequately considered in the DEIS.

[ In conclusion, the DEIS states that "substantial radavelopmant of tha Northgata Urban Genler

Rezone study area could ocour under the Mo Action Allernative,” This Is the allemative that should

be adopted Because it has the least environmental impact of the alternale proposels. The City doss

nat nead this new rasidential or commercial zoning capacity at east through 2024 and for the
forsesable fuiure after that. It has falled to keep is commiiments to concurrancy as required by SEPA
|and the GMA in previous developmenls in the area.

Sincaraly,
|

David Miller
President
Maple Leal Community Council
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 7: Maple Leaf Community Council, David Miller

1. Your statement about the lack of need for rezones is noted. The legislative rezone alternatives
(Alternatives 1 and 2) are not premised on a “need” for additional capacity in Northgate. They are,
rather, an attempt to shape and focus growth in the Northgate Urban Center and to encourage more
housing. The EIS notes that the housing market within the Northgate Urban Center is still relatively
immature. Final EIS Alternative 3 assumes that individual contract rezones, rather than legislative
action, would be the preferred method for changing zoning in Northgate.

2. As noted in the previous response, a purpose of the Northgate rezone alternatives is to help focus
growth within the Urban Center and to encourage more housing. Note that the rezone proposal in
part grew out of the Northgate Stakeholder process.

3. As ageneral principle, the Seattle Comprehensive Plan provides a policy guide for the type and
density of land use, while zoning regulations implement these policies and establish specific density
limits. The Comprehensive Plan does not, however, establish numerical density limits; such limits
are established by zoning. For example, Comprehensive Plan Policies LU116, LU117 and LU118
seek to focus development at higher densities in Urban Villages and to achieve compatibility with
adjacent land uses, but do not specify what specific zones should be applied. The EIS land use
discussion evaluates whether proposed rezone alternatives would be compatible with adjacent zones
and uses.

4. The preliminary reports from Mirai and Heartland are cited and summarized in the EIS and are
available from DPD. The Mirai analysis was an attempt to generally identify any tipping point of
additional development in the Urban Center which would compromise the transportation system
and planned improvements. Its growth assumptions were similar to Alternative 1. The Heartland
study was used as background information to help consultants and staff to understand real estate
trends and market conditions in Northgate.

5. Your comment disagreeing with the Draft EIS’s interpretations of the causes for lack of
development in the 1990s is noted.

6. Property values and similar issues are not elements of the environment and not required to be
addressed in an EIS; please refer to WAC 197-11-448/450).

7. One of the express purposes of the Draft EIS was to explore potential impacts that would be
associated with upzones on some residential properties adjacent to the core and different transitions
between zones. Final EIS Alternative 3 retains the zoning of almost all residential properties
adjacent to the core and east of Roosevelt Way; please see Figure 2-6 in this FEIS.

8. Your characterization of the Northgate Stakeholders Group as the “sole mechanism for
‘meaningful community involvement’ is not accurate. Additional forms of public outreach —
including charrettes and community-wide workshops — have been used throughout the process to
gain community input. Detailed information about the Stakeholders is available from DPD; it is not
necessary to include this information in the EIS. Although staff did keep them informed about the
EIS, the Northgate Stakeholder Group was not tasked with guiding or monitoring the development
of the Draft EIS. Your further comments about methods of community involvement are noted.
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Note that Final EIS Alternative 3 was developed in response to comments on the Draft EIS and
concepts discussed at a community-wide workshop in November 2008; originally, the concept for
upzoning in Northgate came from a community charrette in 2006.

9. Your comment is noted.

10. Your comments regarding the Northgate Mall property are noted. The study area for this EIS
was limited to a portion of the Urban Center; it generally focused on near-term opportunity sites
previously identified through community charrettes and other analysis.

11. All proposed, pipeline and planned projects in Northgate, including phased development of the
King County TOD, were included in the analysis. Growth assumptions are identified in the CTIP
(Table 4-2) and Draft EIS (Section 2.5.2.3).

12. Your comments about possible future development outcomes are noted. Note that Final EIS
Alternative 3 would rely on individual contract rezones, which would provide greater control of
future uses. The incentive zoning program is a separate regulatory program that was adopted by the
City in December 2008.

13. This comment identifies differences in rental data cited in the DEIS versus Seattle Planning
Commission information. Data in the EIS is specific to Northgate and North-Seattle, while the
Planning Commission data is city-wide. No error in the DEIS information is substantiated by this
comment. Additional information about wages of retail and service employees and their future
capability to live in the Northgate area relates to analysis that would be speculative and beyond the
scope of this EIS; please refer to the response to Comment 6 above.

14. Neither the City SEPA policies referenced in your comment, nor other adopted zoning
regulations authorize the City to prohibit conversion of the existing residential buildings. The
incentive zoning program is a separate and independent regulation that applies city-wide.

15. Your comments about the Court at Northgate property’s nonconforming uses, peat soils and
emergency access needs are noted. The lead agency does not agree with the conclusions reached by
this comment.

16. The disagreement with the Draft EIS conclusions is noted; the City believes that the
characterization of impacts is accurate. Shadow impacts are identified in the Draft EIS and the
discussion has been supplemented in the Final EIS for Alternative 3 (refer to FEIS Chapter 3).
SEPA and design review are commonly used tools to address potential land use impacts; your
opinion that these would be ineffective is noted. Note that Final EIS Alternative 3 excludes almost
all residential properties on the boundary of the study area to achieve more gradual transitions
between multi-family and single family zones.

17. Your comments speculating about future single family rezoning actions are noted, but the lead
agency disagrees with the content and conclusions.
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18. The Seattle Planning Commission’s Affordable Housing Action Agenda is acknowledged as a
progressive document that includes numerous strategies that could advance the ability to achieve
affordable housing and increase housing supply. Minimum density zoning is one of the concepts
recommended for further action by the Action Agenda. Such a strategy would create additional
potential for future housing growth, but would be dependant on future development projects.

19. The Draft EIS analysis suggests there is only minor potential for additional shadowing of the
new park from taller buildings as a result of the rezone alternatives (also refer to analysis in FEIS
Chapter 3). Such additional shadowing could be analyzed further in future project-specific
environmental reviews. Shadows are cast in a northwesterly direction during morning hours and a
northeasterly direction in evening hours, with angles of shadows changing through the day and
lengths of shadows varying through the year — longer in winter and shorter in summer. Uncertain
locations and shapes of future taller building increase the difficulty in predicting shadow impacts,
but a review of the property and street patterns suggests that future taller development associated
with the rezone alternatives could incrementally add to shadows in the northeast corner portion the
western portion of the park. If development occurred on the property north of the Men’s Warehouse
on 5™ Avenue NE, shadows in morning hours could be cast toward the northeast corner of the park.
If development occurred in the southeast portion of Subarea B near 3 Avenue NE, shadows in
evening hours could be cast toward the southwestern quadrant of the park.

20. Your comments about the amount of unusable open space in existing parks, about assumed
future growth amounts in the planning area, and limited opportunities for acquiring new open space
leading to inadequate park facilities are noted. The lead agency reviewed the content of the
Recreation analysis in the Northgate Neighborhood Plan EIS and concluded that it is an accurate
statement of existing and likely future conditions. The assumption that growth would be the same
for all alternatives but would occur in different forms and locations is explained in the Draft EIS.
However, the DEIS also identifies impacts that could occur if higher than anticipated levels of
growth occurred. Please refer to the shadow analysis of Alternative 3 in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIS.

21. The City is reviewing and updating adopted city-wide design guidelines, but that project would
not affect adopted neighborhood-specific design guidelines. Note that the proposal under any
alternative includes updates to the Northgate District Design Guidelines to address pedestrian
connections, open space and bicycle infrastructure, incorporate transit friendly design features and
green features; and create design guidelines for development at the “edge” of the new park.

22. The comment primarily addresses how transportation projects in the City are funded; this is not
an impact of the rezone alternatives and is not an issue that was discussed in the Draft EIS. The
CTIP EIS and the Northgate Urban Center Rezone Draft EIS generally describe how projects will
be funded, which includes a variety of revenue sources over time. It is not required, and not
possible, to specifically identify all of those sources today. The City’s six-year capital improvement
program (CIP) is the tool used to specifically identify funding; this approach is consistent with state
law. The City monitors growth and the timing of planned improvement projects needed to support
growth. If traffic improvements could not keep pace with growth, the City could respond by
denying development projects or revising land use, as required by the Growth Management Act.
Note that Final EIS Alternative 3, which encourages upzones through developer initiated contract
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rezones, would also allow the City to plan and coordinate infrastructure improvements with project
specific actions over time.

23. The region’s voters approved extension of light rail in November, 2008. It is reasonable to
assume, therefore, that light rail will reach Northgate; Sound Transit’s planning will confirm the
date that service is expected to start. The designated Urban Center provides excellent access to bus
transit today and will provide access to bus and rail transit in the future. The one-quarter mile
distance mentioned in the comment is a general number used to plan mixed-use development near
transit stations. A 1999 report published by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PRSC), titled
Creating Transit Station Communities, recommends a distance of between one-quarter mile and
one-half mile (see http://www.psrc.org/projects/tod/compact.htm). According to the PSRC report,
walking distances are variable and are influenced by (1) whether the walkway system is direct and
complete and the walk environment is enjoyable and safe; (2) the level of transit service, i.e., people
will walk further to a light rail facility; and (3) people will tend to walk farther between a station
and residential or employment than they will to retail establishments.

24. Whether rezoning is “necessary” or not is a matter of opinion. The objectives of the rezone
alternatives are described in Section 2.5.1 of the Draft EIS. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
what could occur if the study area is rezoned based on the alternatives, not to prove or disprove a
need for rezoning. The rezoning could occur as a result of legislative action (Alternatives 1 and 2)
or through individual contract rezones (FEIS Alternative 3).

It is agreed that property values and demand are important determinants of the type, timing and
location of redevelopment. The rezone alternatives examine those properties considered most likely
to develop based on the value of the property and its improvements. The Draft EIS also
acknowledges that residential demand in Northgate is still being tested. The rezone alternatives
assume that the overall amount of growth in Northgate will occur as projected but that the location
and form of this growth can be influenced by policy actions (i.e., rezoning); the traffic analysis is
consistent with these assumptions.

Please also refer to the response to Comment No.1 of this letter.

25. Please refer to the previous response and the response to Letter No. 4, Comment 2. Appendix
A of the Draft EIS describes the methodology used to calculate development capacity; the sentence
describing the City’s modification of its methodology is self-explanatory. The City monitors
development on the ground to check the assumptions used to estimate development capacity.
Assumptions are revised when appropriate. The Draft EIS attempts to present the traffic modeling
assumptions and results as clearly and concisely as possible; including comparisons to CTIP model
runs would complicate this presentation. Note that Table 4-7 in the Draft EIS does compare the
CTIP baseline level of service to the Rezone EIS No Action Alternative.

26. Your comment is noted.
27. The City’s LOS methodology looks at the average for all turning movements. Signals along

Northgate Way can be optimized. Note that Lake City Way and Aurora Ave. North are not
included in the Northgate study area. The LOS data analysis sheets showing turning movements for

December 2009 4-30



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

each intersection leg are voluminous and were not included in the document for this reason. This
information is on file with DPD.

28. The assumption about cut-through traffic is commonly used in traffic modeling and reflects
observations about driver behavior when there is traffic congestion.

29. Please refer to the Northgate CTIP, which describes the Level of Service (LOS) benchmark and
includes an estimate of improvement costs. The Draft EIS accurately describes the City’s level of
service standards and its approach to monitoring and enforcing concurrency on a city-wide basis;
concurrency applies to Northgate as it does to all neighborhoods. Concurrency is an adopted
program and it is not an “action” that is being proposed or modified; it is not required to be
evaluated in the this EIS. Similarly, the CTIP is an existing program that was evaluated in a prior
EIS; it is not the subject of the this EIS.

30. Your comments regarding SEPA mitigation for recent projects in Northgate are noted. Please
see Draft EIS Tables 4-7, 4-9, 4-10 and 4-12, which identify projected (2030) levels of service at
the intersections mentioned in your comment. Please refer to the Northgate CTIP, which includes an
estimate of improvement costs.

31. The Growth Management Act does not specify any minimum or maximum level of service for
intersections; Cities may establish any level they consider acceptable. Concurrency is not being
modified in Northgate; section 4.5.5 describes how concurrency is applied city-wide. Please see the
response to Comment No. 29 above.

32. Inview of the very slow growth that occurred in Northgate through the 1990s and early 2000s,
the information in the EIS for the Northgate Area plan is still considered to be accurate. The scope
of the this EIS addresses those elements of the environment for which updated information and
analysis is relevant. The City’s prior actions regarding intersection improvements are not the
subject of this EIS.

33. Your comments are noted. The public benefit program, which was adopted by the City Council
in December 2008, is focused on providing affordable housing. It is an adopted city-wide
development regulation and does not require further evaluation in this EIS. Final EIS Alternative 3,
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, includes a proposal to develop incentive zoning provisions
specific to Northgate. Bonus provisions in addition to affordable housing could include pedestrian
connections, streetscape improvements, open space and sustainability features.

The Draft EIS does not balance the positive and negative aspects of the rezone alternatives, which
would be counter to the requirements of WAC 197-11-330 (5). Rather, it acknowledges the
existence of adopted city regulations that would mitigate identified impacts; this is an appropriate
consideration per WAC 197-11-660 (1)(E), and SMC 25.05.665 (B). Numerous comments on the
Draft EIS, in fact, noted that the EIS does not include many positive effects of rezoning; see for
example, Letter No. 9 Comment No. 3 below.

34. Your comments suggesting the rezones should wait until future energy technology and related
building design implications are better understood are noted.
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35. Your comments with respect to Seattle’s citywide development capacity and your conclusion
about the lack of need for a rezone in Northgate are noted. Please see the responses to Comments
No. 1 and No. 24 above.

36. The City of Seattle transportation model that was used for the traffic impact analysis does
include background growth outside Northgate that would generate traffic within and through
Northgate; cumulative impacts are therefore addressed. Please refer to Section 2.5.2.3 of the Draft
EIS, and to the CTIP Draft EIS for identification of assumed levels of growth and projects included
in the traffic model. Please refer to Letter No. 3, Comment No. 6 regarding North Seattle
Community College.

37. Your preference for the No Action Alternative is noted. Alternatives in a SEPA document are
intended to provide comparisons of the environmental impacts of different courses of action.
However, SEPA does not require that an agency adopt the alternative with the lowest or lower
relative impacts. However, Final EIS Alternative 3 has been developed in response to the impacts
disclosed in the Draft EIS, and would address many of those adverse impacts. For example, it would
modify the boundaries of the rezone area to exclude almost all of the adjacent residentially zoned
properties and create better transitions between uses; and other actions are proposed to incorporate
changes to design guidelines and provision of incentives to address Northgate-specific issues.
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Comment Letter No. 8

June 5, 2008

Ma; Lhane Sugmum, Dhrecior
Dieparment of Plenning & Developmcnt
Cary of Searde

700 Fifth Avenue

Suire (KK

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re: Nomhgate Area Rexone Proposal

[ i behalf of the mote rthan 4,500 membens of the Master Bullders Asssciation of King and
Snohomizh Countics (MBA), | am writing b suppaort of Aliemative 71 - Brosd Rexone of
the Northgate Uitban Center 1o thit broadest mnpe of development shematves
within the Environmaental lmpact Setement (K15 currenely onder considerstion.

According to Semnde’s own Nonhgare documentation, “over the agut 20 vears, the eiy of
Seanle is experted o grow by more ths 51,000 bovschalds and 92,000 jobs." Northgase,
deoespy with the five other Urbun Centers, will e critical i providmg the necomsary hansing o
accommiodane Seattle’s new sesidents,

Having reviewed the recemtly released Northpive diaft EIR and i proposed alrematives, the
only logical choiee in the face of this expectiad growth Is Alternative #1 - Hroad Rezone of
the Urhen Center, alloming mare intense soning casstficstons. In addinon, the MBA
suppone bind use Scenatio A, or 8 75% residentml i 25% eommereial fooae for mised-ue
L development.
[ Qe other consern of the MIA within the 115 is the Praposed Incentive Zoning Ordinance
and its comrelation to rescaes bn the Northgaie Uirbnn Center. Acconding 1o Heartdand bn a
atody commbedened by the vty, * ar this stage of redevelopment, there s reason 1o douli
thar putential developers winidd participmie i the incemive oning program given the
eeupimics ul the reddentul mnrker” This smement was wriiren 1o the current,
thowerittn in the honmang marker. Norhgate's cconomics don't translste well with Seanthe’s
| proposid eentive Zoning program and should be srriclen from the RIS,

Thank you for the nppumrﬂrr 1o eomment. Plase comact Sl i Canmy Mamiger
Giarrert Huffman with Ay q:l.lrili.li‘ll OO CUNEETIT YUy hove m NG-DR-81TT, ar

ghuffmanfmbake copy.

Wery Tl Yours,
| 4 f
' ERA o MR i e bl Cammes
Aottt ~— ppeemran
Sarmued 1 Anderson [
Exccutive Dfficer IRLLEARL i ATEET

FEEL I T 1] R e ap—,
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Letter 8: Master Builders Association

1. Your comments supporting Alternative 1A — Broad Rezone with a Residential Focus are noted.

2. Your comments in opposition to incentive zoning are noted. Please refer to the response to
Letter No. 6 Comment No. 3.
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Comment Letter No. 9

el AT L) TF

HITIATIVE

Beartle Great i i 8

The Seantle Great City Initintive appreciates the opportinity fo present comments on the Dratt
Environmental Impact Statement for Northgate.

We support the city”s effors to provide jobs and housing in the Nonhgate Urban Center ns part
of n enmprehensive strategy to improve neighborfiood vitality in Northgate, Furthermore, new housing
and jobs in Northgate are consistent with our region's pressing environmenizl, economiz end sockal
objectives,

With rising energy prices, and the peed to confront the worst effects of gpeawl and global
wirming, it has never hsen mose eritical to provide communities tat meet the following eriteria:

= Complete: A vibrant mix of people, grocery stores, green infmstrcture, civic and
cultural anchors, emplovment centers, retail establishments, and housing

* Compact: New development that I3 designed 10 make efficien public
infrastructure investments with pedesirion-oriented neighborboods that are
efficient, walkable and affordable

=  Connected: People living near transit connections and walking and biking safely
to haily destinntions
Recent analyses demonstrate that such communities significantly reduce families” housing and
trunsporiation costs, support local businesses, encourage walking, biking and transit, enhance human
health, and reduce the cost of providing governmen! services. Just as importand, Great Clty recognizes
that creating thess types of communities dramatically reduces greenhouse pas emissions, nir mnd water
pollution, resource consumption and destructive suburban and exurban sprawl,

Far these reasons, we encourage the efforts of the city to rezone and revitalize the Noahgate
Urlan Center in order 1o meet the targets of the city snd te Puget Soumnd Regionnl Couneil.

In some respects, Northgate is well on the way 1o becoming an extraordinary neighborhood, The
neve comnmunily center, park and library, as well as improvements to 3™ Avenue were important civic
investments, New development and the Thormton Creek Water Quality Chonnel in Northgate's former
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south parking lel will bring new residents and publicly ascessible open space and improved function o
one of Seaitle's salmon-hesring streams. The community is well served by transit with the existing
Trantlt Center, and the likely extencion of light rail to Narthgate will give it oecess to ather reglonal

| destinntions. .

In other ways there remains much 1o be improved. The strecticape n many areas i unpbaasant
ar hedtile 1o walking and biking. Traffic to, from amd across 125 clogs the neighborhood, and Nonhgate
Way often proves to be a hindrance w0 pedestrian connectivity. In addition, the current design of
Morthjate Mall is antithetival (o u walkuble mixed-use communbty. Many areas are underdeveboped,
with single-use retall surrcunded by parking lots, Changes to the zoning code can help spur new =
housing, jobsund i better community, but sch changes standing alome are likely 1o be insulficien

Inideed an analysis of Northgate done for the city by Heartland concluded that rezening by iself
was net likely 1o spur redevelopment. Heanland cancluded that an upgrading of pedestrian amenitics
and green infrastructure will be required 1w anract private capital for redevelopment. Heartland further
copclisded that given the market conditions, there might not be sufficlent value in rerones to generate
pubdic benefits paid for by new development. (In this regand, we believe new housing s hself o

L significant public benefir)

This bockground information leady 3 1o make the following commicits to the Drafl EIS:
Pusittve Environmentil Effects

We belleve it Is appropriate for an EIS 10 address ol merely negative eflects of governmental
action, but also the positive environmental effects. For example, it is well documented that residents of
nefghborhoods with o diverse mix ol uses thot are well served by transit have deamatically lower
emissions of global wamiing pollution than residents of sprawling auto-dependent communities, To put
Ir amother way, the “no actlon™ aliemative carries with it adverse environmental Fmpacts. ‘The failire 1o
encournge growth in well-designed wrbon centers means it s likely we will 3e¢ more sprawl, more
pollution, and incréased #as emissiona. Encomporating: this enalysis into the Draft EIS would
provide uselul information 1o clected leaders and the pubic as they consider the zoning end land use
L changes contemplated fn Northgate.

Heigit, Hevimg. and Affredabitiy

We suppon consideration of groater beights than was conlemplated in the EIS. While we re not
wivocating for any portizalar opthon at this thne, we believe that consideration af a whis range nff
alternatives will provide for a richer diseussion. Additionn] height can make more housing available in
Northgage, and poteatially make it possible for privale investment m affordable housing. local amenities
(parks, strectscapes, plazas, community facilities), and regional chjectives (transfers of rurn
development rights). One option is lo maximize availabiliy of NC 85 zoning, which allows for
affordable wood-frame construction over a concrete bage. In addition, given Morthgnte™s location and
dezignation as an Lirban Center, it Ix reasonable 1o conslder focused investments in “point towers™ as mn
option. This uilding type, charcterized by a tall slender tower, n pedestrian friendly base, and publicly
accessible open space, has proven very successful in Portland and Voncouver, Whether point tower ar
&5 foou xoning, we recommend that the additienal height be sccompanied by a foatprint limitation that

L wonld promaote wider sidevalks or plazas.

December 2009

4-35



9-5

9-6

9-7

9-8

of

Comment Letter No. 9

Incrensing howsing slpr-h Itell a key strategy to maintaining housing affordability, As was
noted in the Heartlond pnalysis, it & likely thot most market-mte development would be affordsble o
thase making between 80% to 130% of median income. Given tris finding, the cliy should maximize
oppariunitics for construetion o such critically needed housing. Maximizing the build-oot capacity of
Urban Villages also acts a8 o hoosing “relense valve™ for the city by Increasing housing supply tereby
increasing affordability.

Addivionally, lecating houslng near transit I ales a key dtrategy to affordability, Transparation
s thee second lurgest houschold expense after housing, with the average American fumily spending 20%
of their meame on transportation. By contrass, honseholds in transit-rich areas spend oaly 6% of their
income on tensponation. Given the significant relationship between libusing location and
transportatbon costs, he city should oot measure hobsing nffordability in Northgate based solely on
housing cose. In derermining whether affurdability criteria are mel, the city should consides whiether
combifined howsivg and transporeaiion coxtr are affordable ar different income levels, The meshodelogy
for determining such couts con he found m the Center for Neighbarhood Technology

BLA ] = d R T A

LT

W oo

1.2 P C e Ll St

The EIS demonstrates 4 contern with mamniaiming scoeplable levels of intomobile movement. In
an urbanizing arca, it is unreasonable v ley wrallic considerations inhibit housing growth or the sbility to
walk ar bike through the neighborhood. - While the DEIS finds that the traffic impacts are acceptable, il
nevertheless lndicates that traffic impacts are a serfois concern. The ety should work to use raads
efficiently, including throughput of traffic, but not at the expense of housing growth, walking. biking or
transit. In this dny and age, we believe it nelther desirable nor feazfble to limit the ity i
proveiele hinusing in o transit-rich neighborhond in order to maintain high levels of service for singha
oceupanicy vehicles.

Parks, Streets. Plasas and Green Jrfrantrucre

We apprecinte the city"s existing investment and pending Investments in parks and sireviscapes
in Morthgale. But it must be a priority to fnprove the walkahility of current strects, Adding “green”
through trees, planting strips, median plantings and pocket plazas can imprave the wilking experience,
23 well a5 contribute to the appeal of the business district. Tn addition, given thar Noebgate i bocated an
the headwaters of Thomion Creek, there are rich opportunities i incorporate natural draltage into
streets and pew developavent in onder o contro] siormwaler quantities ad reduce polhwam nmeff, W
recommend that planning for perks, transportation and sustainability objectives should be integmted into
# single "green infrastrostre” plan. For example, a #irect could incorporats inténsive vegetation and
nafural drainage for the purpose of controlling stermwater, (o crewle o stroot with park-1ike atributes,
and to encourage walking. A green infrastructuse plan for Northgsate could fdentify opportimitics to
muximixe invextments from differens city agencica, as well an leverage private investment, in ways thit
endild enhance livability, and hence econamic viahility, and meet kigh sustainnbility ohiectives.

Seope

The ity showld consider reroning for the aren io the south of the r'upowd rexone 1o include
Nothgate Mall within it seape. As currently conligured, Nonbhgate Mall is vz of the primory reasony
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why the Norhgate Urban Center is 50 auto-oriented. While the rezoning process alone cannot diciate
Tnesing stock, zoning is one of the most pewerful toels that the city has at its disposal 1o merense
honsing stock within a given area. Additional housing stock nround the Northgate Urban Center,
coupled with predicted increases in both bus and ril transit will not only make continued Inereases in
infrastructure for automobiles unnecessary, but it will aleo ensure & continuous custamer base in an e
of incrensed enargy costs

Cornclusion

While the last decade has seen relatively few new housing units in Morthgage, there has nlso been an
increising recognition of its potentinl 0s a great residential neighborheod. We appreciate this
opportunity to provide comments on the proposed rezone, o5 ope of the key elemens o helping
Worthgate reach Its potential.
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Letter 9: Seattle Great City Initiative

1. Your comments supporting compact urban centers that are complete in their mix of uses and
connected to nearby transit systems are noted.

