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CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

4.1 Public Comments Public
Comments

Chapter 4 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS)
contains public comments provided on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIS) during the 45-day comment period, and this
Chapter also provides responses to those comments. The comment
period for the Draft EIS was extended from February 24 to April 11, 2011.
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Section 4.1 provides a list of public comments while Section 4.2 provides
responses to comments followed by the letters and public meeting

minutes.
Table 4-1
Public Comments Received During the Comment Period
Letter Date

Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization

Number Received
Public Agencies
1. Timmerman, Carter Washington State Department ~ 4/11/11
of Transportation
2. Greve, Darren King County Department of 4/11/11
Natural Resources and Parks
3. Freeman, Ketil and Belz, City of Seattle, Legislative 4/11/11
Sara Department
4. Graves, David Seattle Parks and Recreation 4/11/11
5. Wilson, Barb Seattle Planning Commission 4/11/11
Community Organizations and Interest Groups
6. Smith, Leslie G. The Alliance for Pioneer Square  4/06/11
7. Swenson, Skip Cascade Land Conservancy 4/11/11
8. O'Tool, Lori The Center for Wooden Boats 3/28/11
9. Danyluk, Edward Denny Triangle Neighborhood  4/11/11
Association
10. Joncas, Kate Downtown Seattle Association ~ 4/11/11
11. Woo, Eugenia Historic Seattle 4/11/11
12.  Aramburuy, J. Richard Lake Union Opportunity 4/11/11
Alliance
13. Gemmel, Chris Lake Union Opportunity 4/10/11
Alliance
14. Goodspeed, Jim; Gemmel,  Lake Union Opportunity 4/11/11
Chris; and Groth, Lori Alliance
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Letter Date

Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization Received
15. Ramey, Brian Lake Union Opportunity 4/10/11
Alliance
16.  Staton, Renee A. Leadership for Great 3/28/11
Neighborhoods
17. Lee, Sharon Low Income Housing Institute 4/11/11
18.  Dinndorf, Jerry South Lake Union Community ~ 4/11/11
Council
19. Johnson, Rob Transportation Choices 4/11/11
Coalition
Citizen Comment
20. Adams, Terry and Ruth 4/11/11
21. Allen, Chrissy CB Richard Ellis 4/11/11
22. Allen, Dean 4/11/11
23.  Alpert, Spencer 4/11/11
24.  Anderson, Fred Leajack Construction 4/11/11
25.  Archambault, Curt Jack in the Box Restaurants 4/06/11
26. Archambault, Curt and 4/06/11
Carla
27.  Armstrong, Sally 4/05/11
28. Arrington, Alice 4/05/11
29.  Asher, Larry School of Visual Concepts 3/24/11
30. Auckland, David 4/07/11
31.  Autry, Mike 3/25/11
32.  Bacarella, Mary Space Needle 3/28/11
33.  Bajuk, Christopher 3/29/11
34.  Banfill, Sally 3/25/11
35. Behar, Howard 4/11/11
36. Bekins, Pamela 3/29/11
37. Bennett, Don 4/11/11
38.  Biggs, William Group Health 4/08/11
39.  Bjerke, Bruce 3/25/11
40. Bjerke, Jill 4/05/11
41. Boland, Bridget 4/11/11
42. Brandt, Adam 3/10/11
43. Brooks, Tim Kenmore Air 4/07/11
44.  Brumbaugh, Mark Brumbaugh&Associates 4/10/11
45. Buck, Peter L. The Buck Law Group 4/11/11
46. Buford, Thomas 3/12/11
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NL:I:::LI_ Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization ReI::it:e d
47. Burch, William and Gloria 4/01/11
48.  Butler, Henry and Olga 4/05/11
49. Calder, Allegra 3/18/11
50. Carlin, Gregory Seattle Seaplanes 4/08/11
51. Cesternino, Robert C. Citadel Security Services 3/30/11
52.  Chadsey, Majorie 4/11/11
53. Chandler, John 4/11/11
54. Clancy, Karson 4/01/11
55. Collins, Arlan and Collins Woerman 3/30/11

Woerman, Mark L.

56. Coney, Donald John 4/08/11
57. Corr, Saroj CBRE Asset Services 4/10/11
58.  Coulter, Jefferson 3/27/11
59. Cree, Russ Glacier Real Estate Finance 3/25/11
60. Crossley, Katharine 3/31/11
61. Curran, Lori Mason 4/11/11
62.  Curtis, Jared 4/10/11
63. Dasler, Joshua CBRE

64. Douglas, Lloyd 4/11/11
65. Doxsee, Marcella 4/11/11
66. Ehlebracht, Mike Hart Crowser, Inc. 4/05/11
67. Estes, Brian 4/11/11
68.  Estes, Jill 4/11/11
69. Evans, David R David R Evans, SHME & 4/07/11

Associates
70. Felber, Jim undated
71.  Foster, Dan Finn Ferguson Corporate Real 4/04/11
Estate
72. Ferretti, Peter Pan Pacific Hotel Seattle 4/11/11
73.  Fiedorczyk, Bryan 3/10/11
74. Freeman, Judith undated
75. Frothingham, Donald 4/08/11
76.  Fulford, Lee 3/30/11
77. Gaillard, Arnie and Pat 4/07/11
78. Garner, Jackie Garner Construction WBE Inc. 4/05/11
79. Giacobazzi, Joseph, Paul undated
Fuesel, Nelson Davis
80. Golde, Marcy J. 4/11/11
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NL:I:::LI_ Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization ReI::it:e d
81. Gooding, Kim 4/08/11
82. Grant, Gabe HAL Real Estate Investments 3/18/11

Inc.
83.  Gregory, Serge 4/11/11
84. Gunn, Cecelia 4/08/11
85. Hafenbrack, Charles 3/31/11
86. Hailey, Julia 4/10/11
87.  Hastings, Ryan 3/22/11
88. Hazlehurst, Hamilton 3/28/11
89. Healey, Ada M Vulcan, Inc. 4/11/11
90. Heffron, Marnie Heffron Transportation, Inc. 4/11/11
91. Hennings, Gloria 3/02/11
92. Herb, Frederick and 4/08/11

Margaret
93.  Hill, G. Richard McCullough Hill Leary 4/11/11
94. Holberg, Hillary 4/11/11
95. Holmes, Robert J. 3/24/11
96. Howe, Douglas, and Hurd,  touchstone 4/06/11
A-P

97. Hoy, Mary 4/11/11
98. Huard, Brock 4/06/11
99. Huberty, Dan ZGF Architects 3/28/11
100. Hughes, Brendan 4/11/11
101. Hurd, A-P touchstone 4/11/11
102. Ito, Doug 3/31/11
103. Johnson, Annalisa 4/11/11
104. Johnson, Jay 3/17/11
105. Kaivola, Linda 4/09/11
106. Kaylor, Courtney A. McCullough Hill Leary on behalf 4/07/11

of Boris V Korry Testamentary

Trust
107. Kelly, James 4/06/11
108. Kenny, Daniel 4/11/11
109. Kenny, Dennis E. 4/11/11
110. Kenny, Diane 4/11/11
111. Kent, Mike undated
112. Kinzer, Craig and Richey, Kinzer Real Estate Services 4/07/11

Kris
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NL:I:;; Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization ReI::it:e d
113. Kitto, Terri 4/11/11
114. Kleinart, Jack 3/28/11
115. Kleinart, Layne undated
116. Koshy, Ben 4/11/11
117. Kroll, Jeff Frontier Renewal 4/11/11
118. Kushmerick, Martin 4/10/11
119. Kushmerick, Patricia 4/10/11
120. Langrand, Sylvain 4/10/11
121. Larsen, Brian RW. South Lake Union Dentistry 4/08/11
122. Lawless, Betsy 3/27/11
123. Leabo, Dick A. University of Michigan 3/08/11
124. Leland, Larry Perkins+Will 4/11/11
125. Link, Kristen 4/03/11
126. Littlel, John Pacific Northwest Regional undated

Council of Carpenters
127. Loacker, John 3/09/11
128. Lust, Todd 4/08/11
129. Malaspino, Joe 4/11/11
130. Markley, David D. Transportation Solutions, Inc. 4/11/11
131. Masson, Chris 4/11/11
132. Masson, Diane 4/09/11
133. Matthews, Carrie 3/10/11
134. Matthews, Tim 3/11/11
135. McKay, JJ 3/23/11
136. Mclaughlin, Jan Your Communication 3/20/11
Connection
137. Miller, Terry Schultz | Miller 3/31/11
138. Moss, Christine undated
139. Mulica, Thomas 4/08/11
140. Munger, Jeffrey 4/11/11
141. Muratore, Michael Pan Pacific Hotel Seattle 4/11/11
142. Naprawrich, MaryAnn undated
143. Norton, Ruthe and Frank 4/11/11
144. Novy, Richard 4/11/11
145. Nottingham, Sarah Rose 4/11/11
146. O'Brien, Kathleen O'Brien & Company 3/28/11
147. Ostergaard, Paul B Urban Design Associates 4/08/11
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148. Parente, Kini 4/11/11
149. Parrish, Brad Standard Parking 4/11/11
150. Parsons, Craig 4/08/11
151. Pavlovec, Brian and Giselle 4/07/11
152. Pearson, William 4/06/11
153. Pehrson, John 4/11/11
154. Penn, Steve 4/10/11
155. Petrie, Mark Copiers Northwest 3/29/11
156. Pope, Charles E. 4/09/11
157. Potter, William W. 4/10/11
158. Rabe, Jeff 3/16/11
159. Randall, Jaime 4/07/11
160. Redman, Scott Sellen Construction Company 4/11/11
161. Reel, Richard 3/29/11
162. Reel, Richard 4/06/11
163. Reel, Richard 4/11/11
164. Rivera, Chris E. Washington Biotechnology & 4/08/11

Biomedical Association
165. Roewe, Matthew H. VIA Architecture 4/11/11
166. Rusch, Scott Fred Hutchinson Cancer 4/05/11
Research Center

167. Russell, Eric 3/28/11
168. Sather, Katherine 3/25/11
169. Saucier, Lyn Chiles & Company 4/07/11
170. Schauer, Tom 4/11/11
171. Sevart, Ron Space Needle Corporation 4/11/11
172. Sharp, Jeff 4/10/11
173. Shushan, Stephanie 4/11/11
174. Simonetti, Martin VLST Corporation 4/06/11
175. Sleicher, Charles 4/09/11
176. Smith, Patricia 4/06/11
177. Smithhart, Noelle 4/11/11
178. Snorksy, Paul 4/08/11
179. Starr, Scott

180. Stepherson, Josh 3/29/11
181. Stoner, Mark PeterStoner Architects 4/07/11
182. Sullivan, David Pan Pacific Hotel Seattle 4/11/11
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Letter Date

Number Name (Last, First) Agency/Organization Received
183. Surdyke, Scott 4/11/11
184. Suver, Joanne 4/11/11
185. Symonds, Drew 4/11/11
186. Tangen, John 4/07/11
187. Thordarson, Michelle 4/08/11
188. Timpson, E. Diana 4/11/11
189. Trainer, Steve 9™ Avenue Investors 4/11/11
190. Tung, Beatrice 4/09/11
191. Turner, John PEMCO Insurance 4/11/11
192. Tweedale, Kelly Seattle Opera 4/11/11
193. Twill, Jason 4/11/11
194. Umali, Tino 4/11/11
195. VanTil, Steve 4/11/11
196. Vice, Jodie 4/03/11
197. Walker, Dewey 4/06/11
198. Warren, Robert. P. 4/11/11
199. Waymire, Jim Waymire Consulting 4/11/11
200. Weber, Brandon G. CBRE 4/08/11
201. Williams, Susanna 3/10/11
202. Winges, Linda D 4/11/11
203. Wood, Stephen Century Pacific 4/06/11
204. Yamamoto, Julianna 4/10/11
205. Yamamoto, Mike 4/10/11
206. Zak, Gary 4/11/11

Source: EA|Blumen, 2011.
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4.2 Responses to Comments

Each of the comment letters listed in Section 4.1 is provided a response in
this Section 4.2. Distinct comments are numbered in the margins of the
written comments or testimony corresponding to the numbered response
in Table 4-2.

Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a
response that indicates the comment is noted and forwarded to the
appropriate decision-makers. Comments that ask questions, request
clarifications or corrections, or are related to the Draft EIS are provided a
response which explains the approach, offers corrections, or provides
other appropriate replies.

SouTH LAKE UNION HEIGHT AND DENSITY FINAL EIS
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Comments
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Comment Letters 1-5

Public Agencies

1. Timmerman, Carter

2. Greve, Darren

3. Freeman, Ketil and Belz, Sara
4, Graves, David

5. Wilson, Barb

SOUTH LAKE UNION HEIGHT AND DENSITY FINAL EIS APRIL 2012 4-9



Letter 1

7- Washington State Transportation Bullding
= 310 Maple Park A SE.
" Department of Transportation B ey
Paula J. Hammond, P.E. Olympia, WA 98504-7300
Secretary of Transportation 360-705-7000

TTY: 1-800-833-6388
www.wsdot.wa.gov

April 11,2011

Jim Holmes

Senior Urban Planner

City of Seattle, Department of Planning and Development
PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the South Lake Union Height and
Density Alternatives, February 2011

Dear Mr. Holmes,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 1
Statement (DEIS) for the South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives, February 2011,
We recognize the substantial time and resources invested in this DEIS. We request that our
comments be made part of the public record.

As stated in our December 15, 2008 and February 3, 2011 correspondence, WSDOT Aviation is |2
concerned that the proposed density and allowable building heights within the established
airspace corridor for Kenmore Air Harbor Seaplane Base (SPB), could affect the ability of the
airport to function as an essential public facility.

WSDOT has reviewed the (DEIS) for the South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives
and offers the following clarifications, observations, and recommendations:

¢ Objects that are too tall may constitute airspace hazards within the known flight corridor 3
of the seaplane landing area on Lake Union. By holding objects to heights that remain
below the established airspace corridor’s approach and departure and safety buffer, the
City of Seattle can discourage airspace hazards that endanger pilots, passengers and
people in the vicinity of the established airspace corridor. (3.8-32)

* Thered X, depicted in Figure 3.8-1, identifies the area where aircraft typically leave the |4
runway. Many variables may change the actual runway departure point. Some variables
include: boat traffic, aircraft traffic, piloting characteristics, aircraft capabilities and
weather conditions. (3.8- 32 and 33)

e Figure 3.8-1 FAR 77 shows the approach/departure surface diagram developed by 5
Airside Consulting. The figure depicts the established airspace corridor for air
operations from Kenmore Air Harbor’s runway on Lake Union, as compared to the
approach and departure airspace as described in Title 14 of the FAA’s FAR Part 77

‘Imaginary Airspace Surfaces”. In this case the metric was designed to show airspace
needs for sea plane operations from the Lake Union facility.
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Jim Holmes ;
(DEIS) South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives
April 11, 2011

e WSDOT does not have local land use jurisdiction, but does provide technical assistance
to local jurisdictions and airport operators. WSDOT relies on local jurisdictions, with
land use authority, to keep critical airspace clear of obstructions. RCW 36.70.547 and
RCW 14.12 gives local jurisdictions the authority to develop and adopt airspace
regulations. (3.8-33)

e Allowable building heights are limited by the local land use authority, not the FAA.
(3.8-42)

e Rooftop apparatus such as, but not limited to, antennae, flag poles and towers should be
prohibited from penetrating the proposed vertical safety buffer and/or airspace surfaces
developed for the seaplane base runway on Lake Union.

* WSDOT supports the establishment of a vertical buffer below the approach surface to
ensure safe aircraft operations and to minimize impacts associated with normal aircraft
operations. The City of Seattle should perform a risk assessment to determine the
appropriate vertical buffer,

e WSDOT supports the quantitative wind modeling of the proposed building heights and
established airspace corridor. It is clear that further analysis and consideration is
required.

o The analysis should address the potential impacts to the airport’s fleet mix,
including, but not limited to, critical aircraft and aircraft performance. The analysis
should consider operations from Kenmore Air, Seattle Seaplanes, and itinerant
seaplane operators using landing area on Lake Union.

o The analysis should consider all types of weather conditions.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide technical assistance and comment on this
important issue. WSDOT remains available to assist the City of Seattle in adopting
comprehensive plan amendments and development regulations that discourage the
encroachment of incompatible land use adjacent to public use airports.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me at 360-651-6312 or timmerc @ wsdot.wa. gov if you have any
questions or concerns. :
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Jim Holmes
(DEIS) South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives
April 11, 2011

Sincerely,

Clvt :
: Ll
Carter Timmerman

Aviation Planner/ GIS Analyst
WSDOT Aviation Division



Letter 2

m
King County
Darren Greve
Department of Natural Resources & Parks

201 So. Jackson St., Suite 600
Seattle, WA 98104

April 11,2011

Jim Holmes

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124 - 4019

Dear Jim,

Please include these comments in the official record of comments received regarding the South 1
Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

As you know, King County has been working with the City of Seattle since early 2009 torenew |9
a rural TDR program that would allow rural transferable development rights (TDRs) to be a
component of the City’s incentive zoning structure for South Lake Union.'

Regional or rural TDR (i.e. County-to-City) in South Lake Union represents an opportunity to
link redevelopment with the creation of open space and parks both inside and outside the South
Lake Union (SLU) neighborhood, while mitigating for the impacts of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions associated with development particular to the alternatives in the DEIS.

The City acknowledged this link in July 2009, when the Seattle City Council passed Resolution
#31147 which states the Council’s support of a rural TDR program focused on preserving rural
farms that provide locally grown food to Seattle farmers markets, restaurants and retailers. The
Resolution further identifies South Lake Union as one of the best candidate TDR receiving sites.

" Seattle and King County entered into a previous TDR interlocal program for the Denny Triangle; the TDR
agreement ran from 2001 — 2008,
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This is clear evidence the City is thinking beyond its immediate boundaries to its connection
with the region and the places that contribute to Seattle’s quality of life and make the City an
attractive place to live. In addition, DPD’s final December 2010 South Lake Union Urban
Design Framework document identifies regional TDR as a potential opportunity for incentive
zoning.

However, as currently drafted, the DEIS does not mention regional TDR or account for the GHG
and open space mitigation opportunities that a regional TDR component can provide SLU
development alternatives.

In its most basic form, a renewed Seattle-King County regional TDR program would allow
developers in SLU to purchase a fixed number of rural development rights in exchange for a
fixed amount of increased development capacity/floor area ratio per the City incentive zoning.
In exchange, King County would invest in certain amenities in the SLU neighborhood.

In regards to GHG mitigation, a regional TDR program will directly and quantifiably reduce
greenhouse gas emissions associated with increased SLU development. A regional TDR
program relocates development potential out of distant rural areas into existing urban areas — like
the Bel-Red Corridor in Bellevue and South Lake Union in Seattle. Distant rural development
produces greater per household (and per person) VMT-related GHG emissions than does new
urban development. This is well-known, and there is documented data based on Puget Sound
Regional Council (PSRC) travel shed studies.

The delta between the GHG emissions from a potential dwelling unit in the rural area and its
urban counterpart represents the mitigation potential that regional TDR will provide. For
example, in the previous Seattle-King County TDR program, the 70 development rights
transferred into the Denny Triangle® from important properties in Seattle’s watershed were
estimated to reduce VMT-related GHG emissions by 50,000 metric tons of CO,.>

A regional TDR component to SLU incentive zoning will similarly reduce impacts from GHG
emission associated redevelopment, and should therefore be considered a potential mitigation
strategy in the DEIS.

In regards to open space mitigation, the DEIS indicates increased demand for parks and open
spaces associated with development under the alternatives. A regional TDR component to SLU
incentive zoning will bring up-front investment, and a stream of payments as TDRs are sold, by
the County for open space and park amenities in South Lake Union. In this way a C ity-County
TDR program is also an in-city open space/park mechanism to mitigate for increased density,
and should be identified as such in the DEIS.

* These 70 development rights created 900 acres of land protection along the Cedar and Tolt rivers — the City’s
water supply

" Based on 2006 PSRC Travel-shed data. Numbers were derived using PSRC VMT information at the census block
level of where the development rights were transferred from and where they were used for development capacity
(i.e. the Denny Triangle).

2 cont
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In closing, King County would hope to see in the Final EIS for South Lake Union the mitigation
opportunities that a renewed Seattle-King County regional TDR program will provide.

Sincerely,

XYoo

Darren Greve

King County TDR Program

Phone: (206) 263-0435

email: darren.greve@kingcounty.gov



Letter 3

Legislative Department
Seattle City Council
) Memorandum
Date: April 11, 2011
To: Jim Holmes, Department of Planning and Development
From: Ketil Freeman & Sara Belz, Council Central Staff
Subject: South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment

This memorandum is a comment by Council Central Staff on incentive zoning provisions
discussed in the South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

1. In 2009 Council passed Resolution 31147, which states the Council’s support for renewed 1
participation in King County’s rural transferable development rights program. Resolution 31147 also
identifies rural King County farms and dairies that supply Seattle’s farmer’s markets as preferred
sending sites and identifies the South Lake Union Urban Center as one of the best candidates for
receiving sites. Additionally, the City received a Department of Commerce grant to study the
feasibility of creating a new program in the South Lake Union Urban Center and elsewhere in the

City.

Collateral benefits to rural transferable development rights programs include 1) reduced future travel
—and associated emissions — from rural and ex-urban areas to major regional employment centers,
such as downtown Seattle and the South Lake Union Urban Center itself; and 2) infrastructure grant
funds from King County to design or develop neighborhood amenities in development rights
receiving areas, such greenstreet improvements on 8" Avenue or Harrison Street.

Please provide a discussion in the Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Open Space
and Recreation affected environment sections of the potential mitigation associated with participation
in King County’s rural transferable development rights program and describe a rural transferable
development rights program in the description of incentives in Section 2.3.2.

2. In 2009 the City created the Pike / Pine Conservation Overlay District in Seattle Municipal Code 2
Chapter 23.73. One purpose of the district is to preserve “character structures” by providing
incentives for retaining those structures in new development. Other strategies discussed by Council

- include creating a program whereby an identified character structure in the overlay could transfer
unused development capacity to sending sites in the South Lake Union Urban Center. Please discuss
the potential for this program in the description of incentives in Section 2.3.2.

cc. Council President Richard Conlin, Councilmember Sally Clark, Councilmember Tom
Rasmussen
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Letter 4

G

City of Seattle
Seattle Parks and Recreation

April 11, 2011

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: James Holmes

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900; P.O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Sent via e-mail: southlakeunioneis@seattle.qov

Re: South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives — Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Seattle Parks & Recreation (Parks) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the
South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). Increased development capacity will encourage the continued developing urban
environment in the South Lake Union neighborhood. That said; Parks has serious reservations
regarding potential shading impacts on both Cascade Playground and Lake Union Park with the
future increased building heights. The following are more specific comments on the DEIS.

e 1-19: Aesthetics — There is no mention of potential shadow impacts on Cascade 1
Playground or Lake Union Park. Increased building height will potentially create shadows
that cover park properties in South Lake Union, negatively impacting park users.
Shadow impacts could be significant as shadows could completely cover Cascade
Playground and/or Lake Union Park at certain time(s) of the day.

* 1-27: Open Space and Recreation — There is no discussion of potential shadowing of
Cascade Playground and/or Lake Union Park and potential impacts on park users.

* 3.10-86: The DEIS states that “[d]uring the winter months, building shadows would 2
cover all or a majority of the three parks in the morning and Lake Union and Cascade
Parks in the afternoon. Shadows at noon in winter are expected to have minimal impact
on Denny and Lake Union Parks, but may cover up to 60 percent of Cascade Park and
Playground. Although this is the season when sunlight is typically obscured by
clouds/poor weather in our region, the noontime shadows could impact the children’s
play area on the west side of the block.” Given these potential impacts to Parks’
property and park users, specific mitigation measures should be proposed to minimize
potential future shadow impacts.

* 3.16-1: The discussion of Lake Union Park implies that the park is still under 3
construction. Construction was completed in September 2010 and the park is complete
and operational. This section should be updated to represent the conditions today.

* 3.16-2/Table 3.16-2: The Cheshiahud Lake Union Loop, a 6.2 mile multi-use corridor 4
around Lake Union which connects parks, open spaces, street-ends and neighborhoods
around the lake, is not listed in the table of existing Parks and Open Spaces. The

“Planning and Development Division ¢
800 Maynard Avenue South, 3 Floor, Seattle, Washington 98134-1336
Tel: (206) 233-3872, Fax: (206) 233-3949

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.


jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
1

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
2

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
3

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
4

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
Letter 4


Cheshiahud Loop provides a recreation amenity to the South Lake Union neighborhood

and should be included.

* 3.16-6: The DEIS lists potential improvements to Denny Park including a children’s play

Page

12

area. A new children’s play area was completed in the Northeast corner of Denny Park in
2009. This section should be updated accordingly to represent the conditions today.

Building heights on parcels adjacent to parks in South Lake Union should be closely considered

to provide the maximum solar exposure to Cascade Playground and Lake Union Park and to
minimize the potential significant adverse shadow impacts on Parks’ property and park users.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments as you prepare the Final EIS. If you have
any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 206.684.7048 or

david.graves@seattle.qgov.

Regards,

)
David ?Graves, AICP
Senior Planner
Planning & Development Division
Seattle Parks & Recreation

“Planning and Development Division <
800 Maynard Avenue South, 3 Floor, Seattle, Washington 98134-1336
Tel: (206) 233-3872, Fax: (206) 233-3949

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request,
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Letter 5

City of Seattle
Seattle Planning Commission

April 11, 2011

Diane Sugimura, Director

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE: South Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Sugimura,

The Planning Commission would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide
our comments and recommendations on the South Lake Union Height and Density
Alternatives Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We support the City’s
ongoing planning work in this neighborhood, which helps implement the
neighborhood plan that was adopted in 2007. This letter provides our overall
comments about the DEIS; more detailed comments about chapter 3 — affected
environment, significant impacts, mitigation measures and unavoidable adverse
impacts are attached.

While the neighborhood has seen welcomed commercial growth in recent years,
most recently 460,000 square feet being leased by Amazon, residential growth has
achieved only 20 percent of the residential growth target for 2024 established in
Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan. South Lake Union Urban Center boasts wonderful
proximity to downtown and the University of Washington, great opportunity for
open space plus recent and planned transportation investments. All of these factors
lay a framework for South Lake Union to be a vibrant mixed use neighborhood
achieves far greater numbers of residents and jobs, particulatly in the biotech,
medical, and high-tech research and development sectors,

To achieve the full benefits of a transit community(fewer per capita vehicle miles 1
traveled, reduced carbon emissions, lower transportation costs for residents, etc.),
we recommend future land use strategies that focus on increasing residential
development to create the planned mixed use center envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan and the South Lake Union neighborhood plan.

The alternative development scenarios evaluated in the DEIS set the stage for
zoning changes that should support growth that is more balanced between
residential and commercial uses, and will create the vibrant mixed use transit
community envisioned. Balanced growth will help South Lake Union become a
livelier and flourishing transit community, which will help achieve numerous
benefits as outlined in our recently released report: Seattle Transit Communities —
Integrating Neighborhoods with 'ransit. Our specific recommendations for South
Lake Unions from that report are attached.

Department of Planning and Development, 700 5th Ave Suite 2000; PO Box 34019 Seattle WA 98124-4019

Tel: (206) 684-8694, TDD: (206) 684-8118. Fax: (206) 233-7883
An Equal Employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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Seattle Planning Commission

South Lake Union Draft Envir tal Impact Stat t
April 11, 2011

Page 2

As a regional growth center, South Lake Union plays “a unique and important role1” in the future of
central Puget Sound. Integrating land use changes with the City’s significant transportation investments in
the Mercer Corridor and the streetcar will help achieve local and regional goals. The crucial land use
decision will be how to shape this growth. We believe that the existing zoning will not be conducive to
meeting the housing goals for SLU, and that increased height and floor areas will open the area to more
private investment in housing along with the commercial development we have been seeing. This will
result in lower GHG emissions per person and acre and help us achieve our future goals to become
carbon neutral. -

The growth encouraged by increased height must be balanced with essential components of livability that
are targeted to the needs of the community, such as strategic mid-block pedestrian connections, wide
sidewalks, bike facilities, public plazas and green open spaces, schools, and community facilities.

Conversely, allowing for taller buildings in key locations throughout the neighbothood will result in
building forms that can better accommodate plazas, wider sidewalks, midblock crossings, and other
livability components like parks, community centers, and schools. The alternatives evaluated in the South
Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement set the stage for changing the form of this
neighborhood. Overall, the Planning Commission supports these anticipated changes. We believe the
objective of encouraging a better balance of residential and commercial growth could be clatified and
emphasized in the description of the project in the EIS.

As the City moves forward with zoning changes and other land use actions we urge incorporating a
vatiety of building heights and forms that will promote greater residential density, urban design that
encourages a wider range of building types, and incorporating tools and incentives for affordable housing,
open space and other essential components of livability. '

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our recommendations regarding the South Lake
Union Height and Density Alternatives DEIS. We look forward to assisting you as the process advances.
Please contact me or our Director, Barbara Wilson at (206) 684-0431 if you have further questions.

Sincetely,

s
' ;('
e UH AL B

Josh Bro;\;uer, Chair
Seattle Planning Commission

cc: Mayor Mike McGinn
Seattle City Councilmembers
Darryl Smith, Ethan Raup, Julie McCoy, Liz Birkholz, Rebecca Dechr; Mayor’s Office
Marshall Foster, John Skelton, Jim Holmes; DPD
Peter Hahn, Bob Powers, Tracy Krawezyk, Barbara Gray, Eric T'weit, Tony Mazalla; SDOT
Rebecca Herzfeld, Norm Schwab; Council Central Staff

SEATTLE PLANNING COMMISSION RECORD OF DISCLOSURE & RECUSAL

- Commissioner Matt Roewe recused himself from this matter.

- Comrmissioner Colie Hough Beck disclosed that she lives and works in South Lake Union, and that the firm she works for, HBB, has contracts with
Seattle Parks, SPU, SDOT (the Mercer Corridor Improvements Project in SLU) and FOLKpark. HBB also works on multifamily and commercial
projects in the city.

- Commissioner Josh Brower disclosed that his firm, Brower Law, represents developers and owners of single-, multifamily and commercial projects
in the area. He also represents industrial businesses working on freight and mobility issues in Seattle.