2. Your comments are noted. Please refer to Final EIS Alternative 3, which would include design
guidelines and bonus provisions that address issues relating to the pedestrian environment and
sustainable development.

3. Your comments regarding the connection between land use patterns and greenhouse gas
emissions are noted. Please see the response Letter No. 6 Comment No. 4. Your comment
regarding the positive environmental impacts of development in Urban Centers is noted. An EIS
only needs to analyze the probable adverse environmental impacts that are significant, but may also
discuss beneficial environmental impacts (SMC 25.05.402). Some of the positive impacts
mentioned in the comment are alluded to in various places in the Draft EIS (Section 2.1 and 4.1.2)
but are not discussed in detail.

4. Your comments supporting consideration of higher height limits are noted. Alternative 3 in the
Final EIS evaluates the impacts of allowing taller buildings at several locations within the Urban
Center. Alternative 3 also includes bonus provisions that would encourage better pedestrian
connections, streetscape amenities, sustainable building design and open space improvements as
part of individual contract rezones.

5. Your comments supporting actions that will increase the overall supply of housing are noted.
One of the objectives of this EIS is to explore alternatives for increasing housing within the
Northgate Urban Center. The City’s incentive zoning program was adopted in December, 2008 and
is focused on increasing the production of affordable housing.

6. Your comments supporting housing development near transit services, and describing a broader
perspective on “affordability” that considers both housing and transportation costs, are noted.

7. Your comments suggesting that maintaining levels of service on roads should not hinder
opportunities for housing growth are noted. Please refer to the response to Letter No. 7, Comment
No. 29.

8. Your support for investments to improve walkability of streets, add greenery to the streetscape,
and incorporate natural drainage features and stormwater treatment features is noted. Your
description of the benefits of a coordinated “green infrastructure plan” is also noted.

9. Your support for adding the Northgate Mall property and other southerly properties to the rezone
area is noted.
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Comment Letter No. 10

CIVETTA PROPERTIES
124 NORTH 103" ST, SUTIE ¢
SEATTLE. WA, 98133
206-721-0100
Augast 11, 2008

Kristizn Kofeed

Ciiy of Scattle = DPD

PO Box 34015

T3 Filth Avenue, Suite 2000
Scanle, WA, 281244019

RE: Northgate Rezone Proposl
Diear Mr. Kofoed,

Thank you for this opportunity to offer input on the rezone. Following are some palnt that we
hepe you will consider as you undenake your admirable and much nesded effor.

Enabling Mags Traneit

Suecess of light raflbus trandit is highly predicated on density of housing. Concentrated housing
provided the L base tn huild the sysems, and to fund the daily fares for operational sxpensss.
Concentrated houting is often a pedestrian based type of housing. Péople prefer 1o uie mass
transit, thereby funding it, if it is ehase by and enjoyable. Fiousing must be dense and close by or
thie mass transit will nat be used,

Succenaful Models

The successful mass transag models in the warld (Most large Japenese cities, aumenmius Chingse
anid Indonestan, Londan, Paris, Matcow, Prague, NY, Chicaga] have great density in the vicinity
of the wranait stopd. It is poor governance for Seattle to atempt (0 promote an expensive moss
trmnekt aywiem without ensuring e success, The medels that wark: all have prean density,

Envimnmantal Collapee.

Global warming demands that we get people out of thelr cars. There are not enaugh natural
resoirces gn the planet to sustain the present rate of energy consiemption thay is cccurring as all
pans of the world become affluent.

Present Loning.

Low density housing, limited 1o & few blecks in esch direction from a wansit stap, will not
provide the critical mass of riders and taxes and dally fares 1o suppon mass transit. Present
zoning, when built out, will only allow 1,000 to 2,000 new rders living ar each stop. This ls far
short of what is needed. Mass transit success requires many times this. The zoning will have 1o
be much denser and streteh mausch farther away.
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Publi: Support.
Feuple will rendily sccept denser zoming if 11 i well dengned. Ironly mbes 10 minuies o walk 3
el imaile. Muiary people in/the world willingly walk 10 mimtes to get o work.

Quality Design.

Slender high-rise towery, fully served with clevators and on-3i1z munagement, are very desirmble
pluces (o live, Today many houscholds have ol members fully employed. They need low
munniznance and well served buildings. Witness the succesaful buildings of this type that are
rising ull over central Seattle. Large buildings cin provide the management, storage. kecurity.
coonomy of scale, ete thal keeps them continually sucoessful. Small buildings, such as the
present zoning dictates, are very hard preased to provide these feaures.

Design Parnmeters.

Zoning can be wrirten so that the neighbarhood foel is seceprable. There can be separation
requirements in order 1o prevent oo great o concentrution of lurge buildings in one spot. Parking
cun be nifequme and below grade. Sweetscupes can be open and landscaped. Good view and light
| cormdors can be dictated,

[ Extsting Codes.

Present zoning leads 1o massive low-density butldings thar produce a canyon feel, choking off
light and openness, Thiy cover oo much of the lot with reflective, hard surface. This ts
environmentally unsound. A wower would sllow half of eoch city block 1o remnin usuble groen

| openspace.

Feasibility,

Ivis only economically practecal to baild 6 srory buibdings or very tall buildings. This s larpely
driven by the safety aspects of the code. An B story bullding ls many times mare expensive than
a6 sory building yer only 103 again turger. 50 bt doecs not pencil oun wo Anance and bulld an &
story bullding. To be done intelligenily, & bullding wants wo be 20 plus stories wll and huive &
fleor arca to justify the elevators, HVAC, eic that serve each floor, At 4 bare minimum the fleor
should be 10,0005F. At 30% lot coverage this would only require 3 20, 0005T lot. A building
L =ite-of thix size ix cany 1o askemble.

[ The west side of 1-5, in the area defined by 100™ on the south & 113" on the nonth and 1-3 on the
east & Merdian on the west, provides many acres of land poised 1o supporn and
enable the redevelopment of Narthgate you are working on. Included in this area bs 3 block we
own at 107™ and Bagley. We atrongly urge you to include our propenty in this rezonc, Our
praperty is within'a five minute walk from what will be the new transit hub for Nerthgare. And
We encoalrage you to re-write the code 1o allow well dedpned residential towers for the reasans
stined above.

[ Very soon the growth of Seanle will ensure thar all the present shes thar can provide the vitl
density are gone. These sites are presently and continually being developed with low-rise
builcings. Thess buildings will be so new and so expensive that they will not be 1om down 1o

enable the high density that mass transit requbres. 5o the muis wransit will nocbe economically

December 2009

4-38



Comment Letter No. 10

December 2009

4-39



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 10: Civetta Properties

1. Your comments describing the relationships between high development densities and mass
transit systems’ successful operation, and the need to limit energy consumption, are noted. An
objective of the Urban Center Rezone Alternatives is to provide opportunities to increase densities
within the Northgate Urban Center proximate to transit. Please also refer to the response to Letter
No. 6, Comment No. 4.

2. Your comments supporting denser zoning, describing the need for well-designed residential
towers and indicating other urban design considerations, are noted.

3. Your comment describing different building bulk implications of lower-density versus tower-
shaped buildings are noted.

4. Your comments, describing financial feasibility considerations for building development, and
supporting 20-story or taller buildings rather than 6-story buildings, are noted. Final EIS
Alternative 3 could generally allow, subject to contract rezone approval, more buildings 85 feet, 125
feet and in one location, 160 feet in height.

5. Your comments supporting an increase in the rezone area west of 1-5 between approximately N.
100" and 113" Streets are noted. Note that Final EIS Alternative 3 would increase the density
achievable through contract rezones in this general area.

6. Your comments, indicating a scarcity of sites with dense growth capability, the continuing

development of lowrise buildings, and lost opportunities to support mass transit and slow the pace
of environmental deterioration, are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 11

June 16, 2008

City of Seattle Department of Planming and Developrent

PO Box 34019
F 700 Filth Avenue, Sulte 2000
L L Seatthe, WA 92124-4019
SC &y Atn: Keistian Kofoed
Ve
HE Mortigate, LLE - 0
600 Unhversity Strest
Sulte 018
Seatibe, WA 28101

RE: B35 NE Northgale Woy, Seattle, WA - Northgate Rezone Dralt CI5 Public Comment
Derar Krislian,

[ Dwrite this bedter on behall of HE Morthgate the owner of 835 NE Northgane way, Seatte, WA in regards
to the fecone Draft €15 publiched by the city of Seatthe. HB Northgate fully suppors the effort of the
city of Seattle and supports a legislative rezone of & porthon of the Northgate Urban Center. We boliree
the City ehould da everything it can (o incresse density near futurs trangi, inerease land uee in a
centralized sroa while raing the tas hase hir the cily of Seattle,

Currently, our Joning at B35 NE Morthgate Wy is NC2-40 on 44,500 Square Feet, and based on our
analysi of potential future redevelopment & height cap of 85 feet to 125 feet would lae a height that HE
Horthgate woudd fully utilize and develop in the next decade. We sé a great smount of potential in the
Horthgare Meghbortood of the city and hive always viewed the anea as positioned for growth snd
urban density,

To reiterate, we sncourage the proposed rezone and the Enviranmental tmpact Statement (o bring
miaed use development Lo the area. I the nen years HB Northgate would fully utios sdditional leight
| i the ares and lock forwand to additienal FAR in an area well positiened for future growth,

P ) e

Ed Hewson
Mariagae
Hil Narthgate, LLC HB Northgate, LLE
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Letter 11: HB Northgate LLC

1. Your support for height limits of 85 feet to 125 feet, and your support for increasing buildable
densities near transit service, are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 12

AVAA
YR

Iy 20, J0KHE

M. Kristian Kofbed
Semos Urban Planner
City of Sealtle DD
PO Bax 34019
Seanle, WA 98104

RE: Northgate Urban Cemer Rezone Drafi E1S
Phear Kristian,

In genesl, we helieve that Dt E15 fails 1o adequately addness the impacts of meeting the
targels set by the City of Seatile fiv 2024 el positively doeen’t nddress the new tasgets <ot by
PSRC for 2040 for the reglon. In onder for the Nonbipae rerone to be effective, meet the City of
Seantle’s and mayor's sustninobility goabs for the City of Scattle the xaning for the Nonhyme
L Urban Center should be increased to uf least NC 3.125,

Thee fallowing is our specific response (0 the Dmil E1S for Nonhgme:

13 1 s highly undikely that the Mo Action Alernutive will produce the nismber of hodsing
units to meet the targets that the City has s for Northgate for 2024, The recent activity
south of the Northpite Mall ond at the Wallace propery dées nol sugaest that there will
be enough housing built ovier thie sext 16 yeoms o get oo 2,500 it As the Hearland
study suppests. there s not suffichent existing roning capacity 1o mest the exhaing

L comprehensive plan terget by 2004,

2) There is no discussion in the Dimft E15 of how the various proposed altermatives will
mseet the City of Seattle, King County or the Siode of Washington's goals for reducing
green hotse pases and lowering CO2 levels in our eity, reglon and state, W beliove tha

L the Final E1S shouild have significan) discussion and analvsis of theee {ssuss.

1} As discussed on piges 2+ 10 and 3-8 ol the DEIS, there are momy Super Docks in the
Northgate Urban Center. Spocifically the suprer block fomed by the ares nonh of NI
112™ anad between 13t Ave. NE and 5 Ave NE. ' We belleve the EIS for Northgate should
discuss (he impocts of exeending NT: 112% 1o the west of 3™ Ave. NE to 1* Ave. NE und
the creation of 8 new streel NE 113" hetween 1" Ave. NE and 3™ Ave, NE. The breaking
up of these super hlocks would create a better pedestrian enviranment, woahd help reduce
mﬂgﬁlhunl‘hw.NEmdmmrmHENﬂﬂhuﬂlWﬂ'. The EIS and CTIP need 1o
address this fasie in 4pile of the cominent on page 1-14 ol there were “right-of-way

L consmints”

piling Dogim =i Uuﬂr-ul
wnn Lt pam

— e
Pt | Xy 4570013
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Comment Letter No. 12

AN
KAURI
4y Ve Uit ElS fails o disewss the difference In parking requirements for conmercially
soied profects in Urban Centers. In [ecernber 2006, the City of Seattle approved reviged
cummerciul eode languge that eliminated parking requirements for housing in wrhan
cenbert in s eity. The fnal EIS should diseuss the impacts of the redueed parking
on trufTie, pir quality, sexthetice, housing and ather elements of the

environment. It should also disciss the likely dilTerence hetween woning propenies for
eommercial or muli-family hased on parking.

) The DEIS should discuss the improvement i waler quulity of drabiage in the Northgnie
aren when maore propertics are redeveloped 1o higher densities. The redevelopment will
Hikely result in propentica bringing Ui storm deinoge facilities 1o current sundards and
therelore improve the water qualily for fish and other agquatic auimals. The No Action
Altemative will cantinue the existing sintus quo, but the rezoncs would improve water
qualiny.

Aty drve1 e Urmgremes

A ™ Sivect, Seilly b
Saiile. WA VEIDY

wee baaim | B0 el Tl

P (208} 2470511
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 12: Kauri Investments, Ltd.

1. Your comment is noted. The 2024 targets from the Comprehensive Plan which are used in the
EIS are still the “official” targets used for planning under the Growth Management Act (GMA).
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIS discusses the relationship of the rezone alternatives to these adopted
targets. Under the GMA, the state Office of Financial Management (OFM) develops forecasts of
county-level population and these forecasts are the mandatory starting point for establishing city-
level or smaller area population targets. Using a process established in the Countywide Planning
Policies (CPPs), all jurisdictions in King County will then confer and agree on population and job
targets which they will individually plan to accommodate in their respective Comprehensive Plans.
The PSRC 2040 growth targets will provide additional guidance for the relative allocation of
population and jobs throughout the region (i.e., among counties, to urban centers, etc.). However,
the PSRC 2040 growth targets are not effective at this time and are not binding on the City. They
are being used by PSRC to update Vision 2040, the regional growth strategy, and Destination 2040,
the metropolitan transportation plan but they are not an official forecast for planning purposes. The
City will update its Comprehensive Plan in 2011 to incorporate the new 2040 growth targets after
they are incorporated in the CPPs and will then allocate this growth among city neighborhoods,
including Urban Centers. Please refer to Table 2-3 in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS for a summary of
the capacity for new residential and commercial growth that would be created by the rezone
alternatives.

2. Your comments are noted. The Draft EIS concludes that with the exception of Alternative 1B
(Broad Rezone, Commercial Focus) all alternatives considered in the EIS, including No Action,
would provide sufficient development capacity in the Rezone Study Area to meet the entire 2024
housing targets (see Section 4.2.1) for the Northgate Urban Center. The Draft EIS acknowledges,
as the Heartland study pointed out, that a strong residential market in Northgate is still emerging.
Regarding jobs, Alternative 1B (Broad Rezone, Commercial Focus) would provide development
capacity in the study area that exceeds the entire Urban Center’s job target. Alternatives 1A, 2, and
3 would not accommodate as much job growth within the study area, but would still provide more
capacity than under the No Action Alternative. Note, however, that additional zoned growth
capacity exists within the Northgate Urban Center and outside the Rezone Study Area.

3. Please refer to the response to Letter No. 6, Comment No. 4 regarding greenhouse gasses.

4. Your comments regarding the superblocks are noted. The Draft EIS alternatives did not
specifically address the superblocks or increasing pedestrian connections. However, actions
applicable to any alternative in this Final EIS propose guidelines, standards and incentives for
creating mid-block pedestrian mews or promenades. The alternatives do not propose extending any
streets to accommodate vehicular traffic.

5. An analysis of impacts of the reduced parking requirements was done in 2006, at the time the
changes were proposed. Since these requirements are already part of the assumed existing
condition, there would be no “difference” in presumed impacts to identify. It is acknowledged that
the Land Use Code contains different parking standards for commercial and multi-family uses; the
lead agency does not identify this as a substantive adverse impact concern.

December 2009 4-44



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

6. Please refer to all of the responses to comments in Letter 1 for further discussion of water
quality.
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Comment Letter No. 13

Mu MENT MPANY

EEAL INTATE DEVLLOPMENT & MANACGEMENT

IS EASTLAKL AWIMLY L, ST I
SEATTLE WASHINGTON S0
CFFICT {30 W3- s

FAN (1 400

Jume 1, 2008

Mr. Kristian Kofoed Via Email

Department of Planning and Developmen
PO, Box 34019
Heatthe, WA 981244019
Re:  Northgate Uvban Cenver Resone - Comments on Drafl Emvironmentiol hmpood
Statemenit (EIS)
Drenr Mr, Knfoed:

We are the owners of e nearly eight-acre site known as the Northgale Apanments, just
north of the Maudl snd cast of 1-5, The Drafl EIS colls ous progesty “an ‘opporunity site” because
of its redevelopment potential, lange size, and location near the future park.” Draft FIS, p. 3-4,
The Norhgate Apantments property does indeod huve o unique position of Northgate. 1t
represents a very significant opporunity for the Clty 1o mest its long-held — but not yet reilized
planmings goils for Nohgate,

In faet, Morthgate Aportments, ohong with the Wallooe and Couwrt at Northgate propertics,
are the three major parcels likely to be redeveloped in the next 10 1o 20 years, Thus, the type of
development allowed on these parcels will largely determine whether regional and City goals for
the Norihgate Urban Cenler are met. We encourage the Uity to keep this in mind o it develops
Al final rezone propesal and seeks 1o apply Incentive zoning concepts (o Nonhgate. The
{nterpliy between the resone and incentive oning requirements will significantly affeet the
proctical ubility and likelilood of achieving thosa long held and curently unecalized goals of
increasing housmg and fobs,

As active participants in Northgale planning for many years, we re pleased that the City
is proceeding with its legislative rezone. ‘Wi strongly support the concept of® Altemative 1, with
twe important caveats, First, the Allemative | ~ Drond Rezone proposal would split our property
inba markedly different 2ones (Neighborbood Commercial and Midrise). This would reduce it
redevelopment potentinl, us emphasized in our comments below. We urge DPD 1o add a
variotion of Alernntive | 1o the Final EIS that applies a Neighborhood Commercial designmion
1o the entire Northgate Apartments site, and adjaeent pareel awned by the Spearbecks.

Secondly, we reguest thil this revised alienuitive apply o 125Gl height il o the
entircty of the Nonhguie Apartments site and adjarent pareel mwried by the Spearbecks. A 125-
foot helght limit would provide greater design Mexibility for n potentinl toser loention. Making
these two revisions o Allemative |, 8o that the entire site is zoned Neighborhood Commercial 3-
| 125, will make Uhis important property a tnie opportunity to realize the City’s planning goals,

P OmIN L gy Y 000 e it Tem—" T (5

13-2

13-3

Offered below are our specific comments on the Dafi EI5. Comment Letter No. 13

Land Use and Aesthetics
». Comments an Split Zoning of Our Property

Altermitive 1 progsses that the eastem half of our property be separated into twio diffenent
zoncs: Midrise on the north, and Neighborhood Commercial on the south.  The Uity 's own
rezane criterin suggest that split-soning of # parcel should be avaided (see Zoning Principles in
SMC 23 34.008.E.3). There nre many good rewsons aol o divide a single parcel imo multiple
sones, For example. thene are conilicts and incormsistencies between the hwo sones, such i
susthoekin required In the Midrise zone but not the Neighborhood Commercinl zone, that
compromise a colesive development. (This problem will likely exist, even i the changes ans
mnde to the Midriee sning through the upcoming revision 1w the Multifamily Code.) We believe
that split zomimg of the eastem half of the property will subsmntinlly reduee its redevelopment
potential, thus wnderrmiing the poals of te rezone.

Moneaver. there uppears fo be o viilid rewson to extablich Midrise zoning on the
nonheastern guaner of the Northgate Apartments properiy. Althotgh e pooposil iy incliude
Midrise zoning on this pan of the property oul of o polentiol concer Tor the effect of commarcial
uses opposite the City park, we note that thar Neighborhood Commersial soning is propased for
e Conrt ol Neithygate Apartments property directly north of the ity pork. Thus, Neighborhood
Commercial woning 1% nof unacceptahle next (o the Park. Retall uses can cenminly be
complementary o pubiic use of the Park. Also, at this location, Neighborhood Commereinl
zoning is likely io resull in a residential or mixed use building.

in nddition, design irsses reltive to thie Park com mmnd will be mddnesed though
upplication of the Norhgate Overay zoning and the design and modulation requirements that
aceompany thit zoning height, and through the Design Review process. We thus urge the City v
pdd @ voriathon on Alernotive | to the Final EIS that replaces the proposed Midrise zone with n
Neighborhood Commercinl 3 wone.

We also note that Midrise roning should mot be imposed w6 some sort of “trade off” (o the
125-foot height ikt 10 be alloved on the Nonhgate Apaniments property, Development beyond
#5 feet muay o may nol be passible; developmcnt st that helght limit s a completely differen
comstruethon type, and It is not yet knovwn 17 development 1o 125 feet will oecar. Thus, the
Midrise quarter of the property should not be penalized beeuuse development could be ot 125 feel
on ihe site, 1 is fmportant that this key “opporunity site” have a uniform Nelghborhood
Commercial 3 zone designution, io uct a3 on impetis to redevelopment, so that the City can meet
s planning goals.

Is. Comments an 125-Foot Meight Limit

The Norihjnic Apartinsenls site i3 eeognized as an imponant gateway o the Nonhgae
Urban Center. With its location next to the frecwiry mnd opposite the mall, it has a prominen
vikual location that will help 1o define (he urban design of the Conter. The Allemative | in the
Dreaft 15 proposed u 123-food heighi Hmit for the swestern hall' of the propey, and 85 feet for the
cantern half. Wi instead usk you to include o revised altertive thit alliows o 125 foat haight for

the entlre Morthgate Apaniments site, and the adjacent parcel owned by the Spearbecks.

T e e L LR
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Comment Letter No. 13
Revising the helght limit i this manner will provide needed design Rexibilily for )
determining the appropriste location for o possihle tower, while recognizing thut building bulk is
contrulid by the allowable Floor Arcn Rutiv, Providing a flexible d-l_:lip'l-ﬂddmﬂmml
envelope with adaquate height 1o respand 1o marke! variations over lima in the most effective
means to foster redevelapment in the Northgate study area and specifically for “opparnunity
sites™ like the Northyeae Apanmenis.

8 Greneral Comments on Land Use and Acsthetices

I the discussion of existing zoning under both the Land Use and Acsthetics sectons of
the [rafl EIS, the Neighborhood Commercial zones wre described as having “No limit on
denstiy, P 3-3; see also p. 426, Thix is misleading, os the Floor Area Ratio limit for the
Neighborhiood Commercial 2ones was explichily adopied in 2006 uy the means of densily control
in the Commereiil sanes, to replace the prior methodology for Timiting the mumber of units,
There is a density limit in the Neighbarhood Commerclal zones, and this should be cormeeted in
the Final EIS.

Waotably absent from the Droft KIS are the speeific zoning standards from the Nonhgue
Overlay. Those serve o modify the buse zoning requirements in o number of critical waye. For
examiple, (lne Northgae Overlay has special sethocks for transitionn] arens, which helps w
mitigte height, bulk, and scale issues.  The Drafi EIS notes that significant bind use impagta
n-omthcnmpupcmmhl“hzlmmlrnﬂﬂpﬁhﬂmdmmml-m.hnlum
states that SEPA und design review would be used a wools 1o require additional sethocks or _
heljght changes to mitigale sesthetic impacts (p. 4-47), 1 is not clear if this Intter staiemint still
applics, when the Northgnie Overlay standards hive been taken into sccount.

Hequirmments tn Frovide Affordable Housing

There ore many good public [ulii;} WIMI::T m‘ﬂlllimp Mmmmw in the el
core, ingg e s Iwyasing helps to Wi, part
mmﬁmﬂmh lrp:;mjr affonkible on other areas of the City since the market ot
Mortlipate does not sippor high-end housing, Abso, given Northgate's exiating and proposed
transportation infrastructure, there s no berter place oulside of downuwn for the City 1o
accommudate increased density, Morthgate s a unique opportunity, and o resome to stimulale
redevelopment i o valid publie policy all on i own.

I our view il i% unfortunabe that the Clty hag chagen 1o link the Northgate rezone wiih o
new “incentive zoning” requirement. The Draft EIS notes that the Northgate rezone is unlikely
i g0 forward, unless an incentive zoning proposal 15 adophed as a new City requirement. 1% 2-
13, That means the Clty Is umwilling to sce an incressed sopply of moderati, market mbe houting
a5 a henefit all by isclf, and & portind solution io ihe lack of affordahle hausing.

There i= substuntin concemm ilal “incentive™ aoning requirements will actually tum into 3
disincentive io the necded redevelopmient Uit misst oecur for City planning poals to be met. The
Drrafi 15 has a single senience that merely alludes i this, The City commizsioned a study of
veal ¢sate market dynamics at Northgiic by the well-negorded Heartland firm. In briefly
mentioning the Heariland study, the Draft EIS miher ohfiguely states that the Heartland analysis
“alen dentified some econamic mplications of imposing public benefit requirements.” P. 2-16.
Thint sentence pot our atention, and so we have examined the detuils of the Heorthmd study,

T OWTER i s s
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Comment Letter No. 13
Wikt thot sy coneludes is o follows: <At this stage in Northgae's redevelopment,
there is remson b0 dowht that potential developers would participate in the incentive zoning
program given the economics of the residentiol maikel.” Heatlomd Memiandum, Sept 10,
2007, p. 3. The study notes that a modest change in development (sech as the chunge from 65 1o
5 feet In permissible height, which is a muinstay of the Morthgote legislative rezone proposal )
“is not enough to spur redevelopment m this time. [ these cases, adding an incentive zoning
program eould result in no redevelopment at all, because there would be no economic incentive
1o take advaniage of the bonue.™ &L

In ather words, the Hearland study is 8 sobering dose of market neality, An inceative

i in depsity will sotually serve as u disingentive o
development ot Morthgsie, The Final EIS needs o deal with this topic head-on and, using the
Henrtland siudy, honesily disclose the adverse elTect of the incentive xoning program. All of the
heneilis of increased denslty noted in the Dmft EIS (which will be further umplified once the
dimcusaion of reduction in preenhouse g emissions s covered in the Final EI5) will be for
naught i the City adopts new requirements that make redevelopment 100 onerous.