- Commissioncr Amalia Leighton disclosed that her firm, SvR Design did some storm water/sewer capacity analysis for the EIS.

- Commissioner Catherine Benotto disclosed that her firm, Weber Thompson has an office in South Lake Union, that they work for developers and
the City in this area and a member of the firm serves on the South Lake Union Community Council. ' ;

- Commussioner Martin Kaplan disclosed thar his firm Martin Henry Kaplan, Architects AIA has completed projects in SLU and may so in the
future; and he has sat on and currently sits on several committees that serve South Lake Union,

! Vision 2040, page 48,

Page 2 of 8



jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
2

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
3

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
4

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
5


Seattle Planning Commission
South Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement
April 11,201
Page 3
Seattle Planning Commission
South Lake Union Draft Environmental Statement Comments

April 11,2011

Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

3.1 Geology and Soeils

This section clearly documents existing conditions. Site-by-site analysis and engineering is appropriate as
redevelopment occurs.

3.1-5  Mentions potential groundwater but does not identify whether some alternatives would have
more potential to include below-grade structures, and what effects this could have on other
buildings in the area. In some areas where peat has been displaced by garages, groundwater
levels have risen on adjacent properties.

3.1-6  Identifies liquefaction as a potential impact but does not examine the impacts on people who
live in the area in the event of an earthquake - loss of road access, utility disruption, etc. All
alternatives that raise density increase the risk of exposing people to loss of the use of homes
for at least a period of time. Building codes are designed to save lives but not to prevent any
damage or even for the building to remain usable after a major quake.

3.2 Air Qualit

The Health Planning Area in which the study area is located experiences a higher prevalence of asthma
among adults versus King County as a whole (8.7% vs 8.4%). This may be linked to particulate matter,
ozone, and other factors that degrade air quality. Consider encouraging “breathe easy” homes in
multifamily developments.

3.2-4  Recently, with the increase in restaurants which burn wood for cooking (i.e. pizza), concerns
have been raised over commercial wood burning and potential Impacts to air quality.

3.3 Water Quality

Generally, this section is fine. Consider impacts of Green Factor, green roofs, and other vegetation on
water quality. Describe the anticipated impacts of the Mercer Corridor Improvements on water quality.
In 2005, there was a study that provided exemptions to certain parcels based on their proximity to the
new CSO facility. Confirm with SPU whether these exemptions remain valid or are overridden by the
new stormwater code. We are concerned about the water quality in Lake Union from storm water runoff
and the effects the alternatives may have upon it. We would like the EIS to address treatment and/or
mitigation options. '

3.3-3  Quantify the project area discharging to separate storm vs. combined.

3.4 Plants and Animals

While the proposed alternatives would not directly result in impacts to plant and animal habitat, potential
mitigation measures could include open space for vegetation, migrating animals, and human enjoyment,
which would also enhance health and livability.

Page 3 of 8
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Seattle Planning Commission

South Lake Union Draft Envire tal Impact Stat
April 11,2011

Page 4

3.5 Environmental Health
Recognize the positive outcome of Alternative 1 with the higher excavation requirements and benefits of
removal of hazardous materials.

3.6 Noise

Discuss the effects of additional housing density near the major noise sources — I-5 and SR 99. Consider
how these areas would treat housing density incentives, since residential development would either
expose people to more environmental noise, or could force them to live in housing with the windows
closed.

3.6-1 Noise can be linked to negative human health through stress, hypertension, sleep deprivation,
etc. This is particularly true when exposed to noise for extended periods of time.

3.6-11 In general buses (particularly diesel) tend to be noisier than cars, with Alternative 1 there
would likely be increases in bus service which may negatively impact noise levels along
arrerials.

3.7 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
No significant comments. This section describes the process by which GHG are to be measured as well

as lists appropriate mitigation strategies.

3.7-3  Transit and walkability should be described as an additional mitigation strategy.

3.7-2  The measurement of GHG and the metrics associated with determining environmental
impacts should consider that higher densities, as proposed, produce less GHG per capita.
Indeed, it would be important to compare the impacts of development in other Seattle
neighborhoods, at significantly much less densities, with projected GHG and other
environmental impacts. This measures would help us understand how SLU can accommodate
future growth with the least footprint.

In addition, it appears that GHG and VMT calculations ate only related to comparing impacts
between alternatives. While this comparison is important in evaluating each alternative in
relationship to each othet, another approach would be to compare these growth targets as
compared to other neighborhoods in order to better evaluate where targeting the predicted
jobs and housing growth will best help us achieve our goal of becoming carbon neutral.

3.8 Land Use

No significant comments. This section focuses on the air travel path. We note that the flight path,
controlled by federal and state regulations, limits the height of future development. While all action
alternatives would be able to accommodate anticipated 2031 growth targets, the taller heights allowed in
Alternatives 1 and 2 may be appropriate outside of the flight path to maximize development
opportunities.

3.8-1 This section should include a detailed study of the economics behind the projections. By 2031

the number of sites that can and may be developed with significant height increases may be
much less than what is illustrated in the models.

Page 4 of 8
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Seattle Planning Commission

South Lake Union Draft Envire tal Impact St nt
April 11, 2011

Page 5

3.8-9  The discussion of growth expected does not examine what proportion of recent growth has

gone to South Lake Union, it only discusses goals and how the goals are likely to be increased.

The neighborhood has accommodated 8% of the citywide residential growth, while the target
was 17%.

3.8-10 'The assumptions on page 2-7 regarding the 2031 growth target describe the target as a
"conservative" approach. However, it is important to note that because this target is as high
as could be expected, the conclusion is that the existing zoning would fall short of achieving
it. While it may be desirable to increase the capacity of this area for the purposes of the real
estate market, decision makers should be cautioned that in this instance, the "shortfall" is an
artifact of the EIS process (using the worst case assumption for traffic and other analysis) and
not a policy shortfall per se.

3.9 Housing
3.9-6  Description of existing and expected demographic characteristics of the neighborhood would
be useful here. For example, the low household sizes of employees in companies like Amazon
likely leads to higher demand for housing units. Also, the estimate of 350 SF of commercial
space per job likely overestimates space per employee in companies like Amazon. Therefore,
there are likely to be more employees/jobs and higher demand for units than are estimated.

3.1 estheti
3.10.2 Potential aesthetic impacts considering potential properties available for development should
be analyzed in relationship to economic projections of growth and the absorption rate of new
residential and commercial square footage. As is explained on page 3.10.8, the 2031 build-out
models may offer an overly optimistic prognostication of the future construction over the
next 20 years.

Figure 3.10-1 The Lake Union Seaport Airport Flight Path impacts development opportunities and
the EIS should address this by explaining how these standards compare to the concept plans
previously presented by the City. The limits on building heights in the flight path with regard
to proper, safe, and sustained accessibility should be accounted for in the future district-wide
land use strategies.

3.10-6 New open space is critical to the visual success of proposed height increases, particularly
under Alternative 1; open space should be a component of a height bonus. The computer
models for Alternatives 1-3 highlight the need for this open space at grade. It is not the height
of the building that is the aesthetic issue, it is the unbroken base at pedestrian level.

3.10-17 Alternatives 1-3 propose the potential for a tall building to be on a bulkier podium that might
fill the block. The computer images provide a graphic argument for requiring open space at
grade for developments that take up most of the block. Breaking up this lower bulk is critical
to how pedestrians will experience the neighborhood.

In all Alternatives, to varying degrees, a negative impact is described as extending the
downtown skyline to the shores of SLU. Seattle has a small downtown area of tall buildings
compared to other cities, particulatly as seen in the context of Elliot Bay. Therefore, this
extension of the skyline to SLU is not necessarily a negative. It can be dramatic and with this
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Seattle Planning Commission
South Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Aprit 11,2011
Page 6
newer building type, give the city, and the neighborhood, much a distinctive chatacter this is

different from other neighborhoods. The area will change and it will likely be better.

3.10-39 There are comments throughout about new development making an abrupt transition in
height with existing development. Since the majority of SLU is surface parking lot or one
story buildings, this is unavoidable. Seeing this as a negatve impact requiring mitigation
strategies is debatable as the variety in height is often what gives a city interesting character.

3.11 Historic Resources

Both the Historic Resources (3.11) and Cultural Resources (3.12) are detailed and cover potential issues
that came to mind. A possible mitigation for Historic Resoutces could be to establish 2 Historic Overlay
that creates a corridor connecting the major sites in the area.

3.12 Cultural Resources _
Both the Historic Resources (3.11) and Cultural Resources (3.12) are detailed and cover potential issues.

3.13 Transportation
Please include the correct “source” for information shown in figures. In many cases the soutce of the
information is not the consultant, but rather SDOT, the Comprehensive Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan,

King County Metro, etc.

3.13-2 Using a multi-modal model to evaluate transportation impacts of future land use scenarios
seems like a better method than traditional ITE models in an urban mixed-use setting like
South Lake Union. Perhaps the model could be explained mote to articulate why the mode
split does not change much among the alternatives. Comparison of average daily trips under
the alternatives could further illustrate the difference between mode share if midblock
connections, wide sidewalks, etc. are created.

Table ES2: Auto trips are not equivalent to person trips, yet auto trips are compared to
person trips relative to mode share. This may not accurately portray the relationships. Since
auto trips contain at least one person trip, but by definition a pedestrian or bicycle trips and a
transit trip is counted as one trip, the mode share for auto trips will be greater than the
percentage included in these tables. Person trips should be used as the mettic to compare and
to calculate mode share percentage. Please identify what is included in the “internal” category
of trips.

3.13-10 Fgure 2 While text on page 3.13-6 desctibes this as showing pedestrian facilities in the area,
the figure shows Pedestrian Issues and Pedestrian Features, not a complete inventory of
Pedestrian Facilities (which it should contain). Highlighting key areas of concern should be
included on a separate map if too cluttered on one map.

3.13-12 Regional access 1-5 section attributed congestion to intense land use in Downtown Seattle. It is
likely that there is a significant component of regional trips that bypass Downtown Seattle.

3.13-17 Off-Street Parking cites 2006 data, which is pretty old, especially considering the land use
transformation that has occurred since then. If more recent data is not available, a footnote
should be included to diminish the relevance of this information as an “existing condition”.

3.13-19 On-Sireet Parking Confirm quoted “current” time limits and parking rates.
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Seattle Planning Commission

South Lake Union Draft Environmental Impoct Statement
April 11, 2011

Page 7

3.13-43 Transit assumption what about King County Metro as a resource for information?

3.13-44 S0 it is not reasonably foreseeable that any pedestrian and bicycle projects would be complete
and included in the 2031 transportation network assumptions?

3.13-49 The innovative MDX travel demand model was developed from “over 200 mixed use
development sites”. South Lake Union is larger than a “development site” so can the model
be accurately applied in this setting or should any caveats be noted?

3.13-52The chart is helpful, but it is not clear how these numbers relate either to the 2031 targets or
the development capacity discussed in tables 2-1 and 2-. Do any tables show how much
development was assumed for each alternative?

3.13-54 Table 8 shows a remarkable consistency among alternatives, suggesting that increased density
would not affect mode share. (The margin of error is not mentioned, but one would assume it
is at least +/- 1%.) Is this because the higher incomes of new residents and workers would
bring with them higher rates of access to autos and therefore any gains from density are offset
by the demographic trend?

3.13-76 Differences, if any, of short-term parking impacts among action alternatives are not clear.

3.13-82 Additional pedestrian and bicycle projects could include: adding and improving connectivity
between South Lake Union and Capitol Hill; and improve the quality of bicycling by ensuring

that bicycle routes and striped bicycle lanes have smooth pavement and are regulatly swept of
debris.

3.14 Public Services

South Lake Union is a relatively low-crime and low emergency response call area; fire and police response
should be adequate to accommodate growth. Potential for major liquefaction damage to infrastructure
and housing discussed on geology/soils above is also not discussed here.

3.14-5 Two fire stations are identified as scheduled for Levy upgrades in 2010. According to the
City’s website, the upgrades to and are scheduled to be
completed in 2013 and 2012 respectively.

3.15 Utilities
Some of these items are likely being improved as part of the Mercer Corridor Improvements; it would be
a good time to make improvements if they are not already being made.

3.15-3 Wil there be improvements to the sanitary sewer system as part of the Mercer Corridor
Improvements?

3.15-6 The existing capacity of the electrical system is not mentioned. Have the issues around higher
demand for biotech uses been resolved?

3.16 Open Space and Recreation
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Seattle Planning Commissian

Seuth Lake Unien Draft Environmental Impact Statement

April 11,2011

Page 8

There is not much discussion of the distribution of open space within the boundaries of SLU. While the
total area of parks and open space may exceed the minimum standards used across the entire city, the
distribution of open space does not meet the requirements of LEED ND, a certification being pursued
by the City for SLU. The ND requirements should also be considered. Where it falls shott, is having
public space within 1/4 mile walk for 90% of residents. Particularly, as density increases the need for
public space increases, not just through an increase in population, but to give more breathing room
around taller buildings and contribute to livability. Using the ND criteria, nearly every block would need
an open space of at least 1/6 an acre/7000 sf. A review of ND requirements should be made with City
Green Building and the Office of Sustainability and Environment.

3.16-3 The list of existing facilities includes Denny Park/Playfield. 3.16-1 clarifies that Denny
Playfield is a private owned temporary recreation facility that is proposed for private
development. Please clarify that Denny Playfield is not included in the 15.7 acres of usable
open space when calculating the ratio of useable open space.

3.16-5 Ex#hibit 3.16-1 includes park and recreation facilities accessible from SLU and that are within
the 1/8 mile service area. There are major obstacles on the east side of SLU: 1-5 plus a major
topographic change between SLU and Capitol Hill. It is not realistic to count on those parks
and open space areas as major contributors to the SLU neighborhood.

3.16-9 Mitigation Strategies There should be more discussion about how much area a bonus is likely to
provide and if it will achieve the results desired undet LEED ND. Recommendations for
filling the gaps seem weak and may not be in the area where most desired - there seems to be
a lot of area not covered as accessible to Denny Park, Cascade Park, and SLU Park. In
addition, privately owned open space was not considered and should be part of the analysis as
private developers are the likely providers of future open space, patticularly through a bonus
program. These are the types of spaces that make the area more livable. Stronger
recommendations to ensure they happen with any development are needed. Make provision
for open space mandatory with any height bonus.

The EIS also states there are sufficient major facilities in or near the SLU area, but this number will fall
short with the proposed alternatives. Increased development will be incremental and if the open space
and recreation facilities don’t keep up with development there will be a shortfall. There are gaps in the
system in SLU that have been identified. Open space and breathing room should be evenly distributed
throughout the SLU neighborhood and closely associated with housing developments in the form of
expanded sidewalks, plazas, and pocket parks. With alternatives 1-3, the EIS should consider requiring a
minimum of one to two park facilities per block to ptovide even distribution and close the gaps. Parks
and open space should also align and compliment transit facilities where possible. An even distribution of
park facilities would reduce the over use of existing facilities as described in the EIS.

One concept mentioned in the EIS is tax revenues generated from future development which would
accrue to the City of Seattle. If this revenue is collected in SLU it should be reinvested in SLU for park
and recreation facilities.

Another mitigation concept described in the EIS provides park and recreation facilities in conjunction

with future development as part of a bonus system. This only works if these facilities are connected with
the right of way and are designed and clearly identified as public spaces.
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South Lake Union

South Lake Union is a burgeoning employment center focused on biotech,
medical research, and internet commerce industries. This transit community

is also a growing urban residential neighborhood and has been a focus of
policy level planning for a number of years. Development pressure and market
desirability are likely to remain relatively high. Transformational momentum has
started with the addition of the new park, the South Lake Union Streetcar, and
the Mercer Corridor project. The Commission recommends the development
of an Urban Design Framework/Implementation Plan.
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KEY ACTIONS

Use the urban design framework

to coordinate SR-99 and Mercer
Corridor projects, Thomas Street
redesign project, Lake-to-Bay trall,
and the buffered bike lanes proposed
on Dexter. Follow up with appropriate
rezones and a strong implementation
plan. ’

Promote high-density development
around walkability and livability.

Improve streetcar service with shorter
headways. Connect route to the First
Hill Streetcar once implemented.

Improve east-west connections to
Seattle Center, Uptown, and Lake
Union.
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Consider narrowing 8th and 9th
Avenues, Thomas and John Streets
and widening sidewalks to enhance
public realm. Make better use of
Dexter’s wide right-of-way.

Encourage development of workforce
housing and family-sized units.

Install essential infrastructure
including community center, library,
senior center, daycare, and schools,
public plazas and open space, and
mature street trees.

Develop an open-space plan that
provides for public plazas, mature
street trees, pocket parks and kid-
friendly areas. Consider city-owned
land for this purpose.

LEGEND
Mixed Use Center

' Mixed Use Neighborhood

Special District

Industrial Job Center

0 key transit station

frequency of transit service
== <15 min. existing
=== <15 min. planned

- >15 min. existing

- gateways / opportunities

< @ D bike connections

(Q} pedestrian connections

I [} A
=

B key potential redevelopment

key pedestrian frontage

key intersection
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Table 4-2
Responses to Public Comments Received During the Comment Period

Comment

Response

Number

Letter 1: Timmerman, Carter

1 Public Record. All comments contained in this letter are included as part of
the public record.

2 Airport Function. The comment is noted. Please refer to changes to the
discussion of the flight path that are contained in this Final EIS, which address
these issues.

3 Building Height and Airspace Hazard. The comment is noted. Please refer
to changes to the discussion of the flight path that are contained in this Final
EIS, which address these issues.

4 Runway Departure Point. It is acknowledged that the runway departure point
identified in Draft EIS Figure 3.8-1 represents a typical, but not fixed, point of
departure.

5 Approach/Departure Surface. The comment is noted. Please refer to the

description of the revised approach/departure surface in Final EIS Chapter 2.

6 Land Use Jurisdiction. The comment is noted. Changes regarding the flight
path address this issue. Seattle regulates airspace considerations through the
City's Land Use and Zoning Code (Title 23).

7 Rooftop Apparatus. The comment is noted. The Draft EIS contains a
mitigation strategy that addresses limiting rooftop appurtenances that could
penetrate the flight path airspace or safety buffer.

8 Vertical Buffer. The comment is noted. The Draft EIS contains a mitigation
strategy that addresses the vertical safety buffer. In addition, please see the
response to Comment 9 in this letter, below.

9 Quantitative Wind Modeling. The comment is noted. This programmatic EIS
included a qualitative analysis of potential wind impacts. From a quantitative
perspective, numerous factors will affect wind patterns in an urban area. The
most critical of these relate to: building height, location, orientation, and
massing. At the subarea level of analysis, it is impossible to accurately forecast
these factors for all development that may occur within the subarea. Therefore,
the programmatic analysis that is contained in the EIS describes a range of
potential vertical and horizontal impact areas, depending on the type of
development that may occur.

At the same time, it is agreed that it is essential to conduct a quantitative wind
analysis of individual development proposals to ensure that wind impacts on
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Number
the Lake Union Seaport Airport are mitigated. Therefore, an additional
mitigation measure is recommended -- requiring a project-level analysis of
wind impacts for all new development above the base height permitted under
the Seattle Mixed zoning. It is anticipated that the approach to this analysis

would include the following steps:

1. Construct a physical scale model of the proposed project and/or the
maximum building envelope allowed at the site, with the surrounding
physical context (i.e., existing buildings, topography, etc.);

2. Install the model into a boundary layer wind tunnel and measure velocities
and turbulence levels along the prescribed flight path with and without the
proposed project;

3. Test for prevailing wind directions and/or wind directions that are expected
to have an impact on the flight path;

4. Present resulting data in a form to allow for quantitative comparison
between existing and proposed conditions;

5. Provide a written report summarizing the methodology, results and
interpretation of the results against any available published aviation
standards for shear layers and turbulence levels. Analysis results would
require interpretation by an aviation specialist who would assess the
acceptability of these specific results for the aircraft actually used at this
location.

In addition, the City may consider requiring additional analyses to address the
following questions:

e Additional review to address potential future adjacent development (i.e., a
future configuration which may augment or mitigate predicted impacts in
the future); and/or

e Testing of mitigation schemes if the project results are unacceptable (i.e.,
the wind tunnel study could be then used to help define a height, size and
location on that site that could be acceptable).

Letter 2: Greve, Darren

Public Record. All comments contained in this letter are included as part of

1 the public record.

2 Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). The comments are noted.

3 TDR in South Lake Union. The comment is noted. Please see Final EIS
Chapter 2 for inclusion of regional TDR as an incentive zoning measure.

4 TDR and GHG Emissions. The comments are noted.
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5 TDR and Open Space. The comments are noted.
Letter 3: Freeman, Ketil and Belz, Sara
1 Regional TDR. The comments are noted.
2 TDR and Incentive Zoning. Please see Final EIS Chapter 2 for inclusion of

regional TDR as an incentive zoning measure.

Letter 4: Graves, David

1 Shadow impact on public parks. The comment refers to a summarized
description of potential shade impacts. A detailed and specific account of the
shadow impacts of each alternative on the neighborhood parks, including
Cascade Playground and South Lake Union Park, can be found in the Aesthetic
Shadows section (Draft EIS 3.10.9 — 3.10.12). This account has been
substantially updated in the Final EIS (see Final EIS Section 3.4). The matrix in
the Environmental summary has also been updated in the Final EIS in order to
better differentiate between alternatives. (See also Appendix D for diagrams of
each alternative’s shadow impacts in June, September, December and March.)

2 Shadow Impacts. The comments are noted. Please see Final EIS Section 3.4.9
for revised shadow images and mitigating strategies. Note that mitigation
strategies call for a detailed shadow analysis as part of site-specific
environmental review of development proposals. As identified by Seattle
Municipal Code 25.05.675Q2e, there are a range of measures to address
shadow impacts of specific development proposals. Key measures are also
noted in the Draft EIS (pg. 3.10-87-88).

3 Lake Union Park. The comment is acknowledged. The referenced text in Draft
EIS page 3.16-1 is revised as follows:

Lake Union Park is an approximately 9-acre park located at the north portion

4 Cheshiahud Lake Union Loop. The comment is noted and it is acknowledged
that the Cheshiahud Lake Union Loop provides open space in South Lake
Union. Note that the facility is also identified in Draft EIS Section 3.13.1 as a
multi-use path.

5 Denny Park Play Area. The reference sentence on Draft EIS page 3.15-6 is
revised as follows:

Potential improvements to Denny Park could include a plaza area, sport
courts, ehildren'splay-area; an off-leash area, and a community center.
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6 Maximize Solar Exposure to Parks. The comment is noted. Please see Final
EIS Section 3.4.9 for revised shadow images and mitigating strategies.

Letter 5: Wilson, Barb

1 Transit Community. The comments are noted, including the inclusion Seattle
Transit Communities — Integrating Neighborhoods with Transit.

2 Support Increased Height and Density. The comments are noted.
3 Balance Growth with Livability Measures. The comment is noted.
4 Balance Residential and Commercial Growth. The comment is noted. Please

see the revised objectives in Final EIS, Chapter 2.

5 Variety of Building Heights and Forms. The comment is noted.

6 Below-Grade Structures and Groundwater. Some of concerns raised by this
comment are already covered more broadly in the EIS. The first paragraph
under “Impacts Common to All Alternative” (3.1-5 to 3.1-6) states that "The
impacts would likely be greater for those alternatives with greater height limits
(such as alternative 1), because deeper foundations would probably be
required for construction.” In a subsequent paragraph on 3.1-6 (paragraph 3),
potential changes to natural flow of groundwater are discussed. To improve
this paragraph, and in response to the comment, the referenced paragraph is
revised to read as follows.

“Future development is also likely to impact surface water and groundwater
flow in the area. Changes in grade and the addition of impervious surfaces
would alter surface water flow. Excavation and foundation construction may
require temporary or permanent dewatering to lower groundwater levels.
Once constructed, foundations or underground structures may alter the
natural flow of groundwater by acting as a barrier to groundwater movement.
These potential changes to local groundwater flow patterns could result in an
increase or decrease in groundwater flow to properties adjacent to newly built
structures.”

7 Liquefaction. To address this comment, the sentence noted below has been
added to Draft EIS Section 3.1.2.

“Steep slopes, landslides, and liquefaction could have the potential to impact
future development under any of the alternatives. Steep slopes in the Fairview
Avenue Corridor could be destabilized by construction activities.
Destabilization could result in increased erosion or landsliding. Liquefaction-
prone areas, such as the Valley/Mercer Blocks, might experience settlement
and/or increased earth pressures on retaining structures during an earthquake.
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Damage to infrastructure (such as roads and utilities) by liquefaction could
cause a disruption to services and access for people residing in the area.
Impacts associated with development in areas with steep slopes, landslide
potential, or liquefaction hazards can be minimized through appropriate

design and construction measures.”

8 Breathe Easy Homes. The basis of the comment's reference to a higher
incidence of asthma among adults being higher in the project study area is
unclear (i.e., un-cited), and the stated difference (0.3%) seems insignificant.
Nonetheless, air quality in most urban areas, as in most of the city of Seattle, is
affected by more numerous and diverse sources than some rural areas of the
county, and one ubiquitous air pollutant is particulate matter from motor
vehicles and other combustion sources. "Breathe Easy Homes" seem to be
aimed at removing both indoor and outdoor sources of a variety of air
pollutants and allergens and may be more than is warranted for all residences
in the project area. But enhanced air-filtering systems may be worth
considering in most homes in the city in proximity to any major transportation
routes.

Wood Burning Pollution. Such emission sources are subject to review and
controls administered by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, which has long
recognized and worked to reduce such pollution in the region.

9 Water Quality-The current City Storm Water Manual (2009) requires
treatment of any surface water that is discharged directly to the environment
from a new pollution generating surface of over 5,000-SF. As most of the
storm water in this basin is collected and routed to the combined sewer, local
water quality treatment is typically not required. Treatment for this water is
provided by the Metro treatment facility at West Point, prior to discharge to
the environment.

New buildings in the neighborhood that use green infrastructure methods
(green roof or bio-retention planters) to detain and treat storm water will
reduce pollutant loadings to the environment. As this will be a project by
project decision, it is difficult to quantify improvements.

Mercer Corridor improvements are providing some bio-retention features for
the roadway improvements, but the runoff from most of this area will still be
directed to the combined sewer and the regional treatment plant.

Exemptions to the storm water code in 2005 have been rescinded with the
adoption of the 2009 storm water code, for projects not vested before the
adoption of the new code.

The Combined Sewer area is approximately 265-acres of the 340-acre study
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area. The remainder (75-acres) discharges through piped systems directly to

Lake Union. See page 3.3-5 of the Draft EIS.

10 Potential Mitigation Measures. Because there is no project-specific
development associated with this EIS, no mitigation would be required. The
mitigation measures listed by the commenter would more likely be required as
sites are redeveloped. These potential mitigation measures have been added
as potential mitigation measures for plants and animals.

"City permitting of proposed redevelopment under all alternatives would
require completion of the SEPA process, which includes an assessment of
project impacts to fish and wildlife. General mitigation measures could include
open space for vegetation, migrating animals, and human enjoyment. Other
more specific mitigation requirements could include treatment of project-
related stormwater, evaluation of outside lighting, installation of native plant
species to reduce potential light impacts, and implementation of a “lights out”
program to educate and encourage high-rise building tenants to turn off
lights at night, particularly during the fall (southward) avian migration period.
The City could also choose to reduce height limits on the three lots discussed
above that could shade the juvenile outmigration corridor during spring
mornings and evenings under Alternatives 1 and 2.”

11 Hazardous Materials Removal. The higher excavation requirements for
Alternative 1 and the associated potential benefits of removing more
hazardous materials is addressed in the second to last paragraph in Section
3.5.2.

12 Noise Near Major Transportation Routes. Levels of urban noise affecting
residential uses are a recognized issue that is usually addressed in project-
specific design. For example, site layout can be used to locate noise-sensitive
outdoor use areas as far as possible from noise sources and to shield such
areas using intervening buildings or structures. Interior living spaces are
typically protected from loud outdoor environments using building materials
and construction techniques to enhance outdoor-to-indoor noise
transmission.

The acoustic environment in the South Lake Union area is not unique in terms
of its exposure to noise from many urban sources including major roadways
and aircraft overflights. The livability of residential spaces in this area will
require consideration of exterior noise levels as part of the ultimate building
design of specific projects.

13 GHG Mitigation. The commenter correctly notes that improved transit and
pedestrian network can function as a GHG mitigation measure. These
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measures make walking and transit more competitive to car travel which has

been shown to reduce GHG emissions.

14 GHG Emissions. Based on the results of the mode split analysis, the South
Lake Union neighborhood, with the additional height and density, will have
relatively low levels of GHG emissions, similar to other high-density
neighborhoods such as Capitol Hill. Additional details regarding GHG
emissions are expected as part of the upcoming updates to the City’'s Climate
Action Plan and Comprehensive Plan.

15 Building Heights and Flight Path. The comment is noted. Also, please see
the additional discussion in this Final EIS concerning the flight path (Section
3.2).

16 Economic Analysis. The comment is noted. A detailed economic analysis was
outside the scope of this study. The EIS scope established that the visual
analysis would identify impacts at build-out. A list of assumptions used in the
visual modeling is contained in Draft EIS Section 3.10.2.

17 Growth Trends. The comment is noted. As described in Draft EIS Section 3.9,
updated data specific to the South Lake Union neighborhood is not available.
However, available housing data from census tracts that encompass the
neighborhood is described in Draft EIS Section 3.9.

18 2031 Growth Estimate. The comment is noted. As described in Draft EIS
Section 2.2, the 2031 estimates are intended to provide additional context for
understanding potential long-term growth in South Lake Union. As noted in
the discussion in this section, the estimate is for analysis purposes only and
does not represent policy intent by the City. In order to disclose the potential
range of capacity needed to meet a future growth target for South Lake Union,
both 2024 and 2031 are considered in the analysis.

19 Demographic Characteristics. The comments are noted. Documentation of
demographic characteristics was not available. The assumption of 350 sf per
employee is based on typical employment density in downtown Seattle.

20 Aesthetics Build-out Assumption. The comment is noted. The EIS scope
established that the visual analysis would identify impacts at build-out.

21 Flight Path. The comment is noted. As described in Draft EIS Section 3.10.2,
the visual modeling assumed that future development on lots within the
defined flight path would be limited by the flight path elevations, although no
additional vertical buffer was assumed.

FAR Part 77 and associated flight path issues are primarily discussed in the
Draft EIS Section 3.8, Land Use. Subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIS,
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additional review of the flight path was conducted (see Appendix F). This
analysis included a review of how seaplane lanes are utilized (including runway
utilization, flight tracks, and piloting techniques), an evaluation of the aircraft
fleet used by floatplane operators, and documentation of the performance
characteristics of the various floatplane aircraft. Several Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO)
planning documents that have applicability in the establishment of
approach/departure protection boundaries for curving approach and
departure procedures such as those used on Lake Union were also reviewed.

Based on this analysis, and in coordination with WSDOT Aviation, a revised
flight path was identified (see Section 3.2 of this Final EIS). This revised flight
path differs from that shown in the Draft EIS in that portions are narrower than
the previous flight path, the curvature is more gradual, and the east-west legs
of the flight path have shifted slightly to the north. Specifically, the southern
boundary has shifted 400-500 feet north so that the southern boundary lies
north of Valley Street and is generally aligned with Broad Street. The southern
boundary now crosses Aurora Avenue North at about Mercer Street. Similarly,
the northern boundary of the flight path shifted 200-300 feet north, crossing
the Lake Union shoreline at roughly Highland Drive and crossing Aurora
Avenue just north of Ward Street. Please see Section 3.4 Aesthetics for revised
images associated with the revised flight path.

An additional mitigation measure has been recommended in this EIS — that a

project-level analysis of wind impacts be required for all new development
above the base height permitted under the Seattle Mixed zoning.

22 New Open Space. The comment is noted. Additional mitigation measures are
being proposed in the Final EIS to limit the total square footage of tower
podiums greater than 45 feet in height and to encourage the development of
more open space. See Final EIS Section 3.4.

23 Bulky Podiums. See response to Comment 22 above

24 Abrupt Transitions. The comment is noted. The Draft EIS reference to abrupt
height transitions between neighborhoods is only intended to disclose this
potential impact. Depending on individual perspective, this may be viewed as
positive, neutral or negative.

25 Historic Resources. The comment is noted.

26 Figure Sources. Please see the following sources that are associated with
specific figures.

Figure 3.13-3 — Seattle Bicycling Guide Map, 2010.
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Figure 3.13-4 — King County Metro, 2010.
Figure 3.13-5 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010.
Figure 3.13-6 — Puget Sound Regional Council Parking Inventory, 2006.
Figure 3.13-7 — South Lake Union On-Street Parking Study, 2006.
Figure 3.13-8 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2007.
Figure 3.13-9 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010.
Figure 3.13-10 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010.

Figure 3.13-13 — Washington State Department of Transportation, 2010.
Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010.

Figure 3.13-14 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010.

Figure 3.13-15 — Denny Way Streetscape Concept Plan, 2009. Bicycle Master
Plan, 2007. Pedestrian Master Plan, 2009. South Lake Union Urban Design
Framework, 2010.

Figure 3.13-23 — Seattle Department of Transportation, 2010. Denny Way
Streetscape Concept Plan, 2009. Bicycle Master Plan, 2007. Pedestrian Master
Plan, 2009. South Lake Union Urban Design Framework, 2010.

27 Similar Mode Splits among Alternatives. The transportation analysis did use
a multimodal model to evaluate potential transportation impacts. As shown in
table 3.13-8, Alternative 1 resulted in a mode share of 48.3, 30.1, and 21.6
percent for autos, pedestrian/bicycle, and transit respectively. In contrast, ITE
rates would predict that nearly all trips would be made by autos. The comment
also questions why the mode split does not change much between
alternatives. It is important to note that from a transportation perspective, all
four alternatives were more similar than dissimilar. For the most part, the
diversity of land uses and the design of the transportation system were
assumed to be identical for each of the alternatives and the main difference
between them was the density of development. While density is an important
determinant in trip generation, the differences in density between the
alternatives (when considering the entire SLU neighborhood) are minor.
Therefore, with only minor changes in transportation input variables, only
marginal differences in mode split result. If this were comparing a traditional
suburban development with SLU the differences would be much more
substantial.

28 Auto, Person, & Internal Trips. The mode split calculations shown
throughout the document correctly account for person versus auto trips. In all
cases, mode split was calculated using person trips. The note in the tables
helps readers understand why they cannot use the mixed vehicle and person
trips shown in the table to reproduce the mode splits in the tables. Appendix
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E has additional clarification. The MXD model is not explicit about what an
"internal” trip is. The reason is based on the methodology used to develop the
MXD model. MXD was developed by comparing traditional ITE trip generation
estimates to observed flows of vehicles, buses/trains, and pedestrians/bicycles
across a boundary surrounding the MXD site. Sites ranged in size from a few
acres to 1,000 acres. Because of this range in scale, it was impossible to
determine the precise mode of travel for trips that did not leave the cordon.
Therefore MXD classifies them as internal and the planner/engineer must use
their best judgment as to how they are made. For an area like SLU, which is
relatively compact and features paid parking, the analysis assumed that the
majority of the trips internal to the neighborhood will be made by walking
with a minority of trips via bicycle and transit. A meaningful number of internal
trips by car is not anticipated.

29 Existing Pedestrian Infrastructure. South Lake Union has a relatively
complete pedestrian system, therefore, the analysis highlights deficiencies
rather than creates a map showing that virtually every street has a sidewalk.

30 I-5 Traffic. Although a survey indicating the origins and destinations of
vehicles using I-5 near South Lake Union is not available, it is likely that the
traffic is a mix of downtown-related traffic and regional through trips, as
pointed out by the commenter.

31 2006 Parking Data. We agree that the 2006 data is less relevant considering
the changes in the area between now and then. As described in the report,
there was a smaller sample of more recent parking utilization data (from
November 2010), but the inventory was not as complete. The text includes a
cautionary note about the relevance of the 2006 data (Page 3.13-17).

32 Parking Data. By using the word “current,” the document referred to the time
the data were collected, which was during November 2010. Parking rates have
already changed since the data were collected.

33 King County Metro. The City of Seattle travel model includes a detailed
transit network based on historical growth in service and future regional plans.
Although King County Metro has indicated that the level of transit included in
the PSRC model may be too ambitious due to current funding shortfalls, there
is no alternate transit plan with the level of detail necessary to replace that in
the City of Seattle model. Therefore, it is appropriate to use the regionally
accepted travel demand model to complete the transit analysis.

34 Reasonably Foreseeable Pedestrian & Bicycle Projects. The only fully
funded and programmed pedestrian and bicycle improvements are included in
the Mercer East project. While it is possible that other projects will be
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completed over time, using the traditional strict definition applied to EIS

documents, no other improvements are reasonably foreseeable.

35 MXD Applicability to SLU. While the MXD model was developed over a
range of development scales -- from less than five acres to over 1,000 -- it is
true that the magnitude of development (total floor area) in SLU is larger than
what MXD was developed. To give a fair and accurate measure, SLU was
broken into five separate MXD districts to ensure that the model would not
"over-internalize" simply because of the large development scale. This type of
approach is commonly used when applying smart-growth trip generation
adjustments and is consistent with how all travel demand forecasting models
are developed and applied. The MXD model has been validated across the
country and was deemed appropriate by various academic peer review panels
as part of the academic journal submission process.

36 Development Assumptions. There are two issues to keep in mind when
looking at the chart on Page 3.13-52: land use capacity and the 2031 future
growth estimate. The land use capacity is the total amount of households and
jobs that could be accommodated by the full buildout of each alternative. The
2031 growth estimate is intended to provide a general estimate of the
potential long-term growth in South Lake Union. As noted in the discussion in
this section, the estimate is for analysis purposes only and does not represent
policy intent by the City.

The growth estimate of 11,900 households and 21,900 jobs (which were
provided based on regional PSRC growth) are identical for all alternatives. The
calculations for both capacity and land use take into account existing uses that
would remain unchanged, those that will be lost when parcels are
redeveloped, as well as new development. Not all of the alternatives would
provide enough capacity to reach the 2031 growth estimate (the No Action
Alternative and employment under Alternative 3), while others would
accommodate all growth before reaching full buildout (Alternatives 1 and 2 for
both housing and jobs, and Alternative 3 for housing). Therefore, the predicted
land use totals are determined by either the capacity or the growth estimate,
depending on which is the more limiting factor under each circumstance.

37 Trip Generation in High Density Areas. The literature on travel behavior and
urban form shows that density is only one factor that influences how people
travel. In fact, when taken in isolation, density is shown to reduce the demand
for vehicle trips with an elasticity of approximately -4.6 percent (e.g., a
doubling of density leads to a reduction in vehicle trip generation of about 4.6
percent). Density is often associated with more substantial reductions in
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vehicle trip generation because higher densities are often concurrent with
better mixes of land use type, more transit, better pedestrian amenities, higher
parking costs, and other factors. Given that the EIS analysis held constant
everything but density between the land use alternatives, the marginal impact
on vehicle trip generation is consistent with expectations. The mitigation
measures show the power of varying factors like the quality of the pedestrian

environment and parking policies in a dense environment.

38 Parking Impacts among Alternatives. We expect the short term parking
impacts for each of the action alternatives to be very similar. As new projects
develop, these early projects will be helping to develop the infrastructure that
will help provide more viable alternatives to driving. However, since these first
projects will be entering into an incomplete environment, they will require
more parking, which could lead to short-term impacts and parking scarcity in
the neighborhoods. These impacts would be similar for all three action
alternatives.

39 Pedestrian & Bicycle Improvements. These improvements would further
enhance the quality of the bicycle and pedestrian system and would be
consistent with the mitigation measures in the DEIS. However, given the
programmatic nature of this document, specific details about mitigation
cannot be defined at this time. Details will be included as part of specific
project reviews.

40 Geology. As described in Draft EIS Section 3.1 (Geology and Soils), potential
impacts associated with liquefaction hazards could be minimized through
appropriate design and construction measures. Emergency service response
(police or fire service) associated with potential liquefaction damage would be
provided in accordance with City of Seattle Fire Department and Police
Department standards.

41 Public Services - Fire. At the time of publication of the Draft EIS, Fire Station
8 and Fire Station 25 were scheduled for renovation in 2010 and were
anticipated to be completed in 2012. The City of Seattle Fire Department
website currently indicates that the renovations to Fire Station 8 and Fire
Station 25 are anticipated to be completed in 2013 and 2014, respectively.

42 Sanitary Sewer. The Mercer Corridor improvements are making upgrades and
changes to the public water, sewer and storm systems as part of that work.
These changes are primarily under the new streets to reduce the likelihood
that new paving would need to be disrupted later. The biggest change is a
new combined sewer in 9th Avenue between Westlake and Mercer. Other
changes are to the storm water system to support use of rain gardens and
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other bio-infiltration storm water methods in areas near the lake, north of
Mercer Street.

43

Sanitary Sewer. Please see response to Comment 42 in this letter, above.

44

In response to the success of the development policies in the NODO area
Seattle City Light is submitting in the 2013-2018 CIP a recommended option
to build both a NODO Substation and Network to serve the North Downtown
area Urban Centers. In addition SCL will look to strategically implement
infrastructure improvements in coordination with other City capital
improvement projects, such as our efforts on the Mercer Corridor Project (East
& West).

45

Open Space. The Draft EIS alternatives do not specifically propose an amount
of additional open space that could be provided in the South Lake Union
Neighborhood, nor do they propose specific locations for such open space.
The City could make a policy decision regarding the requirement for specific
amounts or locations of open space in the South Lake Union Neighborhood,
including a provision to meet the requirements of LEED ND.

46

Existing Open Spaces. The 15.7 acres of usable open space in the South Lake
Union Neighborhood includes South Lake Union Park, Cascade Playground
and Denny Park. As noted in the comment, Denny Playfield is a privately-
owned, temporary recreation facility and was not included in this calculation.

47

Accessibility of Existing Park and Recreation Facilities. The comment is
noted. There are existing physical obstacles between the South Lake Union
Neighborhood and park/recreation facilities to the east that could discourage
people from walking to these facilities. However, some of the park/recreation
facilities contain unique features that could attract people to drive to them
(i.e., tennis courts, wading pools, bike trails, Volunteer Park Conservatory). It
should also be noted that these areas to the east were not included as part of
the calculation of usable open space in South Lake Union Neighborhood.

48

Mitigation Strategies. The Draft EIS does not specify the amount of open
space that could be required as part of development bonus process. This
measure is identified as a potential mitigation measure. The City of Seattle
would determine specific parameters regarding this potential development
bonus.

49

Park and Recreation Facilities. As noted in the response to Comment #45,
the Draft EIS does not propose a specific amount of open space that could be
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provided under the alternatives or the specific location that potential open
space should be located. The City of Seattle would determine whether a policy
decision is needed concerning the specific amount of requirement open space
and/or the location of such open space in the South Lake Union
Neighborhood.

50 Use of Tax Revenues. The comment is noted.

51 Public Access and Open Space. The comment is noted.
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6. Smith, Leslie G.

7. Swenson, Skip
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16. Staton, Renee A.

17. Lee, Sharon

18. Dinndorf, Jerry

19. Johnson, Rob
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Letter 6

The Alliance for Pioneer Square

New Energy for Seattle’s Historic Neighborhood

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: James Holmes |

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE:  South Lake Union Height and Density Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Dear Mr. Holmes;

I am writing to comment on the Draft EIS for South Lake Union. Healthy and vibrant neighborhoods have 1
a balance of jobs and housing. Seattleites should have a reasonable option to live and work close to
downtown and not always have to rely on a car. I was struck when I heard recently that the new wealth is
being able to walk to work. South Lake Union is perfectly poised to offer this, so long as it is allowed to
grow appropriately. Height and density will allow more people to locate in this urban center and live a
healthier and more environmentally friendly lifestyle. Zoning changes in South Lake Union to provide
more housing and job opportunities for this Urban Center will generate multiple benefits for South Lake
Union, Seattle and the region. '

More jobs and residents in the South Lake Union Urban Center will:
¢ Increase Seattle’s economic base

e Reduce trips by private automobile
e Attract more customers to retail and small business establishments throughout downtown
¢ Bring more eyes on the street; no long expanses of dark parking lots or along abandoned warehouses

Pioneer Square will benefit from a healthy and vibrant downtown and center city neighborhoods by
providing more customers for our unique restaurants, galleries and small businesses. In addition, we
eagerly await connecting the First Hill and South Lake Union streetcar lines to enhance mobility and
circulation between and among South Lake Union, Pioneer Square and other center city neighborhoods.

You are strongly encouraged to analyze the benefits for South Lake Union and the entire downtown area
of Alternative 1 versus the status quo. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Leslie & Smith

Leslie G. Smith
Executive Director

www.pioneersquare.org
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Letter 7

“?G'JSERVANCY

T COMSERVING GREAT LANDS
CREATING GREAT COMMUNITIES

April 11,2011

Mr. Jim Holmes

City of Seattle Department of Planning & Development
700 5th Ave, # 5752

Seattle, WA 98104-5070

Mr, Holmes:

The following comments pertain to the Draft Environmental impact Statement {(DEIS) for South Lake
Union. As outlined in The Cascade Agenda, Cascade Land Conservancy strongly belleves that growth’
should be focused in cur citles and designed in a way that makes neighborhoods walkable, efficient and
affordable, By making smart choices about future growth, we can create thriving neighborhoods and a
vibrant city, as well as save the region's natural and working lands from poorly planned development and-
maintain the quality of life Seattleites and all Washingtonians enjoy.

Cascade Land Conservancy applauds the City of Seattle and the Department of Planning & Development |1
for efforts to work with the'community and stakeholders to investigate potential options for the
redevelopment of South Lake Union. We feel that Alternatives 1 and 2 In particular are exciting
opportunities for Seattle; these represent a unique and important opportunity to plan with serious
conslderation for how the City wants to grow—both In the near-term and beyond the 2031 planning
horizon.

Several items in the DEIS merit further comment. These include:
o Community amenities
v Walkability and multi-modal transportation
» Affordablehousing
¢ Reglonal transfer of development rights

Any Increases in residential and commercial capacity of South Lake Unlon must incorporate community
amenities for residents, employers and employees, and those frequenting South Lake Union. Aiternative
| is particularly attractive in this regard, as it is most likely to generate the development and rents
necessary to justify both public and private investment in community amenities, Amenities such as
passive and active open space, green alleys, plazas, and streetscapes encouraging community use and
interaction, amongst ather considerations such as a library, a community center and arts programming,
will contribute not only to the quality of life in the neighborhood, but will also drive demand for
development and associated economic development.

Significant improvements in both transit and bike/pedestrian infrastructure will be necessary to 3
accommodate the increased development under Alternatives | and 2, This effort should include
working with King County Metro to increase service and improve transit accessibility in the South Lake
Union Neighborhood. Streetscape improvements to Denny and Aurora will also be necessary to
factlitate safe, easy crossings of these streets for pedestrians and bicycles. With limited capacity for road

Mun Orece ~ 685 Second Aveno, Suite 600 ~ Seatile. WA 98104 ~ P I06.292.5907 ~ [ 106,2924765
Kinig Counms ~ Kirninas Counry ~ Piece Counre ~ SNOROMsH Courry ~ QLMo PENNFLA CASCADELAND.ORG
wro@Case soelann.oa :
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- expansion in South Lake Union, improved bicycle, pedestrian and transit access will be necessary to
create a thriving neighborhood.

Cascade Land Conservancy strongly supports the City's stated objective of increasing affordable housing
"in South Lake Union. We support, generally, proposals to mitigate for any loss of existing affordable
housing stock, as well as opportunities to incentivize new affordable housing. The DEIS suggests
fncentives in current City code could be extended to South Lake Union; however, it does not detail
how such incentlves would be structured with regard to other considered incentives, such as those for
ansite improvements, We recommend any incentive program or programs advancing the important
goal of increased affordable housing be structured to achieve objectives but avoid competition with
incentives for other community goals. Creating a framework that avoids pick-lists or overlapping
‘incentives is key to a successful implementation.

Cascade Land Conservancy was disappointed to discover that, while opportunities for transfer of
development rights for affordable housing, historic landmarks and overwater building removal were
explored, the DEIS gives no consideration for regional transfer of development rights in South Lake
. Union. Transfer of regional development rights would encourage the transfer of development potential
from farms, forests, and other lands of regional importance into South Lake Union, Such transfers
support numerous City of Seattle objectives, mc[udmg‘
¢ Reduced carbon emissions by encouraging growth in cities and reducing vehicle miles traveled,
per the 2010 City Council priority for carbon neutrality
» Implementing reglonal growth management strategies, per the Comprehensive Plan
. & Strengthening the securlty and sustainability of Seattle's food system, pér Resolution 31019
Including a regional transfer of developmient rights incentive program in South Lake Unlon is encouraged
by Resolution 31147 and the South Lake Union Urban Design Framework, and 1s supported by state law

{RCW 36.70A, RCW 43.362) and regional planning relevant to Seattle (Puget Sound Partnership Action

Agenda, Puget Sound Regional Council VISION 2040). For these reasons, Cascade Land Conservancy
urges the Department of Planning & Development to include regional transfer of deve[opment rights in
any incentive zoning planning or recommendations. :

South Lake Union represents a momentous opportunity for Seattle to proactively plan for growth,
increase the quality of life for all Seattle residents, create new economic opportunities, and further
Seattle’s leadership as a world-class city. Cascade Land Conservancy is encouraged by the Alternatives
proposed in the DEIS for South Lake Union, and we hope you will consider our comments in the final
environmental impact statement.

Thank you for your consideration. '

Sincerely,

%»«P%WW

Skip Swenson
Managing Directar of Policy
Cascade Land Conservancy

3 cont
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Letter 8

South Lake Union, Seatile:
1010 Valley Street, Seattle, WA 98109
Tel: 206-382-2628 Email: cwb@ewb.org

The Ccntcr For Cama Beach State Park:

. 1880 SW Camano Drive, Camano Island, WA 98282
WOODEN BOATS Tol- 360-387.9361 Emorl: ct:znr:z‘;”@ciz';rg
28 March, 2011 '

A

S,

To whom it may cdncem,

The Center for wooden boats is a not-for-profit 501(c)(3) organization whose mission

is to provide a gathering place where maritime history comes alive through direct
experience and our small craft heritage is enjoyed, preserved, and passed along to
future generations. As a resident of South Lake Union for over 30 years, The Center for
Wooden Boats has seen many changes in the neighborhood, and we are encouraged
and excited by what is on the horizon. '

The Board of trustees of The Center for Wooden Boats is pleased to express its support 1
for the Proposed South Lake Union Urban Design Framework and for the proposed
Height and Density Alternatives #1 and 2 included in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. ' '

Visitors to The Center for Wooden Boats come from around the city and around the
world; but it is engagement in our local neighborhood community that makes The
Center for Wooden Boats the place that it is and that helps to keep us afloat year
after year. A strong and vital community: healthy businesses, a diverse residential
population, and active, welcoming pedestrian environments are all essential to the
health of any organization that endeavors to preserve our cultural heritage.

We are excited by the dense, vital, pedestrian oriented and mixed use vision for

the future growth of the South Lake Union neighborhood that is presented in the
Framework. We appreciate the emphasis on visual and physical access to Lake Union
through open space strategies, view corridors, and pedestrian links. We appreciate the
view corridors along Terry and Boren, the pedestrian oriented retail use on Valley St,
and the proposed festival street designations for Valley St and Terry St, as well as the
focus on green stormwater infrastructure to help improve water quality and the aquatic
habitat in Lake Union.

The Board of trustees of the Center for Wooden Boats is grateful to the individuals and
organizations who have given their time to articulate this exciting vision for South Lake
Union's future. We enthusiastically support the outcome of the process and look forward
to the realization of the vision for the neighborhood.

ori O'Tool .
President, The Center for Wooden Boats Board of Trustees

CWB Mission: to provide a gathering place where maritime history comes alive through direct experience and our small craft
heritage is enjaved, preserved, and passed along to fiture generations.


jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
1

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
Letter 8


Letter 9

DENNY TRIANGLE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

April 11, 2011

James Holmes, Senior Urban Planner

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1900

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE: South Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. James Holmes:

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Denny Triangle Neighborhood
Association’s comments on the South Lake Union Height & Density Alternatives
Draft EIS.

The Denny Triangle Neighborhood Association supports greater height and 1
density in South Lake Union and supports the South Lake Union Neighborhood
plan’s goals and objectives to provide a dense, diverse, sustainable, energetic
and aesthetically pleasing Center City neighborhood.

Given the potential for growth and scope of land use changes proposed for South |5
Lake Union, there are concerns related to the traffic impacts to our neighborhood
as well as adjacent neighborhoods and the greater downtown area.

We ask for more analysis on the traffic impacts. There is significant congestion in
and out of our neighborhood and downtown now and all the alternatives appear
to exceed the capacity of the streets and arterials. Additionally, it is very
important that there be careful evaluation of how to improve vehicular access to
the regional highway system and major arterials that are located in South Lake
Union and in adjacent neighborhoods as well as planning improvements for
transit, bicycle and pedestrians.
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We also ask that further evaluation be done regarding mitigation. There appears
to be very limited resources available into the foreseeable future, especially from
Metro Transit, to achieve adequate mitigation for transportation impacts related
to density.

Sincerely,

S

Edward Danyluk, Chair

Denny Triangle Neighborhood Association
C/O Impark

1700 7™ Avenue, Suite 106

Seattle, WA 98101

Cc:  Seattle City Council President Richard Conlin
Councilmember Sally Bagshaw
Councilmember Bruce Harrell
Councilmember Nick Licata
Councilmember Tom Rasmussen
Councilmember Sally Clark
Councilmember Mike O’Brien
Councilmember Jean Godden

Ms. Diane Sugimura, Director
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
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Our Mission

Letter 10

Ta champion a healthy, vibrant urban core

James Hanugcrlfs!f::l;ls g Apnl 11' 2011
Chair | 2
Jack M;ﬂlg:g:; i Diane Sugimura
ik sabbeis § Director, Planning and Development
Secretary | & 700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000
Gen‘;?:.'nctz:?; g P.O. Box 34019
KateJoncas | &  Seattle, WA 98124-4019
President | S
BMRD:E:::T:;ZEE? RE: Draft South Lake Union EIS
Olleen Brown
et [:;:‘v:r;gz;:;g Dear Director Sugimura,
g oy
“fe*::u"r'ﬁ:':; On behalf of the Downtown Seattle Association (DSA), | write to submit comments to the South
E"sm:f:; :;:.5. Lake Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Downtown community is excited by the
By Jkonch recent growth in South Lake Union. The increases in retail, employment and residential units in
ﬁ;,‘;: nﬁT:l:: the neighborhood are important to Downtown and have a positive ripple effect on other
Jomas Ky Downtown neighborhoods.
Lyn Krizanich
i We believe that additional employment and residential density in South Lake Union is critical to 1
T“"W";;"::\;ﬁ:': Downtown'’s future economic vitality. As you are aware, the city has targeted South Lake Union
Rif:::a;ma; for s.ignificant ernployrnentland residential growth through the Comprehensive Plan - calling for
ot Godiot a minimum of 16,000 new jobs and 8,000 new households by 2024, We strongly support these
John r:lp:::::e;::; targets and urge the city to take aggressive and deliberate actions to achieve them. The Final
Charlos Royar EIS should be broad enough and consider a wide range of alternatives so that policy makers
i S':i;:m:; have sufficient information, options and flexibility to achieve the minimum growth targets.
Robert Sexton
Jahnméﬁ::t::ys,llr’:l; We urge the following issues to be incorporated in the Final EIS:
Jared Smith
L 1. Analyze maximum floor plates of at least 35,000 square feet in certain sections of SLU. 2
BSM'L“.S?;:? Currently the EIS limits tower floor plate size to 24,000 square feet. Certain technology
 Mark Weed and biotech employers require large floor plates to meet their programmatic needs.
V:T:ﬁr;efm:;: _ Large floor plates are more mechanically efficient for these users, and often foster
Kauuﬂzg.‘&?;:sl better collaboration and innovation among employees.
Toy Yoshitani
David Yuan By not studying an adequate range of zoning options that allows the city to plan for and
PnST-GHAIEvLﬁ:J:I;f:: attract key growth sectors to South Lake Union, we force Seattleites to seek work
Hurbert Bridge elsewhere in the region,
Palrick Callahan
J::FE\',':: In 2009, Seattle had 30,000 fewer jobs than in the year 2000. During the same period,
Jo';::lr:érl";:'nd'm suburban King County added 15,000 jobs. SLU is well positioned to attract
Matt Griffin biotechnology and technology companies that have previously chosen suburban
Ma"‘?::;m:::: locations if the zoning is conducive to development of properties that meet their needs.
Smphegi:li&;::sr If we fail to concentrate additional employment within the Downtown core, we
o g encourage sprawl and additional gridlock, which is inconsistent with adopted local and
Blake Nordstrom regional policy.
Jane Rakay MNelson
Richard Redman
J. Michael Rona
H. Jon Runstad
Judith M, Runstad
Fraderic Weiss

600 Stewart Street, Suite 200 / Seattle, Washington 98101-1217 / Tel 206. 623, 0340 / Fax 206.525. 9940 / www.DowntownSeattle,com ey
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The Final EIS should study floor plate sizes of at least 35,000 square feet to preserve
options for policy makers to develop zoning that meets the needs of these tenants, We
recognize that 35,000 square foot floor plates may not be appropriate in all areas of
SLU, and recommend that this analysis be focused on the east and west sides of the
Fairview Avenue corridor. This corridor is comprised of many superblocks (greater than
100,000 square feet) where two 35,000 square foot towers would still leave nearly an
acre of public open space at street level. Limiting the floor plate size of the towers to
24,000 square feet has the potential to result in larger podiums and less open space at
street level,

2. Reduce the required minimum lot size for residential developments to 20,000 square
feet. The Draft EIS considers a minimum lot size of 22,000 square feet, which will limit
residential densities in SLU. A typical % block lot is 120' X 180", which equates to 21,600
square feet. The Final EIS should consider minimum lot sizes of 20,000 square feet,

Finally, we urge the City to evolve its environmental review process for land use decisions and
analyze and document the benefits from increased employment and residential densities. This
could include, but should not be limited to, examining the amount of city tax revenue that
would result from each zoning alternative. Dense, mixed-use development generates over ten
times the amount of tax revenue per acre compared to the typical surface parking lot. These
economic benefits should be considered as part of the analysis of zoning alternatives.

Thank you for consideration of our comments. We urge you to include a broader range of
options for the Final EIS to put the neighborhood, property owners and developers in the best .
position possible to achieve South Lake Union’s employment and residential growth goals,

Sincerely,

ot Foncen

President
Downtown Seattle Assaciation

cc: Mayor Mike McGinn
Seattle City Councilmembers
Marshall Foster, Department of Planning and Development
Jim Holmes, Department of Planning and Development

2 cont
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Letter 11

’ Y HISTORIC
| SEATTLE

Educate Advocate Preserve

.
'i

11 April 2011

Preservation Development

# Authority Council &

Mary McCumber
{hair
Karen Breckenridge
Shaven Coleman
Andrea Disoky
Fauna Doyle
James Fearn
Michael Herschensohn
Pete Mills
Rico Quirindongo
Rick Sever
Marcia Wagoner

..... R et S
Kathleen Brooker
Faecutive Director

e

Foundation
Board of Directors

Michael Herschensohn
President
James Fearn
Gary Gatfoer
Mary McCumber

FLIT Minor Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

Tel. 206.622,6932
Fax, 206.622.1197

www. HistoricSeattle.ory
mlourHistoricSeattle.ory

Via Email

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
ATTN: James Holmes

700 5th Avenue, Suite 1900

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

Re: Comments on the DEIS for the South Lake Union Height and Density
Alternatives

Dear Mr. Holmes:

This letter provides comments on the 2011 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives. I am writing on
behalf of Historic Seattle, which is Seattle and King County’s only nonprofit
membership organization dedicated to preserving our architectural legacy.

We appreciate the objectives of the South Lake Union Height and Density
Alternatives proposal and believe continued planning for the area’s growth and use
is necessary. We've seen positive changes in the form of new development and mix
of uses in the area and appreciate the added vibrancy to some sections of South Lake
Union.