I ol shaoibd be noted how fragile the market'development situation continoes to be o
Morthguie. There are only three large porcels that are lkely to be redeveloped in o significant
wary (Morthgate Apariments, the Wallnce properties, and the Court of Norhgaie) Thus, n new
“ineentive™ roning requirement will ploce a disproportionate burden on redeveloping these
propenics, providing a disinecntive for the very propenties around which 1he rexone is planned.
These three owners end bp being uniquely targeted to help solve complex Clty-wide lsaues of
affordable housing. Rather than addressing the problem by encouraging increased housing
supply, the City is wiking steps that threaten those increases in supply,

These three propertics, wod poientiolly the Northgoie Aparimenis property plone
sccording 1o the Heartland study, would bear an unfairly disproportionate burden of providing
“puhlic benefits™ thay should more fairly be borme by the larger communlty, The reality of Hkely
developable real estale in the Nonhgate study anea ploces the bunden of meeting the public

| benefit of work force housing squarely and solely o eese Usee properties.

The extent (o which the “incentive 2oning™ uets os u disineentive needs much further
discussion in the Finnl E15. As just one example, what is the ¢fTect on receiving Federal funding
fior Hight rail if more density is not achieved m Northgate? Tiow much additional funding in
propeny, sales and B & O wxes will the Ciny be forfeiting i more density is not achieved o
Nonhguwe? By linking the legislative recone with 4 new “incentive sonlng”™ requirement as a
single course of action for SEPA purpases (p. 2-13), the Final EIS has an obligation 1o assess
thiese issues in greater detil.

I acletition, the Dmil E1% assens that “one cortain effect™ of the proposed incentive
zoning propaanl ix tha some affordable housing will be built, This satement needs modification
in the Final E15. Fiest, it s only troe if redevelopment af the higher helght mits sctually occirs
Secomd, even assuming such redevelopment, having o provide 11% of te onits os alfondable for
S0 years has the effect of making the other 89% ol the units more expensive. This s the case
wheiher the developer physically provides the uils o pays the fee i lien, We udenitund the
reluctance to mcknowledge this trade ol bul i is inberent in the City"s propesal,  This trode-ofT
s ol necessarly of consequence when the downiown incentivie soming vas adopied, because
all new subsidized housing downiown is inberently high-end. However, in o place like Northgate
where the market suppons much more affordable housing. the adverse effect on B9% of the new
Tnesing supply b much more significant and neads to be acknowledged
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Comment Letter No. 13

Finalky, it is rid ot ull elear that the proposal 1o upzone by one increment provides enough
podditional densily b ke o worthwhile to build ot the higher height limiz. The hasis for the
analysis in Apperdian A bs not clear, We do know Ul o 65 foot height Hindt allows o very
cificient % over |~ type of residentinl construction, whereas a bailding a1 %5 feet is an entirely
differem, and much more expensive, buildiog tvpe. Thus, o developer must gssess how many
ndditional residentind units can be achieved going from 65 1o 83 feel. 05 compared 1o the
substantial Increase in construction costs of a building ut BS feet,

There is substantial concemn that the incremental cost 1o baild 1o 85 feet will not justify
redevelopment to (hat heghl. Hather, redevelopment would oceur, i at all, to e lower beight of
70 fieet and thereby either chimimie the Lkelibood of sdditionn] residentiel yaits being devieloped
or limit the sctual number developed 1o sigmificantly less than the projections sct forth in the
Deafl EIS, Unfortunately, the Draft EIS does not analvee the issues in this wiy, und (hus
prevens o full undersanding of whether developers are fikely 1w urilize the incrensed heigh mnd
density allowed by a revone that is coupled with the expense of an “incentive soning™

néguirement.

The concerns oilined above lend ws 1o two conolusions. First, the Final EIS needs 1o
esens these insves in much more detail, Secondly, i1 the City is going 1o link adoption of an
“meentive zonmg” proposal b the Northmte rezone, we strongly suggest thut the revisions 1o
Altemative 1 described ohove be sdvanced, and that both the affordable houwsing and other
bencfits payment only apply 1o thase bulldings that are above BS fect. Only above 85 feet are the
density Increases substantind enough (in Hight of incrénsed construction costs) fo wirmant
impotition of an additonal fee. This approach would also avold penalizing the afTordability of

honestinge wniis bail below the &S foot Hmit.

Helationship of Alternntives to Housing and Job Targets

We are concerned that a'casual reader of the Draft EIS may ascume that no resone is
experionce chiows thal not 1o be the cate. The Final EIS needs (0 mare clearly state thal the
rezone 1 pecessary (0 achieve nod just growih terpets, bot the Comprehensive Plan vision for this
eritical Uirban Conter:  Thi commients below highlipght that the Drofl 15 ho o confusing
L discussion of these issucs,

The No Action Alternative assumes that sufficlent “zoned capacity™ cunently exists to
sccommidale enough growth for Northgnde to meet it Comprebensive Plan growth trgets. P
2-2. HNowever, zoning capacity is quite different from actial construction on the grovmd. Just
hecaitie there is thenretical “capuicity™ based on o mopped soming designation does nol mean thai
development 1w fensible or likely, This distingtion s eritienl, s hael this theoretical
anming copacity for a long thme, bt os noted in the Dedt EIS (p. 2-17), without o rezoning
L wiarmulues for housing, growth will Ing considerably behind zoned capacity.

M Maoreover, the impression shoild not be given that Northgate meets or will meet its
Clomprebentive Mlan foh grotl targets, even if il were somehow to meet ils dwelling unit tange,
For example, the discwssion on page 42 notes thal under the Mo Action Altemotive, (here is only
capacily bo meel ipproximalely 24% of ihe gool for employment growih.  The Final E1S should
harve an exposded discussion of how exisiing jobs und dwelling units stnck up againn adopied
targets for hoth cotegorics, and the negative impacts of continuing the present imhalance between

| housing and jobs.

W L oy Y S S ecmntat s (8,

13-16

13-17

13-18

13-19

13-20

13-21

13-22

Comment Letter No. 13
Heloted o this is the discussion of the Mo Action statisties for net growil in housing units
and commereinl square fooiage on poges 4-2 and 4-3, The explamition of it bl on the
basttam of p. -2 smies that it “shows how the capacity of cuch sobores compones (o the growth
1arget for the Northgave Urban Cemter.” However, Tobles 4-1 and 4-2 on page 4-3 do not stuie
the growih targeta, and thuy, do not allow the reader 1o compare the capacity of ench subarea (o
| thase targets,

I Adnay, there is some inconsistemey oo whether houschold and job targets would be met
under Alternative 1, Pape 1-2 stites that all the rezane nliermatives asume the City"s acopted
hoaschold wmd job wngets (2,500 new howscholds and 4,220 pew jobs by 202485 will be met
However, the stated increpse in pew Jobs from Allemative 1 is only 3,080 jobs (p. 1.7), which is
less-than the job growth tarpet. The implication is that Aliernative | would nol meet job tsrgets,

L and this shouwld be clarfed.

Finally, the EIS analysis of housing and job targets should be updated to reflect VISION
2040, adopted by the Pugot Sound Regional Council shortly before the Dimit BIS was jssed,

Transporiution

[ Mearly the entire Transportation section of the Prafi IS iz devoted 10 cars, and how the
numiber of car trips are distributed on arca sirecta. With respect 1o transit, the Draft EIS notes
Tkt e proepoesed densities “woubd promaote and suppon incressed transil use in the area™ but
then poes on 1o comment thit demand fior transil seevice will increase, as i the lotter i 0 negative
impael. P 465, In s vegand, the Dvafl EIS inissesd the opgitunity o esplome o (e nezone
proposl can mbvance transil use, redoce the number of cir trips, and thereby advance City gonls
L om rechuction of greenhouse pus emissions,

r The reaft E1S (p. 1=10) mates that the Isue of greentiouse pas emiaiog will be
addressed in the Final IS, Consistent with the City's leadership an this issue, we suggrend that
the Final EIS needs to fncliade an sssesment of i encoiraging density b e Norbgsite cone,
in close proximily 1o commercinl wses wad o mosi cenber, coan luve collimenl benelit of
imcrensing trnsit wee ond reducing vehicle miles taveled. This is o eritical planning objective
for the rexone — add density in an Urban Center with exceptional transit facilities —and this land
use change would have significant environmental benefits that should be ncknowledged in the
Final EI5.

Aldsn, page 3-8 notes thay certain properties are “Super Blocks” doe to Useir Innge seole.
The Draft EIS does nut call for street dedications Usrough such properties, anl we defimiely
eonenr with thal approach, The location wnd configueration of m intemol circulation road on
“Super Block™ propertics can only b difined bused on a particular development. In the context
of review of n specific development. the particulnrs of nn internal road ond how 1o make 4 more
friendly pedestrisn environment can and will be examined. To mandate dedication of parthcular
right-of-way, in advance of & development, would significantly impnir development Texibility
A, such street dedicatsons wane pof progeesed ws port of the CTIF spakysis, wod o ndd 5 new
strerd thromigh the Northgale Apartmenis property would chnge locolized taffic potierns in wiys
that have pot been anabyzed in the buse trailic amulysts or Dl EIS. Thus, how sccess is (o be
ndidressed on so-cilled Super Riocks should be port of individun! project review, und not
L mundated as part of the nemone.

With respect to traffic mitigation, some clarifications ane neoded, particnlarly with respeot
b pelenitial impacis on the Northgile Apartments property, The summany on poge 1-9 describes

¥ L oammga By ol b idrati] |

ol Lan,
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13-22

13-23

13-24

Comment Letter No. 13
twa mitigation measures invalving nequisition of additionnl Aght-of-way, 1 is nod elear what
specilic propenics would be aifected by the mitigntion mensures, and this needs (0 be rectified in
the Final E15.

[ T addition. the mitigation for the Ind Avenue KEMorhgate Way intersection s
described as potentially being unressonahle (p. 4-75), or as the canse of significant impacts (p. 4-
T6).  The nature of those impacts, and the saluthon to them, needs o have expanded disciession

L it the Final KIS,

Lastly, the Draft E1S annlysiz azsumes completion of cermain CTIP projects. This
assumption needs more explanation to underaand how the timing of adoption of the rexone
| proposal would related to the schedule for implementation of the CTIP projects.

Caneliasion
We appreciate e opportunily b coimment v the Dialt EIS wd look fmwand o

cortinued panticipation i i resone progoasl. We are availohle ol your convenienee to discuss
o commments and eoncerns.

Very truly vours,

Vincen J, ally, Mannging Member
Northgate Plazs, LLC

Melody McCutcheon
John Houlihan

NI¥ 19295002 JE32-RRS2.0962v ]

PR T L gt | 3 TR Sl | e 3580 ™
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 13: Mullally Development Company

1. Your comments are noted. The Draft EIS acknowledges that the subject property is an
“opportunity site” that has been identified in recent planning efforts. The Urban Center Rezone
alternatives examine a variety of zoning and intensity options for this property. The split zoning for
different portions of the property is intended to reflect the land use context of the site, including its
adjacency to I-5 on the west, and to the new public park that is planned to the east. Final EIS
Alternative 3, described in Chapter 2, would increase the heights that may be achievable through a
contract rezone of the property; the property owner would determine which zoning designation(s) to
propose.

2. Your comments, providing more input about the negative implications on development of
Midrise zoning versus other zoning choices, are noted. Please see the response to the previous
comment.

3. Your comments, requesting a 125-foot height limit to improve design flexibility, are noted.
Please see the response to Comment No.1 above.

4. Your comment regarding density limits in NC zones is noted. The description on page 3-3 was
overly brief and did not acknowledge the density limit for the NC zones that is applicable to total
building floor area. In contrast, the DEIS land use discussion is intended to indicate there is no
limitation on the number of dwelling units on a given property according to the property’s size, as is
present in the Lowrise zones. The reference on page 4-26 accurately portrayed this lack of a
residential density limitation per lot area.

5. Northgate Overlay District development standards (SMC 23.71) such as those defining special
setbacks for transitional areas would indeed contribute to improved height and bulk relationships
and transitions between adjacent zones. In many specific cases, these setbacks might be interpreted
to be sufficient to control height and bulk and transitions, such that other mitigation would not be
needed. However, the use of the term “largely mitigated by land use regulations” acknowledges
that future development proposals would need to be reviewed to see if any unusual circumstances
would exist and indicate a need for additional mitigation strategies beyond those of the Land Use
Code, including the Northgate Overlay provisions. A similar outlook is reflected in the second
citation about aesthetic impacts (DEIS page 4-47). Despite the regulation provided by the Land Use
Code, in future project-specific reviews — including SEPA and design review -- it may be
appropriate to require a variety of design modifications, which could include added setbacks or
height modifications for portions of buildings. Therefore, both of these DEIS statements are
accurate.

6. Your comment regarding statements in the Heartland study and concerns about incentive zoning
are noted. The incentive zoning program was adopted by the City Council in December 2008. It
applies city-wide and is not unique or specific to Northgate. It is an adopted regulation and
therefore not a subject that requires further evaluation in this EIS. The City will review the results
of the program in 2010. Note that code amendments described in the Final EIS could broaden the
incentive zoning program in Northgate to include elements related to pedestrian connections,
streetscape improvements, sustainable design, and open space.
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7. Please see the response to Comment No. 6 above.
8. Please see the response to Comment No. 6 above.
9. Please see the response to Comment No. 6 above.

10. Itis acknowledged that additional affordable housing units would only occur if rezones and
subsequent redevelopment at the higher height limit actually occurred. Please see the response to
Comment No. 6 above.

11. Your comment is noted. Please see the response to Comment No. 6 above.
12. Your comment is noted. Please see the response to Comment No. 6 above.
13. Please see the response to Letter No. 12, Comment No. 1 regarding growth targets.

14. It is acknowledged that the development capacity identified for each EIS alternative is
hypothetical and may differ from what is achievable on a specific site in the context of a specific
development proposal. However, as described in the land capacity appendix of the Draft EIS
(Appendix A), the methodology is based on development experience in the City over time. Your
comment notes correctly that capacity does not automatically equate to development. On the other
hand, development cannot occur without sufficient capacity.

15. The point about job targets is noted. Please see the response to Letter No. 12, Comment No. 2.

16. This comment correctly indicates that the relationship of growth within each rezone sub-area to
the Northgate Urban Center growth targets was not provided in Tables 4-1 and 4-2. Rather, the
DEIS text included this information in its discussion of the sub-areas under each alternative on
pages 4-3 through 4-11.

17. Please see the response to Letter No. 12, Comment No. 2 regarding growth targets.

18. Please see the response to Letter No. 12, Comment No. 1 regarding the derivation and use of
growth targets.

19. Your interest in highlighting the positive effects of concentrated growth in Urban Centers, such
as increased transit ridership, reduction of single-occupant vehicle traffic, and associated probable
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, is noted. These kinds of benefits of growth in Urban
Centers are acknowledged in the EIS, such as in Sections 2.2 and 4.1.2 , but are not discussed in
detail. The cited transportation analysis on page 4-65 of the DEIS notes a possible increase in
demand for transit service that could be addressed “either through more frequent service on existing
routes or through establishment of new routes.”

20. Thank you for the comment regarding greenhouse gas emissions. Please refer to the response to
Comment Letter No. 6, Comment No. 4.
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21. Your preference is noted. Code amendments under any alternative could propose to expand the
existing city-wide bonus program, to include provisions relating to breaking up super-blocks.
Bonuses applicable to Northgate could include creating mid-block mews or promenades, enhanced
streetscape elements, public open space and sustainability features. Alternative 3 proposes to rely
on site-specific contract rezones rather than a legislative rezone of the area.

22. Your comment is noted. The referenced improvements are identified as potential, general
means to mitigate identified impacts. They are not required to be evaluated in detail in this EIS (per
WAC 197-11-440 (6)(c) (iv)). Further analysis of right-of-way issues and effects on specific
properties would occur in the future.

23. The referenced mitigation measures should be viewed as conceptual in nature. Depending on
the alternative adopted by the City Council, further analysis of feasibility, right-of-way issues and
effects on specific properties would occur in the future.

24. See the response to Letter No. 3 Comment No. 7 regarding the timing of road improvement
projects.
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Russsll Enterprises LLC

Sune 17, 2008

W, Hirisinin Kofoed
Sanior Lirban Plannor
City of Bualtie DPD
PO Box 84018
Saatte, WA 30105

Ra Morihjate Urtan Rescns Dl EIS
Dier Kristnin,

The EI5 needs io address the outdated super bocks in Tha Urban Conter,  Braaking up thass

bineics would sesy congestion north of the mal, The condition on 3™ Awe can only be

aitin hook. Tralfic cinculafion nmoeds o be incmasod in Gis amm by opening up the cowed sirests

toncing NE 112" wastward and creating NE 113" from 55 Avis NE 1o 1% Ave NE

Thwe grals of the Morthgste Urben Carber can only be obtained by cresting denssty. oase
imific cimutniion.  Themo things oouplod iith mess onsl snd ihe roeoning of te ares
certrmunily and hefp o aveid uiban spravd.

udmen Pzl
G 1Y A 36

Searde, WA 83115

Comment Letter No. 14

tldm
wil improve

4

2 2

3

14-3

14-4

Comment Letter No. 14

dui 17 2008

Mr. Friszmen Kofoed
Sanior Urban Planner
City of Seatms DPD
P B D010
Seaifle WA BETDE

P Norihgale Urban Rexons Draft E1S
Kresiaiin,

[ The goaks of e Norttageie Lirkan Center can only b obtened by creptng oensity, sase of walling sng

traffic canculation. VWi noed o be able fo meet the urban planning goals, and create mons vable spece
for peagis. This can be addnessod by proposed neong. These thngs coupled with mess remsit and the

L ik afresaly wichorway in e s well srrprcavas B coemamunily sired Buslgs b e rban wpred

[ The EI5 nesds io sodress the outdmed supsr bocks in The Urban Camer,  Bsaking up thase: uped

Mumﬂmtﬂ;ﬁﬂmﬁdmm The condition on 112 must be addissssd Tru'lc.é‘
conculation reecy i be incressed in this ares by Opaning UD the ciossd St and exenang NE 11
| westward and creating NE 113" from 5™ Ave NE 1o 1% Ave NE

Gincansly,

Matthrw Fusaed

Hqu‘g-w
554 1% Ave NE 8438
Saamio, VWA DE115
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Letter 14: Russell Enterprises LLC

1. Your support for “breaking up the super blocks” by opening new streets at NE 112" and NE
113" Streets west of 3 Avenue NE is noted. Please see the response to Letter No. 13 Comment
No. 21 for further discussion of this topic.

2. Your support for achieving Northgate Urban Center goals by creating density, and improving
pedestrian walkability, traffic circulation and mass transit service, is noted.

3. (2" letter from Russell Enterprises LLC) Your support for achieving Northgate Urban Center
goals by creating density, and improving pedestrian walkability, traffic circulation and mass transit
service, is noted.

4. Your support for “breaking up the super blocks” by opening new streets at NE 112™ and NE
113" Streets west of 3" Avenue NE is noted. Please see the the response to Letter No. 13 Comment
No. 21 for further discussion of this topic.
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WAITACE

May 23, 2008

Mr. Krisian Kofoed
Semor Urban Planner
City of Seale DPD
PO Box 33019
Seartle, WA 98104
Kristian Kofoed seatile. gov
Re: Northgate Urbon Cemter Rezone Deaft EIS

Dear Kristian: -—

[ Wallace Properties hereby requests thar the Ciry of Seautle increare the zoniing of our Phase [

parcely o NC3-125. Further, {0 meet the urban planning gools af awe region, the NiC3-125 rone
showld be applied to mosr of the Stdy Area of the Northgare Urban Cenrer Rezone,

Wallace Propenties represents the owners of the 7 parcels u-f e S ——
property located on the camer of NE Northyate Way and 5% 1
Avenue NE. On the west two parcels (<9307 and -9038) we
are currently building 507 Morthgste, n mixed use project
with 55000 square feet of rowail and 163 residental |
apartment units (See www S07norhgntecom). We intend 0 |
redevelop the 5 eastern parcels (-9193, -908&3, 9158, 9454
and -9270), commencing construction ot some point in 2012
{Phase 113,

Impacts of Proposed Rersme on Phuse 11 Under ihe
current zoning we are cntitled 1o build 1o 657 in height, This
yiekts 220 residential units gnd 55 (K10 sqqunre feet of retal. 1f the Phase 1l parcels were resoned
to NC3-128, we could double the number of residential units 1o 440." If the zoning ir changed 1o
NC3-85 we would only be able build to the building code limit of woud frume construction (707).
It would not be cost effective to switch to stesl or concrete construction for anly two additional
floars of residentinl.” This problem would be exacerbated if nn incentive roning (1) requirement
were in place. We would be forced to build to the current 65" 10 avoid paying the extra I7 fees,

Zon Bldg. Height | Residentinl Units | Retail Area
B c'a% 65 [220 I
Ne-B ez |0 330 55,000
NCI-B5 (17) BS" [220 55,000
(NC3125 (o 17) | 125" Tikely | 440 likely 535,000
NC3-138 (1) 65" likely [ 220 likely 55,000

! To baild to 128" we would need to Justify the costs of comverting from wood frame 1 concrete
coastruction (concreie b more expensive than wood), increased costs of mmuctured parking and increascd
ceats of the inceptive roning (LZ) program, The moce the incentive zoning program costs the less likely it
b thas we will be able to bulld higher than the current zoning. Revising the Northgate parking code could
rediuce the costs of structared parking.

* Importamly, going from 65' to 85" is pot 1k i jits because of the
Dwtol'mwuumwmmmlwmmmmhmfmhmdwuﬂnmm‘

BarTlroize, WA UR0NS-4 154
(28] AR8-0R / I.MI ilH-] 54.!-!3‘!'1
wallsrgruperiies.

[H

Comment Letter No. 15

Comment Letter No. 15

Rationule for Incrensing the Phose 11 Parcels to NC3-125,

» The stated goal of the Draft EIS is 1o stimulate the construction of affordable housing. The
123" zoning for Phase [T would make it possible to double the number of workfomoe housing
units that could be located on our site, from 220 to 440,

» Hecause of its strong retail location, with the excepion of perhaps the Mullaly propery, no
ather lot in the study area hns the morket potertinl (o be devebopsd to 125" i the next decace.

& The property is far from ony single family residential anea.

1511 & Given the right tum for east bound trffic on Northgste Way, the taffic impacts are
significantly reduced for lots south of Northgate Way than they ane for lots 1o the porth,

+ These bots are within % mile (walking distance) of the MNorthgate Transit Center. The
ropion’s mossive investment in light mil mondates high density residential within walking
distance of the planned light rail stations.

+ There ane no residential units on the lots, 30 new construction will not displace existing
familics or remove existing units from the howsing stock.

®  Weintend o use the additional height to builkd residential, as opposed 1o office.

To Meet the Urban Plunning Goals of the City and the Region, The City Should Increase

Maost of the Other Parcels in the Study Area to 125,

& Additional residentin] development must occur in Northgate in order to accommodate (utiene

in secordance with the City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan and the PSRC's Vision

2040, Nonmhgate is one of only & Urban Centers in Seattle, so a grent expansion of residentin]
densily miust octur in e Nortbgate Urban Center in order to sccommodate the region's
projected population Increase without cresting more urban sprawl,

152| & J ix mor pemodely poxsible thar 3,060 residenial units will he delivered within the Focuved
Rezone Study Area with an increase o onfy 85 In the next decade it is highly unlikely that
any lits other than Phase 11, Poter and Mullaly will be redeveloped no mater what the
roning. Full redevelopment of these three lots under NC3-65 or MC3-85 aoning is anly likely
to produce an additional 750 units, An increase to 125° could double thnt count.

= New development will enable Morthgate 1o complete its revitalization from an autn oriented
retnil mrem fo o high density mixed-use pedestrian oriented urban center.  The more

L flexible’permissive the xoning the more Hkely that & propenty will be redeveloped,

15.3 [ & The 125" height limit was unonimously supported by the Norihgate Stakeholders for the

entire Noethgate Urban Center (See Draft EIS, §2.2.6),
154 [ *  Sipce MC3-85 and NC3-125 both have an FAR of 6, the 125 designation would result in more
open space, less bulk and more modulstion than NC3-85,
15-5 w Morthgate U sits in o valley so there is litthe view impact to the surrounding area.

The City needs to reach higher if it is to meet its share of the population demands over the next 30
years. An increase from 65° 1o 85" will not produce one additional residential unit If cur goal as
& region is to create demsity and link it by tmnsit, therehy avouding wrbon sprawl and

15-6|  environmental degradation, Northgate Urban Center muzst bear far moee of the density than any
alemnatives called for in the Deaft EIS, The Phase 11 property is one of & very few locotions in the
Morihpate Lrben Center where 125 buildings might be viable. | urge the City to increass the
Phase 11 bad zoning 1o NC3-125 and 1o do 80 in other parts of the Srudy Arca o3 well,

Si 3
incerely yours —

in R. Whllace

General Counsel and V.P. - Acquisitions
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 15: Wallace Properties, Inc.

1. Alternative 3, described in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, would increase the numbers of sites on
which 125-foot high buildings could be developed in the study area. Under this alternative, a
legislative rezone would not occur and property owners would propose individual contract rezones.
Under any rezone alternative in the EIS, an expansion of the range of bonus elements available in
Northgate under the City’s adopted incentive zoning program is proposed.

2. An objective of the rezone alternatives is to increase redevelopment potential within a portion of
the Urban Center as a means to achieve city-wide and neighborhood land use policies. The
alternatives examine the effects of emphasizing varying mixes of land uses, and different heights
and intensities of uses. Final EIS Alternative 3 identifies the impacts of allowing a greater number
of sites to propose contract rezones to achieve a height of 125 feet.

3. Your citation of Northgate Stakeholder Group support for 125-foot height limits, as indicated in
Section 2.2.6 of the DEIS, is noted.

4. Your observation is noted that more open space, less bulkiness and more modulation of bulk in
future development would occur under a NC3-125 zone compared to a NC3-85 zone because both
zones have an FAR of 6.

5. Your comments describing topographic conditions and view impacts in the study area are noted.

6. Your summary comments advocating for the NC3-125 zone on your property are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 16

Froum; “Heauk, Kalkleen” ~khradendiupn edu>

Tat <krislssnkfised Fsrattle pove
Date: SII008 BAT AM
Subijeet: caimmanl an Norhgeie FES

Please accept s emal by way of public commem on the draft E15 for
the Narthgate remane. Two concerns | have sboul the EIS mlate 1o

L. bicyele lanes under E15, Bicychs Master Plan and CTIF for
Warthgere ares-will the bile-pedestrian overpass envitoned for [% atdl
b included e i nos, will greater howsing of commeredal denailios
along Manhgate Way make bike scoen moee difflcult? Gilven this s a
major trasaiy cormider for people from oxive demsely bnilt up Awme.
arex, if the Sound transit statian goes fn 0 envisioned, mare bicycle
neeess may cut davn on comemeie to the trenidt siation of pervices at
:EWMmrm:ﬁmmm omicliry dud

o sz b0 (s on
narth-soath routes more than the linsted east-weal ones.
i the employment-residency relationahip forescen in the goals in
ke the region mare dense, have mare affordable housing; and diminish
mkﬁxmuhmmpﬂpﬁﬂhnqmmm Chiven the
hagl nisiber oF #égvics jobs in this neighborhood and the high percent of
Fotuign binm reibdents om the 7000 cemus [20% for the Morbgate Maple
Leal oeighbuehood), ia i vealmtic that the populatinn moving in
it aris under Alematived | amd 2 will be liely b wark in the seme
qhhﬂlﬂhnﬁmhblﬂyumm In ather

wrds, (he ;-l b miens, prepensty to uso
sutamnbiles, hnmmd:ﬂ#ntmldw exploced or
ifiscursed im the EIR é

Kathlgen Braden

9741 Depunare Ave N,

Seartle WA 95103
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Letter 16: Kathleen Braden

1. Your comments on the merits of pedestrian/bicycle routes, and seeking east-west bicycle and
pedestrian route improvements including an 1-5 overpass bridge, are noted. Its conceptual
advantages in connecting to/from points west of I-5 are acknowledged.

2. Regional and City policies for Urban Centers are reinforced by the premise that denser centers
that are well-connected by nearby transit service will increase the transportation options of more
residents, leading to more frequent use of transit and non-single-occupant vehicle modes of travel.
This means more than just “walking to work” in the same center; it also means the ability to walk to
transit routes and to move around the greater metropolitan area more easily without using an
automobile, relying on various other modes of travel. Therefore, the rezone alternatives are not
premised only on the assumption that some new residents will also work in Northgate.
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17-2

17-3

17-4

Comment Letter No. 17

Fram:  Kristion Kofoed

Ta: norabealtdl Byahioo.com
CC: Fischibung, Paul
Date: BI1T/2008 4:30 PH

Subject: Re: Northphte Rerons comments

T g For your coimements, o, They will Do InCoaded in the pulic necond of corments on The DELS.

Kringian iefoed

Serenr Lt Mannie

Ity O Seatte. Deo'l of Panting and Devecoment

M 213 7191

#33 Nevn Auctiner <peatbeed001 Srvshon come /1672008 10:45 PM 222

1 mtonded the Sommunsy meetiag Fogarding the Norhgale rezinng and would Fie 1o aad my Sommbnl) 16 De consdénss.

[ Bt appears b e that most of thote in G of the iIntressesd limits anil boundanes. wene the developers and those who
wetid benefit irom that redevelaping, | have besn B Pomaswner in tng Narthgain amea since: LO77 a1 fenl that much of tha
Feevaiopemant 1 not good for the resaents of Bl immadale neghborood. | Ive i 10738 148h kv . L and | B thad Tl

pnhet of rescdendisl Pomes wilh a sorewhal nal fesl. The UM volume has indtensed greally snce vee encved inlo D aiet and

wall sl gt womr wish acicilional deeveloorment. 1 you wart in create housing aned jobs i this ares v sl neso betier ramsit

IVNLBEEY B3 ETBY OO TN MR ENET COVN JE NOME. A DRR 1P T DOVnE SORe corTeTeing o AN B TR AR IF Yl want
L %0 s CedhEElride Dramic, wit fibsbd) wiblichDbis diwidil - wader and Cean.

T Parigiy brmlis of 65, BS and 138 do oot mesn much 1o me, | would e you o ot e Bt nio how many looes e

i) EOUBL TR SEVELOErT WanE Te faghar LIS BUE A TNAT GO0 Bor Me BREaY | wilied over oo coure Ine Room on me

Horthawen Relirermonl Home & it & 8 Moo | ek Bl s fBgh encugh 80d 1 sduld prifer b D00 - would Tl be &5 0L

rq-ua“hngw—-ﬂm'ummmquﬁfmuwhmwmn
L meed tn mamic downinen Sauttia witf highnee buldece. P keep the Eety.on the lower side.

[ Wnat T would iioe bo see i some development but not big box sores (the Waliecs s enchor stones of Circait Ciy and Office: Max),
T st wn hane floss, Best Buy, Tanget, bwn discount shoe sinnes, Bed Bath & Beyond, and Walgresns. Ane you irying in make i
mmwmlmmmummmwmlmm?mm
ﬂ e but it would De alkainabie with Enall indecendents [Dakeres, coffoe Shoos. boulioues, mayvbe & POC o
i Lynevoad? Currently thene sre many weoenl business pes < will th aned Spporn one commeetial and
,m
[ A far i o pocaomed oorTiion e, Eoncer s 1ma, 1 U Nl want thi Sevelaomend 1o dead evond Rocseved 1o e sast
Becmusr that iy where the residlentinl pesghiorhood hegina. Neither da 1 vant @ on Pt and 15th M. [ Desmiopment spreats:
L g s Roregrm ot 1 et Shaed.

§ i e Uk you Lake Hiesie costemeris, ity cormideradion @ Senk feil of o e will STock the residendal neghtortoods.

Thank, iroal Bl FOpe 1o Pebie from o 8000

Nerm. Buetmer
10754 140 dve N E.
Saakne, WA F8125
2061615117
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 17: Nora Buettner

1. Your comments about the need for increased transit service, bicycle lanes and wider sidewalks to
serve future growth are noted. Note that the Northgate CTIP includes some of these items, and
other actions evaluated in this FEIS include and would likely lead to additional transit, bike and
pedestrian improvements. In November 2008, the region’s voters approved funding that would
allow Sound Transit to extend light rail to Northgate in approximately 2020.

2. The height limits of 65, 85 and 125 feet generally correspond to 6, 8 and 12 stories, respectively;
some building designs may be able to fit an additional partially below-ground level, plus additional
below-ground parking levels. Your preference for height limits of 65 feet or 85 feet is noted.

3. Your preference for smaller independent commercial businesses rather than big box retail stores
is noted. In addition, existing and proposed design guidelines, land use regulations and incentive
programs all generally regulate against big box retail surrounded by surface parking.

4. Your preference to avoid extending growth east of Roosevelt Way or onto Pinehurst Way or 15"
Avenue NE is noted. Note that this area is excluded from Final EIS Alternative 3.
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Comment Letter No. 18

Comments by 360 Degraa Hotel Group
At Northgate Draft EIS Upzone Public Comment Meeting
Wednesday, May 28, 2008

My name is Shaiza Dam]i, and my family owns the property on the west side of I-5
more commaonly referred to as the Hotel Nexus and the restaurant formerty
known as the Berkshire Grill, soon to be re-opening as the Saffron Grill. Our
property is approximately 2.5 acres, |s an integral part of the Narthgate Urban
Center and is part of Study Area Ain the Draft EIS. We are currently zoned at 65
feet commercial.

Underlying my comments tonight Is the critical theme that we want people living
and working 2t Northgate, not just driving to Northgate to park and take transit
downtown,

| would especially like to commend the City of Seattle for taking the initiative to
consider the upzoning of Narthgate Way and other relevant properties in the
Northgate Urban Center, and also wish to thank the City for its tremendous
support of the Narthgate Stakeholders Group since 2003, The Stakeholders
Group has been able to address large lot development In the Northgate Urban
Center through consensus building and also developed the Coordinated
Transportation Investment Plan known as CTIP. | have served on the Northgate
Stakeholders Group since its inception and was particularly invalved with the CTIP
subcommittee.

My understanding from the Draft EIS is that the objective of the upzone is to
ensure that (1) the recent momentum from the Stakeholders Group is sustained;
(2) that growth can be accommodated; and (3) the Northgate Comprehensive
Plan's goal to "transform an auto-oriented landscape to a pedestrian friendly
destination with densities to support transit” Is achieved.

With all of this in mind, | have two major points this evening which are:
1

18-3

18-4

Comment Letter No. 18

(1) The Focused Rezone contemplated by the Draft EIS should be rejected as it
really does not make sense with respect to the west side of the freeway, It
treats the west side of the freeway differently from the east side of the
freeway and it is really not clear why. The EIS itself explicitly concludes in
Section 1.7 that there is no significant difference between the delay
conditions at [the] intersection [of Meridian and North Northgate Way]
under any of the alternatives when comparad to the No Action Alternative.
In fact, the Draft EIS states that there is @ possibility that average delays at
this intersection cauld actually decrease to some degree under the Broad
Rezone. If this is the case, why treat the west side of the freeway
differently? | remind all of you that the CTIP does contemplate sevaral
initiatives an Narthgate Way west of the freeway to mitigate traffic and
improve pedestrian connectivity — In particular | would encourage you all to
look at CTIP item C-12 which would improve the pedestrian connection
under Narthgate Way fram both a design and pedestrian safety
perspective. This item is slated as a Near-Term item. If we create a more
pedestrian-friendly environment we will have more pedestrians. Itis
crucial that the west side of the freeway be considered part of the
Northgate Urban Center not only in name but in action and the Focused
Rezone does not do this.

(2) My secand point is to encourage the City to seriously consider the advice
of the Stakehelders Group dated April 2007, ta serlously consider heights of
up to 125 feet in additional properties along Northgate Way. It Is difficult
far us really to imagine Northgate as an Urban Center, but it really will
happen, particularly with the advent of rapid transit. With rising gas prices
we have all seen how nationwide and specifically in Seattle people are
recansidering their driving habits. It would be unfortunate if the City did
not really seize this opportunity that it has itself provided to
reconceptualize Northgate as a true urban center while maintaining its
unique single-family neighborhood characteristics. The City should
seriously consider helghts up to 125 feet along Narthgate Way,

F
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Comment Letter No. 18

e | will use our property as an example. We have owned the property
for aver 32 years and are very committed to Morthgate in the long
term. Our thinking for the property is long-term and will require
substantial thought and consideration and working with the City and
the community.

* We are currently zoned NC3-65 while the property across the strest
Is zaned NC3-85. Under the No Action option and the Focused
Rezone option, there would be no redevelopment of the site and
certainly no residential development on the site. Under the Broad
Rezane the property would go to 85 feet which might theoretically
allow redevelopment but such redevelopment may be sub-optimal,
particularly in the urban center context, as well as potentially cost-
prohibitive.

¢ |[f the property were rezoned to 125 feet, we could maximize the
patential of the site in a mixed use development, with a blend of uses
which could include hotel, residential, and other attractive uses. At
present there is no residential opportunity on our site and the best
way to encourage residential multi-family development in a mixed
wse context would be to allow for 125 feet on this site.

s This redevelopment really makes sense in the context of light rail
coming to Northgate.

+ Agstated by the Draft EIS, any property that takes advantage of the
L new upzoning would remain subject to project-level SEPA.

[ Istrongly encourage all of us to support the city in considering upzones to the
Worthgate Urban Center as contemplated in the Broad Rezane rather than the
Focused Rezone, and in addition to consider zoning of up to 125 feat on
Northgate Way, We want people living and working in the Northgate area, not

Comment Letter No. 18

18.5| Justdriving to Northgate in order ta park and take transit. A proposal that does
not seriously increase density will result in just that.
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 18: Shaiza Damyji, 360 Degree Hotel Group

1. Your preferences to see people living and working in the Northgate Urban Center and traveling
by transit are noted.

2. Your description of the rezone objectives does not precisely correspond to the stated objectives
in Section 1.3 of the DEIS, but does reflect a number of goal-related statements included as
“background” in Section 1.2 of the DEIS. The “momentum” referenced in the DEIS is to
continuing the pace of “public and private development projects that are revitalizing Northgate.”

3. Your comments objecting to Alternative 2’s lack of rezones west of Interstate 5, and the relative
lack of differences in identified average delays at intersections in the impact analyses, are noted.
Please refer to Alternative 3 in the Final EIS, which could result in further intensity of development
west of I-5.

4. Your preference to consider height limits up to 125 feet on additional properties along Northgate
Way, to reinforce urban center density objectives and related transportation benefits, is noted.
Please refer to Alternative 3 in the Final EIS, which includes additional locations east and west of I-
5 where heights of 125 feet could be achieved through individual contract rezones.

5. Your preferences for supporting the Alternative 1 Broad rezone plus consideration of height
limits up to 125 feet are noted. Some of these elements are combined in Final EIS Alternative 3.
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Agencies, tribes and membare of the public are invited to submit comments
on the scope of the EIS for the Northgate Legislative Rerone. You may
comment on the rezone altermatives, the analysis of impacts, or mitigation
E’:;a:iutm; in the Draft EIS.  All comments will be responded to In the Final A
] e |

\
E § ¥ r .
]
1

You may use this form to provide comments; please use the other side I you R |
need more room. Please be as specific as possible. You may give the A 1
comment form to a stafl member at topight's meeting, or mail It to the i 1
address below by June 2, 2008, Thank you for your interest in Northgate, "\\:

i L o

[ I -"-.-'..u-": i TP
sy

Name_ /57 gty cin - Pt
Address__<5 e e S A

Mall/Emall Te: Kristian Kafoed
City of Seactle Department of Planning & Development
P.0. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 19: Marilyn Firlotte

1. Your preference for future infill development in the study area and support of zoning that would
provide feasibility for development is noted.

2. Your interest in seeing sufficient impact mitigation of traffic impacts from additional
development is noted. A comprehensive program of traffic improvements is included in the
Northgate CTIP, and the EIS identifies some possible additional mitigation measures for specific
intersections in certain rezone alternatives. In addition, individual development projects would be
reviewed to ensure that sufficient improvements have been identified and are planned or in place.

3. Your interest in seeing sidewalk, crosswalk and traffic mitigation improvements at the same time

properties are developed is noted. Your stated preference for seeing height limits to 125 feet is also
noted.

December 2009 4-65



20-1

Comment Letter No. 20

From: Krisnt Kofoud

To: Jenes, leura

cc: Fischburg, Paul

Datat Bf/2008 12:59 PM

Subject: Re: public comment on Narthgata Urban Cantar Rezang Draft EIS
Thand yeu for yoir eommanes

Tharkd, Kristiin

3o 311 7181

e e 0 < DewQ00SRhate iy hoo com . G200 B0 A S

Thank you for this opportunity to express our opinion:

| We are dissatisfied with the proposal to add even more residential, mixed-use &
traffic congestion to Northgate Way even before we have integrated construction
of large apartment complexes currently being built,

The public benefit needs to pricritize open space, transportation & streetscape
improvements (converting northgate way Into a pedestrian mall would be
preferred) Instead of making thess factors a slight possibility under "limited
circumstances”

Current & future residents of the in-process residential units would value such
improvements over 2 specified obligation to provide affordable housing for more
peaple to move into from outside the area,

We think a determined & serious effort to improve mass transportation, walking
& bicycle paths would be the best continued project; it would be an opportunity
to provide a prime example of conservation & sustainability to the city, vs, the
trend of relentless growth,

Already thene is density & mativation for supporting mass transit, but we nead
mare mass transit & open spaces for walking/bicycling
we Instead of more residents.

The plan for pushing even greater density should be abated unti we
accommaodate the current resident population & the increased housing now being
built,

We heartily support "no action”, at least untll the current bullding projects are
| completed & the new population Installed.

Tom Bannister
& Genise Lee
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 20: Tom Bannister & Genise Lee

1. Your preferences for the No Action Alternative, and to see open space, transportation,
streetscape, transit and walking and bicycling improvements made before additional development is

allowed, are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 21

From: Milker erynnmnslies 3Glsotmail conr

Te kofoedilaeanie pov >, “paul fiackburgliscattic povs
ke SI202008 1103 PM

Hubject: rexons

Kirintian snd Paud,

Hene are my additional comments / conoerns 1k | didsy mention in my previows e-mail that you stked me
o menidd ol b,

Nuading vy pecur as & resub of pees
snul prassy areas being replaced by cancreee (espeeially in the ares of Northgaie that wak ance vwairp
land), 0 the Srainage iyeten

| ol memd b b irgpiovedd i tve Naribgate s

<The fallowing are pedestrish safety and traffic calming measures that need 10 be in place before s rerone
shenld be comidersd

-Light eil stops m northyawe

~parking perages, especially on the busineis propestdes that will be

-podentrian arlior more cromswalies azeas NE 1030, Sth Ave NE snd Noanhgaie Way
=gldewniks in the

revidential arcas ca, south and norch of the mall as there will be increased
traffic in the neighbathonds ar a result of marny more businesses and
reikdences

in northgate.
~Morthgate Way, NE 100nd, Sth Ave NE and 1at Ave NE streets need 1o be wadensd fo prevent ancthser
Mercer meds.

“The off-tanps and ve-rastps b 1=5 o Northgate Way,
Carliss Ave., Northgate way, 5th ave Ni and 1si Ave NE will need o be
expanded 1o hamdle ke isreasd trallic vabatmes us el of the peopls
et wiork in (s srea ot the retail shops, siTices and matsurants will

nat he abhle io afford 1o [ve m this ares.

<hike paths.

~mrnee bus stops and roates in the Northgate srea

«Bieeause retail and mid o high rises keep encroaching on
abow renidential zones to become baliness toncs (such as the Safeway
in Pinehisrst) need 1o be cloaed 15 the renidestial 2oaes in the

porthyate nelghborbood mren't upeoncd/rezoped nh well and our
peiphboaboods aren’y developed inse oblivion.
Finally,

rendibemis in the Maple leal Fisshuit, haller lake, vicbory beights

anel Hetem springs neipbborhuods should be surveyed to get 2 brue icac
ol refdanis’ opinions a5 i seeme vary few poople who live in e alTectad
areus e gwane of the possible resone.

Thaushs for yoar time,

Hyan Miller

21-5

| Comments: As a residant iving in tha Northgate ama | am against tha

Comment Letter No. 21

From:

mmwmwmmw
To: gove

«ChinnBLEeNe.

Dt SM2008 920 AM

Subjiel: VW 7SETZT - Hyan Miller (Iritranet Quonsm IMADISSEIET)
Attachmenta: IOFOREMATFILE TXT

Doz Bisvstas

FROM MAYORS OFFICE

FLEASE HANDLE AS A DIRECT RESPOMNSE.

Insiryctons.

1. Plogse wiile o responst for the correspondencs below. VWhen you name B file, pleads bagin with o
lpttor, not numbear or B

2. Altach the Ko 1o Hhe email [using reply 1o sender 1o s emall) by DE/IZ008
3 Ploans do nol change i subject lne on this amail mesags.
Thiank you very much|
Mayor's Cormkpondancs Managar
Conatituent Fyan Miller
Sonttie, WA 98125
ryanmiller_3T@hotmall com
Subgoct Opposes Northgate re-zonn (E-mal)
Dipen Dute: 0S1EZ008
Dopartmont Dus Date B8/00200E
lssue DG_ZONPERMTINQUIRE
Workfiow 1D TE&T2
piopased Northgats razane /
upzone. Our city i being developed in B obavion and thas & the Last thang we (Seatie esdents) want. The

only paople this proposed raxons will Benefit ne the millionains Incownan in this ans whots land vales
will incraass as & result of the rexons. i doas not banalit the average ressdent. This is yot ancthar one of

Mickpls' pro-business proposals. We need a who is pro-average resident, not
pro-business‘millonaire, Please do not ket this rezone happen. i it goes through, i 18 just B matter of tme
before the residential zones in the Northgate area are also vpzonadiezened and developd

single-tamiy

mto obivion na well due 1o Sesttie's bockwards rezone policies. Residents in Seattle do not want 1o
becorme the next New York Cily. We e our netghborhoods for the fact ol here are nol liweting
Buildinga and that theie AHE mahy bees open spaces and quesl rasidaniisl aress. Fnally, Nchkels has
not made tha Nofhgata ara mars pedastnan fnendly as he claime. Instead, becauts of Nt pro-business
ARG pro-SevsopmEnt Biancs, ha is putting the safsty of rasdents and pecssinians al-nsk as ihe incraassd
number of residential units and businessss 00 Resulting in incraaced car and foot traffc, yet thare have
not been similar incraasss in pecestrian sadety mapsures. Sincarely, Fyan Miller Narthgate resident and

| oler
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 21: Ryan Miller

1. Your concerns about flooding impacts due to impervious surfaces, and the corresponding need to
improve the drainage system in Northgate, are noted. This type of impact was discussed in Sections
4.7 and 4.8 of the DEIS. Please also refer to the responses to comments in Letter 1 for additional
discussion of stormwater impacts. Future development will be required to install improved drainage
systems that would help avoid or minimize potential for flooding impacts.

2. Your suggestions for several kinds of street improvements, parking improvements, transit,
pedestrian and bicycle improvements to be in place prior to rezoning, are noted.

3. Your objection to allowing rezones of residential land to commercial zones and subsequent
encroachment of development in residential areas is noted.

4. The City has conducted extensive outreach and notification in regard to activities in Northgate
generally and for this EIS.

5. (2" letter from Ryan Miller) Your objection to rezoning to higher allowable densities is noted.
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Comment Letter No. 22

From: Kristian Kofoed

Ta: Fischburg, Paul

Date; 61772008 4:46 PM

Subject: Jarg Myers comments Northgate Legislative Repons

Thank yex for your comments, Jema. \'ﬂl‘p‘ﬂhiﬂﬂhhp&m

Thari, Kriilken
206 111 Tl

=33 “Mng Mt Myery” <Devienshotmal corts (FLAI008 1091 AM 523

Eﬁvwmurm-#m
]
Seanle, W S8134

fe. Nomhgate Legislnive Rezons: suppert of biwad reoene, optes |
Dear Mir Knfosl,

An.a proparty wwnar dod wice the LPS0% | want ta thask yoa for the time
“# g inoon the mm Whmmmhm ;'lnl:lldhnulhr.
tim for it

mmwmmn||mmwnllmmwui.ummwnnm
Prmwehiurst Wy NEand 1783 15 Avenue NE, ol sxcept the lat of shich tall withen sectidn 1 of he Hrood resone, opbes |
We welitme the oppartunity to develop those locxtions s shies that will serve 1 tranaleion berween the Bury husimens sestion of
Nasrthguie Way and the nreighborhonds of Pisshuret sad scheri. Howsver, we art only abls 1o do this if the city approves epaion
1 uf thes braal redoe:,

mmmunmﬁwmuhmnﬂ-mummmmmnmm

wlalsons and land ownery. Gaing forweed with development i wnﬂ:h—hﬁﬂﬁlmhq
Wmﬂ“—mmnﬂmhnhmﬁuhhﬂdﬂdﬂmlﬂlh
developmen thet docs mmﬂrwwﬂhmlmMHw’a&-
i t0 achicve the goals for an urhes cester it Northgane. Al k

eresszs the oppeetunity for sidewalk iogtovemarils - rﬂqhnmm l’ﬁ'ﬂ

‘butier desssage mod improved handling of storm waber m well 3 more Mwﬂ.hmﬂu
o e el i i thee amen, malkip fior 2= actual enmmuniry whern people cam Hve, work smd play rather thas functioning s
Ivesirmom commemily oy duwntown Seatils. Iscreaied height theo allowy developen to design moey Interesteng and @iractive
L besldings rather than sacrificing archisectural seerest in onber to masimire square foouge

mmmmnhhﬂmnmhhﬂm,“JMIwﬂde ithe mreas Weear
m scipatium, and thus the newds, of e i v, stk sl study = North Seattle
mWHWWIimllﬂwniwm The reasons noted i the draft ELS
hmmm'&mhm ﬁh{nﬂuﬂhl?} make lile sense s the report notes: thai-iraifle will
] i e purme ypwos vegardly Waid-of the & itive irmpact that could e madu in tnms of affiedable
7mwumﬂwmmuu-mumw

1 bupe you will conpnder thews tings 3 you mows forwand m developmg the final EIS. Thesk o e yoos fome wnd
cundidgration.

Jena Hyer
itent Pruperty Manageinest

December 2009

4-70



Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 22: Jena Myers, Iffert Property Management

1. Your preference for higher height limits and design flexibility for future development in subarea
D of the study area is noted.

2. Your support for rezones west of Interstate 5, and corresponding opposition to the Alternative 2
— Focused Rezone, are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 23

@ City of Seattie
Department of Plarning & Development

Northgate LEI?'I'—'I.JU;' :
mpact Statement

Environmental

Agencies, tribes and members of tha public are invited to submit commants
on the scope of the EIS for the Northgata Legislative Rezone. You may
comment on the rezona alternatives, the analysis of Impacts, or mitigation
mzasures in the Draft EIS. All comments will be responded to in the Final
EIS.