However, none of the objectives in Chapter 1 of the DEIS mentions historic character.
Only one objective refers to “neighborhood character” but that is in the context of
providing more “character” through new construction, not maintaining or valuing
historic or potentially historic buildings. Since the South Lake Union Neighborhood
Plan of 1998 and the updated South Lake Union Urban Center Plan of 2007 both
specifically include entire sections on “Neighborhood Character” and discuss the
importance of maintaining historic character, we believe an objective of this proposal
should include language that recognizes the significance of historic character to be
consistent with the neighborhood plans. This is a core value that should not be
ignored,

The DEIS states clearly what the anticipated impacts are to historic resources.
Alternative 1 “allows for the greatest amount of development, which could result in
the greatest amount of development pressure on existing small scale structures that
may be eligible for historic designation.” Additionally, in reference to Alternative 1,
“Differences in character, height, and bulk of new development adjacent to a
designated historic structure or a structure potentially eligible for historic



jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
Letter 11

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
1

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
2


designation, could negatively impact the historic value of the existing structure.”
Alternatives 2 and 3 would have similar impacts to historic resources.

The proposed mitigation measures do not offer much more than what has already
been proposed in the 1998 and 2007 neighborhood plans. What guarantees are there
that these proposed mitigation measures will actually be carried out and in a time
frame that will actually be useful for protecting historic resources? One mitigation
strategy discussed in both the DEIS and the 2007 updated neighborhood plan is
analyzing the feasibility to expand the transfer of development rights (TDR) program
to locally designated landmarks in South Lake Union. Historic Seattle supports
financial incentives to preserve historic properties and believe expanding the TDR
program to South Lake Union’s designated landmarks would be a positive tool for
both preservation and economic development.

While we understand and support the need for increased height and density in the
South Lake Union Area and believe the area is not cohesive enough tobe a historic
district, it is also important to remember that historic character doesn’t mean only
maintaining and preserving individual buildings that meet local or national register
criteria. Historic character, as a component of neighborhood character, is much
broader than that. It's about how a streetscape, block or neighborhood feels. The
most pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods are the ones that evoke a sense of place and
history.

The light industrial heritage of South Lake Union is particularly important and
evokes this sense of place. The “Historic Resources” section of the DEIS overlooked a
significant property (802 Roy Street) that the City of Seattle Historic Preservation
Program has deemed eligible as a Seattle Landmark and individual listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. The building, owned by City Light, was
included in the 2001 survey of City-owned properties which was not cited in the
DEIS. This building has great adaptive reuse potential for community uses that can
benefit the neighborhood.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Eu,ﬁzm% Nl

Eugenia Woo
Director of Preservation Services

South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives Comment Letter Page 2

2 cont
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Letter 12

ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, Lip

Attorneys at Law
J. Richard Aramburu 720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112
rick@aramburu-eustis.com Seattle, WA 98104
Jeffrey M. Eustis Tel 206.625.9515
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com Fax 206.682.1376

www.aramburu-eustis.com

April 11, 2011

James Holmes

Senior Urban Planner Jim.Holmes@seattle.gov
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

Seattle, WA 98124

Re:  DEIS for South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives.

Dear Mr. Holmes:

This office represents Lake Union Opportunity Alliance (LUOA), a local coalition of 1
residents, business owners and interested persons concerned with the future of the
South Lake Union community.

My client has asked me to review and provide comments on the DEIS for South Lake
Union Height and Density Alternatives (hereinafter “the DEIS”). After review, it is
apparent that the DEIS is inadequate from multiple standpoints, which are described
herein. Because these deficiencies are so serious, we ask that the DEIS be rewritten
and recirculated before a final environmental impact statement (“the FEIS") is prepared.
Our comments follow.

I. FAILURE TO PROVIDE A STATEMENT OF NEED.

The DEIS states that the Seattle Comprehensive Plan establishes that the South | 2
Lake Union neighborhood should support a concentration of housing and employment.
Page 2-1. The South Lake Union neighborhood already contains a concentration of
housing and employment and there is no documentation as to why the current zoning,
with accompanying densities and heights, is insufficient to meet needs of the local
community and the Comprehensive Plan.

Further, as the “Planning Context” discussion at Section 2.2 of the DEIS 3
indicates, growth targets have been recently established for the planning horizon out to
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 2

2031 by King County and its cities. However, this discussion also makes clear that these
overall growth targets have not been incorporated into the City of Seattle
Comprehensive Plan, nor have the growth targets been allocated to the various
neighborhoods within the City. That process will take place in 2014.

The DEIS states that it gives the City “an early opportunity” to consider how these
alternatives fit into the future comprehensive plan update. Page 2-7. As the footnote at
page 2-8 indicates the city “has not yet identified specific 2031 targets for neighborhoods
within the City” because that would not be done until 2014. The DEIS does not explain
why planning for the South Lake Union neighborhood should be accelerated before the
planning for the rest of the City's neighborhoods. The assumption that the same
percentage of distribution of residences and employment will be applied to the allocation
process in 2014 is not an assumption that can be made absent a City Council directive
and decision. One of the key tenets of the Growth Management Act is to have
coordinated planning, and to take account of all alternatives for the distribution of
growth. The acceleration of analysis and adoption of development regulations for the
South Lake Union Neighborhood is accordingly not consistent with GMA policies and the
City should cease further analysis of the subject. The South Lake Union Neighborhood
should be considered for additional growth based on 2031 populations and employment
goals only at the time the rest of the city is also analyzed. ‘

Under SEPA it is far more appropriate to examine the distribution of growth
throughout the entire city, not a single location like South Lake Union. If the City is
determined to pursue a process inconsistent with the GMA, the DEIS should be rewritten
and redistributed for comment to examine growth issues on a citywide basis.

Based upon the foregoing, an additional alternative should be included within the
DEIS. The DEIS should inciude an analysis of the deferral of planning for South Lake
Union height and density alternatives until planning can proceed for the entire city in
2014. Alternative analysis must include distributing a portion of the new housing and
employment into other urban villages and other city neighborhoods, especially for 2031,

Analysis is also required on current economic conditions and the corresponding
effect on the need for additional housing and employment. It is widely known that
housing markets continue in distress and the demand for additional housing has
dropped substantially. The same is true for commercial real estate. The foregoing
analysis should consider current commercial and office space vacancy rates in
downtown Seattle and other neighborhoods. Analysis is also required for the number of
permitted or proposed, but unbuilt, office, commercial and residential projects within the
City that have been delayed or deferred due to the present recession. The revised
DEIS, or FEIS, should provide analysis as to whether those deferred or delayed projects
are able to absorb demands for new office, commercial and residential capacity without

3 cont
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011 '
Page 3

the need for an increase in South Lake Union density and height. -

In light of the foregoing issues, analysis should be made as to whether the South
Lake Union Neighborhood, with new heights and densities, will in fact mean that growth
in other urban villages will be stifled by growth concentration in South Lake Union.

The foregoing leads to additional questions that must be answered in the final
ElIS: ‘

*Explain whether the City is meeting its 20 year projections (2024)
for housing and employment goals.

*What factors or adopted policies indicate the need for more
housing and employment in this area?

*Is the City failing to meet its housing and employment goals and if
so, are all areas of the City assuming equal portion?

*List the other Urban Center Neighborhoods in the city and what
percentage these neighborhoods would assume as a part of either
2024 or 2031 goals.

Il. AESTHETICS.

Most viewscape scenarios provide the “bird's eye” view and views from Gas
Works Park. However, essentially bird’s eye views are not seen by anyone but birds.
The views from Gas Works are also seen by only a few persons. The DEIS is
completely negligent for not providing perspective from areas south of the South Lake
Union neighborhood. For example, there are no perspectives for view losses from
downtown or Belitown, and only a few from the west side of Capitol Hill. Thousands of
residents and office occupants have views from these areas over the South Lake Union
Neighborhood to Lake Union itself. All of these views would be affected by density and
height modifications for South Lake Union. These views need to be analyzed and
carefully considered. '

The analysis also does not include proposed projects to be built in the downtown
south of Denny Way and the ability of these projects to absorb growth. An analysis
needs to be made of the impacts on viewscapes from these projects.

The City's analysis seems to assume that the terms of SEPA policies under SMC
25.05.675.P limit the viewpoints that should be considered. However, as this is an area-
wide zoning modification, and not an action on a specific private project, these

|5cont

6 i
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 4

limitations do not apply. This is a serious legal error that will require the DPD to redraft
the DEIS and recirculate it.

Further, the analysis completely fails to take account of the terms of the
‘Shorelines Management Act (SMA), RCW ch. 90.58; in particular RCW 90.58.320,
which establishes height limits respecting permits:

No permit shall be issued pursuant to this chapter for any new or expanded
building or structure of more than thirty-five feet above average grade level
on shorelines of the state that will obstruct the view of a substantial number
of residences on areas adjoining such shorelines except where a master
program does not prohibit the same and then only when overriding ‘
considerations of the public interest will be served.

It is obvious that the higher buildings that are found in some of the alternatives will block
vies of many residents. It is important to note here that the location of the residences
from which views may be blocked is not limited to properties within the shoreline area.
The SMA also requires that these policies be applied to lands adjacent to the shoreline
zone to be consistent with SMA policies:

All state agencies, counties, and public and municipal corporations shall
review administrative and management policies, regulations, plans, and
ordinances relative to lands under their respective jurisdictions adjacent to
the shorelines of the state so as to achieve a use policy on said land
consistent with the policy of this chapter, the guidelines, and the master
programs for the shorelines of the state. The department may develop

recommendations for land use control for such lands. Local governments
shall, in developing use regulations for such areas, take into consideration
any recommendations developed by the department as well as any other
state agencies or units of local government.

RCW 90.58.340 (emphasis supplied). As noted above, the SMA establishes a strong
policy for protection of visual access to the water/shoreline areas and for protection of
views, especially from residential areas. Views of Lake Union are of great vaiue in
Seattle and the DEIS fails to give complete analysis of these impacts. Much of the
development proposed by the current plan is achieved by permitting greater height either
within or adjacent to the two hundred foot shoreline zone.

Analysis should be made of any residential or commercial properties that will have
their view of Lake Union impaired or impacted by these zoning alternatives. For example,

8 cont

10

views are likely to be impacted as far south as Lenora or even areas further south in the
downtown core. The areas affected should be shown on a map or maps, together with
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP . .
April 11, 2011
Page 5

the degree of impacted views. This will require a significant expansion of the view points
and simulations stated on page 3.10-40 of the DEIS.

In summary, the visual and aesthetic analysis is so deficient as to require a
redrafting of the DEIS, and recirculation for comments, prior to proceeding to the
preparation of the FEIS.

Il. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES.
The transportation section is deficient in several respecits.

Eirst, there is only minimal discussion of the impacts of the construction of the
Bored Tunnel on the South Lake Union neighborhood. Recent analysis has indicated
that because of likely tolls for vehicular use of the Bored Tunnel, and the lack of
intermediate downtown access, a significant portion of the current traffic on the SR 99
Viaduct will use downtown Seattle streets. This data is also included in the Supplemental
DEIS for the Bored Tunnel project. "The issues, left unaddressed, will impact
accessibility to and the character of the Center City, particularly in the vicinity of Pioneer

Square and the Seattle Center/South Lake Union areas," says a briefing paper presented
to the City Council on January 25, 2011 by Nelson/Nygaard (emphasis supplied). These

impacts may significantly impact background traffic on streets and intersections in the
South Lake Union area. The findings of this study need to be reviewed and incorporated
into the transportation analysis for the DEIS.

Second, the DEIS appears to assume that peak trip generation will be heavily
affected by non-auto alternatives, mostly including bike/pedestrian/internal trips. See
DEIS at page 3.13-2. The justification for these conclusions needs to be disclosed and
analyzed. Page 3.13-48 states that the project team “use an innovative trip generation
analysis technique” known as the MDX model. Because the MDX model is new, with little
backup support, the DEIS should provide a more traditional form of traffic analysis by trip
generation rates as used in ITE Manuals. There are indications in the DEIS that
socioeconomic conditions suggest traditional trip generation analysis is questlonable but
those conditions need to be identified in detail.

Any analysis of heavy dependence on non-auto trips needs to be supported
by the present circumstances. What are the percentages of non-auto trips in the South
Lake Union Neighborhood at the present time? Do they come anywhere close to the
percentages found in the DEIS? As to transit, an analysis needs to be made of the
ridership on the Seattle Street Car lines in the community and how they compare with
projections. Similar analysis needs to be made for current transit usage; how will the
development of the foregoing alternatives change the current trip patterns?

| 10 cont
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 6

Third, an analysis needs to be made as to the ability of the City or private sources
to fund the mitigation measures proposed. The GMA requires that planning for capital
improvements should proceed at the same time as land use planning. Local
governments are currently in budget crises and an explanation needs to be made as to
how each of the transportation mitigation measures will actually be funded and built. For
example, new bike facilities for the Mercer project have been deleted; how many more of
the suggested facilities will realistically be built by 2024 or 2031?

Fourth, the future estimates for parking usage are provided, but lack background
data and have,serious deficiencies in analysis. Parking utilization is based on daytime
hours only; no analysis is provided for evening hours. Analysis of evening parking is
critical as restaurant/bar and other evening uses develop and as visitors to residential
uses attempt to find street parking. Current analysis of parking conditions suggests that
on-street parking is now fully utilized during the evening hours (see Page 3.13-21). More
residential and commercial development will result in increased evening parking demand
which must be analyzed and considered. '

Fifth, parking analysis needs to be provided for all portions of the subarea, not just
those in the southerly portion of the South Lake Union neighborhood, i.e. the area south
of Mercer. See pages 3.13-7.

Sixth, in addition, there needs to be an analysis of on-street parking for the built-
out periods in 2024 and 2031, with attention to parking supply. Special attention needs
to be given to the effect that the buildout of transportation facilities will have on parking
supply during the study period, i.e. how many parking spaces will be eliminated by street,
transit and bike improvements.

Seventh, the note on page 3.13-1 states that there may be “significant short-term
parking impacts as individual projects in South Lake Union build out.” Then the footnote
explains that parking prices will “adjust to meet demand and travelers will shift to other
modes, thus reducing the demand for parking.” There needs to be analysis and support
for this overly optimistic prediction. Short term visitors to residences, offices,
restaurant/bar uses and other commercial uses are unlikely to switch to other modes.

IV. OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION.

This section of the DEIS discusses the impact of the density and height on park
and open space resources in the area. As with other sections, there are major errors and
failure to analyze critical subjects.

First, at page 3.16-4, a table is provided to compare amounts of open space to
accommodate the 2024 Household and Jobs goals. However, the plan is intended to
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
Aprit 11, 2011
Page 7

address the 2031 population predictions. Figures must be provided to measure the
adequacy of existing open space and recreation area for 2031 growth figures. Further,
more detail is necessary to address those areas of the neighborhood that are not
meeting identified goals.

Second, while there is analysis of open space goals, there is no analysis of
recreation areas. Detail needs to be provided as to recreation resources and whether
they will be adequate for the 2031 population estimates.

Third, many of the supposed existing parks and open space in the “South Lake
Union vicinity” described on Table 3.16-1 are well removed from the South Lake Union
area., For example, Volunteer Park and Anderson Park are on Capitol Hill and separated
by distance and barriers (I-5) from South Lake Union. Park areas should only be listed if
they are accessible by walking from the South Lake Union Neighborhood.

Fourth, many of the park mitigation strategies (page 3.16-9/10) seem unrealistic.
For example, #1 suggests use of tax revenues to fund park facilities. This funding would
require changes in statutory authority. Mitigation through the capital facilities planning
(#2) requires that the City prioritize South Lake Union, but analysis must be provided as
to whether funding for such facilities will be available during the current budget crises.
Item #3 refers to providing facilities as a part of new development, but analysis is
necessary to assure that such facilities are not only public in name, but inviting to the
public, not facilities such as interior courtyards useful only to building tenants or retailers.
Again, capital facilities planning must accompany land use plans under GMA.

Eifth, page 3.16-5 states that the North Downtown areas requires eight additional
acres of parks and open space to meet standards by 2024, What will the requirements
be by the planning period set forth in the DEIS of 2024 or 2031? Further, given budget
restraints, will eight acres of new parks actually be built in the area to meet needs?

V. CAPITAL FACILITIES.

The DEIS identifies deficiencies in sewer capacity within the South Lake Union
Neighborhood. DEIS at 3.15-7. However, there are blithe assumptions that these
problems will be resolved by the individual developers of new projects. /d. However,
there is no basis on which such individual developers will replace or repair system wide
facilities. GMA requires at RCW 36.70A.070(3) and (4) that capital facilities and utility
strategies be a part of comprehensive planning. These also include plans for financing
such necessary improvements. This section of the DEIS requires thorough analysis of
the impacts on utilities, what improvements may be required and how such facilities will
be funded.

20 cont
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 8

VI. ALTERNATIVES.

Alternatives are the key element of SEPA decision making and all reasonable
alternatives must be considered in the EIS. Agency analysis must be open-minded and
public proposals in particular should be described in terms of objectives rather than
preferred courses of action. This is especially true for a non-project action such as the
adoption of sub-area plans such as that for the South Lake Union Neighborhood.
Reasonable alternatives are those that approximate the proposal's objectives at a "lower
environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation." WAC
197-1-440(5)(b). In the present DEIS, alternatives are not adequately considered for the
reasons stated below. _

First, the alternative analysis is deficient for failure to include a downzone of the
subject area. A reduction in height and density must be considered, especially where it
meets goals for preservation of views to Lake Union.

Second, The analysis is also deficient because it doe-s not include the alternative
of distributing new growth to other locations within the City.

Third, an additional alternative for review purposes is to defer any decision to
modify the height and density standards in the South Lake Union Neighborhood until a
comprehensive and coordinated review can be made of all Seattle neighborhoods. An
explanation needs to be provided of the costs and impacts of deferring South Lake Union
decisions.

In conclusion, this comment letter has shown that the DEIS is deficient in several areas.
In addition, accelerating consideration of 2031 growth goals in the South Lake Union
Neighborhood ahead of other areas of the City violates important goals and policies of
the GMA. As such, the City is better advised to defer further effort and expenditure until it
undertakes planning for the entire city, as scheduled for 2014. If the City is intent on
proceeding on this dubious course of action, the DEIS should be completely rewritten and
recirculated for comment to incorporate the comments found herein.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Please send me a copy of the
next EIS prepared by the City.

Sincerely yours,

~ ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP

<

J. Richard Aramburu

JRA:cc
cc: LUOA
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Letter 13

t::: Union Opportunity Alliance D R@i’m BY

Lloyd Douglas; President 2229 Yale Ave E
Chris Gemmill; Vice President Seattle, WA 98102
Brian Ramey; Secretary Email: contact®@luca.org
Lorie Groth, Treasurer Web: http://www.lupa.org

John Pehrson; Past President
Kevin McCarthy

Donald Bennett

Jim Goodspeed

Kristina Barnes

April 10, 2011

James Holmes

Senior Urban Planner

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

Seattle, WA 98124

Re: DEIS for South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives.
Dear Mr. Holmes:

Lake Union Opportunity Alliance finds numerous flaws within the Draft EIS for South Lake

Union as well as potential legal errors and we appreciate the opportunity to comment.

* LUOA has retained Richard Aramburu of Aramburu & Eustis, LLP to comment on our 1
behalf from a legal perspective. Mr. Aramburu’s comments will be submitted separately
but are attached here as well.

* LUOA also commissioned Christopher Ferrell of CFA Consultants (a transportation 2
planning and research firm) to review and provide commentary on the Transportation
section (3.13) of the DEIS. Mr. Ferrell’s Memo will not be submitted separately and is
included herein.

Itis the position of Lake Union Opportunity Alliance that the Draft EIS was not 3
properly edited prior to being released to the public. We believe that the omission of
this critical step caused significant negative impact on the public’s ability to
understand and provide appropriate feedback on the DEIS. As having an editor is an
expected practice for a professional technical document, we strongly recommend
that a REVISED Draft EIS be released along with an additional comment period prior
to developing the Final EIS.

The bulleted list below is a summarized list of items LUOA finds to be misrepresented,
missing, or deficient in the DEIS and our requests for correction. Following the summary,
you will find the more detailed explanation of various points from our contributing Board
Members. These comments may or may not be submitted individually so please
review this document in its entirety for the purposes of your response to Public
Comments.
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First, the summary section of the EIS needs to be more informative, quantitative, and
objective in order for the general public to understand the impacts in a timely manner.
LUOA formally requests an EIS free of misleading “sales pitch” style terminology. There
are a multitude of examples to choose from - here is one:

o Page 1-18 states in reference to Alternative 1, “Building heights increase slightly
in the block north of Mercer.” A transition from 240’ to 300’ to blocks currently
zoned at 40’ is not ‘slight.’

Disclose all entities who contributed to the construction of the DEIS document with all
potential conflicts of interest made transparent to the public.

On page 1-55, it states “There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified
for any of the elements of the environment, except Transportation.” This is a false
statement and needs to be corrected.

The Shoreline Management Act prohibits the shading of water bodies with new
development. The allowance of tall buildings next to the lake and the admission that
these buildings will shade the lake seems to be a clear violation of the State Law and is
ignored in the DEIS. The EIS must address this issue.

The “Growth Targets” for 2031 on Page 2-7 are extremely aggressive for SLU, have not
been adopted by City Council, and are not incorporated in the Comprehensive Plan.
These targets are inappropriate, inconsistent with policies of the Growth Management
Act, and should not be used or considered for any purpose.

The entire document fails to address flight path issues - FAR77. Specifically, but not
limited to page 1-13, page 1-15, page 1-35, and page 2-9 all illustrate inadequate study.
The City must address this issue and not leave it in the hands of private corporations to
determine the safety of the neighborhood.

Page 1-18 and 1-19 incorrectly characterize Alternatives 1 and 2 as a step-down to the
lake. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not step down and this must be corrected.

While making the assertion that is “does,” the DEIS fails to address “how” an increase in
height and density, which increases land values and moves from wood-frame
construction to the more expensive steel and concrete, will actually increase the amount
of low-income housing and affordable housing within SLU. High-rise housing is the most
expensive per square foot and could eliminate new, low-income housing in SLU. This
needs to be defined in the DEIS.

The Housing section (3.9) contains incomplete and inaccurate inventories of current
housing available within SLU. This should be corrected.

One-day shadow studies are inadequate and shadows will have a major environmental
impact on the public spaces of Denny Park, Cascade Park and Lake Union Park. Also,
shadow impacts on page 1-19 suggest the impact is similar for all Alternatives. This is
incorrect and must be addressed in further study.

The DEIS states that birds and fish species dependent on the lake will be adversely
impacted by the build-out but fails to explain how the city will protect against the
adverse environmental impacts in any Alternative to public health, the land, the
vegetation and wildlife which are currently part of the Lake Union environment. This
must be addressed.

In the Water Quality section (3.3) the DEIS fails to identify the baseline Combined
Sewage Overflow (CSO) volumes for each of the six current outfalls into Lake Union. It
further fails to indicate what the volumes of CSO's will be upon full potential build-out of
any Alternatives. The fact that the DEIS states that there will be unavoidable Combined
Sewage and Storm-water Overflows into Lake Union in the future is unacceptable and is
clearly a possible substantial adverse impact that must be studied.
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* The DEIS ignores the rights of recreational and commercial users of Lake Union for
reliance on wind currents which provide public enjoyment of sail boat recreation and
tourism. The DEIS does not address potential wind-wakes that could adversely impact
sailing on Lake Union, This should be studied.

* Tower spacing is an issue that should be addressed in the EIS. There is a general feeling
that towers being proposed will be “slim” like those of 6,600 to 8,000 squared feet as
seen in Vancouver and Belltown, But the proposals for two towers per block in SLU with
floor plates of 10,500 to 24,000 square feet are NOT slim and the DEIS fails to
adequately address the impacts of this in multiple sections throughout the document,

» Table 2-3 indicates that an office tower with a floor area of 24,000sf will be awarded to
a developer who owns 22,000sf of property. This is an abvious oversight that needs to
be addressed.

* The Land Use section (3.8) fails to examine the potential of South Lake Union to be
overrun with commercial development based on the incentives offered in Alternatives 1
and 2. There is nothing in the DEIS discussing incentives or controls to allow for a
vibrant retail, recredtion, or living environment in a future South Lake Union under any
of the proposed Alternatives. This must be addressed in the EIS with specific relation to,

among otiter things, a primary goal of SLU’s Neighborhood Plan to “balance housing and .

job growth, providing a live/work neighborhood” and the UDF’s recommendation for
enhancing community character "by requiring pedestrian-oriented uses along Westlake
Ave. N and Valley St, and exploring requirements along other streets,”

* The entire Aesthetics section {Chap 1 and 3.10) is filled with misrepresentations and
inaccuracies. They must all be addressed and corrected in a manner that more fully
represents the true impacts of the proposed Alternatives on SLU.

+ The Transportation section (3.13) is woefully inadequate to the task of studying the
potential transportation impacts in South Lake Union under the proposed Alternatives.
Many of the suggested mitigation strategies appear to be pipe dreams at best. Realistic
proposals are required along with a complete and thorough transportation study based
on this urban neighborhood and Seattle’s track record of mitigating traffic concerns,

* The Air Quality section (3.2) is heavily tied to the flawed studied in the Transportation
section. Poor assumptions and modeling in 3,13 can have a substantial and direct
impact on the health of the residents and employees of SLU and this must be studied,

We realize this is a long list, but it merely emphasizes the breadih of the deficiencies within
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement itself. '

What follows is more in-depth conmentary from the contributing Board Members of Lake
Union Opportunity Alliance along with the letter from Mr, Aramburu and the memo from
Mr, Ferrell. We look forward to each of thése points being addressed in preparation for
finalizing the forthcoming EIS, '

Thank you for your time and attention to detail in the coming weeks.

Chris Gemmill
Vice President, LUOA
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April 8,2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson, Past President, LUOA Board of Directors

A. Section 1.7
On page 1-55, it states “There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts
identified for any of the elements of the environment, except Transportation.”
This is absolutely false for other elements beyond Transportation. The following is
only a sample of impacts that are ‘significant and adverse’. They are avoidable only
if the underlying Alternative is materially changed.
1. Building heights allowed that would impinge upon airspace and aircraft
flight
2. Wind wakes from buildings that would make landing and takeoff on the
lake unsafe
3. Wind wakes from buildings that would adversely affect sailing now enjoyed
by thousands on the Lake Union.
Building towers in an area of potential liquefaction
Destroying the ‘step-down’ zoning of concept of SLU and thereby adversely
impacting the environment of existing residents and workers (in SLU and
adjacent neighborhoods) that is currently protected by zoning regulations
6. Impacting the views from designated Scenic Routes.
Noise impacts on occupants of buildings allowed by these alternatives that
would surround the landing and takeoff paths of aircraft
8. Lack of any tower spacing requirement for residential and commercial
towers
9. Shadow impacts on Lake Union Park and SLU residents
10. Proposing population increases of up to 30,000 and no provisions for
children (schools, play grounds, affordable family housing).

B. Growth Target Analysis

On Page 2-7 “Growth Targets” the City has assumed extremely aggressive growth
targets for SLU for the period from 2024 and 2031. These are inappropriate and
should not be used or considered for any purpose. First, they are not a part of a
rationale, comprehensive allocation of growth beyond the 2024 growth targets
across Seattle and they are not a part of the City Council approved Seattle
Comprehensive Plan. Second, with the very aggressive growth targets for SLU
through 2024, SLU would clearly be the urban Center with the most intense
development (housing and commercial) outside of Downtown and about 50%
beyond those adjacent Urban Centers. Charts on this have been provided to the

City under previous cover and are attached. Use only growth targets from the
Seattle Comprehensive Plan. '

. Tow i nd limitati
1. There is no tower spacing proposed, so towers could be 18’ apart. There
should be an absolute tower spacing requirement of 100’. Otherwise the
environmental impact of 400’ towers 18’ apart must be considered.

vl

N

Ihp 4/7/11 Page 1

24

25

26


jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Line

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
24

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
25

jclaflin
Typewritten Text
26


April 8, 2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson

2. Limiting towers to lots of 22,000 sq. ft. does not limit to 2 towers per block. | 26 cont
If developers get or have an alley vacation, blocks can be as much as 79,000
sq. ft,, allow 3 towers per block.

D. Flight Path issues

1. On page 1-35 there should be a safety buffer beyond the defined flight | 27

paths both vertically and horizontally.

2. Wind analysis should clearly show the limitations on tower height in the 28

blocks surrounding Lake Union and Lake Union Park.

3. Wind analysis should result in definitive reductions in height from Denny

Way to water. Itis only addressed in general.

4. The impact of building wakes on sailboats all over Lake Union must be
considered. Those impacts, because subtle changes can affect sailboats,
will be much more widespread.

On Page 2-9, in section 2.2.3, Figure 2-4 only shows the flight path to and 29
from the Southwest portion of Lake Union. We have understood, and have
certainly observed, flights over the Southeast portion of Lake Union. Why
is this not shown and taken into account?

Page 1-13 Noise impacts, inadequately differentiates between Alternatives | 30
#1 and #2 from the existing zoning. In the former, the aircraft would be
landing and taking off between 240’ or 300’ towers. In #4 all buildings are
below the flight paths. Remember the ‘third runway issues’. This factor is
also ignored on page 1-32 and clearly mitigation is necessary if towers are
to surround the flight paths. This environmental issue is real, whether
Seattle’s noise codes recognize it or not.

Pagel-15 states that there is no problem because building height limits
would remain, as they currently exist. This is false. There is no problem
because the current zoning limits do not impinge on or surround the flight
path.

E. Step-down to the Lake

1. Step down is de facto Seattle Policy (see downtown and Belltown and 131
current SLU zoning) so should be recognized. Benefits of step-down should
be more clearly stated.

2. Page 1-18 the top row is full of falsehoods in characterizing Alternative #1 | 32
and #2 as step-down. See attached three Step-down charts that clearly
show that fallacy. This must be corrected.

3. Page 1-35 “Wind Analysis’ should specify some degree or scope of the step | 33
down required to eliminate wind impacts on aircraft landing and taking off
and on sailboats on the lake.

4. The impact of destroying the ‘step-down’ zoning concept of SLU and 34
thereby adversely impacting the environment of existing residents and

o

o
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April 8, 2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson

workers ﬂ(irhVSLU and adjacent neighborhoods) that is currently protected
by zoning regulations must be recognized in the final report.

i h Zoni
All of Cascade should be protected, as it is about 75% built out and has developed
its own neighborhood character, with diverse housing, market rate housing, small
commercial buildings and human services.. All the blocks of Cascade should be
included, including all those between Fairview and Minor.