You may use this form to provide comments; please usa the other side if you
need more room. Please be as specific as possible. You may glve the
comment form to a staff member at tonight’s meeting, or mall it to the
adaress below by June 2, 2008, Thank you lor your interest in Northgate

231 [ e il —

Mame__iiplh R R o

Address |

Mall/Emall Ta: Kristian Kofoed
City of Seattle Department of Planning & Development
P.O. Box 34019
Seattie, WA 98124-4019

kristian.kofoed @ aeattie.goy
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 23: Susan O’Patka

1. Your suggestion to intermingle new housing that would serve different income-level households
in future development is noted.
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Comment Letter No. 24

g City of Seattle
Department of Planning & Development

Maorthgate Liv Zone
Environmental Impact Statement

Draft EIS Comment Form

2008

Agencles, tribes and members of the public sre invited to submit comments
on the scope of the EIS for the Northgate Legislative Rezona. You may
comment on the rezone alternatives, the analysis of Impacts, or mitigation
measures In the Draft EIS.  All comments will be responded to in the Final
E15

You may use this form to provide comments; please use the other side If you
need more room. Please be as specific as possible. You may give the
comment form to a staff member ol tonight’s meeting, or mall it to the
address below by June 2, 2008, Thank you for your interest in Northgate.

B T = 5 TH CEre=r
IFRFHIL. HERE 1S EXTRENELY Heavy [1 SEMET
URJERS JSE T 5 A SHORIWE 0 AJOIY
HORTHERTE. oJAy). 10 _BOD  HORE (RACEIL
BEXE  WOAD BE HORRBLE, 10 Guvr IT  VosM
R N
E  AUHSERFUWL. B
L n;;"'—’ Perek v VaLng -
RSN SENTTLE A
Mail/Email Tg: Kristion Kofped
City of Seattle Department of Plapning 5 Developrment

P.0O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

kristian kofoedi@seattie ooy
Q5. THAHNS FOR THE FANTASTIC
NEENNG . ""]JE___--—

WLy

ek Wiy SWEWALRS

ARE  REBEVIRED
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 24: Peter Palmer

1. Your objection to existing and additional future traffic volumes on NE 115" Street east of 5"
Avenue NE, and your suggestion to reduce access of cut-through traffic to NE 115" Street, are

noted.
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Comment Letter No. 25

June 4, 1008

Mr. Knistain Kofoed
Sevidonr Utk Plasares
Ciry of Seanle DI
PO Bow, 34000
Henbile, WA TR

R Morfhgate Urban Center Rezone Deafl EIS
Dicar. Krwstum,

A stated by amy people i the Publie Conyment Hearing, the City should be cammended for
Uria Resone. 'With this kind of Teadership Morthgate will move nheasd i become a vibmmnt urhan
center

For this resone 1o be Tong term in its effectivences, the majority of the urbun center should be
yoned MO 125 with o mmimimuen of MO ES o (e perimeters.  That soning will allow the Center to
el the Uirban Manning Coals of the City and the Region for residentinl mits. The 1257 height
limit was unanimously supporiesd by (he Norhgate Stakebilders for the entine Norlgate Liban
Ueniler.

The HIS needs to address the outdated sizper blocks m The Lithan Certer. NE 112% noeds 1o be
extended Weat to 1 Ave. NE and 3 NE | 1 3th needs 10 be created from 5 Ave. NE 10 1" Ave.
ME. The bresl up of these supey Bioels would help redoce compestsin on Noitlgite Way and e
battle neck situation that now exists on 3% NE for the 370 condo and rental units north of NE
112% The Target complex mitigation blocked off 3% Ave. NE.at NE 115" which greatly limited
trallic circulation.  Super Block breakup would slso ereate s better pedessrion environment,
traffie eireulntion and on street parkang avatlsbabity for rendents and futire park vissloss, Super
blocks have no place in s modemn urban center.

[ The goal for our Morthgate Urban Center i 1o mvald urban spraw], have o fvahle commmity and

probech pur envirenment; therefore we maist enéate denmity, ease of walking and teaffic circulation,
snd eouple it to muss frenai.

Thank you for your attention b this matter,

Rod

Northpale Stukeholder, CiiiCinte & Cout G Nosthgate Apte
11365 19 Ave NI, Surie A.200

Seattle, WA 5|25

ik 794 10K
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 25: Rod Russell

1. Your support for rezoning to NC with a 125-foot height limit in the majority of the Urban Center
and a minimum of NC with an 85-foot height limit on the perimeters is noted. Please note that Final
EIS Alternative 3 encourages heights of 125 feet on more properties in the study area and avoids
rezones in most perimeter residential areas.

2. Thank you for your comments regarding breaking up the “super-blocks” with new street
segments at NE 112" and 113" Streets. Breaking up “super-blocks” is a stated planning goal for
Northgate. Other related actions proposed in this Final EIS propose design guidelines and incentive
zoning provisions that would help create mid-block pedestrian connections, which would further
this goal.

3. Your support for Northgate’s Urban Center planning goals are noted.

December 2009 4-77



26-1

Comment Letter No. 26

g City of Seattle
Department of Planning & Development

Draft EIS Comment Form

2008

May 2

Agencies, tribes and members of the public are Invited ta submit comments
on the scope of the EIS for the Northgate Legisiative Rezone. You may
commeant an the rezone alternatives, the analysis of iImpacts, or mitigation
E;Iluﬂﬂ in the Draft EIS.  All comments will be responded to in the Final

You may use this form to provide comments; please use the other side If you
nead mare raom. Please be as specific as possible. You may give the
comment form to a staff member at tonight's meeting, or mall it to the
address below by June 2, 2008, Thank you for your interest In Narthgate.

m fl"inu.

=

'-):i"-jzﬂ"l R ™ — . =

Nama ool o

Address an Jy e IV
Searia WH, g 33

Mall/Emall Te:

Kristisn Kofoad

City of Seattle Department of Planning & Development
P.O, Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

kristian, koloedi@ideattle.qgov
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 26: Marvin Schmidt

1. Your comments describing hindrances to achieving an “urban village” at Northgate, and
evaluating Northgate’s current eating, shopping, and recreation qualities, are noted.

2. Your comments describing traffic congestion and its contributions to poor walkability and lack
of pedestrian safety in Northgate are noted. Future redevelopment in the rezoned areas would likely
result in sidewalk improvements (sidewalk width and finish qualities) and would improve
walkability under any rezone alternative.

3. Your comments about increased density and probable lack of associated infrastructure
improvements are noted.
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Comment Letter No. 27

Junc |3, 2004

Mr. Kristian Kofoed

Department of Planning and Development
). Hos 344019

Senfile, WA SR 24019

Fe: Commenis on Drali Emvaronmental Impact Statement for Northgate Regone
Diear Mr, Koloed:

[ 1 am the General Parner of T8 M Jenn LI, owner of the parcel west of Thind Avenue NE and
nonh of Northgoic Way. The property adioining the T & M Jenn property on all Uiree sides is
fhe Northgate Apartments, | support the Allemative | - Broad Resone proposal as i 1 smportsd
i knerease development opporunitics a1 Worthgate. However, | do have three comimients o
coscers with Ut proposal.

Frirsd, | ionderstund tha this Northpate Apartmisns property would be splis-xoned berween
Neighborhood Commereial 3 amd Midrise sone desipnations. Split-eoning of propeny definbely
| is & disincentive to development smd reduces exibslity for the site.

™ Secondly. the T & M Jenn property is proposed o be wnned Midrise 85, and | belive if is much
more appropriate 1o have o Nelghborhood Commerncinl 3 designation, with a 125 foot lieight
limit. A Neighbwoihood Commencial 3-12% zone would allow an onderly and coondinoied

| redevelopment of the T & M Jenn property, along with the Northgate Apartments property

[ Thunl, | donot betieve a street should be dedicated through the T & M Jenn property or the
Worthgate Apartments property. Street dedication would foree o particular development pattern,
am il 15 premotire (or thal, The sceess tssaie s best resolved when a specific developmient i

| proposed and access can be conssdenad ihroageh il desiion review and permil process.

Thank you for the opporiuniy 10 comment, ioid | appreciite your considemtion of my convens
Very truly yours,

&M Jenn LP

ragd L-Ja| - J-J;x: ek ek

M Ly S
Crenern] Pattner

ce! Mullally Development Company

December 2009
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 27: Mari Lyn Spearbeck, T&M Jenn LP
1. Please see the response to Letter No. 13 Comment No. 1 regarding split zoning.

2. Your preference for NC3 zoning with a 125-foot height limit in the vicinity west of 3" Avenue
NE is noted. See Chapter 2 for more information about Final EIS Alternative 3.

3. None of the rezone alternatives include dedication of a new street in the specified location.
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Comment Letter No. 28

Tar Paul Fischburg =paul fischbuargiliseartle. gov=
Date SIIR008 621 MM
Subject: Northgae - my statcnwat toaight

Good eveming. My name is Renee Staton and [ live in the Pinchurst neighborhood.
Thank you for allowing me this oppertunity to make a sietement tonight. First off, | think
that nn upzone angd incremsed denwity in the Northgate Urban Core i an excellent idea and
I support this process. It s needed (o increase housing in the transit corridor and to add
ta the pedestrien orientation and walkability of eur neighbarhoad. Density in nrban cores
L s clearly the right thing to do from an environmental perspective both in preventing
wrban sprawl and in reducing dependence on cars, The linking of a rexone with
affordable housing is also an excellent goal. In this, | hope that the City can find a way to
make Lhe incentive zoning work such that developers will include affordable housing in
their projocts rather than paying a buy out and that we will retain and have a net gain of
affordable housing in the Monhgate Urban Core. Affordable housing should be available
L n dense, transit accessible areas where residents can more easily choose ta liva withowt
the additional cxpense of cars. | have foor concerns: 1. Parcel E which lies owlside the
L Nonhgate Urban Core should be excluded from this analysis. We can revisit this at o
Inter date, perhaps ax part of the upcoming neighborhood plan updates, 2. Transition
betwesn the proposed arca and the adjacent single femily nelghborhood along the north
L edge of this proposed rezone should be stepped. Perhaps more ereative zoning idens mch
s eollage housing could also be considered for these edge arcas. 3. Neighbors in
Pmehurst would like to see (he pedestring-orienicd trunsportation infrasraciure sddressed
before wite-orienied transportation infrastructure. In order (o be a sustainable
community, we nced safc ways 1o walk, We need to implement the Northgate
Coordinuted Transporistion Investment Flan, especially those projects near the areas that
would be upzoned. One of the first projects that needs to be implemented is the proposed
L sustninable sirect design on NE 1135th between Sth Ave NE and Roosevelt Way NE. 4,
[ While thic arcas that are currently being propased for rezone arc a great first step, there
are other arcas of oppartunity that are not included here that should alse be considered for
rezone. The Nonhgate Mall has an enonmous gurface parking lot. Lels rezone that for
housing. Aleo, the bukiness park south of the south 1ot is another wonderful epportanity
for high-rise housing and mixed use development. In ways, it is n much better location
for housing due ta it's proximity to the potentinl light rail station site. Thenk you so much
L for your conssderation,

Keep your kids safer online with Windows Live Family Safely.
Tittp:f o windowslive.com/Tamily_safety/overview himl?ocid=TXT TAGLM WI. R
efresh lamily safely 052008
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 28: Renee Staton

1. Your support for rezones to increase residential density, as well as improved pedestrian
orientation and walkability, are noted.

2. Your preference for affordable housing provisions that will achieve affordable units in new
projects in the Northgate Urban Center is noted. The City’s incentive zoning program, which
applies to upzones city-wide, allows affordable units to be provided on-site or off-site (through
specific performance or payment of a fee for projects over 85’ in height).

3. Sub-Area E was included in Alternative 1 but is excluded from Alternatives 2 and 3. The
properties are located outside the designated Urban Center and are not considered appropriate for
rezoning as part of this action.

4. Your preferences for “stepped” transition in zoning toward the northern single-family
neighborhood, and ideas such as cottage housing near the edges, are noted. Final EIS Alternative 3
would maintain the existing low-rise multi-family zoning on nearly all boundaries of the study area.
In many locations, a maximum height of 85 feet could be achieved on parcels adjacent to the
Lowrise zones in the Urban Center through contract rezones.

5. Your preferences are noted. The sequence of improvements included in the Northgate CTIP is
intended to implement a balance between roadway and pedestrian modes of travel. Actions
described in this Final EIS include bonus provisions that could result in additional streetscape and
pedestrian improvements.

6. Your suggestions to rezone the Northgate Mall and office properties further to the south for
increased housing density are noted. These sites are not located within the study area evaluated for
rezoning in this EIS.
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Comment Letter No. 29

Richard Trunx

10752 Ashworth Ave. M.
Seatle, WA 98133
206-440-9752

&/

To Whom It May Concern;

| am weriting in response W0 the Northgate Legistative Resone Environmental Tmpaei
Statement.

1 attended the meeting hosted by DPD on May 28™ at the Northgate Community Ceniter, At the
mesting two groups of people spoke. Omne group was eommercial property ownersdevelopers in
the Worthgate area. Each spoke about the same basio thing, height limits being moved to the
maximum of 125 feet, The other group to speak, including myself, were residents of the
Morthgate ared. This group also had o common thomo to their concems.  This concermn was not
height imits bul the disconnect between the vision of by the Mayor and DFD of Northgate 23 an
“urbon villnge™ und the lack of investment on the part of the city to muke this hoppen.

To quote o couple speakers, “the city hos the can in front of the horse™, This plan to rezone
containg no specific money or investment on the part of the City of Scattle. The city wants the
developers to make improvements. The preblem with this model is twolold. One, the city doec
not hold the developers to such improvements and the other being the larger neads of the greater
neighborhood. These needs will require a plan and an investment on the part of the city as
developers are not poing to build sidewalks, hike trails and grean space throughout e Northgate

[ To highlight the cancems of holding developers to high standards of development | paimt 1o

Mosthgate North and the new remodel by Simon Properties of the Mall itself, [ also highlight the
incomplete wark on 115" Strest. North of the cemelery, Northgate North is 0 hideous eyesore of

L a building. In essence it is a blook of concrete. Is this the type of development we can expect?
[~ As part of this bailding there were no provisions made for pedestriun traffic across Northgate

way. The result is o game of dodge (he pedestrinn every day os scores of people jaywalk back
and forth between the mull and Northgate north. This is a fatality waiting to happen. 'With the
recent remode] end expansion of Northgate Mall, there were no pedestrian improvemenis made
to remedy this situation.

[ Simen Propertics just finished its remodel of the mall. 'While they did a lot to develop parking

they did nothing and T highlight the word nothing to sccommodate pedestrian and hicycle traflic
In addition, no moncy was spent impreving the traffic flow on the streets surrounding the mall.
The project did not include pew bike racks, oope there is one new bike rack that will hold &
couple bikes af the North Entrance. The parking garage has no covered spaces for bikes despite
several hundred for cars. Mo new sidewalks in the neighbarhood, no new green space, no new
crozswalks. How docs this build an urban village? It built an aute Mall which is not an “Urban

| Willage".

29-5

29-6

Comment Letter No. 29

[ Another cxample of u bad design and oversight is the project on 115™ st. North of Washelli
Cemetery, A couple summers ago the city rebudlt this road. It was & much needed and wonderful
improvement oy it included sidewalks. The problem is the project was never completed. The
improvements siretch from Mendizn Ave. 1o the East and then abruptly stop at about Interlake
Ave, West. Sidewalk gives way to what was on 115", a steep dirt bank coversd in parked cars,
Tust 100 yards or so down the same road is a nice sidewalk going from Aurora Ave. east. Why
were the two never connected? Why has this 100 vard stratch been left a mess? Aurom Ave,
with the 356 Metro Bus is a major transit route. A person using the 358 should have o sidewalk
i walk down while accescing the hospital and new medical building there. This s the fmage of
an *urban village". Instead of a completed sidewalk we got a large parking garage. For this
garage the hospital found the money to put on decorative brick on the dide facing the hospital bot —
a white wash paint job on the side facing the public. Ts this the development our neighborhood
can anticipate with your “urban village™ model or will we see connected pedestrian and bieyele
transporiation routes?

The Nonhgate area, cspoecially the area to the West and North of the mall does not have
sidewalks, Not even busy Narthpate way hos s sidewalk Weest of Meridion. 1f we ore to have an
“Urhan Village™ the eity seeds o commit {o building the infrastructure for such a village, This
includes sidewalks for a minimum of 2 ¥ mile rdivs around the Northgaie rezone on all streets,
s well ws bike lanes in the same parameter. W also need green spuce, including some wild
green space, bo offsel the higher density. This needs to begin now rather than after the dengity
oeeurs. This project needs the support of the surrounding commumity. It wag obvious from the
speakers ot the public meeting there is support for higher density but not without good planning
and oversight from DFFD us well 28 requisite improvemenis in infrastrecture.

The city did make improvements along 5 Ave. Bact. This is 2 model of what needs to oceur all
arcund the neighborhood. There is an effort to convert the small North Park and Ride into a
Park, an effort currently stalled for lack of money, This too is a small step, The problem is we
have seen more probleme and lack of action than we have improvements, When does the city
begin to invest in the neighborhood on a level necessary 1o make an “urban village™  Withow
that investment, there will be no support from the neighborhood.

Thasnk you

Richard Trunx
Seattle, WA
MNorthgate Residend.
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 29: Richard Truax

1. Your comments noting the need for City investments in infrastructure to serve the neighborhood
are noted. Actions described in this Final EIS propose Northgate-specific bonus provisions that
could result in additional streetscape and pedestrian improvements.

2. Your concerns about aesthetics and design quality are noted. The cited projects are not within
the scope of this EIS.

3. Your concern with jaywalking across Northgate Way is noted. The CTIP includes several
projects along Northgate Way that are intended to enhance pedestrian safety; please refer to the list
of Northgate CTIP projects in Table 4-5 of the Draft EIS.

4. Please see the response to Comment No. 2 above.

5. Please see the response to Comment No. 2 above.

6. Your comments are noted. Please refer to the Northgate CTIP, which includes numerous
projects to install or improve sidewalks throughout the Northgate area. Actions described in this
Final EIS would also encourage improved pedestrian connections and streetscape amenities in the

Urban Center. Please note that the Seattle Parks Department is proceeding with plans to develop
Hubbard Homestead Park on the former park-and-ride lot; construction began in September 2009.
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Comment Letter No. 30
Kristian Kofoed - Northgate Alternatives

From: "Ruth" <ruthalice@comcast.net>
To: <kristian.kofoed@seattle.gov>
Date: 5/29/2008 6:02 PM

Subject: Northgate Alternatives

Hello Kristian,

I was at the meeting last night & spoke with you briefly afterward about parking issues. Like everyone _
else, I guess, I have a long list of concerns about what is about to happen to my neighborhood. Without
further ado:

1) There is already a lot of commercial vacancy in the NG area. Some locations have high turn-over
rates as well. Adding more commercial will make this situation quite a lot worse, especially if the new
stores are the same old chains already represented all over town. More square feet of retail work out to a
smaller piece of the pie for each business. This will depress rent rates & result in lower quality tenants.
Therefore, we should go very slowly & thoughtfully in adding more commercial space.

2) Pedestrians & cyclists already feel like moving targets in an arcade game. We need better rights of
way & protection for them, especially if we want to encourage people to leave their vehicles at home.
Dedicated paths would be wonderful.

3) Protecting homes from conversion to commercial use is paramount. Residential areas must be
buffered against the commercial ones by lower building heights & landscaping.

4) The increased traffic will be the first thing to upset residents, & for good reason. Traffic circles,
one-way streets, cul de sacs, or whatever else it takes should be used to mitigate traffic impacts in

L our sidewalk-free neighborhoods,

B 5) Because Northgate is going to become so much more densely built than before there needs to be a lot

more open space than there is now. All developers should be paying into a mitigation fund that will
help pay for the amenities the neighborhood needs, sort of like a prequel LID. The core area & the
surrounding neighborhoods are in critical need of more parks. This is the one use that residential
zoned land might be converted for. It states in the draft plan that there isn't much habitat in this area.
That may be true, but there soon will be when Northgate Park is completed, and already there is a lot of

| it very close by at Thornton Creek Park Six.

[ Asto the alternatives offered, I think the focused rezone is best except that it allows for way too much

commercial use at this time. Also, the way these plans are presented keeps all the focus on the plans
themselves & none of it on the effects on the surrounding areas. Mitigation for the neighborhoods is

| part & parcel of the deal. To be fair, it all has to move together.

Sincerely,
Ruth Williams

1219 NE 107th St.

file://CAWINDOWS\Temp\XPgrpwise\483EEFB7DOM13P130510016273761424DEING...  5/30/2008
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 30: Ruth Williams

1. Your comment is noted. It is assumed that redevelopment of individual parcels and uses would
occur when property owners consider market conditions to be conducive to leasing.

2. Your preference for improved pedestrian and bicycle routes and safe conditions is noted. The
Northgate CTIP includes a comprehensive program of improvements, many of which would address
pedestrian and bicycle needs. In addition, the Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan that
have been drafted by the Seattle Department of Transportation also provide for improvements in
these areas. Actions described in Chapter 2 of this FEIS also include bonus provisions that could
result in additional streetscape, pedestrian and bicycle improvements.

3. Your preferences to avoid conversion of homes to commercial use, and your preference for
transitions in zoned building height limits near residential areas and increased landscaping, are
noted.

4. Please refer to the traffic and pedestrian improvements that are included in the Northgate CTIP.
5. Actions under any rezone alternative are proposed to include revisions to the Northgate Overlay
District that would establish an open space fund, adopt streetscape plans for “green streets”, and
establish bonus provisions to encourage a range of streetscape improvements.

6. Your preference for the Focused Rezone (Alternative 2) is noted.
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Comment Letter No. 31

From: Danlaie Y1 <aanydllyrjmilyshoa, coms

Ta: ﬂh‘ﬂlﬂ.ﬂ.lﬁmﬂhﬂl{n e, <paul Mhluﬂ@mlﬂn_uﬂw
Date: Br0/2008 B:24 AM

Subjoct: northgete rezona commmants

Krigtian and Paul,

| em & resident of the Northgaie sres, Hers ars my commanta and concanms regarding he proposed
Northgate rezone [ upzone;

[ «It ihe rezene is spproved. Meoding may cccur a5 a rasull of trees and grassy aress being repiecod by

concrate (especially in the ares of Norhgate that wae onca swamg land), £o e deainoge systerm vill nesd

L io ba knproved in the Norihpsie ares.

~Since troffic and peadestrian improvements promised from the test rezone have not been Kept, thi
Tollgwing uro podealrion safiety ond traffic calming measunes that need to be in place before anotier
rezong should be considend, If Maeyor Nickels and o2ty laaders want Seattie to ba envirenmentally and

;uduwimhhmr like they claim, these messune should be put in place before anather rezone / upzome

-Light rail siops in northgote

-parking garsges, mwmmuuummmmmum
-padesirian bridges andlor more crosswalks across NE 1003rd, 5th Ave NE and Northgate Way
-gidewslks in the residential areas east, mumwmﬂhmluuuuunwmmmummhm
neighbomaoods as & resull of many more businessts and recidences in

~Northgeta Way, NE 103d. 58 Ave NE and 1HMHEmm1nhmuwmmﬂm
Mercer mess.

~The off-rampa and on-ramps from |-5 fo Morthgate Way, Codiss Ave., Morthgate way, Sl ave NE and 15t
Ave NE will need to be expanded ko handie the increased traffic volumes as most of the paaple who work
in this ares @l the reted shops, offices and restaurants wil no! ba able io afford to e in this aroa,

=oika paths

4miora DUs 52005 and routes in ihe Monngala area

“Bacause retail and mid o high rises keep encroaching on residential araas tha roning loapholes thal
adow residential 2ones (o become business 2ones (swch as the Safeway in Finahumst) neod |o be closed
sa the residaniial Tonaes in thi norhgats neghborhood arent upeonediresoned as wll aod oer
nesghbomModds anenT davalopaad intd obivion.

<Finady. reskdents in the Maple loal, Pinahura!, hader lake, victory haights and clon speings
s should be survayed to gat a trua sanca of resldents’ cpinlone a6 i socms very fow poople

L wh liva in the affeciad areas &' sware of e posaibbe muone.

Thianks for your tema,

Dankolla ¥
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 31: Danielle Yi

1. Your concerns about flooding impacts due to impervious surfaces, and the corresponding need to
improve the drainage system in Northgate, are noted. This type of impact was discussed in Sections
4.7 and 4.8 in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. Please refer to the responses to comments in Letter #1 for
additional discussion of stormwater impacts. Future development requires installation of improved
drainage systems that would help avoid or minimize the potential for flooding impacts.

2. Your comment is noted. Many of these types of improvements are included in the Northgate
CTIP. Actions described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS would also encourage provision of various
streetscape improvements.

3. Your objection to allowing rezones of residential land to commercial zones and subsequent
encroachment of development in residential areas is noted. Note that Alternative 3, described in
Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, excludes from rezones nearly all multi-family areas adjacent to single
family zones at the edges of the study area.

4. Your request for a survey of residents’ opinions in surrounding neighborhoods is noted. This
comment does not relate to an environmental issue addressed in the EIS. The City has used a
variety of methods to inform residents of the potential rezones in the Urban Center; please refer to
the Northgate Revitalization page of DPD’s website.
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Comment Letter No. 32

Comment Letter No. 32

Joan Fegree

1210-F East Shelby Street
Seattle, Washington 98102
206.324.6527
eegrecf@eomeatnet
Tune 14, 2008

kriztinn kofned fyeartle gov

Cily of Seatile Depariment of Planning and Development
.0, Box 34019, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

Senttle, WA UH124-4019

RE: Northgate Leghslative Rexone Draft EIS & 11312 5™ Avenue NE
Dear Mr, Kofoed:

[~ Tam thrilled that the city s looking o Northgate for ereative design and Fning decisions that wil]
bring beauty and ¥ibrancy to our long-néglected neighborbuood! Thank you for your efforts.