. Diverse Housin

1. On Page 1-16, the report needs to explain how increasing the allowed
zoning density (increasing the land values) increases the amount of low-
income housing.

2. On page 1-16, the report needs to explain how increasing the allowed
zoning density increases the construction of affordable housing. High-
rise housing is the most expensive per square foot and has no record of
its use as low-income housing. Alternative #1 and #2 zoning would
eliminate new low-income housing in SLU.

3. On page 1-16, it says Alternative #4 would reduce development of low
income housing, even though zoning of 65’, 75’ and 85’ encourages wood
over concrete, a more affordable housing construction, and universally
used in Seattle for subsidized housing. This zoning has encouraged
significant low-income housing in Cascade and the rest of SLU. Correct
this false statement.

H. Schools and Family Friendly issues

Schools and family-friendly issues should be addressed under Public Services and
Utilities per SMC 25.05.444. Per the Draft EIS there are, as of 2009, about 2940
Housing Units (about 4410 people based on 1.5 people per housing unit). The
residential capacities and increases from 2009 numbers is shown below:

34 cont

36

37

Alternative Residential Capacity Increase from 2009
#1 35,874 31,464
#2 32,943 28,533
#3 26,941 22,531
#4 21,636 17,226

These kinds of population growth represent the equivalent of a small City. We see
no provisions for a family-friendly environment, like schools and sports playfields
and special considerations for multi-bedroom, affordable units. Further,
particularly for Alternative #1 and #2, the predominate residential building form
will be a high rise apartment/condo tower, the most expensive form of housing
and the most unaffordable for young families. Does the City plan for this
neighborhood to be devoid of children, with the resultant negative impact on

Jhp 4/7/11 Page 3
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Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson

commumty (stablllty, safety and comfort)" What provisions are there for school 37 cont
sites, playfields for children and young adults, more economical housing types like
townhouses or five floors of wood over concrete? This void must be corrected in

the Final EIS.

1. Sections 2.3.3, 2.3.4, and 2.3.5 define the three alternatives with increased 38
zoning. All allow about a 75% increase in bulk and scale for commercial
buildings throughout most of SLU. Current zoning allows FAR of 3, 4, 4.5
and 5 for an average of 4. These alternatives allow FAR'’s up to 7 with
bonuses. There is only one building currently in SLU with this bulk/FAR,
and that is on Boren between Thomas and Harrison. A second such
building is just starting on Boren between Thomas and John. These are a
result of a special concession granted to Vulcan/Amazon, increasing the
FAR from 3 to 7. The impact of 20 to 25 such buildings in SLU, two or more
to the block, has not been adequately considered in this EIS. Not only is the
Obulk oppressive, but by taking credit for a large lot, they can also be high.
The alternatives allow these 24,000 sq. ft. floor plates up to 240’ high!
Compared to residential towers of similar height, these buildings (using the
example of the current building) are bland with no decks so they lack life
and have over twice the horizontal impact or bulk. In addition their street
level facades are monotonous for entire blocks. This is inherent, as the
architects design a solid base to mount the bulky tower. All the emphasis
seems to be the impact of residential towers on aesthetics, light, glare,
shadows, air circulation and wind impacts on others. These analyses must
also include a representation of these bulky, boring commercial buildings
throughout SLU and their impact on the environment.

2. Page 1-18, second row, gives a very misleading statement, implying that the | 39
towers proposed are slim. Towers in Vancouver are about 6,000 sq. ft..
Towers in Belltown are from 7000 to 8000 square feet. In Belltown, 8,000
sq. ft. towers not a legacy of the past; 8000 sq. ft. towers up to 240’ in
height are being proposed today. These SLU towers are 10,500 square feet
on top of bulky podiums of 45’ to 85’. This document should reflect these
appropriately. Two or more of these per block, and on tens of adjacent
blocks would be oppressive and that impact must be considered.

3. Page 1-17 ignores the impact on adjacent neighborhoods of the residential | 40
towers on the area context and view. This includes Capltal Hill, Denny
Triangle, Belltown and Uptown.

4. Page 1-17 ignores the impact on area views within SLU that are currently
protected by current zoning and would be totally destroyed in different
amounts by Alternatives 1,2 and 3.

5. Page 1-17 ignores the fact that for some blocks, the proposed podiums are
twice as high as the total allowed height under current zoning. (e.g. blocks
between Mercer and Valley)

Jhp 4/7/11 Page 4
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6.

7.

9.

April 8,2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson

Page 1-17 trivializes by statements like “similar to but less than Alternative
1”. Professionals should be able to do better than that.

Page 1-18 ‘Viewsheds’ is just plain false. These alternatives do impact
views; they just don’t totally wipe them out. Losing the supporting
structure of the Space Needle is an impact on the view of the Space Needle.
Views from carefully selected points that ‘frame’ the Space Needle between
distant towers is ‘cherry picking’.

Page 1-18 ‘viewsheds’ should also take into account view impacts from
within SLU and from non-designated viewpoints. This is a potential rezone,
and not an individual project; so all views are in play.

Page 1-18 ‘viewsheds’ says all view impacts from all alternatives are
similar. This is false to any reasonable person. This must be corrected.

[

10. Page 1-18 ‘viewsheds’ must list impacts to each scenic route specifically

and the extent, by alternative, that these are compromised.

11. Page 1-39 discusses views from protected viewpoints, but this area rezone

must consider general views also.

L. Shadows -

1.

K. Bl
1.

2.

Page 1-19 Shadows is entirely unacceptable. To say that the shadow
impact of Alternative #1 and #4 are similar throughout the day is not
factual.

Page 1-19 Shadows should be based on quantified data in some manner.
Professionals should be able to quantify by sq. ft. of shadows or blackness
of the area to allow rational comparisons to be made.

Page 1-19 shadows on Lake Union Park should be highlighted for all four
seasons but particularly from September to March, critical months for light
in Seattle.

On pagel-30, ‘Plants and Animals’, the different shadow impacts of the 4
alternatives on plants should be discussed. Obviously Alternatives #1 and
#2 have greatest and most profound impact.

On page 1-40 under ‘Shadows’, it merely lists what is in the land use code.
Which of those is recommended in this general case and how much to
mitigate the huge increase in shadows?

ke Uni r n Vall d Mercer
The impact of building wind wakes on aircraft landing and taking off should
limit building heights to existing zoning.
Page 1-19 shadows on Lake Union Park should be highlighted for all four
seasons, but particularly from September to March, critical months for light
in Seattle. The mitigation for these damaging shadows should be to limit
building heights between Valley and Mercer to eliminate them.
The impact of building wakes on sailboats all over Lake Union must be
considered. Those impacts, because subtle changes can affect sailboats,
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April 8,2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS
John Pehrson

will be much more widespread. The logical mitigation is limiting building |48 cont
heights in this area to existing zoning.

4. All of the issues outlined above under Step Down call for limiting the 49
heights in this area to existing limits.
5. Page 1-28 should identify mitigation to account for the risk of the 50

Liquefaction zone surrounding Lake Union. Should build mass be limited?
‘Should certain kinds of construction be called for?

6. Page 1-9 Geology and soil should state that in areas close to Lake Union, 51
ground water will likely limit underground parking to one floor, so with a
tower, much parking will have to be above ground which is damaging to the
esthetics and pedestrian environment.

7. The SLU growth targets in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan do not justify 52
increasing the allowable building heights in this area from 60’ to 160’ to

300,
L. w i nd Lak ion Park
1. Steep slopes, slide areas, and the flight path should limit zoning on the 53

west side of Lake Union Park/Lake Union from Mercer north to the current
zoning of S/M 65.

2. The impact of building wind wakes on aircraft landing and taking off should
limit building heights to existing zoning of 65’.

3. The impact of building wakes on sailboats all over Lake Union must be
considered. Those impacts, because subtle changes can affect sailboats,
will be much more widespread. The logical mitigation is limiting building
heights in this area to 65’. ,

4. Allthe issues outlined above under Step Down call for limiting the heights
in this area to existing limits.

5. Limiting zoning in this area to the current S/M 65 would not only recognize
these hazards, but protect the existing views from the east side of Queen
Anne toward Lake Union.
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Comments by Jim Goodspeed, member of LUOA Board of Directors

1. Summary

The summary section of the EIS needs to be more informative, quantitative, and objective
in order for the general public to understand the impacts in a timely manner. The
complete EIS is justifiably a large and thorough document, but it must be recognized that
is also for the citizens of Seattle who volunteer their time and effort to help shape their
neighborhoods. '

Currently the summary reads as vague and even subjective. For example: page 1-18 states
in reference to Alternative 1, “Building heights increase slightly in the block north of

Mercer.” First, a transition from 240’ to 300’ in a zone currently designated as 40’ is not -

‘slight.” Second, ‘block’ should be pluralized, as there is more than one block north of
Mercer. Third, there are several blocks (in fact, 24+) that do not step down at all between
John St. and Galer St., extending substantially north (and south) of Mercer. People could
interpret this as not only subjective, but misleading.

"There are several more examples like this — many of them noted in John Pehrson’s and
others’ comments. I would ask that the entire summary be revisited in this manner with
the intention of being informative and meaningful to the public.

2.3 Proposed Action Alternatives

Table 2-3 indicates that an office tower with a floor area of 24,000sf will be awarded to a
developer who owns 22,000sf of property. It is also characterized that this oversized floor
plate will somehow be ‘set back’ from its podium base. It is understandable that such
issues will be remedied during the zoning process, but what is not clear is how the
assumptions for density capacity have been made throughout the body of the EIS. Please
clarify.

3.8 Land Use

Mixed-Use Commercial Areas ‘

It states on 3.8-11 that “All of the EIS Alternatives would increase residential and
employment density within the South Lake Union Urban Center.” While technically this
is true (even for Alt 4), it is as general of a statement as saying “the neighborhood will
grow.” It should be noted that it is likely that Alts 1 & 2 will tip the delicate mixed-use
balance into predominantly office use. Property values are a bargain compared to the
downtown office core, but relatively expensive by Seattle neighborhood standards.
Incentivizing office use will exasperate that condition. The reason the neighborhood has
not already gone completely office is because the larger corporations and institutions are
having a difficult time squeezing into the current zoning envelop. Numerous variances
and exceptions have been made for Amazon and UWIII, but not for housing. It is then a
flawed argument to imply (as on 3.8-13) that Alts 1 & 2 will “promote a variety of
housing types.” Rather, there will be a small amount of high-end residential, which will
force a trace amount of low-income housing in what will be an unwelcomed and
unsupported environment (i.e. no.schools or services).

Affordable Low Income Households

54
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Comments by Jim Goodspeed, member of LUOA Board of Directors

The myth needs to be put to rest that high-rise residential buildings will naturally result in
more affordable housing. It is rare if it ever happens at all without government subsidies,
such as “The Projects” throughout the nation. The concrete and steel construction
otherwise puts the cost out of reach, no matter how many units are stacked on each other.
The false argument has been heard numerous times around this public process by
laypeople and city officials alike. The DPD should educate this conversation when
appropriate, and the EIS would be a good place to begin.

Transportation

In cities with rapid transit, true urban centers naturally develop at the transit stops. This is
how residents of Chicago or New York, for example, can confidently forgo owning a car.
They can quickly visit places of work, eateries and culture within a few minutes walk of a
transit station that did not get stuck in traffic or make stops every quarter-mile. Page 3.8-
20 states that “There are no bus rapid transit or light rail lines planned in the South Lake
Union neighborhood,” yet Alt 1 & 2 show Manhattan-like neighborhood densities.
Furthermore, with no rail planned for the 520 bridge (or the 99 tunnel), it is hard to
believe the city will change course. The types of businesses moving into SLU have strong
ties with Bellevue and Redmond. To what degree that ‘everyone who works here will live
here’ is unsubstantiated, and the outcomes of the traffic studies are not credible.

3.10 Aesthetics _

The computer-generated models of the architecture are inaccurate. It is hard to determine
all of the mistakes due to the poor selection of views that hardly inform the reader of the
realities of the densities (which should be remedied for the EIS), but here are a few:
Figure 3.10-2 Full Build-Out: The ‘two tower per block’ does not appear to its full
manifestation south of the Mercer blocks; the podiums of the Mercer blocks are wrong;
the Mercer towers are not set back from Valley — does this reflect a policy of which we
are not aware?

Figure 3.10-4 Full Build-Out: Either the Mercer block podiums are wrong, or it is
showing two towers per block — one office and one residential.

Figure 3.10-6 Full Build-Out: Same mistake as above.

Figure 3.10-8 Full Build-Out: Not sure what is being sliown at Mercer blocks. If it is the
current incentive, the upper setbacks do not appear correct. Is it the Lab benefit
assumption? It is certainly not the 40’ zoning. Please clarify or correct.

For all street-level views: Please add scale figures and an auto in order for the layperson
to understand the scale at all street-level views.

Figure 3.10-12: This is both inaccurate and misleading. The podium heights north of
Mercer are 85’ — taller than the existing buildings shown south of Mercer, so itis
therefore inaccurate. It is also misleading that the towers do not appear in this view
because they are not set back from Valley in this model, but that is inconsistent with the
UDF. Please include a Valley view, and/or explain this new setback policy.

Figure 3.10-13: A 1-story podium is shown on the right, even though a 30’ is allowed.
That is an unlikely depiction.

Figure 3.10-14: The podium for the building on the right is identical to that in 3.10-11
even though the plan indicates there would be a 20° height difference. Which image, if
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Comments by Jim Goodspeed, member of LUOA Board of Directors

any, is accurate? If it claims to be a portion of the block that remains with current zoning,
-it is shown lower than that of 3.10-20.

Figure 3.10-15: This is an inaccurate and misleading depiction showing Alt 1 as being
less dense at the waterfront than Alt 2. Now, without explanation in the text, the towers
are on Mercer instead of on Valley as in 3.10-12. It is also inaccurate in that there are 2
towers per block — alternating an 85 office with a 160’ residential.

Figure 3.10-18: Once again, showing inaccurately 2 towers per block north of Mercer.
Figure 3.10-21: Same comment as 3.10-8. Please explain how the forms were derived
north of Mercer.

Figure 3.10-25: How was the form on the left derived? The tall portion appears to not
use incentive zoning as it is similar in height to the Rollins building. The low portion
appears to be part of the incentive form, but it seems unlikely that the corresponding
10,500sf tower would be completely out of view from this vantage point. It is also
inconsistent with what is shown in the shadow model, Figure 29, Appendix D.

Figure 3.10-27: The new building appears to be using existing zoning where 400’ is
allowed. Why? This does not reflect the Alt 1 proposed zoning across from Mirabella.
Figure 3.10-49: The new building does not utilize its 125’ allowable height. Why?
Appendix D, Figure 1: In this view, the Mercer towers have been moved from where
they were depicted in the Mercer corridor view 3.10-12. In each case, they have been
located in the image to have the least impact as possible.

Appendix D, Figure 2: Inaccurate.

Appendix D, Figure 3: Inaccurate.

Appendix D, Figure 4: ? (See comment on Figure 3.10-25)

Appendix D, Figure 20: This shows Alt 4 as having taller buildings in the Fred Hutch
area than Alt 3, but the zoning heights for each Alt is the same. This mistake carries into
the shadow depictions for Figures 43 and 44, unfalrly showing that Alt 4 casts shadows
farther into the water than Alt 3.

Appendix D, Figure 25: Perhaps the unbuilt Amazon building would show in this view.
Also, 2 towers are identical in height and plan as in Figure 26 (Alt 1 to Alt 2). One of
these images would then not be a fair depiction of the zoning changes.

Appendix D, Figure 29: I retract my public statement that the shadows were rendered
incorrectly. I see now the mistakes are in the building forms — not the shadows. Also,
please put the shadow images with the body of the text — not in the appendix. This is not
extra material but essential to their descriptions, and the reader should not have to flip
back and forth to understand it.

It is unfortunate but understandable that the city could not afford to build physical models
of the 4 alternatives. However, the city should remedy this shortfall by allowing the
public access to the computer models, or at the very least, take requests for vantage
points where people have concerns. The views shown are either bird’s-eye or on the
street. There is a large range of intermediate views that should be incorporated into the
EIS to maximize the peoples’ understanding of the densities.
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Comments by Chris Gemmill (VP) and Lorie Groth (Tres), LUOA Board of Directors

Transportation - DEIS 3.13:

Table 3.13-13 of the DEIS indicates all three alternatives would bring several major arterials
into failing categories for auto traffic levels - LOS scores of E and F. According to Wikipedia,
these LOS Scores mean “every vehicle moves in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it... a
constant traffic jam... a road for which the travel time cannot be predicted... more demand
than capacity.”

Maintaining the green of designated “green streets” should be an important consideration.
For example, as drivers who are stuck in highly congested conditions seek to find greater
capacity, the potential for traffic from Denny (LOS F) and Harrison (LOS E) to overflow onto
Thomas St (an adjacent designated green street) is a likely possnblhty that is overlooked in
the DEIS and should be studied.

As the DEIS is essentially impossible for non-city planners or engineers to decipher, LUOA
commissioned Christopher Ferrell of CFA Consultants (a transportation planning and
research firm) to provide some professional perspective on the DEIS Transportation
section. (See attached CFAC Memo.) Based on CFAC commentary, there appear to be several
points of serious concern with the DEIS Transportation study:

1. Auto Trip Generation appears to be of concern. The study expects the number of
employees in SLU to increase by 58%, and the number of housing units to increase by
83% (most of which are not likely to be single occupant dwellings), while the increase in
trip generation increases by a mere 29%. While this increase in trip generation may be
in line with expectations, without adequate metrics to clearly validate this seemingly
optimistic outcome, a more in-depth trip analysis should be conducted.

2. The ITE Model used to predict trip generation, is industry standard but is (a) based
primarily on suburban case studies that may not applicable to South Lake Union and (b)
is known within the industry for weak statistical basis. In light of greater implications of

" the MXD Model, used to estimate mode shifts, the DEIS results seem alarmingly
aggressive at best:

* The MXD Model is new and based on untested research.

* Appendix E-4 is unclear and may indicate the estimation model may have been
calibrated using generic assumptions as opposed to those more appropriate for the
urban environment of South Lake Union.

* The validation methods used appear to have shartcomings relying on suburban case
studies inappropriate for use in South Lake Union,

* Appendix E-1 inadequately states whether any true correlation exists between the
results of the MDX model, used to estimate mode share, and the ITE, used to predict
trip generation.

* The statistics used to validate the model, found in Appendix E-4 appear inadequate
to the task: RMSE and Pseudo R-Square for the ITE and MDX methods may produce
strong goodness of fit scores while consistently over or under estimating the
underlying values being modeled.

These trip generation increases to just 29% appear are obtained by the assumed
implementation of several mitigation techniques found throughout the DEIS that seem to
rely heavily on “mode shifts” (presumably from single-occupant vehicles to public
transportation) to identify the best-case scenario. (See Table 3.13-16 & 17.) Thus, the DEIS
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Comments by Chris Gemmill (VP) and Lorie Groth (Tres), LUOA Board of Directors

actually illustrates a decrease in the trip count of Alternative 1 at full build-out to levels
below what would be expected Alternative 4 with no mode shifts applied. The assumption
that “if we build tall buildings, we will get viable public transportation that people will use
instead of cars” is faulty at best for the Seattle metropolitan area considering the challenges
Seattle faces delivering viable public transportation. Seattle is known across the country to
be sub-standard in this area, thus it is irresponsible to gloss over this critical issue by using
disparate metrics.

The proposed mitigation strategies seem optimistic, at best:
* Bicycle & Pedestrian System

o Wider sidewalks will most certainly help, but that is very limited in scope. It
seems there is in inordinately high reliance placed on the idea of car-free living
in SLU. The Alterra condominium community of SLU as example has 60
residential units with 110 parking spaces. All spaces are full and there is
demand for more. It is a rare occasion during the day that there are more than
30 cars remaining in the garage and residents admittedly commute, by car, to
locations as nearby as The Gates Foundation and Nordstrom.

o Some aspects of the Bicycle Master Plan have shown, through real-world
experience in SLU thus far, to carry the potential to create greater auto traffic
congestion. One example, related to bike lanes on arterials, is the intersection of
Dexter and Mercer. The addition of the bike lane made Dexter a 3-lane road.
With 3 lanes, a left turn arrow is now required on Dexter southbound at Mercer.
(Presumably northbound as well, once Mercer becomes 2-way.) Along with Roy
Street as a tributary and, to a lesser degree, Valley Street, Dexter Ave N is now
frequently backed up in excess of 2 blocks during non-peak times of day (10am,
1:30pm, etc.) with drivers waiting to turn left at Mercer. Additionally, lane
modifications made to accommodate this same bike lane pose precarious safety
concerns for both drivers and bicyclists on Dexter southbound immediately
south of the Denny intersection.

* Transit Service Expansion

o The addition of busses and bus routes is a great theory, over which the City of
Seattle has no control. In practice, King County Metro has been scaling back
service and increasing rates for years and they still project a shortfall in revenue
of $600M through 2013. There are admittedly no plans for Rapid Transit in SLU.
The Seattle Streetcar goes virtually nowhere and does not effectively connect to
any other service. In general, expansion of these systems and the addition of
others is a mitigation strategy that has proven to be a failure time and time again
throughout Seattle.

* Potential Mitigation Measure Implementation

o Because the number one suggestion to fund these mitigations is the “South Lake
Union Voluntary Impact Fee Program,” it sounds as though there may be no way
to pay for them. As noted by Donald R. Samdahl in his “Multi-Modal Impact Fees”
paper: ' .

“The Washington State legislature did not authorize
jurisdictions to impose impact fees on modes other than
roadways in the Growth Management Act. Seattle had to
rely on the “volunteer agreement” provision of the State
Environmental Policy Act. This provision is not as effective
at raising funds uniformly as the GMA traditional impact

- fees. In fact, the City of Seattle has not been as
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Comments by Chris Gemmill (VF) and Lorie Groth (Tres}, LUOA Board of Directors

successful in convincing developers to voluntarily use
the mitigation payment program as an option to
undergoing a more detailed SEPA review.”

{Emphasis added.)- ‘

Essentially, there is not enough detail in the DEIS for an engineer with a PhD and over 15
years of experience in transportation planning and review, to be able to piece together how
the study arrived at the its figures. The Final EIS needs to provide information. The study
should include accurate trip counts for cars, heavy trucks, mass transit, bicycles,
pedestrians, etc, The study should be based on an urban city environment and apples-to-
apples case studies. The Final EIS also needs to propose realistic and actionable mitigation
strategies that are proven to work in Seattle. In short, a thorough and comprehensive traffic
study must be completed and significant growth in South Lake Union must be tied
(legislatively) to an agreed upon and funded mobility plan.

67 cont
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Comments by Chris Gemmill, Vice President, LUOA Board of Directors

Air Quality - DEIS 3.2;

1,

Ozone (03) implications:

On page 3.2-4 the DEIS states that, in 1997, the EPA deemed the Puget Sound region a
nonattainment area and in 2005, the EPA adopted more stringent ozone standards. The
DEIS then goes on to state: “Based on ozone measurements over the past few years, the
Puget Sound region seems to again be on the brink of becoming a nonattainment zone”
but claims because ozone problems tend to be regional in nature and can be transported
far from their sources that “the potential future nonattainment status for ozone would
have no direct implications for any of the South Lake Union alternatives.”

While ozone problems may have a regional propensity and, in the time between
emission and formation, can be transported far from their sources, the DEIS seems to
imply the source is ultimately irrelevant in hydrocarbon production. No mitigation
strategy has been put forth, no future modeling has been done, in fact, no testing has
been done at all in attempt to determine whether SLU under alternatives of increased

- height and density might substantially and adversely impact the region as a whole. All

this, while our region is on “on the brink” of producing unacceptable levels of health-
based NAAQS for ozone, with no explanation provided.

Ozone levels pose a material public health risk and not testing the environmental
impacts “that could occur under worst-case conditions” for the reasons sited in the DEIS
is unacceptable to the public.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) implications:

On page 3.2-2 the DEIS reports the area of South Lake Union to be a current
“maintenance area” for CO emissions and on page 3.2-5 states “the analysis of potential
air quality impacts related to the alternatives focuses on traffic and was based on
consideration of ambient concentrations of [CO] the could occur under worst-case
conditions near congested intersections.”

The analysis is stated to have been performed at three (3) signalized intersections
based on traffic levels predicted for the year 2031 at peak-hour traffic levels of service
(LOS). While rationale is provided for the selection of these three intersections, it seems
insufficient at best to only examine intersections along Mercer Street that are all just a
few blocks from each other. As in the Transportation analysis, there is no mention of
potential impacts of air quality at the proposed Republican Street exit of the deep-bore
tunnel and other seemingly high impact areas like Denny/Fairview and Denny/Dexter.

Furthermore, directly due to the Transportation analysis (for the reasons sited
previously in these comments), the Air Quality analysis may be substantially flawed and
shortsighted in understating potential hazards to public health. If the potential flags

raised in the Transportation section and a thorough traffic analysis as recommended by

LUOA in these comments produce results that are even moderately less favorable, the
health impacts on residents and employees of South Lake Union may be greatly
compromised.

By default, the DEIS seems to be using the most aggressive methods of analysis to come
to the most optimistic result. This is in direct conflict with the stated goal of the analysis
in this section - that of determining what “could occur under worst-case conditions”
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Comments by Chris Gemmill, Vice President, LUOA Board of Directors

and is, again, unacceptable to the public. If the results of the transportation section are
to be used in making air quality determinations, a thorough and comprehensive traffic
study must be completed.

Full and Fair Discl ithin the DEIS:

Prominent South Lake Union landholders have several motives in the upzoning rulings that
will come to SLU following the Final EIS. While not overlooking their altruistic motives of
sustainable design, et.al,, a primary driving factor is certainly to maximize their return on
investment. Developers, architects and others also have significant financial skin in the
game. Nothing comprehensive is found in the DEIS (individual sections, appendixes, credits,
etc) where disclosure has been made with respect to the contributing parties of the DEIS
document. (Exception drawn to simple source citations for various charts and graphics
throughout.) Who, for example, authored the Air Quality section? This is unknown to the
public and is a material to the public document. In fact, certain contributors (known
privately) are known to have strong business ties with prominent South Lake Union
landholders, thus, conflict of interest can easily be assumed without disclosure. In an ideal
world, the City would select competent and capable contributors for the EIS without these
conflicts but COI is sometimes difficult to avoid. In lieu of this requirement it is my
recommendation that all contributors involved in the construction of this public document
be disclosed along with potential conflicts they may carry including, at a minimum, a list of
prominent South Lake Union landholders and corporations with whom each have business
dealings. Avoiding COI is not always necessary but transparency should be the norm!

71 cont
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April 10, 2011 Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS Brian D. Ramey, Secretary, LUOA Board of Directors

e

April 10, 2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS

Brian D. Ramev

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
My Name is Brian Ramey I live in the Eastlake Neighborhood of Lake Union.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT ADDRESSED:

SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT IGNORED:

The State of Washington Shoreline’s Management Act recognizes that the shorelines and the waters of 73

the state are "among the most valuable and fragile" of the state's natural resources and the State requires
that Cities recognize the importance of protecting the shoreline and urban water-bodies.

The Shoreline Management Act prohibits the shading of water bodies with new development. The
allowance of tall building next to the lake and the admission that these buildings will shade the lake are
clear violations of the State Law.

The DEIS states that birds and fish species dependent on the lake will be adversely impacted by the build- 74
out. The Draft EIS fails to explain how the city will protect against the adverse Environments impacts in
any Alternative to public health, the land, the vegetation and wildlife that are currently part of the Lake
Union environment.

WATER:
Section 3.3.1 through 3.3.12

The DEIS fails to identify the baseline Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO) volumes for each of the six 75
current outfalls into Lake Union. It further fails to indicate what the volumes frequency of CSOs will be
upon full potential build-out of any Alternatives. The DEIS does not state whether any additional outfall
facilities will be built to allow for additional CSO into Lake Union and what, if any, expected CSO
volumes and/or frequencies would be attributable to any new outfalls under a full build-out scenario of
any Alternative identified in the DEIS. No mention is made or descriptions outlined in the DEIS of any
future needs for Stormwater or Sewage capital facility upgrades within the basin or required
improvements to the existing system for any Alternative identified in the DEIS. The face that the Draft
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April 10, 2011 Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS Brian D. Ramey, Secretary, LUOA Board of Directors

EIS states that there will be unavoidable Combined Sewage and Storm-water Overflows into Lake Union |
in the future is unacceptable and this statement is made without any detail on the actual source of the
overflows. ' ’

What are the projected volumes of sediment deposits into Lake Union as a result of any of the
- development Alternatives?

Please provide a quantifiable description of the Sewage and Stormwater impacts under all Alternatives.

LIGHT AND AIR:

The Draft EIS fails to explain how development will be placed to prevent interference with air and water
navigation in Lake Union. This includes Sea Plane and Sailboat navigation. The DEIS ignores the rights
of recreational and commercial users of Lake Union for reliance on wind currents which provide public
enjoyment of sail boat recreation and tourism. The proposed height, bulk and numbers of buildings
allowed under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 will have a major impact on the future viability of the Tuesdays
Duck Dodge due to major buildings shielding natural wind currents over the lake creating dead zones
where none existed before.

The creation of Shadows will have a major environmental impact on the public spaces of Denny Park,
Cascade Park and Lake Union Park. No mitigating measures are proposed.

I do not believe that we are creating the incentives or controls to allow for a vibrant retail, recreation, or

75 cont
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living environment in a future South Lake Union under any of the proposed alternatives.

DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT CHOICES ARE NOT FORTHCOMMING IN THE DEIS:

The failure of the DEIS Alternatives to provide future affordable land to encourage development at a
scale that allows for active and ground related development is a major reason that the DEIS has failed.
The negative impacts related to the creation of a 8am to 5pm office park in South Lake Union without any
incentives for affordable ground related people active retail and affordable housing enterprises near the
shores of Lake Union will miss the only opportunity to actually provide a vibrant and attractive future for
this neighborhood.
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April 10, 2011 Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS Brian D. Ramey, Secretary, LUOA Board of Directors

One of the goals missing from any of the Alternatives is the creation of affordable spaces for small retail
and tourist related enterprises to complement the public spaces already started to develop along the
shoreline of Lake Union. If the planning of South Lake Union neglects the opportunity to create a
walkable community with public services and retail, open space and active street level vibrant magnets at
both the south end of the community along the lake front and at north end of the community it will miss a
rare and possibly one time opportunity to create a truly welcoming and vibrant neighborhood. The plan
of having designated Terry Avenue as a green and walkable passage north to south in the community will
have little impact on creating a lively and vibrant neighborhood in the future without the creation of retail
magnets at both north and south ends of the community. ’

In the DEIS 3.14.4 the statement is made:

“Design features could be incorporated into potential development in
the South Lake Union Neighborhood that would help reduce criminal
activity and calls for police service, including orienting buildings
towards the sidewalk and public spaces, providing connections between
buildings, and providing adequate lighting and visibility “

This implies that the public safety will be improved on the street by placing people underground in

tunnels between buildings to make all the walkable areas of the community under the control of private

development interests. This is a terrible approach to development and a very poor approach method to

protecting the public safety in a planned “NO MAN’S LAND" currently on the table with the proposed
- DEIS Alternatives.

The Draft EIS is using the most aggressive methodology to come up with the most optimistic
conclusions.

I am re-submitting my December 16, 2008 scoping comments (which have not been responded to in the
DEIS) together with these additional comments for inclusion in the responses to the DEIS the April 11*
deadline.

Thank you,
~ Brian Ramey
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Comments by Don Bennett, member of LUOA Board of Directors

The Draft EIS for Public Services misrepresents the statistics, For the Fire Stations listed as

covering South Lake Union. (Figure3.14-3) The incident numbers for 2004 thru 2008
(Stations 2 & 8) show a 10% increase followed by a one year decrease in 2009. It looks like
2009 is an anomaly and there is no reason to expect that it {s representative. Additionally,
all the figures listed relate to all calls for the fire stations and do not break out the results for
caEls to South Lake Union. As South Lake Union is at the extreme end of the coverage
districts for these three stations it would make sense to guess that a majority of the failure
to meet the time expectations would be in the South Lake Union neighborhood.

With regard to Police services there is no breakout of calls to South Lake Union, Thereis
the additional noted problem that due to budget problems the SPD is not staffed to current
expectations. All of this is without consideration of the additional problem of respondmg to
problems on the 30th or 40th floor of a high-rise.

" Asa recreational sailor on Lake Union, thereisa Iérge dead air space on the lake for the AGC-

Building which is only 10 stories high. I hate to think of what a number of 30 to 40 story
. buildings of indeterminate Aoorplate along Mercer would do to this traditional use of Lake
Union. : :

4

Comments by Kevin McCarthy, member of LUOA Board of Directors

This study uses the most aggressive methodologies to come up with the most optimistic
conclusions, The EIS states the wildlife in this study is likely limited to species adapted to
urban areas and birds migrating through the study area, That is incorrect. It further states
that the Mercer Valley focus area wildlife is likely limited to highly urbanized species and
that this proposal will not directly result in an enhanced or planned animal habitat, This is
incorrect. I'm very familiar with the blue herons, wood ducks and freshwater turtles that
reside in the south end of Lake Union. And | can tell you for sure that 300-foot towers
rimming Westlake as well as Valley would create a permanent shadow zone in that area and
my daughter and I would not get to enjoy freshwater turtles sunning when there is no sun.

. The EIS states that for affordable housing, from 2004 to 2009, the housing unit growth for
people making 0 to 80 percent of the median income range grew at 19 percent, as opposed
. to the City's existing goal of 37 percent That means we're already failing by 50 percent to

the affordable housing goals that we're trying to hif. And by upzoning this land, it's going to -

be so expensive that any affordable housing dollars that come into the South Lake Union
area will not end up spent in this area. So it is my contention that affordable housing will
not happen in this area because the price of land will go up so high, due to taking land that is
currently 85 feet and moving it to 300 feet.
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Comments hy Lloyd Douglas, President, LUOA Board of Directors

3.4 Plants and Animals

Even with the inadequate one day shadow studies there are large impacts to the newly restored natural
habitat areas in Lake Union Park. Located In the southwest portion of the Lake, the natural shoreline is
intended to aid in the restoration of fish and fowl populations in the Lake and to those transiting the
area. '

The one day figures do not measure the length and duration of the shadows over the lake and shoreline
" so there is no way to see if there is any degradation or mitigation{s) needed.

Further study is needed, especially in the Dexter and Fairview areas, of the impact of shadows on plant
life and its supparting role in restoring water guality for wild life and people.

Page 3.4-7

“Buring the fall migration ... would experience barrier a few minutes earlier ... ... Alternatives 1 =3 are
In- fili do not extend downtown west or east.... !

Alternatives 1 and 2 excessive heights may cause the diversion of the bird flight paths into the take off
lanes of the FAR 77 area. Since this is a critical time in flight and a bird strike could easily cause the loss
of power thus endangering the plane’s crew and passengers and if full power is fost people on the
ground could lose their life through impact and/or burning of aviation fuef.
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Innovation in Transportation

cfa

CONSULTANTS Planning & Research
Philadelphia Office San Francisco Bay Area Office

157 Petham Road 543 Santa Barbara Road , Date: March 8, 2011
Philadeiphia, PA 19119 . Berkeley, CA 94707 : .

Phone: 215.438.6249 Phone: 510-816-0564

www.cfaconsultants.com www.cfaconsultants.com

To: ' Lorie Groth, Lake Union Opportunity Alliance

cc: Michael Carroll, CFA Consultants

From: " Christopher Ferrell, CFA Consultants

Reference #: P11001

Subject: Preliminary Findings from the Peer Review of the South Lake Union EIS

The following are findings from our review of the transportation sections of the South Lake
Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These findings should be considered
preliminary since they are based on a brief review of this document and would require further
investigations to verify and elaborate upon. As such, the discussion below is intended to provide
the Lake Union Opportunity Alliance with insights regarding where they may want to seek
additional information from the City of Seattle and the EIS analysts.

~

Project Background

According to the Draft EIS, “...the South Lake Union neighborhood is located in the center of
the City of Seattle, immediately north of Downtown, and adjoining the Uptown and Capitol Hill
areas to the west and east, respectively,” and is roughly 340 acres in area. The Draft EIS
considers four alternatives for increasing the height and density of the neighborhood with
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 representing a range of potential height increases. Alternative 4 would
retain the existing zoning designations and is referred to as the no-action alternative.

It is our understanding that the South Lake Union project will result in significant impacts to
study corridor traffic operations, freight, bicycle and pedestrian mobility, transit load factors, and
~ parking, A series of mitigation measures are also proposed to reduce these impacts including
limited roadway capacity enhancements. However, the majority of mitigations are focused on
improving the bicycle, pedestrian and transit environments in the study neighborhood.

Preliminary Findings

The following preliminary findings were 1dent1ﬁed based on a review of the transportatlon
sections of the Draft EIS
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South Lake Union EIS Preliminary Peer Review Memorandum
March 8, 2011 v

1) Auto Trip Generation’' for the Proposed Projects: To determine if the number of trips the
EIS estimates the zoning changes will produce is reasonable, the amount of development
considered under Alternative 1 and the number of trips the Draft EIS estimates were
compared.

Alternative 1, the most ambitious of the three alternatives studied, would increase the
number of employees by 57.5 percent and the number of dwelling units by 82.6 percent,
over what current zoning would allow (the “No Action” alternative). Based on the ITE
trip generation estimates provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIS, the number of daily
total trips will increase from 220,539 for the No Action alterative to 283,594 with
Alternative 1—an increase of 28.6 percent.

It is noted that a 29 percent increase in trips is not proportionate to the increase in
employment or residential development. This is because the ITE trip generation
calculations are not linear. In effect, the rate of trip generation falls as projects achieve a
higher density. Therefore, the fact that the increase in the number of trips is
proportionally lower than the increase in development is not necessarily a “warning flag”
and may be in line with expectations. Short of a more detailed independent trip
generation analysis to check the assumptions and estimates produced by the Draft EIS
traffic engineers/planners, this part of the Draft EIS analysis appears reasonable.

However, the Draft EIS also recommended a series of trip generation estimates based on
the trip reduction effects of a series of mitigations that could be implemented in concert
with the development anticipated in all three alternatives. These mitigations are described
in section 3.13.6 of the Draft EIS, and contemplate the benefits of a series of
improvements to the transit, bicycle and pedestrian environments of the South Lake
Union neighborhood.

The Draft EIS estimates that this package of mitigations will reduce the number of daily
auto trips (different from total trips, as discussed above) for Alternative 1 from 136,973
to 108,207. This is compared to the total number of auto trips estimated for the No Action
alternative of 108,946. Essentially, the Draft EIS analysts suggest that these mitigations
will reduce the number of auto trips in the most intense development alternative to levels
slightly below those estimated for the No Action alternative—this despite the 58 percent
~increase in-jobs and 83 percent increase in dwelling units. This substantial reduction in
the number of auto trips is achieved through the benefits of the proposed mitigations,
which are assumed to effectively “shift” people from using cars to riding transit, bicycles

" The term, “trip generation” is used by traffic engineers and transportation planners to describe how many trips go
to and from an existing or proposed development. Trip generation is typically estimated based on surveys of
existing, similar developments. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes the most widely-used
report for these purposes, called the Trip Generation report. Engineers and planners will typically take trip
generation rates from this report and then use these as multipliers to estimate the trip generation for the study
project. Therefore, in the case of a proposed 30-unit apartment building, the analyst will look up the “per dwelling
unit” trip generation rate for apartment buildings and will multiply this rate by 30 (the number of units in the
proposed project).

Page 2
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South Lake Union EIS Preliminary Peer Review Memorandum
March 8, 2011

2)

or walking. These mode shifts were estimated using a new transportation analysis tool,
known as the MXD model. This model is discussed below. '

Estimating Mode Shift: The MXD model provides the basis for the mode shift estimates
discussed above. This model is very new and is based on recent and (as far as we are
aware) untested research. We have a great deal of respect for the people who developed
this model and think this is valuable and much-needed research, but this may very well be
the first practical application of it to a planning study, so some degree of caution is
warranted. '

The mode shift estimates produced by the MXD model seem somewhat optimistic (as
discussed above). One possible explanation for this may be found in the validation and
calibration (i.e., adjustment) processes for the model. While there are many similarities
between cities across the country in terms of the choices people make when traveling,
there are also important differences based on differences in urban form, transportation
supply, local economic conditions, and other factors. Therefore, all travel estimation
models need to be calibrated for local conditions. However, while our review of
Appendix E-4 revealed a validation process—wherein the model’s outputs are compared
to real-world data to determine the degree to which the model produces data that are
accurate representations of the real world—our review of the Draft EIS did not reveal any
calibration processes that would make adjustments to the model to make it appropriate
for use in Seattle’s urban environment.

Furthermore, this validation process appears to have shortcomings. For validating the
model, the Draft EIS analysts used data from 16 local sites and found that the MXD
model did a better job of predicting trip generation than the industry standard, the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation report. Based on our
preliminary review, this validation approach may be inappropriate. The ITE report is
notorious within the transportation field for its somewhat weak statistical basis, and it is
based primarily on suburban case studies. These suburban cases are obviously not the
right comparisons for urban Seattle.? Therefore, the analysts may not be using the
appropriate basis for comparison to show that the MXD model is accurately predicting
the mode share/split of the proposed EIS alternatives.

Furthermore, the MXD model predicts mode share while the ITE report provides the
methods to predict trip generation (auto trips only)—not mode share. Therefore, to show
that the MXD model is a reliable and accurate predictor of mode share for local
conditions, the best comparison would be between the model’s estimates and the
observed trips by mode (mode share) of the 16 validation sites. The description of the
validation process for the MXD model to local conditions in Appendix E-1 did not
clearly state whether the model’s outputs were compared to observed trips by mode or

21t should be noted that the EIS analysts applied a series of adjustments to the ITE rates (estimating so-called
“internal” trips to account for walking and bicycle trips), and therefore, they appear to have used the best ITE
methods available.

Page 3
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South Lake Union EIS Preliminary Peer Review Memorandum
March 8, 2011

Page 4

simply a count of total trips.

Finally, the statistics used to validate the model appear to be inadequate to the task.
Appendix E-4 reports that the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) and Pseudo R-Square
statistics for the ITE and the MXD methods were compared. These statistics provide so-
called “goodness of fit” measures of the discrepancy (difference) between the values
produced by the model and those observed in the real-world. However, if relying on these
measures alone, it is possible that the model will have a strong goodness of fit score, but
still consistently over- or under-predict the values being modeled. In other words, the
MXD model may be giving low trip generation values for automobiles while the ITE
method gives higher values, but since the MXD model provides values that are closer to
observed values overall, its goodness of fit scores are better than ITE. Ideally, the Draft
EIS analysts would have employed additional statistical measures that could have
illuminated these aspects of the models’ performance (e.g., t-statistics).
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See Letter 12

ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, rLp

Attorneys at Law
J. Richard Aramburu 720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112
rick@aramburu-eustis.com Seattle, WA 98104
Jeffrey M. Eustis Tel 206.625.9515
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com Fax 206.682.1376

www.aramburu-eustis.com

April 11, 2011

James Holmes

Senior Urban Planner Jim.Holmes@seattle.gov
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000

Seattle, WA 98124

Re: DEIS for South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives.

Dear Mr. Holmes:

This office represents Lake Union Opportunity Alliance (LUOA), a local coalition of
residents, business owners and interested persons concerned with the future of the
South Lake Union community.

My client has asked me to review and provide comments on the DEIS for South Lake
Union Height and Density Alternatives (hereinafter “the DEIS"). After review, it is
apparent that the DEIS is inadequate from multiple standpoints, which are described
herein. Because these deficiencies are so serious, we ask that the DEIS be rewritten
and recirculated before a final environmental impact statement (‘the FEIS") is prepared.
Our comments foliow. ‘

" I. FAILURE TO PROVIDE A STATEMENT OF NEED.

The DEIS states that the Seattle Comprehensive Plan establishes that the South
Lake Union neighborhood should support a concentration of housing and employment.
Page 2-1. The South Lake Union neighborhood already contains a concentration of
housing and employment and there is no documentation as to why the current zoning,
with accompanying densities and heights, is insufficient to mest needs of the local
community and the Comprehensive Plan.

Further, as the “Planning Context” discussion at Section 2.2 of the DEIS
indicates, growth targets have been recently established for the planning horizon out to
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 2

2031 by King County and its cities. However, this discussion also makes clear that these
overall growth targets have not been incorporated into the City of Seattle
Comprehensive Plan, nor have the growth targets been allocated to the various
neighborhoods within the City. That process will take place in 2014.

The DEIS states that it gives the City “an early opportunity” to consider how these
alternatives fit into the future comprehensive plan update. Page 2-7. As the footnote at
page 2-8 indicates the city “has not yet identified specific 2031 targets for neighborhoods
within the City” because that would not be done until 2014. The DEIS does not explain
why planning for the South Lake Union neighborhood should be accelerated before the
planning for the rest of the City's neighborhoods. The assumption that the same
percentage of distribution of residences and employment will be appiied to the allocation
process in 2014 is not an assumption that can be made absent a City Council directive
and decision. One of the key tenets of the Growth Management Act is to have
coordinated planning, and to take account of all alternatives for the distribution of
growth. The acceleration of analysis and adoption of development regulations for the
South Lake Union Neighborhood is accordingly not consistent with GMA policies and the
City should cease further analysis of the subject. The South Lake Union Neighborhood
should be considered for additional growth based on 2031 populations and employment
goals only at the time the rest of the city is also analyzed.

Under SEPA it is far more appropriate to examine the distribution of growth
throughout the entire city, not a single location like South Lake Union. If the City is
determined to pursue a process inconsistent with the GMA, the DEIS should be rewritten
and redistributed for comment to examine growth issues on a citywide basis.

Based upon the foregoing, an additional alternative should be included within the
DEIS. The DEIS should inciude an analysis of the deferral of planning for South Lake
Union height and density alternatives until planning can proceed for the entire city in
2014. Alternative analysis must include distributing a portion of the new housing and
employment into other urban villages and other city neighborhoods, especially for 2031,

Analysis is also required on current economic conditions and the corresponding
effect on the need for additional housing and employment. It is widely known that
housing markets continue in distress and the demand for additional housing has
dropped substantially. The same is true for commercial real estate. The foregoing
analysis should consider current commercial and office space vacancy rates in
downtown Seattle and other neighborhoods. Analysis is also required for the number of
permitted or proposed, but unbuilt, office, commercial and residential projects within the
City that have been delayed or deferred due to the present recession. The revised
DEIS, or FEIS, should provide analysis as to whether those deferred or delayed projects
are able to absorb demands for new office, commercial and residential capacity without




ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
April 11, 2011
Page 3

the need for an increase in South Lake Union density and height. -

In light of the foregoing issues, analysis should be made as to whether the South
Lake Union Neighborhood, with new heights and densities, will in fact mean that growth
in other urban villages will be stifled by growth concentration in South Lake Union.

The foregoing leads to additional questions that must be answered in the final
EIS:

*Explain whether the City is meeting its 20 year projections (2024)
for housing and employment goals.

*What factors or adopted policies indicate the need for more
housing and employment in this area?

*Is the City failing to meet its housing and employment goals and if
so, are all areas of the City assuming equal portion?

*List the other Urban Center Neighborhoods in the city and what
percentage these neighborhoods would assume as a part of either
2024 or 2031 goails.

ll. AESTHETICS.

Most viewscape scenarios provide the “bird's eye” view and views from Gas
Works Park. However, essentially bird's eye views are not seen by anyone but birds.
The views from Gas Works are also seen by only a few persons. The DEIS is
completely negligent for not providing perspective from areas south of the South Lake
Union neighborhood. For example, there are no perspectives for view losses from
downtown or Belltown, and only a few from the west side of Capitol Hill. Thousands of
residents and office occupants have views from these areas over the South Lake Union
Neighborhood to Lake Union itself. All of these views would be affected by density and
height modifications for South Lake Union. These views need to be analyzed and
carefully considered. "

The analysis.also does not include proposed projects to be built in the downtown
south of Denny Way and the ability of these projects to absorb growth. An analySIs
needs to be made of the impacts on viewscapes from these projects.

The City’s analysis seems to assume that the terms of SEPA policies under SMC
25.05.675.P limit the viewpoints that should be considered. However, as this is an area-
wide zoning modification, and not an action on a specific private project, these
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limitations do not apply. This is a serious legal error that will require the DPD to redraft
the DEIS and recirculate it.

Further, the analysis completely fails to take account of the terms of the
Shorelines Management Act (SMA), RCW ch. 90.58; in particular RCW 90.58.320,
which establishes height limits respecting permits:

No permit shall be issued pursuant to this chapter for any new or expanded
building or structure of more than thirty-five feet above average grade level
on shorelines of the state that will obstruct the view of a substantial number
of residences on areas adjoining such shorelines except where a master
program does not prohibit the same and then only when overriding
considerations of the public interest will be served.

It is obvious that the higher buildings that are found in some of the alternatives will block
vies of many residents. It is important to note here that the location of the residences
from which views may be blocked is not limited to properties within the shoreline area.
The SMA also requires that these policies be applied to lands g|acen to the shoreline
zone to be consistent with SMA policies:

All state agencies, counties, and public and municipal corporations shall
review administrative and management policies, regulations, plans, and
ordinances relative to lands under their respective jurisdictions adjacent to
the shorelines of the state so as to achieve a use policy on said land
consistent with the policy of this chapter, the guidelines, and the master
programs for the shorelines of the state. The department may develop

recommendations for land use control for such lands. Local governments
shall, in developing use regulations for such areas, take into consideration
any recommendations developed by the department as well as any other
state agencies or units of local government.

RCW 90.58.340 (emphasis supplied). As noted above, the SMA establishes a strong
policy for protection of visual access to the water/shoreline areas and for protection of
views, especially from residential areas. Views of Lake Union are of great value in
Seattle and the DEIS fails to give complete analysis of these impacts. Much of the
development proposed by the current plan is achieved by permitting greater height either
within or adjacent to the two hundred foot shoreline zone.

Analysis should be made of any residential or commercial properties that will have
their view of Lake Union impaired or impacted by these zoning alternatives. For example,
views are likely to be impacted as far south as Lenora or even areas further south in the
downtown core. The areas affected should be shown on a map or maps, together with
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the degree of impacted views. This will reduire a significant expansion of the view points
and simulations stated on page 3.10-40 of the DEIS.

In summary, the visual and aesthetic analysis is so deficient as to require a
redrafting of the DEIS, and recirculation for comments, prior to proceeding to the
preparation of the FEIS.

[ll. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES.
The transportation section is deficient in several respects.

Eirst, there is only minimal discussion of the impacts of the construction of the
Bored Tunnel on the South Lake Union neighborhood. Recent analysis has indicated
that because of likely tolls for vehicular use of the Bored Tunnel, and the lack of
intermediate downtown access, a significant portion of the current traffic on the SR 99
Viaduct will use downtown Seattle streets. This data is also included in the Supplemental
DEIS for the Bored Tunnel project. "The issues, left unaddressed, will impact
accessibility to and the character of the Center City, particularly in the vicinity of Pioneer

Square and the Seattle Center/South Lake Union areas," says a briefing paper presented

to the City Council on January 25, 2011 by Nelson/Nygaard (emphasis supplied). These
impacts may significantly impact background traffic on streets and intersections in the
South Lake Union area. The findings of this study need to be reviewed and incorporated
into the transportation analysis for the DEIS.

Second, the DEIS appears to assume that peak trip generation will be heavily
affected by non-auto alternatives, mostly including bike/pedestrian/internal trips. See
DEIS at page 3.13-2. The justification for these conclusions needs to be disclosed and
analyzed. Page 3.13-48 states that the project team “use an innovative trip generation
analysis technique” known as the MDX model. Because the MDX model is new, with little
backup support, the DEIS should provide a more traditional form of traffic analysis by trip
generation rates as used in ITE Manuals. There are indications in the DEIS that
socioeconomic conditions suggest traditional trip generation analysis is questionable, but
those conditions need to be identified in detail.

Any analysis of heavy dependence on non-auto trips needs to be supported
by the present circumstances. What are the percentages of non-auto trips in the South
Lake Union Neighborhood at the present time? Do they come anywhere close to the
percentages found in the DEIS? As to transit, an analysis needs to be made of the
ridership on the Seattie Street Car lines in the community and how they compare with
projections. Similar analysis needs to be made for current transit usage; how will the
development of the foregoing alternatives change the current trip patterns?
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Third, an analysis needs to be made as to the ability of the City or private sources
to fund the mitigation measures proposed. The GMA requires that planning for capital
improvements should proceed at the same time as land use planning. Local
governments are currently in budget crises and an explanation needs to be made as to
how each of the transportation mitigation measures will actually be funded and built. For
example, new bike facilities for the Mercer project have been deleted; how many more of
the suggested facilities will realistically be built by 2024 or 20317

Fourth, the future estimates for parking usage are provided, but lack background
data and have serious deficiencies in analysis. Parking utilization is based on daytime
hours only; no analysis is provided for evening hours. Analysis of evening parking is
critical as restaurant/bar and other evening uses develop and as visitors to residential
uses attempt to find street parking. Current analysis of parking conditions suggests that
on-street parking is now fully utilized during the evening hours (see Page 3.13-21). More
residential and commercial development will result in increased evening parking demand
which must be analyzed and considered.

Eifth, parking analysis needs to be provided for all portions of the subarea, not just
those in the southerly portion of the South Lake Union neighborhood, i.e. the area south
of Mercer. See pages 3.13-7.

Sixth, in addition, there needs to be an analysis of on-street parking for the built-
out periods in 2024 and 2031, with attention to parking supply. Special attention needs
to be given to the effect that the buildout of transportation facilities will have on parking
supply during the study period, i.e. how many parking spaces will be eliminated by street,
transit and bike improvements.

Seventh, the note on page 3.13-1 states that there may be “significant short-term
parking impacts as individual projects in South Lake Union build out.” Then the footnote
explains that parking prices will “adjust to meet demand and travelers will shift to other
modes, thus reducing the demand for parking.” There needs to be analysis and support
for this overly optimistic prediction. Short term visitors to residences, offices,
restaurant/bar uses and other commercial uses are unlikely to switch to other modes.

IV. OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION.

This section of the DEIS discusses the impact of the density and height on park
and open space resources in the area. As with other sections, there are major errors and
failure to analyze critical subjects.

First, at page 3.16-4, a table is provided to compare amounts of open space to
accommodate the 2024 Household and Jobs goals. However, the plan is intended to
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address the 2031 population predictions. Figures must be provided to measure the
adequacy of existing open space and recreation area for 2031 growth figures. Further,
more detail is necessary to address those areas of the neighborhood that are not

meeting identified goals.

Second, while there is analysis of open space goals, there is no analysis of
recreation areas. Detail needs to be provided as to recreation resources and whether
they will be adequate for the 2031 population estimates.

Third, many of the supposed existing parks and open space in the “South Lake
Union vicinity” described on Table 3.16-1 are well removed from the South Lake Union
area. For example, Volunteer Park and Anderson Park are on Capitol Hill and separated
by distance and barriers (I-5) from South Lake Union. Park areas should only be listed if
they are accessible by walking from the South Lake Union Neighborhood.

Fourth, many of the park mitigation strategies (page 3.16-9/10) seem unrealistic.
For example, #1 suggests use of tax revenues to fund park facilities. This funding would
require changes in statutory authority. Mitigation through the capital facilities planning
(#2) requires that the City prioritize South Lake Union, but analysis must be provided as
to whether funding for such facilities will be available during the current budget crises.
ltem #3 refers to providing facilities as a part of new development, but analysis is
necessary to assure that such facilities are not only public in name, but inviting to the
public, not facilities such as interior courtyards useful only to building tenants or retailers.
Again, capital facilities planning must accompany land use plans under GMA.

Fifth, page 3.16-5 states that the North Downtown areas requires eight additional
acres of parks and open space to meet standards by 2024. What will the requirements
be by the planning period set forth in the DEIS of 2024 or 20317 Further, given budget
restraints, will eight acres of new parks actually be built in the area to meet needs?

V. CAPITAL FACILITIES.

The DEIS identifies deficiencies in sewer capacity within the South Lake Union
Neighborhood. DEIS at 3.15-7. However, there are blithe assumptions that these
problems will be resolved by the individual developers of new projects. /d. However,
there is no basis on which such individual developers will replace or repair system wide
facilities. GMA requires at RCW 36.70A.070(3) and (4) that capital facilities and utility -
strategies be a part of comprehensive planning. These also include plans for financing
such necessary improvements. This section of the DEIS requires thorough analysis of
the impacts on utilities, what improvements may be required and how such facilities will
be funded.
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Vi. ALTERNATIVES.

Alternatives are the key element of SEPA decision making and all reasonable
alternatives must be considered in the EIS. Agency analysis must be open-minded and
public proposals in particular should be described in terms of objectives rather than
preferred courses of action. This is especially true for a non-project action such as the
adoption of sub-area plans such as that for the South Lake Union Neighborhood.
Reasonable alternatives are those that approximate the proposal's objectives at a "lower
environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation." WAC
197-1-440(5)(b). In the present DEIS, alternatives are not adequately con3|dered for the
reasons stated below. ,

First,-the alternative analysis is deficient for failure to include a downzone of the
subject area. A reduction in height and density must be considered, especially where it
meets goals for preservation of views to Lake Union.

Second, The analysis is also deficient because it doe; not include the alternative
of distributing new growth to other locations within the City.

Third, an additional alternative for review purposes is to defer any decision to
modify the height and density standards in the South Lake Union Neighborhood until a
comprehensive and coordinated review can be made of all Seattle neighborhoods. An
explanation needs to be provided of the costs and impacts of deferrmg South Lake Union
decisions. .

In conclusion, this comment letter has shown that the DEIS is deficient in several areas.
In addition, accelerating consideration of 2031 growth goals in the South Lake Union
Neighborhood ahead of other areas of the City violates important goals and policies of
the GMA. As such, the City is better advised to defer further effort and expenditure until it
undertakes planning for the entire city, as scheduled for 2014. If the City is intent on
proceeding on this dubious course of action, the DEIS should be completely rewritten and
recirculated for comment to incorporate the comments found herein.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Please send me a copy of the
next EIS prepared by the City.

Sincerely yours,

" ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP

¢

J. Richard Aramburu

JRA:cc
cc: LUOA
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Comments by Jim Goodspeed, member of LUOA Board of Directors

1. Summary

The summary section of the EIS needs to be more informative, quantitative, and objective
in order for the general public to understand the impacts in a timely manner. The
complete EIS is justifiably a large and thorough document, but it must be recognized that
is also for the citizens of Seattle who volunteer their time and effort to help shape their
neighborhoods. '

Currently the summary reads as vague and even subjective. For example: page 1-18 states
in reference to Alternative 1, “Building heights increase slightly in the block north of
Mercer.” First, a transition from 240’ to 300’ in a zone currently designated as 40’ is not -
‘slight.” Second, ‘block’ should be pluralized, as there is more than one block north of
Mercer. Third, there are several blocks (in fact, 24+) that do not step down at all between
John St. and Galer St., extending substantially north (and south) of Mercer. People could
interpret this as not only subjective, but misleading.

"There are several more examples like this — many of them noted in John Pehrson’s and
others’ comments. I would ask that the entire summary be revisited in this manner with
the intention of being informative and meaningful to the public.

2.3 Proposed Action Alternatives

Table 2-3 indicates that an office tower with a floor area of 24,000sf will be awarded to a
developer who owns 22,000sf of property. It is also characterized that this oversized floor
plate will somehow be ‘set back’ from its podium base. It is understandable that such
issues will be remedied during the zoning process, but what is not clear is how the
assumptions for density capacity have been made throughout the body of the EIS. Please
clarify.

3.8 Land Use

Mixed-Use Commercial Areas ‘

It states on 3.8-11 that “All of the EIS Alternatives would increase residential and
employment density within the South Lake Union Urban Center.” While technically this
is true (even for Alt 4), it is as general of a statement as saying “the neighborhood will
grow.” It should be noted that it is likely that Alts 1 & 2 will tip the delicate mixed-use
balance into predominantly office use. Property values are a bargain compared to the
downtown office core, but relatively expensive by Seattle neighborhood standards.
Incentivizing office use will exasperate that condition. The reason the neighborhood has
not already gone completely office is because the larger corporations and institutions are
having a difficult time squeezing into the current zoning envelop. Numerous variances
and exceptions have been made for Amazon and UWIII, but not for housing. It is then a
flawed argument to imply (as on 3.8-13) that Alts 1 & 2 will “promote a variety of
housing types.” Rather, there will be a small amount of high-end residential, which will
force a trace amount of low-income housing in what will be an unwelcomed and
unsupported environment (i.e. no.schools or services).

Affordable Low Income Households
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The myth needs to be put to rest that high-rise residential buildings will naturally result in
more affordable housing. It is rare if it ever happens at all without government subsidies,
such as “The Projects” throughout the nation. The concrete and steel construction
otherwise puts the cost out of reach, no matter how many units are stacked on each other.
The false argument has been heard numerous times around this public process by
laypeople and city officials alike. The DPD should educate this conversation when
appropriate, and the EIS would be a good place to begin.

Transportation

In cities with rapid transit, true urban centers naturally develop at the transit stops. This is
how residents of Chicago or New York, for example, can confidently forgo owning a car.
They can quickly visit places of work, eateries and culture within a few minutes walk of a
transit station that did not get stuck in traffic or make stops every quarter-mile. Page 3.8-
20 states that “There are no bus rapid transit or light rail lines planned in the South Lake
Union neighborhood,” yet Alt 1 & 2 show Manhattan-like neighborhood densities.
Furthermore, with no rail planned for the 520 bridge (or the 99 tunnel), it is hard to
believe the city will change course. The types of businesses moving into SLU have strong
ties with Bellevue and Redmond. To what degree that ‘everyone who works here will live
here’ is unsubstantiated, and the outcomes of the traffic studies are not credible.

3.10 Aesthetics _

The computer-generated models of the architecture are inaccurate. It is hard to determine
all of the mistakes due to the poor selection of views that hardly inform the reader of the
realities of the densities (which should be remedied for the EIS), but here are a few:
Figure 3.10-2 Full Build-Out: The ‘two tower per block’ does not appear to its full
manifestation south of the Mercer blocks; the podiums of the Mercer blocks are wrong;
the Mercer towers are not set back from Valley — does this reflect a policy of which we
are not aware?

Figure 3.10-4 Full Build-Out: Either the Mercer block podiums are wrong, or it is
showing two towers per block — one office and one residential.

Figure 3.10-6 Full Build-Out: Same mistake as above.

Figure 3.10-8 Full Build-Out: Not sure what is being sliown at Mercer blocks. If it is the
current incentive, the upper setbacks do not appear correct. Is it the Lab benefit
assumption? It is certainly not the 40’ zoning. Please clarify or correct.

For all street-level views: Please add scale figures and an auto in order for the layperson
to understand the scale at all street-level views.

Figure 3.10-12: This is both inaccurate and misleading. The podium heights north of
Mercer are 85’ — taller than the existing buildings shown south of Mercer, so itis
therefore inaccurate. It is also misleading that the towers do not appear in this view
because they are not set back from Valley in this model, but that is inconsistent with the
UDF. Please include a Valley view, and/or explain this new setback policy.

Figure 3.10-13: A 1-story podium is shown on the right, even though a 30’ is allowed.
That is an unlikely depiction.

Figure 3.10-14: The podium for the building on the right is identical to that in 3.10-11
even though the plan indicates there would be a 20° height difference. Which image, if
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any, is accurate? If it claims to be a portion of the block that remains with current zoning,
-it is shown lower than that of 3.10-20.

Figure 3.10-15: This is an inaccurate and misleading depiction showing Alt 1 as being
less dense at the waterfront than Alt 2. Now, without explanation in the text, the towers
are on Mercer instead of on Valley as in 3.10-12. It is also inaccurate in that there are 2
towers per block — alternating an 85 office with a 160’ residential.

Figure 3.10-18: Once again, showing inaccurately 2 towers per block north of Mercer.
Figure 3.10-21: Same comment as 3.10-8. Please explain how the forms were derived
north of Mercer.

Figure 3.10-25: How was the form on the left derived? The tall portion appears to not
use incentive zoning as it is similar in height to the Rollins building. The low portion
appears to be part of the incentive form, but it seems unlikely that the corresponding
10,500sf tower would be completely out of view from this vantage point. It is also
inconsistent with what is shown in the shadow model, Figure 29, Appendix D.

Figure 3.10-27: The new building appears to be using existing zoning where 400’ is
allowed. Why? This does not reflect the Alt 1 proposed zoning across from Mirabella.
Figure 3.10-49: The new building does not utilize its 125’ allowable height. Why?
Appendix D, Figure 1: In this view, the Mercer towers have been moved from where
they were depicted in the Mercer corridor view 3.10-12. In each case, they have been
located in the image to have the least impact as possible.

Appendix D, Figure 2: Inaccurate.

Appendix D, Figure 3: Inaccurate.

Appendix D, Figure 4: ? (See comment on Figure 3.10-25)

Appendix D, Figure 20: This shows Alt 4 as having taller buildings in the Fred Hutch
area than Alt 3, but the zoning heights for each Alt is the same. This mistake carries into
the shadow depictions for Figures 43 and 44, unfalrly showing that Alt 4 casts shadows
farther into the water than Alt 3.

Appendix D, Figure 25: Perhaps the unbuilt Amazon building would show in this view.
Also, 2 towers are identical in height and plan as in Figure 26 (Alt 1 to Alt 2). One of
these images would then not be a fair depiction of the zoning changes.

Appendix D, Figure 29: I retract my public statement that the shadows were rendered
incorrectly. I see now the mistakes are in the building forms — not the shadows. Also,
please put the shadow images with the body of the text — not in the appendix. This is not
extra material but essential to their descriptions, and the reader should not have to flip
back and forth to understand it.

It is unfortunate but understandable that the city could not afford to build physical models
of the 4 alternatives. However, the city should remedy this shortfall by allowing the
public access to the computer models, or at the very least, take requests for vantage
points where people have concerns. The views shown are either bird’s-eye or on the
street. There is a large range of intermediate views that should be incorporated into the
EIS to maximize the peoples’ understanding of the densities.
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Transportation - DEIS 3.13:

Table 3.13-13 of the DEIS indicates all three alternatives would bring several major arterials
into failing categories for auto traffic levels - LOS scores of E and F. According to Wikipedia,
these LOS Scores mean “every vehicle moves in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it... a
constant traffic jam... a road for which the travel time cannot be predicted... more demand
than capacity.”

Maintaining the green of designated “green streets” should be an important consideration.
For example, as drivers who are stuck in highly congested conditions seek to find greater
capacity, the potential for traffic from Denny (LOS F) and Harrison (LOS E) to overflow onto
Thomas St (an adjacent designated green street) is a likely possnblhty that is overlooked in
the DEIS and should be studied.

As the DEIS is essentially impossible for non-city planners or engineers to decipher, LUOA
commissioned Christopher Ferrell of CFA Consultants (a transportation planning and
research firm) to provide some professional perspective on the DEIS Transportation
section. (See attached CFAC Memo.) Based on CFAC commentary, there appear to be several
points of serious concern with the DEIS Transportation study:

1. Auto Trip Generation appears to be of concern. The study expects the number of
employees in SLU to increase by 58%, and the number of housing units to increase by
83% (most of which are not likely to be single occupant dwellings), while the increase in
trip generation increases by a mere 29%. While this increase in trip generation may be
in line with expectations, without adequate metrics to clearly validate this seemingly
optimistic outcome, a more in-depth trip analysis should be conducted.

2. The ITE Model used to predict trip generation, is industry standard but is (a) based
primarily on suburban case studies that may not applicable to South Lake Union and (b)
is known within the industry for weak statistical basis. In light of greater implications of

" the MXD Model, used to estimate mode shifts, the DEIS results seem alarmingly
aggressive at best:

* The MXD Model is new and based on untested research.

* Appendix E-4 is unclear and may indicate the estimation model may have been
calibrated using generic assumptions as opposed to those more appropriate for the
urban environment of South Lake Union.

* The validation methods used appear to have shartcomings relying on suburban case
studies inappropriate for use in South Lake Union,

* Appendix E-1 inadequately states whether any true correlation exists between the
results of the MDX model, used to estimate mode share, and the ITE, used to predict
trip generation.

* The statistics used to validate the model, found in Appendix E-4 appear inadequate
to the task: RMSE and Pseudo R-Square for the ITE and MDX methods may produce
strong goodness of fit scores while consistently over or under estimating the
underlying values being modeled.

These trip generation increases to just 29% appear are obtained by the assumed
implementation of several mitigation techniques found throughout the DEIS that seem to
rely heavily on “mode shifts” (presumably from single-occupant vehicles to public
transportation) to identify the best-case scenario. (See Table 3.13-16 & 17.) Thus, the DEIS
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actually illustrates a decrease in the trip count of Alternative 1 at full build-out to levels
below what would be expected Alternative 4 with no mode shifts applied. The assumption
that “if we build tall buildings, we will get viable public transportation that people will use
instead of cars” is faulty at best for the Seattle metropolitan area considering the challenges
Seattle faces delivering viable public transportation. Seattle is known across the country to
be sub-standard in this area, thus it is irresponsible to gloss over this critical issue by using

disparate metrics.

The proposed mitigation strategies seem optimistic, at best:

Bicycle & Pedestrian System
o Wider sidewalks will most certainly help, but that is very limited in scope. It

seems there is in inordinately high reliance placed on the idea of car-free living
in SLU. The Alterra condominium community of SLU as example has 60
residential units with 110 parking spaces. All spaces are full and there is
demand for more. It is a rare occasion during the day that there are more than
30 cars remaining in the garage and residents admittedly commute, by car, to
locations as nearby as The Gates Foundation and Nordstrom.

Some aspects of the Bicycle Master Plan have shown, through real-world
experience in SLU thus far, to carry the potential to create greater auto traffic
congestion. One example, related to bike lanes on arterials, is the intersection of
Dexter and Mercer. The addition of the bike lane made Dexter a 3-lane road.
With 3 lanes, a left turn arrow is now required on Dexter southbound at Mercer.
(Presumably northbound as well, once Mercer becomes 2-way.) Along with Roy
Street as a tributary and, to a lesser degree, Valley Street, Dexter Ave N is now
frequently backed up in excess of 2 blocks during non-peak times of day (10am,
1:30pm, etc.) with drivers waiting to turn left at Mercer. Additionally, lane
modifications made to accommodate this same bike lane pose precarious safety
concerns for both drivers and bicyclists on Dexter southbound immediately
south of the Denny intersection.

Transit Service Expansion
o The addition of busses and bus routes is a great theory, over which the City of

Seattle has no control. In practice, King County Metro has been scaling back
service and increasing rates for years and they still project a shortfall in revenue
of $600M through 2013. There are admittedly no plans for Rapid Transit in SLU.
The Seattle Streetcar goes virtually nowhere and does not effectively connect to
any other service. In general, expansion of these systems and the addition of
others is a mitigation strategy that has proven to be a failure time and time again
throughout Seattle.

Potential Mitigation Measure Implementation
o Because the number one suggestion to fund these mitigations is the “South Lake

Union Voluntary Impact Fee Program,” it sounds as though there may be no way
to pay for them. As noted by Donald R. Samdahl in his “Multi-Modal Impact Fees”
paper: ' .

“The Washington State legislature did not authorize

jurisdictions to impose impact fees on modes other than

roadways in the Growth Management Act. Seattle had to

rely on the “volunteer agreement” provision of the State

Environmental Policy Act. This provision is not as effective

at raising funds uniformly as the GMA traditional impact

- fees. In fact, the City of Seattle has not been as
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Air Quality - DEIS 3.2;

1,

Ozone (03) implications:

On page 3.2-4 the DEIS states that, in 1997, the EPA deemed the Puget Sound region a
nonattainment area and in 2005, the EPA adopted more stringent ozone standards. The
DEIS then goes on to state: “Based on ozone measurements over the past few years, the
Puget Sound region seems to again be on the brink of becoming a nonattainment zone”
but claims because ozone problems tend to be regional in nature and can be transported
far from their sources that “the potential future nonattainment status for ozone would
have no direct implications for any of the South Lake Union alternatives.”

While ozone problems may have a regional propensity and, in the time between
emission and formation, can be transported far from their sources, the DEIS seems to
imply the source is ultimately irrelevant in hydrocarbon production. No mitigation
strategy has been put forth, no future modeling has been done, in fact, no testing has
been done at all in attempt to determine whether SLU under alternatives of increased

- height and density might substantially and adversely impact the region as a whole. All

this, while our region is on “on the brink” of producing unacceptable levels of health-
based NAAQS for ozone, with no explanation provided.

Ozone levels pose a material public health risk and not testing the environmental
impacts “that could occur under worst-case conditions” for the reasons sited in the DEIS
is unacceptable to the public.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) implications:

On page 3.2-2 the DEIS reports the area of South Lake Union to be a current
“maintenance area” for CO emissions and on page 3.2-5 states “the analysis of potential
air quality impacts related to the alternatives focuses on traffic and was based on
consideration of ambient concentrations of [CO] the could occur under worst-case
conditions near congested intersections.”

The analysis is stated to have been performed at three (3) signalized intersections
based on traffic levels predicted for the year 2031 at peak-hour traffic levels of service
(LOS). While rationale is provided for the selection of these three intersections, it seems
insufficient at best to only examine intersections along Mercer Street that are all just a
few blocks from each other. As in the Transportation analysis, there is no mention of
potential impacts of air quality at the proposed Republican Street exit of the deep-bore
tunnel and other seemingly high impact areas like Denny/Fairview and Denny/Dexter.

Furthermore, directly due to the Transportation analysis (for the reasons sited
previously in these comments), the Air Quality analysis may be substantially flawed and
shortsighted in understating potential hazards to public health. If the potential flags

raised in the Transportation section and a thorough traffic analysis as recommended by

LUOA in these comments produce results that are even moderately less favorable, the
health impacts on residents and employees of South Lake Union may be greatly
compromised.

By default, the DEIS seems to be using the most aggressive methods of analysis to come
to the most optimistic result. This is in direct conflict with the stated goal of the analysis
in this section - that of determining what “could occur under worst-case conditions”



Comments by Chris Gemmill, Vice President, LUOA Board of Directors

and is, again, unacceptable to the public. If the results of the transportation section are
to be used in making air quality determinations, a thorough and comprehensive traffic
study must be completed.

Full and Fair Discl ithin the DEIS:

Prominent South Lake Union landholders have several motives in the upzoning rulings that
will come to SLU following the Final EIS. While not overlooking their altruistic motives of
sustainable design, et.al,, a primary driving factor is certainly to maximize their return on
investment. Developers, architects and others also have significant financial skin in the
game. Nothing comprehensive is found in the DEIS (individual sections, appendixes, credits,
etc) where disclosure has been made with respect to the contributing parties of the DEIS
document. (Exception drawn to simple source citations for various charts and graphics
throughout.) Who, for example, authored the Air Quality section? This is unknown to the
public and is a material to the public document. In fact, certain contributors (known
privately) are known to have strong business ties with prominent South Lake Union
landholders, thus, conflict of interest can easily be assumed without disclosure. In an ideal
world, the City would select competent and capable contributors for the EIS without these
conflicts but COI is sometimes difficult to avoid. In lieu of this requirement it is my
recommendation that all contributors involved in the construction of this public document
be disclosed along with potential conflicts they may carry including, at a minimum, a list of
prominent South Lake Union landholders and corporations with whom each have business
dealings. Avoiding COI is not always necessary but transparency should be the norm!
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To: ' Lorie Groth, Lake Union Opportunity Alliance

cc: Michael Carroll, CFA Consultants

From: " Christopher Ferrell, CFA Consultants

Reference #: P11001

Subject: Preliminary Findings from the Peer Review of the South Lake Union EIS

The following are findings from our review of the transportation sections of the South Lake
Union Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These findings should be considered
preliminary since they are based on a brief review of this document and would require further
investigations to verify and elaborate upon. As such, the discussion below is intended to provide
the Lake Union Opportunity Alliance with insights regarding where they may want to seek
additional information from the City of Seattle and the EIS analysts.

~

Project Background

According to the Draft EIS, “...the South Lake Union neighborhood is located in the center of
the City of Seattle, immediately north of Downtown, and adjoining the Uptown and Capitol Hill
areas to the west and east, respectively,” and is roughly 340 acres in area. The Draft EIS
considers four alternatives for increasing the height and density of the neighborhood with
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 representing a range of potential height increases. Alternative 4 would
retain the existing zoning designations and is referred to as the no-action alternative.

It is our understanding that the South Lake Union project will result in significant impacts to
study corridor traffic operations, freight, bicycle and pedestrian mobility, transit load factors, and
~ parking, A series of mitigation measures are also proposed to reduce these impacts including
limited roadway capacity enhancements. However, the majority of mitigations are focused on
improving the bicycle, pedestrian and transit environments in the study neighborhood.

Preliminary Findings

The following preliminary findings were 1dent1ﬁed based on a review of the transportatlon
sections of the Draft EIS



South Lake Union EIS Preliminary Peer Review Memorandum
March 8, 2011 v

1) Auto Trip Generation’' for the Proposed Projects: To determine if the number of trips the
EIS estimates the zoning changes will produce is reasonable, the amount of development
considered under Alternative 1 and the number of trips the Draft EIS estimates were
compared.

Alternative 1, the most ambitious of the three alternatives studied, would increase the
number of employees by 57.5 percent and the number of dwelling units by 82.6 percent,
over what current zoning would allow (the “No Action” alternative). Based on the ITE
trip generation estimates provided in Appendix E of the Draft EIS, the number of daily
total trips will increase from 220,539 for the No Action alterative to 283,594 with
Alternative 1—an increase of 28.6 percent.

It is noted that a 29 percent increase in trips is not proportionate to the increase in
employment or residential development. This is because the ITE trip generation
calculations are not linear. In effect, the rate of trip generation falls as projects achieve a
higher density. Therefore, the fact that the increase in the number of trips is
proportionally lower than the increase in development is not necessarily a “warning flag”
and may be in line with expectations. Short of a more detailed independent trip
generation analysis to check the assumptions and estimates produced by the Draft EIS
traffic engineers/planners, this part of the Draft EIS analysis appears reasonable.

However, the Draft EIS also recommended a series of trip generation estimates based on
the trip reduction effects of a series of mitigations that could be implemented in concert
with the development anticipated in all three alternatives. These mitigations are described
in section 3.13.6 of the Draft EIS, and contemplate the benefits of a series of
improvements to the transit, bicycle and pedestrian environments of the South Lake
Union neighborhood.

The Draft EIS estimates that this package of mitigations will reduce the number of daily
auto trips (different from total trips, as discussed above) for Alternative 1 from 136,973
to 108,207. This is compared to the total number of auto trips estimated for the No Action
alternative of 108,946. Essentially, the Draft EIS analysts suggest that these mitigations
will reduce the number of auto trips in the most intense development alternative to levels
slightly below those estimated for the No Action alternative—this despite the 58 percent
~increase in-jobs and 83 percent increase in dwelling units. This substantial reduction in
the number of auto trips is achieved through the benefits of the proposed mitigations,
which are assumed to effectively “shift” people from using cars to riding transit, bicycles

" The term, “trip generation” is used by traffic engineers and transportation planners to describe how many trips go
to and from an existing or proposed development. Trip generation is typically estimated based on surveys of
existing, similar developments. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes the most widely-used
report for these purposes, called the Trip Generation report. Engineers and planners will typically take trip
generation rates from this report and then use these as multipliers to estimate the trip generation for the study
project. Therefore, in the case of a proposed 30-unit apartment building, the analyst will look up the “per dwelling
unit” trip generation rate for apartment buildings and will multiply this rate by 30 (the number of units in the
proposed project).

Page 2
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2)

or walking. These mode shifts were estimated using a new transportation analysis tool,
known as the MXD model. This model is discussed below. '

Estimating Mode Shift: The MXD model provides the basis for the mode shift estimates
discussed above. This model is very new and is based on recent and (as far as we are
aware) untested research. We have a great deal of respect for the people who developed
this model and think this is valuable and much-needed research, but this may very well be
the first practical application of it to a planning study, so some degree of caution is
warranted. '

The mode shift estimates produced by the MXD model seem somewhat optimistic (as
discussed above). One possible explanation for this may be found in the validation and
calibration (i.e., adjustment) processes for the model. While there are many similarities
between cities across the country in terms of the choices people make when traveling,
there are also important differences based on differences in urban form, transportation
supply, local economic conditions, and other factors. Therefore, all travel estimation
models need to be calibrated for local conditions. However, while our review of
Appendix E-4 revealed a validation process—wherein the model’s outputs are compared
to real-world data to determine the degree to which the model produces data that are
accurate representations of the real world—our review of the Draft EIS did not reveal any
calibration processes that would make adjustments to the model to make it appropriate
for use in Seattle’s urban environment.

Furthermore, this validation process appears to have shortcomings. For validating the
model, the Draft EIS analysts used data from 16 local sites and found that the MXD
model did a better job of predicting trip generation than the industry standard, the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation report. Based on our
preliminary review, this validation approach may be inappropriate. The ITE report is
notorious within the transportation field for its somewhat weak statistical basis, and it is
based primarily on suburban case studies. These suburban cases are obviously not the
right comparisons for urban Seattle.? Therefore, the analysts may not be using the
appropriate basis for comparison to show that the MXD model is accurately predicting
the mode share/split of the proposed EIS alternatives.

Furthermore, the MXD model predicts mode share while the ITE report provides the
methods to predict trip generation (auto trips only)—not mode share. Therefore, to show
that the MXD model is a reliable and accurate predictor of mode share for local
conditions, the best comparison would be between the model’s estimates and the
observed trips by mode (mode share) of the 16 validation sites. The description of the
validation process for the MXD model to local conditions in Appendix E-1 did not
clearly state whether the model’s outputs were compared to observed trips by mode or

21t should be noted that the EIS analysts applied a series of adjustments to the ITE rates (estimating so-called
“internal” trips to account for walking and bicycle trips), and therefore, they appear to have used the best ITE
methods available.

Page 3



South Lake Union EIS Preliminary Peer Review Memorandum
March 8, 2011

Page 4

simply a count of total trips.

Finally, the statistics used to validate the model appear to be inadequate to the task.
Appendix E-4 reports that the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) and Pseudo R-Square
statistics for the ITE and the MXD methods were compared. These statistics provide so-
called “goodness of fit” measures of the discrepancy (difference) between the values
produced by the model and those observed in the real-world. However, if relying on these
measures alone, it is possible that the model will have a strong goodness of fit score, but
still consistently over- or under-predict the values being modeled. In other words, the
MXD model may be giving low trip generation values for automobiles while the ITE
method gives higher values, but since the MXD model provides values that are closer to
observed values overall, its goodness of fit scores are better than ITE. Ideally, the Draft
EIS analysts would have employed additional statistical measures that could have
illuminated these aspects of the models’ performance (e.g., t-statistics).
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April 10, 2011
Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS

Brian D. Ramev

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
My Name is Brian Ramey I live in the Eastlake Neighborhood of Lake Union.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT ADDRESSED:

SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT IGNORED:

The State of Washington Shoreline’s Management Act recognizes that the shorelines and the waters of
the state are "among the most valuable and fragile" of the state's natural resources and the State requires
that Cities recognize the importance of protecting the shoreline and urban water-bodies.

The Shoreline Management Act prohibits the shading of water bodies with new development. The
allowance of tall building next to the lake and the admission that these buildings will shade the lake are
clear violations of the State Law.

The DEIS states that birds and fish species dependent on the lake will be adversely impacted by the build-
out. The Draft EIS fails to explain how the city will protect against the adverse Environments impacts in
any Alternative to public health, the land, the vegetation and wildlife that are currently part of the Lake
Union environment.

WATER:
Section 3.3.1 through 3.3.12

The DEIS fails to identify the baseline Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO) volumes for each of the six
current outfalls into Lake Union. It further fails to indicate what the volumes frequency of CSOs will be
upon full potential build-out of any Alternatives. The DEIS does not state whether any additional outfall
facilities will be built to allow for additional CSO into Lake Union and what, if any, expected CSO
volumes and/or frequencies would be attributable to any new outfalls under a full build-out scenario of
any Alternative identified in the DEIS. No mention is made or descriptions outlined in the DEIS of any
future needs for Stormwater or Sewage capital facility upgrades within the basin or required
improvements to the existing system for any Alternative identified in the DEIS. The face that the Draft

e
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April 10, 2011 Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS Brian D. Ramey, Secretary, LUOA Board of Directors

EIS states that there will be unavoidable Combined Sewage and Storm-water Overflows into Lake Union

in the future is unacceptable and this statement is made without any detail on the actual source of the
overflows. ' ’

What are the projected volumes of sediment deposits into Lake Union as a result of any of the
- development Alternatives?

Please provide a quantifiable description of the Sewage and Stormwater impacts under all Alternatives.

LIGHT AND AIR:

The Draft EIS fails to explain how development will be placed to prevent interference with air and water
navigation in Lake Union. This includes Sea Plane and Sailboat navigation. The DEIS ignores the rights
of recreational and commercial users of Lake Union for reliance on wind currents which provide public
enjoyment of sail boat recreation and tourism. The proposed height, bulk and numbers of buildings
allowed under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 will have a major impact on the future viability of the Tuesdays
Duck Dodge due to major buildings shielding natural wind currents over the lake creating dead zones
where none existed before.

The creation of Shadows will have a major environmental impact on the public spaces of Denny Park,
Cascade Park and Lake Union Park. No mitigating measures are proposed.

I do not believe that we are creating the incentives or controls to allow for a vibrant retail, recreation, or
living environment in a future South Lake Union under any of the proposed alternatives.

DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT CHOICES ARE NOT FORTHCOMMING IN THE DEIS:

The failure of the DEIS Alternatives to provide future affordable land to encourage development at a
scale that allows for active and ground related development is a major reason that the DEIS has failed.
The negative impacts related to the creation of a 8am to 5pm office park in South Lake Union without any
incentives for affordable ground related people active retail and affordable housing enterprises near the
shores of Lake Union will miss the only opportunity to actually provide a vibrant and attractive future for
this neighborhood.
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April 10, 2011 Comments on SLU Rezone Draft EIS Brian D. Ramey, Secretary, LUOA Board of Directors

One of the goals missing from any of the Alternatives is the creation of affordable spaces for small retail
and tourist related enterprises to complement the public spaces already started to develop along the
shoreline of Lake Union. If the planning of South Lake Union neglects the opportunity to create a
walkable community with public services and retail, open space and active street level vibrant magnets at
both the south end of the community along the lake front and at north end of the community it will miss a
rare and possibly one time opportunity to create a truly welcoming and vibrant neighborhood. The plan
of having designated Terry Avenue as a green and walkable passage north to south in the community will
have little impact on creating a lively and vibrant neighborhood in the future without the creation of retail
magnets at both north and south ends of the community. ’

In the DEIS 3.14.4 the statement is made:

“Design features could be incorporated into potential development in
the South Lake Union Neighborhood that would help reduce criminal
activity and calls for police service, including orienting buildings
towards the sidewalk and public spaces, providing connections between
buildings, and providing adequate lighting and visibility “

This implies that the public safety will be improved on the street by placing people underground in

tunnels between buildings to make all the walkable areas of the community under the control of private

development interests. This is a terrible approach to development and a very poor approach method to

protecting the public safety in a planned “NO MAN’S LAND" currently on the table with the proposed
- DEIS Alternatives.

The Draft EIS is using the most aggressive methodology to come up with the most optimistic
conclusions.

I am re-submitting my December 16, 2008 scoping comments (which have not been responded to in the
DEIS) together with these additional comments for inclusion in the responses to the DEIS the April 11*
deadline.

Thank you,
~ Brian Ramey




Letter 16

Ms. Diane Sugimura

Director

~ City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900

P.C. Box 34019 ‘

Seattle, WA 98124-4019.

'RE: South Lake Union Height and Density Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)-

Dear Diane;

Leadership for Great Neighborhoods (LGN) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIS. LGN is a broad-based coalition of neighborhood leaders, residents, business owners
and other stakeholders, We are dedicated to affecting change and achieving the greatest
possible social, economic and environmental benefits for all Seattle neighborhoods. We
seek specific progress across neighborhood bhoundaries in the areas of smart growth,
sustainable development, zoning, affordable housing, and mobility and transit.

Some of our comments do not address specific impacts in the DEIS, Rather, they suggest
alternative ways of measuring, quantifying and reporting impacts of the various
‘alternatives,

Although there is no requirement for an EIS to examine positive benefits of an action, LGN 1
recommends identifying in the document how each of the growth alternatives can help
address adopted goals for carbon reduction.and for growth management through compact
urban neighborhoods. A specific comment is that impacts are examined cumulatively and
not per capita, If looked at via a per capita lens, the growth alternatives can be seen as the
most direct means to implement growth management and address climate change at the
local level.

A second concern is that the DEIS did not look at economic development. You are 2
encouraged to analyze the economic development impacts of the alternatives. There is
likely a clear and distinct difference between the growth alternatives and the no-action
alternative with respect to economic development. The City’s SEPA ordinance requires
analysis of consistency of the project with “adopted plans and policies.” The City has many
adopted plans and policies, including the Comprehensive Plan, which state economic
development goals, As a potential model to follow, the Downtown Seattle Assoclation has
demonstrated the tax benefits of denser mixed use development in urhan areas. These
benefits mirror work at the national level by renowned urbanist thinker Peter Katz.

LGN believes that varlety in urban form is a key aspect of livability. We urge DPD to look at |3
the impacts of a less diverse urban form and how additional height can mitigate the
impacts of current zoning. Greater height enables tall, slender towers atop relatively short
podiums - a building form that can provide benefits in many areas, including:
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» Pedestrian Environment: The average person on the street {s aware of the podium
portion of the building only, and the result is a more open feeling streetscape,

¢ Footprint flexibility and open space: When building floor space can be
accommodated in tall towers, it is possible to pull back the base of the building from
the property line to create wider sidewalks, plazas, or pocket parks.

= Views: Tall slender towers can actually have less impact on views because views
are preserved between towers. In contrast, shorter, bulkier buildings tend to wall
off views,

s Shadows: Tall bu:!dmgs cast longer shadows, but compared with the shorter,
bulkier alternative, the tower/podium form typically has reduced shadow impacts
on the public right-of-way because the towers are set back from the property line.

We believe these benefit considerations for all four alternatives should be more fully
investigated for the FEIS.