1 purchased this referenced property on July 26, 1985, zoned L-3, with the fomg-term plan 10
mm;mmmmmammmmmmrmumhm
drawings of possibie configumstions. | lcamed in March 1992 that the property mysteriously had
been down-roned to L-1. I never received notice of hearings or such sction and wad shocked to
leatm it was oo longer L-3, significantly diminishing the value of my fmvestment. Had [ beon
aware that a down-zons to L-1 was under consideration, I certaialy woald haove made my
vaice henrd,

Anached photos show the overbearing structures zoned primarily L4, L-3 andl a tiny area of L2
32-1| it sumround my property an this desd-end, graveled, no-sidewnlk sireet one Block narth of
Nonthgate Way. Photos “Brick Shudow,”™ "Looming Brick,” and “Down Stroel facing 11312,
show the brick apartment bullding looming over 11312 5™ NE (n peck of its whie door is
visible), The two ather photos show the character of the dead-end street where it joins 5 NE and
is surroqnded by large commercial and multifumily structires (L-4, L-3) that will incresse in
height and volume with either of the proposed rezones.

I support in principle B
1S degd-end street off . L and m il _ NE
rsturned to L-3. This makes sense given the “cave” it is in now,

surrounded by leoming L4, L-3, L-2 structures which will simply grow
L if a Northgate development plan is set into motion.

« Respectfully,

z:ga?-/’— B2, St Ave NE

Brack =hadaw [ceming over ‘F‘/—‘:’quh]
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Comment Letter No. 32 Comment Letter No. 32

-~ L
“E’;{Z_ o ;5;.11: M::: [ll_j_':rll 5'{{} Poje NI_E
Lecting Prick. Down hreet faware hovse.
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Comment Letter No. 32 Comment Letter No. 32

Wiz SHNE B2, s NE
"Tareet View'  Lecking oot from Dead End Leckine Gram hoce toward &M NE
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

Letter 32: Joan Zegree

1. Your preference to see Lowrise 3 zoning rather than Lowrise 1 zoning at this location in the
northwest corner of subarea D is noted. This property’s vicinity is a one-block dead-end street
accessed from 5" Avenue NE near Hubbard Homestead Park. It is located directly at the northern
edge of the study area with Single-Family zoned property adjacent to the north. The Alternative 1-
A - Broad Rezone and Final EIS Alternative 3 would include this as a Lowrise 2 zone, while the
Alternative 2 - Focused Rezone omits this area but rezones property just to the south as Midrise.
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CATHERINE M. DECEHER

Van Pelt Corbatt Bellows

100 South King Street, Suive 360
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STATEMENT OF CAROL CARMAHAN

Hi. Hy name is Cazcl Cacnahan. I live at 11335
Corliss Horth. 1 lived hece before Horthgats Waa
here. Went away for a long Cime but now I'm back
Living in the family home here. And I'd like to say
it*s ploor here now. It's diverse and cich. I've
lived in urban villagesa in two other states, and the
guality of life was very nice.

But T see an important component missing in the
proposal. and that's -- it seems to me If it's going to
ba an prban villags whars the goal, a3 was stated in
the document that I read in the Llbrary., is that youd
can wWalk to work and play, going about pour daily
pdutine == I don't see walking and biking paths that
are asparate from the tranaportation corridors,  What
I'd like to wee is a perimeter walking, biking path
apnd a faw inroads into the center. 1 think walking
hera i3 not enjoyable becauss the traffic is =0 bad
and so noisy, but it could have the potentlisl to be a
true urban village with that facility added.

HE., WEINEHAN: Thank you.

Oral Testimony No. 34
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STATEMENT OF HARY MILLS

My namé id Macy Mille and I live at 115328
Rocaavelt Way Hortheast, My concern focuses malnly om
Sectlon D. T'm more comfortable with, I balisve LEt's.
Altarnative 7. the focused Tazone. ARHd my comment Ld
with regard to Alternative 1. What I'm sealng At tha
norih sdge of Bsction D is & hoge height difference
betwsen what's proposed and the residences in the
Emmudiate arsa. T don't know enough about the ocher
aross to know 1f there las & mare staggered effect down
te where tho houses comes in, how thot impacta that.
but there are houses across the street from areas that
ace alrendy oned st about 60 Cest and arén't wwan
bullt up to thele potential yet. Bo we currantly hawve
tha potential to grow & great deal withoiit rezaning
that area. And then (f it went all the way up to 8%
fent, that that oould have s tcemendous negative impact

on the homes and the 1ife and just the ares in that

L sactlon.

MR. WEINEMAN: Thank you.
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Page 7
STRTEMENT OF REMEE STATON

Ny name 13 Renea Staton. My sddoess ia 12516
12th Avenue Hoctheast. I live in the Pinshurat
neighborhomd. And 1 want te thank you for tChe
opportunity to make & statement toalght.

Figat of all, 1 want o say that I think an upaonoe
and insressed depnsity in the Northgate urban coreider
in an oxcellent idea and 1 fully support the precess.
It's needed to increase housing in the tcaneit corcidor
and o add to the pedestrisn orlentation and the
walkablility of our neighbochood. Dansity in urban
coreigors is cleacly the-zight thing to &5 from an

anvironmeantal perspective, DOth préventing urban Eprawl

| and creducing dependence on cara., The linking of &

feancn for affordable housing in also an excellent
goal: Tn cthis I bops that the city cen find & wvay o
make the Temoning work such that developsrs will
include affordablie housing in their prodects rather
than peylng a buyour, and that we will zetain and have
A ot galin in affocdable housing in the Northgate wcham
corcidor.

Thaie ia a lot of de facto affordable housing
cight now, and I hope that atb the and of Che day Wa

Atill have AL least that much if not more affordable

Oral Testimony No. 35
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housing. 1 think affocdable hovsing should be
availabie in donse, transli-ascessible areas whece
rasidents can more sasily choose ta live without the
additional axpanse of cars,

And T have four concetna. One iy perks utilized
outaide the urban corridor, and it ahould ba sxsludad
from this snalysis. #e can cevigit this at & latar
date, perhaps ap part of the upcoming neighborheod plan
updates. The transitieon batwWeen the propossd rezonsa
area thar you were talking about and che sdjscont
single-family pelghborhood slong the north edge of the
proposcd rezone should be atepped, and perhopa a more
ersative roning ldea, such an cobttage houaing, could be
considared for those cransitionsl rones.

Naighbors in Finahurst would really like To see
pedestrian-dcianted transportaticn Anfraatructurs
addresssd before autc-oriented Liansporbtatlion
infrastructure. In order to be a dustainabls
Ghmmihlty, wé noed Bafo wayn to walk. WNe don't have
sidewalks snd wa have & lot of traffic right now. We
need to implement the Horthgate Coordinated
Transporcazion Investmant ¥lan, sapscially those
projects near the arcas that will be upzoned. One
particular peaject that Pinahurst feels very strongly

about i3 at Worcheasc 115th between Sth- Avenus
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Rortheast and Pinehorst Way Norcheast. We have a
dezign siresdy and we'd like to see it implsmented.
L-It's & sustainable stiest design.
[ Aol then one £insl thing i that while thé acess
that wers currently belng propossd are a greal fizac
stap, thare ars other Areas of opportunity Chat arce not
included hare and that should ba considered for resone.
The Northgate Mall has an encomous surface parking lot.
Leb*s rezone thal for Housing. Also the business park
wouth of the south lot iw another wendecful opportunity
for high-cise housing and mined-use development, In

woys it's a much batcar location for housing dus co Lte

proximity to the potential light rall station site.
Thank yod 80 much for your conaidesration.

Mi. WEINMAN: Thank you.

ETRTEMENT OF COLLEENM MILLS

Hi, I'm Colleen Mills snd I work for Mullaly
Development and s al2o on the StakeNolders Oroup and
cepoesenting malciple fasily. 50 we'oDs looking at site
B, the Horthgate Apartmsnts, The site has basically,
AN posT people who Live around here know, ceached its

sconomlc life. We are supporting bDroad relone, and

John Mullaly #will talk about that in more detall. We

Oral Testimony No. 36, 37
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think becauss of whers the slrts is loCated, 1t'S Deen
called the gateway, the core site, Tets 4 unigue
opportunlty for the city to bepefic fom alno the
radavelopmant.

¥e would Iike to sew & compercial zone to make it
#o that wa'd have retall froncing the strest. ®e vayld
alse have housing, and with Lts proximity to the mall,
the light rail stacion, and pasmibly & light zail just
& pickup statioh or & deop-o0ff station. 1t's klso been
taliwd about possibly being put on Firat Norchess:t in

lalhmy. many

yoarn, and it's beoome now very, very costly to oporate

front of the site. We've

bacdune of tha age of the bulldings and the heatlng
AynTEm. S50 we Mrlhltilr woiuld liks ©o mae the ares
reroned and rezoned for commmrcial needs. And tha city
would also receive Bany benefits from having the site

daveloped from a lazger tax base, sosw jobs o the

| @rwa, and also reaching Lts vision for an ufban center.

ME. HETHNMAN: Thank jpou.

STATEMENT OF SUFE GRVING

I'm Sue Geving. 1 live &t 3116 Kortheast 115th.

If yout con visuslise that we are right on the sdgs of

cthe planning area;. 113th is voned 7200.. So we have

December 2009
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singls family Homes with Big yards, and this proposal
13 putcing L4 right up against ity and yes, wa are
concnrned. Just Lo aat Ehe record :(:ugh:. Bur STraatT
that has been cul de sac'd == thank God == but it
waRn'E juar bBecatise Tn!q.t moved An. The lll}h‘l thars
had besn clfset previously, and when they moved chat
stroot light directly into that stoeet. That was more
of an impact actually than the bullding was. 3o the
reanon they sul de sac'd Lt was because, yas, Lt wam in
the plan, but averyons Knew Lhen when they moved that
in line with the atreet, wa had already been getting
tens of cars, Chat would Just have == just =6 st it
L straight, Chat was the thing was the light,

I have 4 lot of oonvern abotut naighbarhood
commercial cresping farther north. T'm Zine with it en
farthgate Hay and Fifth. Thet's en artecial,. Third
Avonue i & designated gresn atreet. it's pact of the
park circulation and had bean all along in' our comp
plan. Had the park, had & nice green street whers
people could walk and still rest and be peaceful. And
1°d like to ses thar maintained, T don't think anybody
sver twally had thoughts of == and 1 chink we all Enow,
cthat live in the neighborhood, that che back sids of

the Mocthgate sorth bullding has fosc besn ampty. §

mean, that there ia == you all know, cight? that thers

Oral Testimony No. 37, 38
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is & little space thare on Fifth Avenus that's neier
bBeen rantead. 5o 1 mean Lhare's nothing there that
would suggest that commerclal would thrive to the north
of that. And that is one of py bigger concerns; you
Enow: just kesp dommerrial bhack on the arverlals whare
it Balonga.

MR, KEINHAIG Thask jyou,

STATEMENT OF GAIL GAUTESTAD

Hi. My rame Is Gail Cautestad, G-A=U=T-E=S-T-A-0,
and T'm sz 2117 Nocth 107th in & condominium. We'rs
preciy much on the far west side of this project. And
vnder two o cheso plans Lt doson't look like we would
ba A& heavily affected as mome of the othecs, But
becauae we'rm on North 107ch, we're cight on the south
dide uf where the developmant wouid be. We have
concerns sbout what the height might ba if ic's changed

efn the commercial Buildings that emist to the north of

| 107eh.

CurTently == my malin conocorns ovorall om this ace
eraffic ana parking. We currently aré on 8 Small strip
of road between Meridian and Corliss. Waschound
traffic comes up Meridian and apeeds along thess to et

on T=3. and sastbound cralfic comss from Mocthgate Way
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Page 13 Page-14

i or off of I-5 sowthbound to got to Borth Scattle recpaned an the Saffren Grill. So ic's 2140 Mocth

2 Community Collsge. 5o we already have a very high 7 Horthgats May. Our proparty is in part of study &Tes A
I 382 traffic ares theace. and I would hate to ses that tharce L] in the draft EI5. ond we'te en iotegral pert of the

i would be more congeatlon in that afes without Llmproving L Horthgate urban canter.

3 that' rosdway. & I would like to commend the City of Seattle for

L On a perashal note, 1% you hatve any influénce Wwith & taking the initistive to consider the upzoning of

Y Matco, I could poasibly get cut of my single-pccupancy L) Horthgate Way and othes relevant propertiea in the

i vehiole £f T could walk co the tcansit staticn and take b Horthgate urban center and also wiah to thank the city
P 38-3| aAn esxpress bus to Lhe Univeralty of Washington. ] for ite tremendous support of the Marthgate

1 Hundreds of people go to the U.W. overy day from e s0.q| Scakeholders Group since 2003, The Stakeholders Group
11 Morthgate, and the four-mile trip cakes about 45 11 han basn abls to addreas largs lot developssent Ln the
il minutas, L Rorthgats urban center through consensus bullding and
i Afd another Lssus that's prevalent asotind the city 13 alsc developed the coordinatsd transpartation

i is homeleasnean, and that Ls in walking from whese I i invastmanr plan known as CTIP. 1 have sarved on the

1 284 Live under the oVetpass of the fzesway, thece ars a L Borthgate Stakeholders Group since its inception and

L mumbar of peopls who live théece. And sao during the L | was parzicularly involved in' the CTIP aubcommitcss.

17 sinter months that might not be as confortable as T 17 My understanding from the dcaft EIS is that the

e} would Like: Thank yoir, 18 obisotive of the upzone is to snsure that Fizst the

ir 1% recont momentum from the Stakeholders Group ias

e STATEMENT OF SJHAIEA DANJI Fa 502 sustained, nocohd; that growth can ba sccommodated, and
El & third, that the SHorthgate apes comprehensive plan's

22 My nape L8 ¥nalza Danji, and my family owns the 1 goal to tranaform an automoblle-oriented landscape to a
= property to the west of I-53; which is more commonly EE padastrian-friendly desatination with densitiea to
= referred to as the liotel Nexus and the cestaucant, 4 suppart transir is achisvad.
B formerly known as the Beckahice Grill, soon to ba e Rnd wnderlying my comments tepight is che critical
——
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Fage 15
theme that we want pecple o live, work, shop, and take
public tranait from Morthgate, mot just dziwe to
Marthgacs to park and taks tranait downtown.

With all of this in misd, [ have tWo major points
this svening. Fizst of all, the focused zeivoe
concemplared by ths drafr EIS should be rejected am it
creally does Aot make ssnse with reapect to Lhe weoat
wide of tha [reevay, It treats the west side of the
frocway differently from the cast side of the freesway,
and it"e not really clear why. The draft EIS Lcewsifl
explicitly conoludes in Ssction 1.7 that there L& po
significant differance betwesn thae delayed conditions
Az the intersaction of Maridian and Morth MNorthgats Way
under any of the alteroatives when compared to the no-
action aleernacive.

In fect. the doeft EIS states that there in &
possibility chat avezage delays at this intezsection
could sctually decrmase to some degree under the broad
rezona, IF this is the case, why treat the west side
of the fresvay differently? T remind all of yoo that
tha CTIF dosn contemplate sevaral initiatives on
Northgates Way west of Ehe frésvay to mitigats traffic
and improve pedastrian conneecivicy. In particular, I
vould eancourage you all te look ar CTIP irem C-12 which

would improve the pedestrian conowction urider Horthgete
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Nay from both the daslgn and pedastrian safsty
prrspuotive. RAod this sctuslly asddrssses L= polil
that was made by the previois speaker. Thin jtem in
slated as a near-term item,

If we creats a moce pedestrian-friendly
anviranment, we Wwill have mors pedsstrians. 1t s
eructal that-the wvest side of the froeuay be conaidared
part of the Rorthgate urban cencar, not only in name
but in action. And the fecused resone axpliclitly does
not do this.

My meoond polnt i8 Lo encourage the city to
porioucly conaider the advice of the Scakehalders Sroup
from April of 2007 to sericusly consider heights of up
ta 135 fert in adiitional properties along Narthgate
Way. Tt is difficolt for us ceally to imagine
Rorthgets a8 an uchan cencer, but it ceally will
happen, particularly s=ith the advent of rapld translt.
With rising gas prices, we have All seen how nationwlde
and spoaciflcally in ol Ares pocpls afe reconaidoring
their deiving habite. It would be unfortunate £f tha
ity does not really ssize this opportunity that it has
Itawll offeewd to reconceptuslizs Werthgate az & true
urban center while maintaining Lts unigque single-family
neighborhosd characteristics outside the core.

The ity should seriously copsider heights up Lo
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12% fsac along Northgace Way. I will use our Proparty
a3 an emample. We have owned the property for over 31
yoars and age very committed to Morthgats in tha long
term. Our thinking for the propecty 18 long term and
Will require substantial thought and coneideration in
working with che eity and the comsinicy. Wa are
currently zonod nelghborhacd comsercial up to 05 [eet.
20 we'ré already & commercial sone.  But the property
accose the strest fiom us is zoned B8 feet.

Undar ths no-actian option and the focused rezune
oprion, thers would be no réedevelopmant of our site and
certainly no residential developmant an our alte.

Under the broad rerons, the proparty would go to 85
fant, which might theoretically allow redeveleopmont,
but such redevelopsent may be subsptimal, particularly
in the urban conter context as well as porentlally cost
prahibicive.

If the property are rexoned to 125 feer, wa sould
magimize the potential of the site in & mixed-use
development with a Blend of uses that could includs
hotel, cesidential, and ocher attractive uses. At
present there i» no residential opportunity on ouz
site, and the bast way to encourage residential
sulrti-family development in & mixed-use contest would

ba to allow for 125 feet. This redsvelopment really
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makcy sensa in the context of light rail coming te
Korchoate.

Aa stated by the draft EIE and earlier this
avening, aby propecty that takes advantage of the naw
upzaning would remain auhiect to project-level SEPR, so
of cdurse there would be all the considerations in the
Sesigh guldelinos and such that would be cequired. I
would strongly encoucage all of us to support tha city
in conaidering uprones to the Northgete urban centes as
eontemplated in the brosd cezons father than the
focuned rezone, and ih addition be conaldar soning of
up to 123 faet on HOCthJats Way. We want pewople living
and working in the Morthgate sares, noc just driving to
Northoate, parking, and then taking the tramaic. A

proposal that dees not seriously increase density will

L fesult in just that. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF RLCHARD TRUAX

Hichard Truax. I live at 10752 Rahwsrth Avanuse
Horth, just wedt of the Zzoeway, in the provious
speaker's property. I would say 1 have & concetn about
hBeight limits, but that's not why I'm up here.

My bigpest Cuncern la to parrat whae a lec af

pacpls have aald about pedestrian tcaffic, the ability
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o move,. The neighborhood sas originally designed in
such a way that ve weren't == it wan supposed to
vomshow or other have a rurad character, and as a
tadult thersd ara pasically no sidewalks, particulacly
north. @0 you cannot walk north of the gensral ares
without basically dodging traffic. Tha fav aldeualics
that ace in the neighbocheod =and to Be on the stceet,
oo they are cucrb-side sidewalks, and whén you're
walling you're about two feel away from buzzing teaffic
rather than being tesoved from the traffic. And Lt'w
an isaus that has to bu sddrusasd; othorvise the
pucpose, of all this 13 meaningless.

The centerplece of this project s & giant mall
chat's predicated on care, and ve have to find & way to
Eakd LT 36 That bBicycles, be it Like lanes, pedestolans
and NSt just in the redovelopment Iona. It has te
finger aut into.ths nolghbothoods, becaune Lhe

L neighbocheods have no sidewalks.

I'm aloo concernod on the city's, T would say,
neneral requirements that tharce's proper development.
N-’I'.Ir'l'l'li-'jlfﬁ noreh to. = 19 @ I."illl];l' Qlel of no
planning for pedestrian traffic. Ic's basically dodge
ball of pedestrians flying all owver the place, and so

thera's no accommodation mads for pacple moving back

| and forth betwssn Hocthgats Mell. And the boilding
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itwelf 1» on eyesore. And 30 we have, what, & thres or

four-story bullding that's an oysaocre, o the idea of
having a 135 foot eyesorm is of course & concesn,

The ity has net done & good job planning
predastilans, like with 115th Strewt. When it remodaled
that azrest Two ar chres years age, it did a vercy nice
Job snd thHen for soma Teason Artopped s Hundred yards
short of Aurora in connscting to ancther saldewalk. So
& person getcing off the 358 bus and trylng te walk to
the RoSpical starts on & sldewalk, leaves the aidewalk
and 'goes to a chaos of cars; dirt, and mud, and then
all of a sudden comas back to this besantiful sidewalk
leading them to the hospitel. I have no idea why that
dtopped. And so I have concerns abour Morchgars norch
and thar sort of medel of development, so It i
critical.

Cne last cne. HKe just alsb expanded this mall and
provided basically no bike parking. There's no coveced
porking in the parking garage — there's ans tiny
little rack to hold about thres bikesa. I'm aure you
have the number af parking stalls and the number of
covared parking stalls. And we have to gec bayond the
ides that this ls & car neighbarhosd 1f we're going to

promate pedestrian intensity. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF GRES HUNTER

1'm Greg Munter, 11720 24th Avenue Northesst. I'm
in faver of the broad cercne because eventually I would
like =he Northgate acrma to look better than it doea
nows  And there"s a lot of propecties in hece thet do
nokb change because there's no incentive for them to
change. If che Eoning a&ll goea up one notcoh, that will
spur something o happan on & lot of the pleces of
property that have just besn stagnated for years and
yaars. If sverybody wers to build ta the max, if you
wEnt on & brosd cerone. it would still take years and
Yoars to happen because you're going te get one land
owner that will build somsthing nice, that will spur
the imagination of somecne elsw. they'll build
something, somebody slse will want to build semething.
But it will cake a ywar or two to getr the plans and che
parmita and sverything.

Sc ic's not someching that's going to happen
svernight anyhow. And if Lt does take 10 or 1% yosss
far iv To happan, lert's at lakst get Lt starbed now.

Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF JOMN MULLALY

My name ia John Mullaly. T'm at 7625 Esatlake
Avenue East, Beattle, Washington. I sspresent
Horthgate Apartments locetsd at First Avenus lortheast
and Hocthgate Eay. We support tha principle of the
broad rezone; yot we have a fow caveats toa the zoning
changes in cegards to our property. Our site anm
proposed in the broad cepone has spllt zones with an HC
125 zone along the fressway, an NC 85 in the southeaat
corner, and mid-cide @5 in the northeast sector. WNe
opposa strongly baving mid=rise 85 mixed in with an WG
tone. There are conflicts ard inconsistencles batwesn
the twn rones, wuch as sechacks and cypes of retail and
commercial cses, Aather than have a cohesive
development or villege you would have a site not in
ayno with ltaelf,

From a planning and function perspective, It
feguires & unifor= Soning typa. HC ) doaignation
allows for flexibility and retail gaes; allovs for
housing, and hrings your buildings o the streat for a
vibrant strewtscape, which is part of the Horthgarca
comp plan vinlen. In ocder to achiewe the vision of an
urban village with multiple uses, including heuning ag

people pan live; work, and play all ac one location, wa
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| the Northgate urbas willage.

Pagw 23
naed an NC 3 dll.'l.qi!l.l’_tﬂ-n over the Wwhols sita. HR wauld

segregate, not lncorporate, the houming inte tha
overall site plan. Worthgate Apartments i3 & gateway
site with its prozimity to I-3, and a potential of &
Light rail satop near First Avenue Hoctheast. Allowing
an HC 3-125 deslgnation would make it pormntially
feanible to incorporatlion of the station to Lncorporate
inta ane af cur pew bulldings.

Think of the porsibilities to be able to live at
Horthgats's gateway propercy and bé able to ride the
rail ‘down to the U. Discrict, all the way to the
airport or to downtown. Herthgate naada to ba linked h

Lo the core of tha city an Well as Sarvica To

Urban planning studies sttest to the fact that
thers is safety in numbers. More pecpls in che park;
&n tha strest, or in the shops create sn atmosphece
whare pecple fesl safer to atroll day and mighe. By
bringing mare dansity we creste the pedestrlan visiogn
of European cities with sidewslk bistros and
stozelronts, end the buza and bustle of & macket

willage. Cenzizy is: the key ta achieving the wision of

The no-action plan suggests chat there is anough

Ions capacity currently to accommodate tha

Oral Testimony No. 42, 43

0

11

iy

i4

ix

14

42-4

431

Page 24
comprehensive planned graowth targeta. Bubl thecretical
Gapacity doss not always translate into feamible or
lihaly. MNorthgate needn a reenne stieulon to ensure
the pity's and the regional growch targecs ars mer and
herlp then tn prevent uchan spravl. The clty has had
the foresight to move forward on Hocthgata, and much
ha2 happened over the last three yoars, RAa the economy
han slowed, wa are in a fragile time, and the momentus
o continue ahd Co I:wlitc tha vision Lia at ciak.

I commend your courage and your vimion for
bringing tha ceiofe procaad to the tabls, but [ eak L
we do not act now, thon when? I0 oot hete, then where?

And to that and, whers will oir kids, our grandikids,

| and thelr hids live, work, and play? Thank you.

STATEMENT OF MELODY MCCUTCHEOM

Good evening., My name is Melody McCutcheon, and
I's chair of the Chasber of Commerce Land Oem
Committes. I'm Alway & Mapleleal reaident.

Thece's three points [ wanted ©o moke T you
topight:. Tha chambar strongly supports the broad
rezonm, Altermacive I, for some of the reascns
Me. Mullaly just mentioned. This s a4 key opportunity

ko add density near & tegional shopping center. near a
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feglonal tpansit cantar, and help the ity maek ita
guals and help meet segionsl Srowth Managesent Act
ganls,

Husbgr twvo, there arc conmomms that the chamber
has that sa'ce on record about on the Incentive zoning
proposal. Our deepast poncern s that it will actually
Ba a disincantiwe. Sa we strongly urcge that the
incencive zoning proposal ocoly apply sbove 85 feet, ac
whether it's housing of ‘the public benefit, only abovae
85 feet. not bwlow. Thers's just sisply too few unics
that you can gekt il you go from &0 or 65 lest to WS
fmot Lo make that worthuhile with then a surplus, a
surcharge on top for incentive zoning. The raal
concern is it's & disincentive-and we'rs not going to
sea the positive benefics of density thac the EIS talks
about,

Thizd, we were a little dissppointed that the
El5 punted to the [inal EIY the issue of reducing
greanhouse ghl emidsiénd. Thore's besn soms really
good work done around the country in ETSs of how you
can examine how choosing one [and ose pattern over
another can direvtly reducs gresnhduse gas emissions by
affecting vahicle miles traveled. 5o we would urge you
in the final ETS to take a look st thase slceErnacives

and pay, Where do we have opporcunicies o reduce
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wehlcle miles, to ceduce greanhouse ges emissions, and
make thaz part of your Zinal EIS wnalysis. That'd be
in keseping with the initistive of this cigy as showm
nationally cecognited to be a leadec in that area, and
the Morthgate EIS has & chance to advance that cause

avan more. HO Chank you.

STATENENT OF GRACE KIM

My nams is Grace Wim and I Iive at 1720 13acth
Avenos, but l'= hare woarking with the proparty ocuners
that own the propercty just nocth of the propoasd park.
So-1'm familiar wWith thar arsa and I'm speaking about
parcel C. apecifically.

I know that we'zw not talking abeout the park, bat
to addrena scmebody's prior concern about cetail in
that district; T would -- as the pack i» Doving
forward, Llt's alresdy happening. But because it's
moving forward in that way. if you look ac the
drawings, the firat ond on the right, it shows the
difference in height from the 8% feet and the lower
haight limice. 'And 1 would encourage the cceation of
an ‘urban park. If you've bean down to Porcland,
there's some great Urbas parks thers, and they are very

successfiyl from the stapdpoint that thers's an urban
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edyge that reinforces that pazk. And 1 think il we're

Oral Testimony No. 44, 45
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ares, a previoun proposal, I know the neighborhood. or

looking at a focused rezone or & zoning sltuation where 3 che surrounding neighborhoods, ape very Concarned about
] thare's 4 lower density, that urban parck is not 3 watar quality: and 1 think that it hasn'c baen
J captursd and therafore it won't becosms the vibranc i agdressed fully in the drafr ETE. If you look at the
§ place that it can bwe. L] aozial photo of the dres; thare's a lot of parking lacm
L Ana once it bacomas that vibrant urban pack, thars o and single-story bulldings that ccoupy these propesties
T will e petail support there. I think right nov the 1 that are balng discussed for rercne,; and thope
L] pazk "noride can't support Any retall, but I think in ] propartiss currantly are pot mentioned == thelr storm
¥ the future L[ thersa's A park there, coffes shops, ¥ 442 water, it just goas into the system, And 1 think with
10 plaves that provide plenlc suppliles; kibtes, pot stores, 10 all the new developmeht Chat occcurd, therce will be
e things like that that wolld support the sctivicies of a 41 storm management mitigations that the individual
12 park, thote typen of rotail npaces would be a greac i3 propertins will hdve to do 4% well as open space and
13 apsnlty azound thas park. And 1 think peoples’ i green space whnich will allow tho water to tnflltrate
LS concerns about traffic cecing through thers, The s inte tha ground and then be absorbed into tha
1 incroass of pecple and ACTAVItIG4E Will produte & 1% atmosphers as opposed to having to go through storm
18 craffic-calming sffect, in that 1F you look abt places 1e waAter treatment. 50 1°d like to see that addressed Ln
L like Pike Place Macket, nubl that that'sa what this is aa the final EIE.
i golng to becoms, but I think that when you Took ac 1%
iy places Iike that, you don't pee traffic racing through 1% ETATEMERT OF KEVIN WALLACE
L there. Thera's too many people, and top much asctivity, an
=1 and ton many. things to see to actuslly create the a3 Good evening: I'11 satand up here so you dont
i traffic sort of running through thoss guarters. 22 have to look at my backside, My name ia Kevin Wallacs
i3 The other thing that I would like to ask that che 3 451 and I'= the developer of the 507 Northgarts project up
34 442 final E18 address La the notion of water gquality, 1 M hats on the sarnmer on FiFth and Northgate Nay.
b know, having worked on a project in che south sound 14 And I Just wanted te start by applauding the city
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and all the representatives of NMorthgate for the

efforts that they'wve mbds so [ar, Decauss without the
infrastructure that's gone Ln, like this cesmunicy
canter and the Thornton Creek project, my project
wouldn't have been possible. And what we ses ls |
think the first walve of the futdre of Northgate. the
ability to develop quality mixed-use projects.

W talked shout wider aldewalks hére. Our
sidewalka will be betwsen ID and 25 fest wids arcund

the bullding. And this ls what neads to happen AL The

Oral Testimony No. 45
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incentive zope on top of that £o get £o 70 fser from
the &5, lt's just s [oregone conclusion that jou're
going to davalop it to 65 feet sgain or not dovelop it
AL &ll.

Hith tha NC 3-113 designation, the [loor aroa
ratio of the sits is tha sams aa tha BT 3-83, which
means that the nusber of square fest of bullding aite
you can build is the same. It only means 125 gives the
ownar the opportunity to develop a taller. akinnler

building, ereating more cpen apace at the ground lavel,

u other properties around the mall and in cthese areas in & and lt'd also create more modulation arcund the ring,
i3 arder to develop the public amenirles, the pedestrian 2 | around the mall and the davalopmant area.

13 Atmosphére TRAC the lasdera of this communicy have 13 S0 to sum up, my feeling ia thac tha NC 3-85

4 wanted and atrove to creats for decades, 14 designacion is not geccing us anywhere. It won'c

i In order for that to happan, tha danaity orF the 13 provide any additionsl affordable units or unizs az

L1 A height limit, the NC 3 zomlng that lz going to be 1% all. - And che 12% nas rhe porsnrisl te increase the

1 provided neada to bs highsr than HC 3<85%.  OUnder ths T Tumbar of Gnite delivecred and alac provide aome better F
i currant bullding codas, the maximum you can bulld in i archizectural look to tha neighborhood and potencially
b wood frame is T0 fest: and beyond cthat you would have L8 with the incentive zoning, 1f that gets in place, »ooe
0 to switch to a moch mors expansive staal or concrete B edditlional environmontal and other nelghborhood

21 conscruction method, wWhich would requires you to bulld 2L amenitlies.

ER much higher. So 85 fsst would never pencil cut asz a 23 Bo 1 would sncouraqge sveryone to Cake another look
23 developmentc. What will happsn then 18 swaryhoady would 2 at lncreasing the zoning designation te 175 throughout
4 either not develop their propercy or continue just Lo i |t propsctlies along Horthgate Way. Thank yoo.

5 develop to the &5 or "0 foot height. 1If there's &n 2%

—
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STATEMENT OF S5Y IFFERT

Ny name's Sy Iffect. I-F-F-E-R-T. and my family.
Janna JUsTin Meyers and Thersss Andrew Dahl. We've
cwned propacty in tha Northgate arsd now for over 40
years, It's family inwentory. RAd you kbow, wé're in
the 1lz% century and wa nesed £ get inte the Zlst
cuntury. And I support the Alternate 1 to get us in
the 21sat century. If we don't, development north of us
will duvelop, and we'll be in the same position we've
baen in for the last 40 ysara, ‘And fer that teapon we
should get in the 13t century. And I proposs that the
helght restrictions be amended to the pew Altasnate 1.

I'm building a buildinsg noW up in the O secticn,
and When I = I'®m just & small Builder. And when I
have the Hardahips that & samall builder Has == I've got
anthbacksn. If T have &5 fest in the bullding 1'm
il lding today, I'd be bullding a building that I'm
prowd of, that the neighbors would be proud of. The
naighbars would use it. 1'm building hece beceuse I'm
nOT going o uve it. The commwnlty ls golng o use it.
With the axtra heighte of affordable housing, we do
need affordable housing, end chat would give it Lo ous.
I'm bullding & box fow that's & nice building, but it'a

not the bullding that ['d ba proud of. It’s not the
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biallding that the community would be as proud of, If I

nad the &5 Leat, I1'0 have a proud building.

And in this aams veln, ths proparty wast of tha
fromway, closs to the hospital, neesds to have the
heights that are progpossd there for afferdabls housming
for the people who work in tha hospital. Yol lknow,
sozeday we're golog to have Sound Transit rall to the
ciey. This is going to ba a new city if wa do i
clght. II we stay in che I15T cantury this would be
Rorthgete. & new city. 59 1 want to thank sveryche [or
Listening to ma, and T know that you peopls have dons &
lot of haod work and study for this proeposal and 1
certainly thank you for that.

ME. WEINMAN: Thank you. Is there anyons

elese who would like to provide commanta?

STATEMENT OF BARBARA MAXNELL

My name is Barbars Mawwell, B35 Morcheass 100th
Streat, Seattle 58123, And I've besn inteceated ln the
coomanty from many of the people that I know from 20
years age of planning. And I find myself in a
difficult position tonight beceuse I only got the DEIN
on Sundsy, haven't really had a chance to study LL.

Bot thare Ars a fow things I think that are
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important for us to cofmider ot this juncture. And coe
ol the things is that the Northgate CTIF was oeclalply
developed with a nusbear of prajecta identifled. And a
lat of theac apsusptiona for the upzone apyume that
many of those projects sfe going to go fopward.  Dut I
think that it shauld be undarstood cthat those are

not — the CTIPR projects are not funded. 1 think that
of course ths projects, developmant projects, are
subject to SEPA review When they comae in, notably,
Si=mon Fropecty Group: the expansion of the mall,

I locked at the decisions issusd after the city
caviswed thoase projects under EEPR. Thoro wero no
mitigation reguiressnts of Si=an that wers ldentified
undnr STFA. On Lorig, the developmant kf the souch
packing log, chers was -- Lorig was reguired o do one,
to provide & faif-shaze contiibution te the
insralincion of & ceaffic slgnal at the nes Thizd
Avenue south perfklng 1of and Northeast 10Jcd Stesst
area. I think Kevin'e prolect 18 vequired ko
conkribite & ftair share to some [mprovesancs at Fifeh
amd Horthgate Way. Sa [T think that ewmrtainly those big
projectw. the soiuth parking lot will include &
Id-screan cinama, ocartainly a large traffic genscator
al certain Eimes of the day.

And T think it's unrealistic for us o asspume Chat
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some of the smaller projects that cose along are going
2 Bd requlced To SContribute to the CTIFP projecta undes
SEFA. 1 think the reality 1a that the publie isn geing
o be paying fur Lhesw improvesspnis soconesr or lacer, or
elan we'rn going tn be atock with craffis conditions
that are going to deteriorate.

Fedontrian improvessnts, 1 think these lovely
improvesents that we see along Fifch Avenus, and thanks
to Meviz Mallace for his/forssight in Iincluding the 20=
foor widewaliks, he's recognized Lhe need to have that
larger spece for pedestzians té gat & litels bit
furches ‘away fiom the high speeds of traffic. Bao we
need mors pecple that are willing to contribute ta

thoze podestrisn impriovesents from the private sscear

| as well as the public sactar.

Light rail., Evaryons has mantioned the
possibilicy of lighe rail ano how important thar will
be to the transportation system, BDut the realiry ls
that there i3 no fonding for the light rail
construction Erom downtown to Northgate at this time.
And theze's still semn debate about whether to pur chas
of Lhe ballet in the pear future or the far future. 8¢

there's azsumptions that accompany this resons that I

| gquestion tha vallalty of thoss right at the meomant.

The incentive package is still in deaft form. It
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isn'c clear to me. It sounds like there should be more
discuasion about placed whare 1t conld go to 1ib Lfeet.
Therae probably ara moma in tha Narthgate arma, saybe
not those thet heve bewn iduntified wo far. There's
the tranait-nriented dewnlopment on the west sids of
the property where the transiz eanter is.. Thare agn
bome slites that might lepd themseolves to that
dovalopment, But T think it takes more discussion.

I ahould point out also that even though the uzban
center park north of 1lith Streat is in Ehe planning
steges now, the developmmat of Tthat park is not funded
ajlther.

S5¢ it sessa like there's & lot of the cart being
in front of the horam with tho plans. And the
Infrastructore and the quality of life things are lefc
ton mich to chance in my view. [ think it takes more
thought o procesd. And: 1 woald appreciate & longer
opportunity than two of three days from now Ln which Lo
submit Comments of the subject. I know it's the
minimum Chat SEPA requires, but T would requess an
extanded coament period o have thoughtful inpur tmeo

development of & prefarred alternative. Thanks.
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ETATEMENT OF AYAN MILLER

My nama's Ryan Miller. T liwve at 1047 Nartheast
104th. S0 | have & f4w concerns and also a gquestion.
My maln cancern is with the broad fezone of 125 feet: I
don't feel That we have the infrastructurs right now,

1 drive down Northoate svary day going to and from to
get ko work, to get to I=-3, and the trafiic is & maas
right now. Without sxpanding the roads and without
fmproving sidewalks or bike lanes and things Dilke that
first and junt upping the zoning; this Ia guing to be a
maa3. And thax really concernas me. S0 I chink the
prioricy firar needs to be getting funding to lmprove
the rcoads and sidewalks. Have the infrestructure thets
balore wé Allow padple To lnoTdass The Gansity.

S¢ again, I think the brosd rezdns oow L4 not
acoceptahle. I don't think that that should happen.

I'm also copcerned about potential flooding, because if
wve're taking avay more gracsy arcas and more trooeo,
vhare's the ralnwater golng to go? And 1 heazd from
somebody that thiv aces used to be Like & kind of
BWABDY ATEA OF PMAC DOg of somathing, and That Concerns
me a3 well.. So'l think that needs To be looked at, aa
well, for rainvater cunoff, where 13 It going to go¥

And 1f we jusL pUt concrets evecywhere, what's going to
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I think, you know, egain, sidewalks nmed te ba
added. This is not only going to affect roadways out
hare, Ehis is golng to affect the sreas over here too.
It"s just a few blocks to this new development over
hare With the movie theater; and as mote atulf gets
dawalopad, mors people ake golng to be parking and
walking from the resldential arsaz. Right now there's
no sidewalks. Theca's sidewalks on main atreeata, but
there's ne sidewalks in tha residentiel areas. Ho
again. this is part of che infrastructurs that naeds to

be built so paople can safely walk and park and get to

| thease places.

I also think probably more crosswalis would nesd
o g0 in. That's another concern. RNight now, when I
drive to work, I actually come down 130th to gwe o I-%
and there's construction workers haphazacdly running
across tha atrest FIght in front of me that T don't
See. THhis alsc DAPPAnE To me anomy way home golng te
Horthgate. Seo ic's bscaums theare aren't enough
Erosawalks and theay can't Jet across the strest, ao
Eney Junt cun accosa and pray that they make lt without
somsome Ritting them, 8o that's & concarn. One
thought fa maybe having pedestrian boidges going ower

10krd and over Northgate Way. That would selve the
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probloms I think —- or maybe & few of tham. 1 think
that was all =y comménte.

The cther thing I wanted to add, which Barbara
mantioned, is about gatring the comment pariod
extended. Eing of sesma llke ic's baing rushed a
lirezls bBir. We having chis messzing and chan wichin a
cobiple of days the commant pariod ends. And I think a
lot of my nelighbors don't even know chat this proposal
iz gedng en. 42 1 think that would be bensficilal If
YOU Want to get fesdback froa the reaidenta who

actually live hers. It might Bs bansficial to sxtend

| thar,

MR, WETHMAN: I'll just respond to that one
guickly. If you'd like to rsguast an sxtensian of tha
ocomsant period, you shoula get that regquast to OFD as
soon as posaible before the end of the comment paciod.
MA. FISCHBURG: Can wa jusz say thar the
request 13 made. It's ln the cecord. The public
commant period will ba sxtended. So it's besn dane.
MR, EOFOED: We should be clsar, thowgh,
ADGUE how long we'te extending it for. And «e'll post
A nokloe of that on our Web slte and other feguired
places. ' But obvwiounly at this point it will be
extandid for the additicnal 15 days, which ls what we

Ccan d& under BEPA. 20 commenta should be in by close
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of businsaa Juns I7th.  Okay:

STATEMENT OF GRES GOGDWIN

itm Greg Goodwin, 2215 Horth 107ch, and 1 have a
couple af thoughts. First is ragarding ths lasus of
cofcurcancy. [ think it would be wvery undesirable if
the site was undérdeveloped of che ACceage here ia
underdeveloped or underzghed in the long haul becsuse I
think 4t will be very baoaful in the long cun goal of
extending the light rail up here. BSo if we limit the
donaity too much we'll nover got Light rail.

And T have a sscond point, as a bullder, to
corgoborate what a couple speaksace ago, what cthe fellow
sald is that 1T's not really praccical o bulld a
building above &5 feal unless you're building guite a
big bullding. 3¢ 85 [oot zofilay is teally meaningless
juning becauss you cab’t ceally bulld o that height.
You sithor should buiid & &5 foot bullding and have 1t
zoned that way or you should build & much bigger
biilding, which is much more sxpansive antd marketable
and financsable. You can‘t really do it in bacwasn.

S0 1 would suggest pefhapa that the market drive
what wil]l ba bullt chere, increase the densicvy guite

bit, and allow the pecple To build somathing practical

Oral Testimony No. 49, 50
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49-2

50-1

Fage 40
and financeable and allow thar to' brimg light rail

pectiaps not toe far in the future to this erea. Thank

Yo .

ME. WEINMAN: Any cthar comesnts’

STATEMENT OF KEN HEYER

I jJust cthought I1'd scan the sudience for sggs and
tomatees, and 1 think 1'm sale for a while.

My name is Men Mayer, 150% North 14Jrd SErear,
I'vw followed this process, I've gons to che
Stakeholdors mastings, although I hawen't bBesn an
afficial Stakaholday. And the cynical pare of ma is
kind of sselling o little bait and switch hers. One of
ths bilg argussnts far ths developmsnt that's besn dons
here 50 far is that Simon was golng to dump the mall if
they weren't sllowved' to de big expansion and stufl,
And poople said, Oh, people are going up to Aldoruood.
¥e mee in the checks that come back they're all made
out to placed in Alderwood. ®e have to compots with
Aldorwood and U Village and whatever., 5o it's happened
LT

How, what we did was we aald we're goilng to be a
descination shopping area, okay? And psopls are not

Joing Lo come on the bus far enough in encugh numbercs

December 2009

4-114




Oral Testimony No. 50

Oral Testimony No. 50

rage 41 Page 42
! to support these huge stores. you know. It's not & 1 50-1L untenable.
‘ savaen-Elatan on the corner. 50 We've already -- and wa ’ [ And 1 would say just ona sors thing is chat, as 1
1 bave a l4-theater cinema going Ln here. You know. 3 gut clder. you know. it's ceally hard to walk even what
4 we've really committed == and we've committed bto Chess 4 wonld have been a trivial mattear to the bus anymore.
-3 peaple, and we've alan had the trannit oenter and we've 8 I'm still oot senlls snough 80 that I have Lo have my
i comnltved that this s gotng te be: s hub for people ta #  50-2| driving BE'd yet. but I poed the car, really. HApd I'm
1 drive to and then go en downtown' o shorover, and s ? not galng to carry biy packages home. There are a lot
] made all those provisions. L of people around here like ma. Bo you have to connider
1 ] Ard ‘pouw what 1 hear & lot of pacple saying is W the snticre population and not just two=-Linoome young
H wa're going to increass the denaity here so that the n [ oouplea who've got a lot of money to thiow acound.
i traffic at Mesidian and Morthpate Way and Fifth and 11 Thank you.
e Hozthoate Way is golng To De just - well, the hell iz ME. WEINMAN: Would anyons else like to make
1y 50| wieh lt, I'm goleg to go te Alderwscd Mall anyway, And 13 & commant] 'Okay. Remember thers sce comoant forms on
L w0 thére's a big schizophrenia gulng on hare. And of B4 ths tabls thar POl can dss o provides eMritten comsents.
1% course wn've heard a lot from dewvelopers, and all T in Fleass sign in on the sign-Lln shest. And che comsentc
H hear ia canh reglsters cinging. And T'm concerned that 1k paricd NHas boon extended to the 17cth, and chat will ba
17 If wa do get affocdable housing, it won't be afforasble i noticed in a variety of places.
0 on thelr part, Lt will be that we'rg subsiditing it 18 [Heizing ended at 8:38 p.m.]
i with tawes, #c we've just redlstributed the rental 13
= income. But thay're dolng very well, e
EE] S0 I know that there's lots of stress back and 1
n ferth, but I just uege you when you go absut this that =
iy you keep in mind where we've come to and youo den't chan n
4 trash what's the previous plana and make che o
% inveataents that have alraady bean done protty 4%
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Public Meeting Testimony
33. Carol Carnahan

1. Your comment is noted. Please note that actions described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS
Alternative 3 include additional elements that would enhance the pedestrian environment.

34. Mary Mills

1. Your comment regarding contrasts in density is acknowledged. Note that Final EIS Alternative 3
would not rezone properties at the north edge of Sub-Area D and would create a more gradual
transition to low density residential properties adjacent to the Urban Center.

35. Renee Staton

1. Your comment is noted.

2. Your comment is noted.

3. Your comment is noted. The parcels located outside the designated Urban Center are excluded
from EIS Alternatives 2 and 3.

4. Please see the response to Letter No. 33 Comment No. 1 above.

5. Your comment is noted.

6. Your comment is noted.

36. Colleen Mills

1. Your comment is noted. Please see the zoning for this site included in Final EIS Alternative 3..
37. Sue Geving

1. Your comment is noted. Please note that Final EIS Alternative 3 would retain the existing low-
rise multi-family zoning adjacent to almost all of the northern border of the study area.

2. Your concern is noted. The alternatives examine the effects of different combinations of zoning
designations, and include some NC3 zones adjacent to NE Northgate Way. In general, Alternatives
2 and 3 include a band of residential use between more intensive uses along NE Northgate Way and
existing single family residential neighborhoods bordering the study area.
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38. Gail Gautestad
1. Your comment is noted.

2. Your comment is noted. The EIS concludes that projected levels of service at both Meridian and
Corliss would not differ under the alternatives.

3. Your comment is noted.

4. Your comment is noted.

39. Shaiza Damyji

1. Your comment is noted.

2. Your comment regarding the objectives of the rezones is noted.

3. Your comment is noted. Please refer to Final EIS Alternative 3, which would encourage
contract rezones that achieve greater intensification of development, and heights up to 125 feet, in
the portion of the study area west of I-5.

4. Please see the response to the previous comment.

5. Please see the response to Comment 3 above.

40. Richard Truax

1. Your comment regarding pedestrian conditions is noted. Actions described in Chapter 2 of this
Final EIS include several additional tools that would help improve the pedestrian environment and
encourage bicycle use.

2. Your comment regarding building design is noted.

3. Your comment is noted.

4. Please see the response to Comment 1 above.

41. Greg Hunter

1. Your comment in support of rezoning is noted.
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42. John Mullaly

1. Your comment is noted. Please refer to the zoning for this property associated with Final EIS
Alternative 3.

2. Your comment is noted. Funding for the next phase of light rail, including service to Northgate,
was approved by the voters in November 2008.

3. Your comment regarding density is noted.

4. Your comment regarding zoned capacity is noted. Please refer to the response to Letter No. 3
Comment 2.

43. Melody McCutcheon

1. Your comment supporting increased density is noted.

2. Please refer to the response to Letter No. 6 Comment 3 regarding incentive zoning.
3. Please refer to the response to Letter No. 6 Comment 4 regarding greenhouse gases.
44. Grace Kim

1. Your comments regarding the park are noted. Please refer to the description of Final EIS
Alternative 3 and the additional discussion in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

2. Please see the various responses to Letter No. 1 regarding water quality.
45. Kevin Wallace
1. Your comment is noted.

2. Your comments regarding pedestrian improvements and greater building heights are noted. Both
of these elements are included in Final EIS Alternative 3.

46. Sy Iffert

1. Your comment in support of Alternative 1 is noted.

2. Your comment in support of development west of I-5 is noted.

47. Barbara Maxwell

1. Your comment concerning traffic mitigation is noted. Please see the discussion of the Voluntary

Transportation Mitigation Payment Program in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS. It would provide a tool
to help fund planned traffic improvements from the CTIP in Northgate.
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2. Your comment is noted. Additional techniques to provide pedestrian improvements are
identified in the discussion of Final EIS Alternative 3..

3. Since the time of this comment, the voters approved funding of the next phase of the light rail
system, which includes service to and beyond Northgate.

4. Final EIS Alternative 3. includes more locations where buildings could be 125 feet in height.

5. Since the time of this comment, Hubbard Homestead Park has been funded and designed,;
construction began in late 2009.

6. In response to requests at the EIS meeting on May 28, 2008, the EIS comment period was
extended by 15 days. Additional planning has also occurred since that time, and several regulatory
and incentive programs are being developed to address infrastructure and quality of life needs in
Northgate. Various programs would occur either irrespective of or in conjunction with rezones.
Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a description of potential programs.

48. Ryan Miller

1. Your comment is noted. The CTIP measures will be implemented concurrently with
development. Project review of individual development proposals will also consider what
improvements are needed to address the impacts of the specific project under review.

2. Please refer to the related responses to Letter No. 1 regarding stormwater management.

3. Your comment is noted.

4. Your comment is noted. Please see the response to Letter No. 47, Comment 2.

5. In response to requests at the EIS meeting on May 28, 2008, the EIS comment period was
extended by 15 days.

49. Greg Goodwin

1. Your support of upzoning is noted. Funding for the next phase of the regional light rail system
was approved by the voters in November 2008.

2. Your support for taller buildings is noted. Please refer to Final EIS Alternative 3.
50. Ken Meyer

1. Your comments regarding Northgate Mall are noted. Please see the description of the City’s
incentive zoning provisions in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

2. Your comment is noted.
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APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING GROWTH CAPACITY FOR THE
NORTHGATE URBAN CENTER REZONE IMPACT ANALYSIS
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Under the Growth Management Act, all jurisdictions are required to plan for enough growth to
accommodate a twenty-year population projection developed by the State Office of Financial
Management. In the Central Puget Sound Region, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)

and local governments within the region agree on a strategy to distribute and accommodate that
growth over the next twenty years. “Targets” for population and employment growth are then

allocated to individual jurisdictions, who adopt the targets as part of their Comprehensive Plans.

“Growth capacity” or “development capacity” is an estimate of what type and how much
development is likely to be built within an area, and which properties within the area are most
“likely” to be developed over some period of time. The estimates consider zoning,
environmentally constraints, need for right-of-way and other public facilities, economic
conditions, and similar factors. These estimates are used by all jurisdictions planning under the
Growth Management Act as a general way to gauge how much population and employment they
plan to accommodate. Many cities further divide and allocate their growth targets to sub-areas.
The City of Seattle allocates growth to neighborhoods, Urban Villages or Urban Centers, after
determining how much growth capacity is present in various sub-areas. Urban Centers, which are
intended to develop as concentrations of high density mixed-use development, are planned to
accommodate a significant portion of forecast growth, and are a key element in the regional and
local growth strategy.

For the purposes of transportation analysis, the city is divided into traffic analysis zones (TAZS),
which are small areas used to model traffic movement. For each TAZ there is a population and
employment estimate that is based on projected demand and the capacity for additional
development under existing zoning, which we refer to here as “development capacity”.

Development capacity is the net additional development that is likely to occur in the foreseeable
future. Not all properties are likely to redevelop, and most properties within Seattle already have
some development on them. The development capacity therefore represents how much more
development can be accommodated on the properties that are considered likely to be developed
or redeveloped.

For the Comprehensive Plan, properties that are likely to be redeveloped are determined using a
very general formula based on assessed property values. If the assessed value of the
improvements on a property is less than 50 percent of the assessed value of the land, a property
is considered likely to redevelop. In the case of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone, the same
analysis was used to initially identify properties that are likely to redevelop, but further analysis
completed with consultation with Heartland, a real estate consulting firm, identified additional
properties that are likely to redevelop, including two relatively large properties, which increased
the capacity for development above that estimated for the Comprehensive Plan and used for the
CTIP EIS.

The other step in determining development capacity is estimating what is likely to be built under
existing zoning. For Comprehensive Plan purposes, a formula is developed for each land
use/zoning designation in the city based on the development permits issued in each zone in
recent years. This formula estimates how much floor area is likely for a given site area (floor
area ratio), projects a certain mix of residential and commercial uses, and takes into account the
average unit size and efficiency of floor area use for residential development. To get the net
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capacity for development, existing commercial floor area and residential units are subtracted
from the total development likely under the zoning.

The starting assumption for the growth analysis for the Northgate Urban Center Rezone was that
the “baseline” (i.e., the assumed amount of growth expected and planned for) would be the same
as that used Northgate CTIP EIS. The CTIP EIS was based on growth assumptions and targets
used in developing the City’s Comprehensive Plan,

For the CTIP and CTIP EIS, estimates of development capacity were completed by the City and
the capacity derived was used in projecting growth in each TAZ. However, the City has recently
updated its formulas for estimating development capacity, and these formulas generally reflect a
trend of greater utilization of the allowable development, especially in Neighborhood
Commercial zones. For the Northgate Urban Center Rezone impact analysis, the newer formulas
were applied to the properties within the study area that are considered likely to be redeveloped.
This also resulted in slightly greater estimated development capacity than was used for the CTIP
EIS.

Taken together, the additional properties that are considered likely to redevelop, and the newer
formulas for projecting development capacity, result in development capacity being substantially
higher in the Northgate Urban Center than was assumed in the CTIP EIS.

To reflect this situation, to make sure that the Northgate Urban Center Rezone analysis did not
underestimate potential impacts, and to also consider market and economic factors, it was
assumed that the higher development capacity in the Northgate Urban Center Rezone study area
would be realized as a result of rezoning, but that overall growth in the Northgate Planning Area
would remain within the Comprehensive Plan’s targets. The overall level of growth for the area
is estimated by PSRC based on regional trends, and the change in estimated development
capacity is not, therefore, expected to change the overall demand for development on the
Northgate Urban Center. Because market demand is limited, regardless of zoning actions,
growth is expected to shift within Northgate to reflect the additional development potential
created by rezoning. Some lands outside the Urban Center would be less likely to develop, while
rezoned property within the Urban Center would be more likely to develop at greater intensity.

As a result of these changed assumptions, the model results for the Rezone EIS No Action
alternative and the CTIP Baseline Condition show different results at some intersections. For
example, at 8" Avenue NE and Northgate Way for the Rezone EIS No Action, delay would
increase and the level of service would decrease compared to the CTIP 2030 baseline (see Table
4-3). This is a reflection of the changes described previously. Delay also increases by one
second at Corliss Ave. N and Meridian Avenue N. On the other hand, for other Northgate Way
intersections — including 1% Avenue NE and 3 Avenue NE -- delay under No Action would
decrease compared to CTIP and the level of service would remain the same.

This approach, while departing from the initial assumption of the CTIP EIS, reflects both better
real estate analysis and more current development patterns in the affected land use zoning
designations than were available for the CTIP EIS. Therefore, it is a more accurate portrayal of
the development anticipated in the area than using just the assumptions from CTIP.
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Table A-1 below shows the assumptions used in the development capacity analysis. Table A-2
shows the development capacity spreadsheet for the properties that are considered likely to
redevelop. Table A-3 shows conclusions used in the Final EIS.

Table A-1
Assumed
. . residential density Percent
Existing zoning AESUITED (AR (SF of lot area residential
/unit)
L-1 N/A 1600 100%
L-2 N/A 1200 100%
L-3 N/A 1100 100%
L-4 N/A 800 100%
MR N/A 350 100%
MR-85 N/A 350 100%
NC2-40 3.25 500 80%
NC3-40 3.25 500 80%
NC3-65 4.75 350 80%
NC3-85 6 300 80%
NC3-125 6 250 80%
NC3-160 7 280 80%
Short 2007-2010
Medium 2010-2020
Long 2020+
Parcel Description Parcel Size (SF) | FAR/Density Utilization
Large 120000+ Minimum: 60%
Medium 20,001-119,999 70%
Small 20,000 Maximum: 90%
Unit Size
Stacked Flats 850 Square Feet
Townhomes 1,200 Square Feet
Efficiency
Stacked Flats 80% | Net SF as % of Gross
Townhomes 95%
Residential as % of Project in NC zones
residential focus 75%
commercial focus 20%
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42[1160000050] 6665 o] 2[1200]90% |L-1 |N/A [ 95% | 1600 | 100% | 0 1 L2 N/A [95%| 1200 [ 100% | 0 2 |2 N/A [95%| 1200 [ 100% | 0 2 | N/A [95%| 1600 [100%] O 1 L1 N/A [95%| 1600 | 100% | 0 1 -1
421160000055 6123 1{1200] 90% JL-1 N/A |95% | 1600 100% 0 2 -2 N/A [95%| 1200 100% 0 3 -2 N/A [95%| 1200 100% 0 3 -1 N/A [95%] 1600 |100% 0 2 -1 N/A [95%| 1600 100% 0 2 -1
42[1160000005] 33603 0] 38| 800] 60% [NC2-40] 3.25] 80% 75% | 16381 | 11 NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 23942 | 33 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 76615 | -19 |NC2-40 | 3.25[80% 75% | 16381 | 11 |NC2-40 3.25]80% 75% | 16381 | 11 | -22
4215724500205 26671(11992] 0] 800[ 60% JNC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 1010 39 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 7011 57 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 20% 48818 15 INC3-40| 3.25|80% 75% | 1010 39 INC3-40 3.25|80% 75% 1010 39 -18
42[5724500385] 14996] 1056] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 3.25[ 80% 75% | 9910 | 32 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 14971 | 48 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 50230 | 12 |NC3-40 [ 3.25[80% 75% | 9910 | 32 |NC3-40 3.25]80% 75% | 9910 | 32 [ -16
4215724500420 15005 4416] 0] 800[ 90% NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 6556 32 INC3-65 | 4.75|180% 75% 11621 48 INC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% 46901 12 INC3-40| 3.25|80% 75% | 6556 32 INC3-40 3.25|80% 75% 6556 32 -16
42[5724500590] 16360] 4496] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 325 80% 75% | 7467 | 35 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 12989 | 52 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 51455 | 13 |NC3-40] 3.25[80% 75% | 7467 | 35 |NC3-40 3.25]80% 75% | 7467 | 35 | -17
4215724500615(136675(41431] 0] 800[ 60% JNC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 0 0 NC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 0 0 NC3-65 | 4.75|80% 20% 0 0 NC3-40 | 3.25[80% 75% 0 0 NC3-40 3.25|80% 75% 0 0 0
42[5724500819] 16518] 3609] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 325 80% 75% | 8470 | 36 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 14045 | 52 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 52883 | 14 |NC3-40] 3.25[80% 75% | 8470 | 36 |NC3-40 3.25]80% 75% | 8470 | 36 | -16
4215724500825| 13387| 1640| 0| 800| 90% NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 8149 29 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 12667 42 INC3-65 | 4.75(80% 20% 44144 11 NC3-40 | 3.25|80% 75% | 8149 29 INC3-40 3.25180% 75% 8149 29 -13
43]2926049206] 13709] 3680 0]1200] 90% [L-2 _ |N/A | 95%| 1200 | 100% | 0 9 |3 N/A [95%| 800 | 100% | 0 14 |L3 N/A [95%| 800 | 100% | 0 14 L2 |N/A [95%| 1200 [100%| 0 9 L2 N/A_[80%| 1200 | 100% | 0 8 -6
4312926049118 13312 5876] 0| 800| 90% JL-3 N/A | 80% | 1100 100% 0 8 -4 N/A [80%| 800 100% 0 11 -4 N/A [80%| 800 100% 0 11 -3 N/A [80%] 1100 |100% 0 8 -2 N/A [80%| 1200 100% 0 7 -4
4312926049473 16801 0] o[ 800[90% L3 |N/A [80%| 1100 | 100% | 0 10 [L4 N/A [80%| 800 [ 100% | 0 15 L4 N/A [80%] 800 | 100% | 0 15 L3 [N/A [80%| 1100 [100%| 0 10 [NC3-85 6]80%| 350 | 100% | 0O 90 | 75
4312926049234 12104 8834| 0| 800| 90% JL-4 N/A | 80% 800 100% 0 10 L4 N/A [80%| 800 100% 0 10 L4 N/A [80%| 800 100% 0 10 L4 N/A [80%] 800 |100% 0 10 |MR-85 N/A [80%| 350 100% 0 24 14
43]2926049036] 44772[14615 0] 800] 60% |NC2-40] 325 80% 75% | 7211 | 65 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 17285 | 95 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 87465 | 25 |NC3-65| 4.75[80% 75% | 17285 | 95 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 25680 | 120 | 25
432711100005 12502 3596| 0| 800[ 90% JNC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 5546 27 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 9766 40 INC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% 39161 10 INC3-40| 3.25|80% 75% | 5546 27 INC3-40 3.25|80% 75% 5546 27 -13
43]2711100040] 19996]12492] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 3.25[ 80% 75% | 2130 | 43 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 8879 | 64 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 55894 | 17 |NC3-40| 3.25[80% 75% | 2130 | 43 |NC3-40 3.25[80% 75% | 2130 | 43 [ 21
4312926049119 17417| 1769] 0] 800[ 90% NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 10967 38 INC3-65 | 4.75|180% 75% 16845 55 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 20% 57797 14 INC3-65| 4.75|80% 75% | 16845 55 INC3-85 6|80% 75% 21744 70 15
43]2926049163] 63690[32009] 0] 800[ 60% |NC3-40] 3.25 80% 75% | 960 | 93 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 13370 | 136 [NC3-65 | 4.7580% 20% | 113204 36 |NC3-65| 4.75[80% 75% | 13370 | 136 |NC3-65 4.75[80% 75% | 13370 | 136 | 0
4312926049224 22530({10387| 0] 800[ 60% JNC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 596 32 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 5666 48 INC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% 40981 12 INC3-40| 3.25|80% 75% 596 32 INC3-125 6|80% 75% 9890 60 12
4312926049270 7159] o o] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 325 80% 75% | 5235 | 15 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 7651 | 22 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 24484 | 6 |NC3-40] 3.25[80% 75% | 5235 | 15 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 9665 | 28 6
4312926049375 6828 2010 0] 800[ 90% NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 2983 14 L4 N/A [80% 800 100% 6 -4 N/A |80% 800 100% 6 -3 N/A |180% 1100{ 100% 0 4 MR-85 N/A [80% 350] 100% | -2010 14 8
43]2926049357] 14546] 7152] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40] 3.25[ 80% 75% | 3485 | 31 L4 N/A [80%|  800] 100% 13 L4 N/A [80%|  800] 100% 13 L3 [N/A [80%| 1100[100%| 0 9 |MR-85 N/A [80%| 350 75% | -3879 | 29 | 16
4312926049279( 11308 0] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 8269 24 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 12085 36 [NC3-65 | 4.75|180% 20% 38673 9 NC3-65| 4.75|80% 75% | 12085 36 JNC3-85 6|80% 75% 15266 45 9
43]2926049392] 24235] 8954 0] 800[ 60% |NC3-40] 3.25[ 80% 75% | 2861 | 35 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 8313 | 51 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 46302 | 13 |NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 8313 | 51 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 12858 | 65 | 14
4312926049401 13300f 6000 O] 800[ 90% JNC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 3726 29 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 8214 42 INC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% 39486 11 NC3-65| 4.75|80% 75% | 8214 42 INC3-85 6|80% 75% 11955 53 11
43]2926049468[215505[99292 0] 800] 60% |NC3-40] 3.25 80% 75% | 5767 | 315 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 54255 | 460 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% 392059 122 |NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 54255 | 460 |NC3-125/85]  6[80% 75% | 94663 | 581 | 121
4312926049472 18822 3162| 0| 800[ 90% NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 10602 41 NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% 16954 60 [NC3-65 | 4.75|80% 20% 61209 16 [NC3-65| 4.75|80% 75% | 16954 60 JNC3-85 6|80% 75% 22248 76 16
43]2926049535] 30898 o] o[ 800] 60% [NC3-40] 3.25] 80% 75% | 15063 | 45 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 75% | 22015 | 66 [NC3-65 | 4.75[80% 20% | 70447 | 17 |NC3-40 [ 3.25[80% 75% | 15063 | 45 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 27808 | 83 | 17
4312926049536 27154 0] 0] 800] 60% |NC3-40| 3.25| 80% 75% 13238 39 INC3-65 | 4.75|80% 75% 19347 58 [NC3-65 | 4.75|80% 20% 61911 15 INC3-40| 3.25|80% 75% | 13238 39 INC3-125 6|80% 75% 24439 73 15
43]2926049104] 30046] 9970 0] 800] 60% |NC3-65] 4.75 80% 75% | 11438 | 64 [NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 17071 | 81 |[NC3-85 6]80% 20% | 76562 | 21 [NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 17071 | 81 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 17071 | 81 0
4312926049158 46062(19968| 0| 800[ 60% JNC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 12851 98 INC3-85 6|80% 75% 21488 124 |NC3-85 6|80% 20% | 112691 33 INC3-85 6|80% 75% | 21488 124 |NC3-125 6|80% 75% 21488 124 0
43]2926049189] 12288] 5280 0] 800] 90% |NC3-65] 4.75] 80% 75% | 7853 | 39 [NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 11309 | 49 [NC3-85 6]80% 20% | 47804 | 13 NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 11309 | 49 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 11309 | 49 0
4312926049193 5234 0] 0] 800] 90% |NC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 5594 16 JNC3-85 6|80% 75% 7066 21 NC3-85 6|80% 20% 22611 5 NC3-85 6|80% 75% | 7066 21 NC3-125 6|80% 75% 7066 21 0
43]2926049223] 56839]26010] 0] 800] 60% |NC3-65] 4.75 80% 75% | 14488 | 121 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 25145 | 153 |NC3-85 6]80% 20% |137686] 40 [NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 25145 | 153 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 25145 | 153 | 0
4312926049350 9974 4995| 0] 800[ 90% JNC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 5665 31 NC3-85 6|80% 75% 8470 40 INC3-85 6|80% 20% 38093 10 JNC3-85 6|80% 75% | 8470 40 INC3-85 6|80% 75% 8470 40 0
43]2926049455| 22162] 7056] 0] 800] 60% |NC3-65] 4.75 80% 75% | 8734 | 47 [NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 12890 | 59 [NC3-85 6]80% 20% | 56771 | 15 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 12890 | 59 |NC3-85 6]80% 75% | 12890 | 59 0
4312926049471 33436 4689| 0| 800[ 60% JNC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 19134 71 NC3-85 6|80% 75% 25403 90 INC3-85 6|80% 20% 91607 24 INC3-85 6| 80% 75% | 25403 90 INC3-85 6|80% 75% 25403 90 0
43]2926049038] 37588[19801] 0] 800] 60% |NC3-65] 4.75] 80% 75% | 6980 | 80 |NC3-85' 6]80% 75% | 14028 | 101 |NC3-85' 6]80% 20% | 88452 | 27 INC3-85  6[80% 75% | 14028 | 101 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 14028 | 101 | 0
4312926049039 36769(14234] 0| 800[ 60% JNC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 11964 78 |NC3-85' 6|80% 75% 18858 99 |NC3-85' 6| 80% 20% 91661 26 |NC3-85' 6|80% 75% | 18858 99 INC3-125 6|80% 75% 18858 99 0
43]2926049083] 22421[11000] 0] 800] 60% |NC3-65] 4.75 80% 75% | 4975 | 47 |NC3-85' 6]80% 75% | 9179 | 60 |NC3-85' 6]80% 20% | 53572 | 16 INC3-85'  6[80% 75% | 9179 | 60 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 9179 | 60 0
4312926049084 26909 7152] 0] 800[ 60% JNC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 12021 57 |NC3-85' 6|80% 75% 17066 72  |NC3-85' 6|80% 20% 70346 19 |NC3-85' 6|80% 75% | 17066 72  INC3-85 6|80% 75% 17066 72 0
43]2926049091] 30810] 5320 0] 800] 60% [NC3-65] 4.75] 80% 75% | 16632 | 65 |NC3-85' 6]80% 75% | 22409 | 83 |NC3-85' 6]80% 20% | 83413 | 22 INC385'|  680% 75% | 22409 | 83 |NC3-85 6] 80% 75% | 22409 | 83 0
45(8565100000{142698 0] 130] 800 60% |L-4 N/A | 80% 800 100% 0 0 NC2-85' 6|80% 75% | 128428 237 [NC2-85' 6/80%| 350 20% | 293704 72 MR N/A [80%] 350 |100% 0 65 |MR-85 N/A [80%| 350 100% 0 65 -172
45[2926049414] 15808 o] o[ 800 90%|L-4 |N/A [80%| 800 | 100% | 0 14 [MR-85 |N/A [80%| 350 | 100% | © 32 MR85 |N/A [80%| 350 | 100% | 0 32 MR |[N/A [80%| 350 [100%] 0O 32 |MR-85 N/A [80%] 350 [ 100% | 0 32 0
4512926049458 15407 0| 0] 800] 90% |L-4 N/A | 80% 800 100% 0 13 |MR-85 |N/A [80%| 350 100% 0 31 MR-85 [N/A [80%| 350 100% 0 31 MR N/A [80%] 350 |100% 0 31 MR-85 N/A [80%| 350 100% 0 31 0
45 |Mulllay splif| 69091 0] 50] 800] 60% MR |N/A [ 80%| 350 | 100% | 0 44 MR85 |N/A [80%| 350 | 100% | © 44 MR85 |N/A [80%| 350 | 100% | © 44 INC3-85 6]80%| 350 | 75% | 62182 | 136 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 62182 | 136 | 92
4512926049012 22506 0| 0] 800| 60% |[MR N/A | 80% 350 100% 0 30 JMR-85 |[N/A |[80%| 350 100% 0 30 JMR-85 |[N/A |[80%| 350 100% 0 30 INC3-85 6[80%| 350 75% | 20255 60 INC3-125 6|80% 75% 20255 60 30
45|Mulllay splif|183194] o] 57| 800] 60% [MR _ [N/a [80%| 350 | 100% | 0 194 INC3-125]  6[80% 75% | 164875 437 INC3-125]  6[80% 20% [527599] 74 [NC3-85 6]80%| 350 | 75% | 164875| 437 |NC3-160 7]80% 75% | 192354 520 | 83
45(2926049011( 91597 0[100] 800| 60% MR N/A | 80% 350 100% 0 25 INC3-85 6]80% 75% 82437 147 |NC3-85 6|80% 20% | 263799 -35 |NC3-85 6/80%| 350 75% | 82437 147 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% 82437 147 0
46[4468400011] 10501] 2400] 36] 800] 90% |NC3-65] 4.75| 80% 75% | 8823 0 |NC3-85' 6]80% 75% | 11776 | 6 |NC3-85' 6]80% 20% | 42964 | -25 [NC3-65 | 4.75|80%| 350 | 75% | 8823 0 INC3-125 6]80% 75% | 11776 |6 0
46(4468400101 7290 0] 21] 800] 90% |NC3-65| 4.75| 80% 75% 7791 2 NC3-85' 6|80% 75% 9842 8 NC3-85' 6| 80% 20% 31493 -14 |NC3-65| 4.75[80%| 350 75% | 7791 2 NC3-125 6|80% 75% 9842 8 0
46]4468400005| 80678[71210] 0] 800] 60% [NC3-65] 4.75 80% 75% 0 0 |NC3-85' 6]80% 75% | 1400 | 217 NC3-65 | 4.75/80% 5% 0 0 |NC3-125 6]80% 75% | 1400 | 217 | 0
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Table A-3

CONCLUSIONS

Total Land Area 4,280,188 sf 98 acres
Existing Residential Units 1,316
Total By TAZ: 27 30 42 43 45 46
Potential Net units -No action 2,362 52 32 219 1737 320 2
Potential units Alt 1a 4,064 76 124 341 2334 958 231
Potential units Alt 1b 919 20 -40 67 663 248 -39
Potential units Alt 2 3,431 52 32 219 2218 908 2
Alternative 3 4,189 52 32 219 2664 991 231
Potential commercial No Action 324,104 14500 0 57944 235046 0 16614
Potential commercial Alt 1a 1,023,737 22502 74203 97246 431029 375740 23018
Potential commercial Alt 1b 3,946,647 78249 237449 371045 2100344 1085102 74457
Potential commercial Alt 2 818,321 14500 0 57944 399513 329749 16614
Alternative 3 954,443 14500 0 57944 501753 357228 23018
Change due to rezones:
Potential units Alt 1a 1,702 24 92 122 597 638 1,702
Potential units Alt 1b (1,443) (32) (72) (152) (1,074) (72) (1,443)
Potential units Alt 2 1,069 - - - 481 588 1,069
Alternative 3 1,827 - - - 927 671 1,827
Potential commercial Alt 1a 699,633 8,002 74,203 97,246 431,029 375,740 699,633
Potential commercial Alt 1b 3,622,543 63,750 237,449 371,045 2,100,344 1,085,102 3,622,543
Potential commercial Alt 2 494,216 - - 57,944 399,513 329,749 494,216
Alternative 3 630,339 - - 57,944 501,753 357,228 630,339
Net increase | Approx equivalent in affordable units if
Total floor area in floor area | full incentive is utilized for housing
No Action Alternative 324,104 na na
Alternative 1a Broad Rezone - Residential Focus 1,347,841 2,798,531 308
Alternative 1b Broad Rezone - Commercial Focus 2,047,474 3,636,892 400
Alternative 2 Focused Rezone 4,970,384 1,976,866 217
Alternative 3 Urban Design Framework 1,842,058 2,521,357 277
Assumes 11% ratio, 850 sf/unit, 85% efficiency
December 2009 A-7
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APPENDIX B

SHADOW DIAGRAMS DEVELOPED FOR THE NORTHGATE URBAN
CENTER REZONE IMPACT ANALYSIS
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The following images were generated using Google SkecthUp™ software to simulate topography
and buildings. SketchUp™ also allows a user to select a time of year and time of day to project
shadows from 3-dimensional objects like buildings.

Building footprints for the existing zoning were based on City of Seattle data for building
footprints and heights. For likely redevelopment sites under all alternatives building massing
was based on current zoning standards, but do not necessarily reflect the shape that buildings
would be built. For this analysis, buildings were massed so that their shadow impacts on
Hubbard Homestead Park would be maximized, so as to examine the worst case scenario under
the applicable zoning for each alternative. When a project is designed, the buildings could be
designed to reduce these impacts to varying degrees.

The times were also chosen to reflect a worst case period - the time of year when shadow
impacts from rezoned and redeveloped properties would be most noticeable. Since the site to
the south of the park is unlikely to redevelop, no change is expected to mid-day shadow impacts
as a result of the rezones. The analysis therefore focuses on morning and evening park use.
Mid-summer is the time of year when the days are longest and therefore morning and evening
use would be highest. June 1* reflects the shadows that could be expected both on that date and
on approximately July 10™. These dates bracket the longest days of the year; therefore the
reduction in sunlit hours would be greatest on these days.
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Figure B-1
Morning Shadow Analysis (November 15th)
Seattle, WA
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Figure B-3

Shadow Analysis: Broad Zoning (June 1st)
Seattle, WA
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Figure B-4
Shadow Analysis: Alternative 3 Zoning (June 1st)
Seattle, WA
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