Next, a key livability concern for LGN members is the presence of basic neighborhood
necessities such as community centers, libraries and schools. This is particularly important
for dense urban neighborhoods. Opportunities for funding those necessities can be made
more certain with flexibility {in South Lake Union zomng provisions relating to height and
development capacity.

Under the current Incentive Zoning ordinance, a portion of the public benefit for additional
height or development capacity can be used to pay for community {dentified needs such as

community centers and libraries. Without sufficient height allowances, both Seattle and the
South Lake Union neighborhood may be unable to achieve its goals.

In conclusion, we ask that the city analyze per capita impacts, economic development,
urban form and how increased height can lead to neighborhood necessities in South Lake
Union.

~ LGN believes that fncreased height and flexibility will positively benefit the region, We look
forward to seeing these issues addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Yods A Vb —

Renee A. Staton
Chair, Neighborhood Leaders Group
Leadership for Great Neighborhoods

Ce:
Michael McGinn, Mayor
Richard Conlin, President, Seattle City Council

'3 cont
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Sally Bagshaw, Seattle City Council

Tim Burgess, Seattle City Council

Sally Clark, Seattle City Council

Jean Godden, Seattle City Council

Bruce Harrell, Seattle City Council

Nick Licata, Seattle City Counci

- Mike O'Brien, Seattle City Council

Tom Rasmussen, Seattle City Council

Marshall Foster, Department of Planning and Development
Jim Holmes, Department of Planning and Development
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Letter 17
B LOW INCOME

HOUSING

April 11, 2011

HOUSING

' NEIGHBORS IN NEED T
Ms. Diane Sugimura, Director ® E N S T I T U il E
Seattle Department of Planning and Development

PO Box 94745
Seattle, WA 98124-4745

RE: Comment on South Lake Union DEIS
Dear Ms. Sugimura:

The Low Income Housing Institute (LIHI) hereby submits our comments on the South Lake Union
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. LIHI is a leader in providing low-income housing in
South Lake Union (SLU). Currently, LIHI housing accounts for one-third of the 568 units of
nonprofit subsidized low-income housing in SLU.

LIHI owns and manages four properties that provide 189 rental units for families, low-wage
workers, seniors, youth and homeless people. The Bart Harvey, Denny Park Apartments,
Lakeview Apartments and Jensen Block Apartments are affordable to households making 30%,
50% and 60% of the area median income (AMI). This housing ranges in size from studios to
three-bedroom units. LIHI has made a commitment to keep our housing affordable long-term,
from 50 to 75 years.

We believe that as SLU continues to grow over the next 25 years that the production of low-
income and affordable housing must keep pace with other residential and commercial
development. The DEIS points out that the City’s Comprehensive Plan goal for year 2031 of
11,900 residential units in SLU would require: 1,765 units affordable for households up to 50%
of AMI, 1,500 units for 51-80% AMI, and 2,383 for 81-120% AMI. Given these targets, how can
land use, incentive zoning and mitigating factors get us there?

The DEIS is woefully inadequate in addressing the following factors:

1. There is no financial analysis or modeling of how many units of low-income housing would be 1
generated through incentive zoning through alternatives 1-3. The DEIS merely states that
alternative 1 would result in more units than alternatives 2 and 3. But do we know if the
number of affordable units generated from alternative 1 are significantly more than the other
alternatives-- to warrant the increase in zoning? There is also a puzzling blanket statement
(Section 3.9-8) that reads: “Incentive zoning provisions under any of the action alternatives can
ensure that the City has adequate capacity to meet current and future targets for the
neighborhood.” Does this mean that any of the selected choices can be designed to result in the
target goals? Where is the financial analysis for what developers would be willing to pay for
Housing Bonus or TDR in exchange for increased height and density?

2407 1st Avenue
Seattle WA, 98121-1311

(206) 442-9935 Phone
(206) 443-9B51 Fax
(800) 833-6388 TTY
www.LIHLorg
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2. There is no assessment of the number of developable properties/parcels for low-income
housing that would become prohibitive in cost due to the up-zoning proposed in alternatives 1
through 3. The sites that nonprofit organizations seek out are smaller 40-80 unit sites for five-
stories, stick-built over a concrete podium. Nonprofit developers have been successful thus far
in finding and purchasing sites in SLU under the existing zoning. If we cannot find or afford
significantly more expensive sites under alternatives 1-3, how can the Comp Plan goals be
achieved? If we cannot afford sites even with subsidies using Housing Bonus funds, this could
mean that affordable housing would have to be built in other neighborhoods and not in SLU.

3. The Transfer of Development (TDR) option listed under Mitigation Strategies, should be
expanded to preserve all existing low-income housing, not just older (red brick} residential
buildings as currently written (see Section 3.9 -14). Even newer subsidized buildings such as
Denny Park Apartments and Lakeview Apartments will need rehab and upgrades in 20-30 years
and being able to sell TDRs would ensure their long-term preservation. Allowing a nonprofit to
sell TDRs from one building and use the funds for another affordable property would also make
the program more attractive. Giving nonprofit owners and developers more flexibility can help
us preserve and develop more affordable housing in SLU and other neighborhoods.

4. The increase in allowable zoning and height in the Cascade neighborhood to 85/160 under
alternative 1 could result in the demolition and sale of older unsubsidized buildings like Carolina
Court. This would result in the loss of 72 units at Carolina Court, 25 units at Grandview, and
there are other examples as well. There is no financial analysis contained in the DEIS
surrounding this problem.

5. There is no presentation of an alternative 4 or a new alternative 5 that simply rezones
commercial zones that prohibit residential development to allow it under Seattle Mixed or SM.

6. The DEIS needs to include other strategies to achieving affordable housing targets in SLU.
Section 3.9 -14 should include the following:

SLU Acquisition Fund — The city needs to assist nonprofits with acquiring sites at current
lower prices for future development as mitigation for increasing height and density.
Create a $50 million revolving fund for acquisition of existing privately owned
unsubsidized buildings and land in SLU. The city could work with Impact Capital or
Enterprise to set up and leverage other resources for a SLU Acquisition Fund. Some of
the goals of creating housing for low-wage SLU workers and family housing can be
promoted in the Fund.

Growth Fund - The City Council and Mayor should re-establish the Growth Related
Housing Fund where 20% of new construction tax revenue that flows to the city each
year from downtown is committed to low-income housing in Downtown, SLU and close-
in neighborhoods. Mayor Nickels eliminated the Growth Fund when he first took office.
It was a very effective program that linked new commercial development with
affordable housing. The Growth Fund can include new construction revenue from
downtown as well as SLU.

Tax Increment Financing - Promote passage of state legislation and use of TIF for
affordable housing preservation and development in SLU. Set targets so that at least
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80% of the funds are allocated to meet low-income housing goals of 30, 50 and 80% AMI | 6 cont
affordability.

In summary, LIHI would be in favor of increasing height and density in SLU provided benefits of 7
the housing bonus and TDR program and other mitigation would result in significantly more low

income housing resources,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. | can be reached at Sharonl@LIHl.org or

(206) 443-9935, ext. 111.

Sincerely,

Sharan H. Lee
Executive Director

cc: Jim Holmes, DPD
Marshall Foster, DPD
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Letter 18

Holmes, Jim

From: Jerry Dinndorf [Jdinndorf@agcwa.com]

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2011 1:51 PM

To: DPD_Planning_Division _

Cc: Holmes, Jim; Harrell, Bruce; Godden, Jean; O'Brien, Mike; Licata, Nick; Conlin, Richard;
Bagshaw, Sally; Clark, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Rasmussen, Tom; Raup, Ethan; Sugimura, Diane

Subject: SLUCC SLU Height and Density DEIS Comments

Attachments: DEIS LtrFinal DOC041111 (3).pdf, SLUCC DEIS Ltr Attachment Edited Final 040811 .pdf

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Atttn: James Holmes

Attached are the comments of the Southlake Union Community Council on the Height and Density
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Our comments include a cover letter with overarching
comments on the rezone process and an attachment with detailed comments on the environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. The comments represent the diverse interests of our
neighborhood on the DEIS.

We look forward to the development of a final height and density alternative for Southlake Union and
timely action by the Council on adopting new zoning for Southlake Union. The opportunities to
achieve desired community benefits that can result with increased height and density will be lost if the
rezone process languishes and development continues under the current zoning designations.

Thank you in advance for considering our comments. The Southlake Union Community Council is
committed to achieving a vibrant and sustainable urban center here in Southlake Union.

ﬂ A

Jerry Dinndorf
President, South Lake Union Community Council
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April 6, 2011

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: James Holmes

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

RE: South Lake Union Height and Density Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS)
Dear Mr. Holmes,

As the City’s deslgnated steward of the Neighborhood Plan, it is the responsibility of the South Lake
Union Community Council {SLUCC) to represent the diverse interests of our neighborhood on issues
of public policy and development that have a direct impact on South Lake Union. We, therefore, feel
compelled to offer direction and comments about the DEIS.

SLUCC has gone to great lengths, in a collaborative approach, to develop its DEIS comments based
upon the community-adopted neighborhood plan. Principally, we seek to insure a walkable,
sustainable neighborhood that balances housing and job growth and supports a diversity of
busi‘nesses, organizatlons and families.

Presented below are our overarching comments on the DEIS as it relates to the overall South Lake
Union rezone process. The attached matrix presents in greater detail the cumulative comments and
lists all our comments on environmental impacts and mitigation measures.

QOVERARCHING COMMENTS

¢ The Urban Design Framework (UDF) needs to take a primary role in the rezone process
A discussion of the UDF and its purpose should be included up front in the EIS and the entire
document should be included as an appendix. The UDF suggests greater understanding of
height and density issues and suggested mitigations. The SLU Mobility Plan also needs to be
incorporated at the same level as the UDF as we work toward the preferred alternative.

¢ Clear and effective mitigation is essential for all the proposed alternatives
The DEIS has very limited mitigation recommendations currently. We want to ensure that
there will be more mitigation strategies throughout the document.

¢ Significant Growth in South Lake Union argues for proportionate allocation of funding
Translt, affordable housing, community resources, schools and Infrastructure will be critical as
current growth trends in South Lake Union peg it toward becoming a major urban center in the
City and regionally. With this density, comes the argument for the appropriate funding to
support the increase in people living and working in this area.

Jerry Dinndorf,
President
AGC Seattle

Dawn Oliver,
Vice President
Morningside Academy

Michael Blumson,
Treasurer
Plymouth Housing

Lorie Groth,
Secretary
Resident

Lioyd Douglas
Cascade Neighborhood
Council

Matthew Edwards
Equity Office

Dan Foltz
Weber Thompson
Architects

Molly and Joshua Frankiin
Residents

Mike Kenney
Resident and Small
Business Owner

Pearl Leung
Vulcan Inc.

Mike McQuaid
Virginia V Foundation

Steven Paget
OAC Services 2

John Savo
NBBJ Architects
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¢ In order for the EIS to provide odequate guidance to determine the Preferred Alternative,
additional analysis must be conducted '
Further analysis would be required to address the flight path changes and the need to reflect
all the transportation projects not represented in the current analysis. Please see the matrix
for specific recommendations.

¢ Economic Impacts need to be addressed in the EIS
The EIS does not address the economic impacts of the Height and Density Alternatives. South
Lake Union Is slated to support 16,000 new jobs by 2024 which may well be exceeded. The
relationship between this target and the capacity of work places to absorb this growth should
be evaluated relative to the different densities and heights represented by each alternative.
The benefits of an increased tax base in.terms of the City's ability to provide police, fire
transportation, community improvements, schools, etc should be presented in the EIS.

The SLUCC asks that you consider these overarching comments as highlights of the more detailed
comments outlined in the matrix provided. They represent critical areas of concern and requests for
specific action. The SLUCC has been an integral part of developing the alternatives and scoping the
EIS since its inception. We thank you for your attention and look forward to continuing to work with
the City on finalizing the EIS and working towards the preferred alternative.

We stay hopeful and committed to achieving a vibrant urban center that Is not only a great place to
. live and work, but also a proud example of a sustainable urban community.

Sincerely,

Jerry Dinndorf
President, South Lake Union Community Council {SLUCC)

Attachment: SLUCC Comprehensive Comments — April 2011

cc: Councilmember Tim Burgess Ethan Raup, Office of the Mayor
Councilmember Sally Bagshaw Diane Sugimura, Office of Planning and
Councilmember Sally Clark Development

Councilmember Richard Conlin
Councilmember Jean Godden
Counclimember Bruce Harrell
Councilmember Nick Licata
Councilmember Mike O’Brien
Councilmember Tom Rasmussen

Jerry Dinndorf,
President
AGC Seattle

Dawn Oliver,
Vice President
Morningside Academy

Michael Blumson,
Treasurer .
Plymouth Housing

Lorie Groth,
Secretary
Resident

Lioyd Douglas
Cascade Neighborhood
Council

Matthew Edwards
Equity Office

Dan Foltz
Weber Thompson
Architects

Molly and Joshua Franklin
Residents

Mike Kenney
Resident and Small
Business Owner

Pearl Leung
Vulcan inc.

Mike McQuaid
Virginia V Foundation

Steven Paget
OAC Services

John Save
NBBJ Architects
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South Lake Union Community Council Comprehensive Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the South Lake Union Height and Density Alternatives - April 2011

Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Section | Title Comments

3.1 Geology and Soils

3.2 Air Quality

33 Water Quality

3.4 Plants and Animals Even with the inadequate one day shadow studies there are large impacts to the newly restored natural habitat areas in Lake Union Park.
Located in the southwest portion of the Lake, the natural shoreline is intended to aid in the restoration of fish and fowl populations in the Lake
and to those transiting the area.
The one day figures do not measure the length and duration of the shadows over the lake and shoreline so there is no way to see if there is any
degradation or mitigation(s) needed.
Further study is needed, especially in the Dexter and Fairview areas, of the impact of shadows on plant life and its supporting role in restoring
water quality for wild life and people.

3.5 Environmental Health

3.6 Noise
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3.7

Energy (Greenhouse Gas Emissions)

3.7.2: Since the estimates for total jobs, households, office and retail square footage are respectively the same for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, it is
hard to understand how there could be any differences between these alternatives for GHC house gas emissions. (It is noted that there are
small variations in VMT generated by each of these alternatives which could result in the differences but VMT generation is dependent upon
the same variables.) But the slight variations shown in Table 3.7-7 don’t appear to be significant. Presumably the City can document as to how
it arrived at these differences but unless they are significant, the EIS should simply note for the reader that GHC emission between alternatives
1,2and 3 are insignificant.

3.7.3 Mitigation Strategies: Transportation Mitigation Measures: Noticeably absent from this section is the listing of transportation mitigation
measures. Over the life of a building, Transportation is the single largest contributor to GHC emissions. These measures, if implemented,
would reduce GHC emissions substantially. Transportation mitigation measures are listed in the transportation section and simply could be
referenced here to show that significant reductions could be achieved through increased transit, TDM and walking or biking.Building Design: As
stated under the Methodologies Section it should be noted here as well that “Green Building Design”, i.e. Built Green, Energy Star ratings or
LEED ratings, could reduce overall energy usage by at least 20 percent. It may also be appropriate to note the LEED ND designation for SLU as a
mitigation strategy for both GHC and Transportation.

3.8

Land Use
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Land Use (continued)

Lake Union Flight Operations. The latter third of the Land Use Chapter, 3.8 is dedicated to this subject.

The EIS reports that “This flight path represents a refinement by WASHDOT of earlier flight path information that was available.” It is very
regrettable that this information was not known before the EIS options were created, let alone very late before publishing the document.

The flight path envelope now looks much wider than previously shown, but | am told that it is not — that said there are several additional
factors that could intensify its newly represented volume:

=  Avertical [safety] buffer will likely get added, lowering heights, which has not yet been quantified.
= A wind shear buffer will likely get added, presumably widening the flight path diagram further, which has not yet been quantified.
= A turbulence buffer will likely get added, presumably widening the flight path diagram further, which has not yet been quantified.
= The 25’ height increments in the flight path diagram are based on the lake, so as the envelop rises, so does the ground.
= Zoning heights typically have a 10% (or so) additional height allowance for rooftop mechanical, etc. The [final] flight envelope and its
buffers will be absolute, so subtractions from potential tower heights will need to be made for roof top appurtenances.
What does the Flight path envelope and its buffers mean, moving forward?

If the west side of the neighborhood is challenged to support appropriate density due to the final flight path envelope and if the Cascade
neighborhood doesn’t want density, is it possible that the alternatives might need to be modified?

We ask that this section be brought back for public comment if the changes to the buffer areas become substantially different from what's
presented in the EIS.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Incentives should include the possibility for TDR transfers from sites that do not currently utilize their
full development capacity but feature older, character defining buildings. Smaller and older structures add diversity in appearance and use
within our neighborhood, and the incentive program needs to create opportunities for their preservation, independent of whether they
achieve landmark status.

12
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3.9

Housing

3.9.1: Overall, the review team believes that there needs to be a comprehensive housing inventory done for the neighborhood. The last time
that was done by Office of Housing was back in 2004. The inventory shown in the DEIS is not complete and is missing several buildings such as
Alterra Condominiums, the ArtStable in Cascade, the Pontius apartments, and the Harrison apartments. In addition, in Table 3.9-1, it neglected
to reflect 50 income restricted units in the Borealis.

Housing Affordability - If a complete inventory of housing is done in SLU, it should reflect not only the income-restricted affordable units in the
neighborhood, but should also show the affordability of the housing stock itself. There are several mid-sized unrestricted apartment buildings
such as the Union Bay Apartments or Carolina Court that are older and considered affordable based on King County median income guidelines.
That would give a much more accurate picture of the baseline of affordable housing in SLU and where exactly are the gaps of affordability in
the housing continuum. Focus Areas - Why were Cascade and the northwestern pan handle of SLU excluded in the focus area where there are
existing concentrations of housing?

3.9.2: Housing Affordability - The Comprehensive Plan Housing Policy spells out citywide affordable housing goals as 20% of expected housing
growth earning up to 50% of AMI; 17% of expected housing growth earning from 51-80% of AMI; and 27% of expected housing growth earning
81-120% of AMI. Those are great and much vetted citywide goals that would ensure our city is affordable to all who work in Seattle. However,
we'’d like to know how housing affordability is distributed throughout the city. How do other neighborhoods compare in achieving those
affordability goals? Or is much of that responsibility put on SLU and other neighborhoods like Rainier Valley?

Issue of potentially displacing existing wood frame buildings and older single family residences - The review team thought that if we did a
complete inventory of existing SLU housing, we would have a better understanding of the stock and current use of older single family houses
and wood frame buildings in the neighborhood. That information would help the community identify the level of protection these buildings
should have. Forinstance, we know of at least one such single family structure in the neighborhood that has not been used for housing for
years and been an office instead. There was discussion about obtaining the number of affordable units that these buildings provide and
comparing that with the number of affordable units a new development could bring through incentive zoning on the same sites. We also
guestion the quality of affordable housing that these existing buildings provide, particularly 30+ years out when full build-out is expected.
Also, the impact of those types of buildings should be the same under Alternative 4. The likelihood of displacement in the long run for those
buildings would be the same if zoning does not change.

3.9.3: If a comprehensive housing inventory is conducted, it should identify existing affordable housing (both income restricted and
unrestricted) that could qualify for TDR. This would be in addition to only the red-brick buildings that were mentioned on page 3.9-14.

Under the “Employers Promoting Living Near Work” mitigation strategy, it should make clear mention of promoting living near work for
employees of all wages and levels. What about other strategies to preserve unrestricted affordable housing stock such as making it easier (via
building codes) to renovate existing housing stock?

14
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3.10

Aesthetics

General Comments

EIS Lite: The text is often obvious, obligatory information for the general public and frequently redundant between the alternatives as well as
restating fundamentals from other chapters and the overall EIS document. For being a technical document, this seemed to fall short. Of the
92-page Aesthetics document 3.10, once you back out 55 pages of comparative computer modeling and a fair amount of text generalities,
redundancies, definitions and quoting policies, there is little substance, and we were under-whelmed. We understand that the computer
models have and serve a purpose, although they are cartoonish, virtually scale-less and unrealistic, with little to no analysis.Appendix D
provided more, compulsory computer images which were OK, but again were similarly cartoon-like, with only floor lines to give any sense of
scale. Perhaps more of the computer comparisons could have gone to Appendix D to make room for other important Aesthetic topics (see
below).

What happened to the UDF? The UDF has been hailed as a bridge between the largely-aspirational Neighborhood Plan and the EIS. It has also
been widely referenced as an important building block for the EIS. While by nature they are entirely different documents, there are many
important things that were brought forward through the UDF that are aesthetic-related which are vacant from the EIS which seems
unfortunate. The EIS references the UDF in a few places, but typically in passing

Height yes, but what about Bulk or Scale? The EIS presented numerous graphic representations of the various proposed heights but did
nothing with regards to analyzing bulk, scale (of podiums as well as towers) and associated mitigations. The UDF worked extensively on dozens
of various tower heights, podium heights, proportions, floor plate sizes, FAR’s, etc. The EIS simply accepted the proposed
parameters.Meaningful architectural studies of tower and podium height, bulk, scale, proportions, etc., gave way to partial views of towers in
photo-montages or as dozens of tiny towers in birdseye views from far away. There seems to be nothing that shows what a building with a
specific FAR and a certain height actually look like proportionately. An actual height, bulk, scale study should help to convey an understanding
of what we are looking at and it should help to advance and elevate the dialogue of the community. Even some photographs of existing
buildings that are examples of what is being proposed (for floor plate sizes, tower and podium heights, FAR, etc. would be helpful.

Other Important Aesthetic Topics: The review team certainly understands that an EIS Aesthetic sub-chapter is compelled to study the four
classic areas of EIS review: Height/ Bulk/ Scale, Views, Shadows and Light and Glare. We believe that there are several other areas of analysis
and review that can equally affect aesthetics and could or should have been included in the document. The UDF dealt with some of these as
well and some of that thinking could have been carried forward.
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Aesthetics (continued)

- Open spaces. Throughout much of the UDF process, the importance of open spaces was discussed. Critical to Aesthetics as well as other
things, open spaces are critical. There were many thoughts in the UDF about incentivizing or even requiring some form of open space(s) for
projects pursuing towers. Many of the computer simulations would look extremely different and better had there been open spaces in them.
(Note: We read the Open Space sub-chapter and found nothing specific relating to open spaces provided by projects/ development. That
document dealt more with parks and other public open spaces.)

- “Bread Loaves versus towers.” For years, Seattle has been wrestling with these idioms. Through the UDF, these were debated. For the
review team, “bread loaves” or mid-rise buildings are synonymous with little relief as they are assumed to be for the most part built out to
their property lines to maximize their square feet. Conversely, “towers” have been synonymous with not only verticality but also with creating
open spaces in exchange for being able to go higher than the underlying zoning.

- For the review team, the EIS did a poor job of differentiating between the mid-rise buildings and the towers, which is a fundamental issue.
Without the distinctions that there are differences at podiums of towers (or towers without podiums) and the mid-rise buildings themselves,
the EIS made us feel like we were to be looking at a comparison of mid-rise buildings and mid-rise buildings with towers on top of them, which
is a fundamental problem.

- Other tower incentives. In addition to Open spaces, the UDF contemplated other controls and incentives to tower projects which a
developer would have to commit to providing in order to go up, which most, if not all would provide opportunities for enhanced aesthetics.
Those physical ‘incentive zoning’ provisions should have been included in the list of potential mitigations.

- Podiums. Podiums are very important to aesthetics. There is concern about the lack of attention in the document towards aesthetics at
building bases. Many of us put high importance on aesthetics at the street level and the bases of buildings in general. Podiums get a few scant
references in the text, but aren’t looked at comparatively and they don’t get much if any attention in the 3-D models. It is mentioned that
podiums aren’t required, but there are no graphics that study that premise, Podium heights, their treatments, what is allowed in them
(example: above-grade parking), and other considerations are very important. Are there provisions for limiting podium sizes? Example: If a
developer needs at least four parcels/ lots (or typically 240’ by 108’ or 120’) in order to satisfy the 22,000 SF lot size requirement for towers,
won’t they want to have an above-grade parking garage that is 240’ long, above the ground floor? Is that what we want?

- Tower Spacing? There is no reference to, or study of, tower spacing in the document. We understand that the City may be presently avoiding
it. Having a minimum of 4 parcels, mentioned above, may limit towers to a maximum of two per block, but it does nothing to control which
four contiguous lots and what if the neighbor across the alley wants to develop the same four lots directly across the alley, and what if they are
both mid-block sites? It appears that we are all left to hope that towers always get developed on opposite ends of the block from each other.
Why is this issue not addressed in the EIS?

22 cont
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Aesthetics (continued)

- Re-orienting blocks. In the UDF, there was great support early on for having the ability to rotate block orientation, allowing buildings to
orient east-west axially instead of north-south, improving solar angles, increasing space between towers and having other positive benefits
(like greater porosity towards the Space Needle and the Sound). Why is this issue not addressed in the EIS aesthetics section or Is that no
longer being considered?

3.10.1: There are three “Focus Areas” listed — 8" Avenue North Corridor, Fairview Avenue Corridor and Valley/ Mercer Blocks. Focus Areas are

defined as being “subareas in the South Lake Union neighborhood that are considered in greater detail, where applicable.” There is no

explanation of why there are Focus Areas, why there are only three, or why these three. While the three chosen are deserving, the review

team feel that their inclusion in the EIS should be explained and made relevant and there should be consideration of other Focus Areas. The

UDF identified several such potential areas of focus. To name a few that came to the minds of the review team:

Seattle Times Blocks

Denny Park area

Cascade Park area

Westlake corridor

Broad Street corridor (radical change there)

John Street Hill Climb block

John, Thomas and Harrison corridors, specifically pertaining to the “re-stiching” zone of South Lake Union and Uptown.

There are several assumptions listed. The review team had a few comments

“All undeveloped and under-developed sites will redevelop in the future.” The review team questions the relevance of this statement
absent any consideration of the actual, likely amount of time in which this will happen. The planning parameters for this EIS seem to
us to be shorter than the many decades it would take to develop all remaining sites in South Lake Union.

“Property owners with sites larger than 22,000 SF will use available zoning incentives to build the maximum gross building area
allowable, while sites with less than 22,000 SF will develop consistent with underlying zoning.” s this equitable and fair to the “little
guy?” For example, in a commercial situation, a property owner who has a site less than 22,000 SF would never be able to develop to
an FAR of 7. Meaning that the de-facto zoning for two adjacent properties, one greater than 22,000 SF and one less, are radically
different.

“On-site structured parking will be provided half above grade and half below grade.” The review team does not understand why this is,
or even should be an assumption. We further-more think that this assumption is flawed. Per the UDF process, there was a lot of
conversation about parking, treatment of above grade parking, encouraging or even incentivizing below-grade parking, with possible
exemptions for high water table, etc. The simple assumption above seems to ignore the UDF.

22 cont
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Aesthetics (continued)

Figure 3.10-2 — 3.10-9: These first show on page 3.10-9, but continue throughout the document. The review team questions the relevance of
views that are never seen by anyone not in a seaplane.

Alternative 1 Page 3.10-19: “Of the development alternatives, full development under Alternative 1 could have the greatest impact on
aesthetics in that this alternative would permit the greatest building heights and could result in the greatest increase in development density.”
Members of the review team feel that “greatest impact” (on aesthetics) can be good or bad and should be less vague and more completely
addressed. Lorie views greater height and dense spacing of towers as having a negative impact on aesthetics due to shadowing, etc. Dan
believes that taller buildings should provide open space and/ or other amenities to get their height, making for example, pocket parks that
would not otherwise be provided. This was discussed at length through the UDF process, but seems to be lost in this EIS. Dan also generally
believes that high rises typically have budgets that provide for better quality architecture, better massing proportions, etc. Lorie is concerned
that the realities of economic pressures may lead to a future of aesthetically-challenged buildings blocking views of iconic landmarks (e.g. the
Space Needle) unless addressed.

Transitions Page 3.10-20: Places of transition with neighboring low and mid-rise neighborhoods, such as Uptown, are referenced in the bottom
two paragraphs of this page. The review team feels that this is a very important and relevant concern, particularly in Alternatives 1 and 2
which are tall on the western edge of SLU. Due to the possible discrepancy in zoning between the South Lake Union and the Uptown
neighborhoods due to a re-zone, we agree with the EIS statement that “it may be appropriate to address this potential issue by addressing the
zoning of the Uptown Triangle and South Lake Union neighborhoods together rather than independently.”

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts Pages 3.10-39, 80, 88 & 92: When considering the magnitude and differing amounts of potential
growth of South Lake Union between the Alternatives, the review team was genuinely surprised that all four areas of EIS review (Height/ Bulk/
Scale, Views, Shadows and Light and Glare) were summed up with the statement “No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to [all
categories] are anticipated.” We need to better understand how a Determination of No Significance is made in each case.
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3.11

Historic Resources

3.11.1 Affected Environment
Existing Conditions, “Development of Seattle's South Lake Union Area”:

We recommend shorting the section and simply citing additional more detailed accounts of neighborhood history.

Detail the strong connection between historic preservation and affordable housing in South Lake Union, perhaps mentioning specific
properties in both lists (see EIS chapter 3.9 Housing). City zoning prohibited new residential uses from roughly the 1920s to 1990s, a period
during which a wide range of housing was built in adjacent neighborhoods like Capitol Hill, Uptown/Lower Queen Anne, and Eastlake.

“Construction of I-5 further defined the identity ... [and] made the South Lake Union area increasingly attractive” (page 6) is not accurate.
Nyberg and Steinbruck describe the freeway construction as “irreparable damage” and other retrospectives characterize that as a period of
decline for the neighborhood leading to surface parking lots instead of active uses.

Instead of focusing on types of businesses present at various time periods, draw a connection to the potential landmarks from those times. For
example, employees of early industries may have worshiped at the wood-frame Immanuel Lutheran Church and lived in the brick apartment
houses. Postwar decline led to relatively inexpensive land, allowing architectural variety such as the J. Lister Holmes/Holly Press Mid-Century
Modern building.

We suggest changing "Development ... 2000-2010 has consisted mainly of five- and six-story buildings as well as apartment buildings and
condominiums of up to six and seven stories on consolidated, full- and half-block parcels" to something like "has consisted of a variety of
building sizes and types, including many residential buildings." There has been great variety in heights and parcel sizes; Mirabella which is
pictured on that page is 125 ft (12 stories), as are several Amazon buildings; Alcyone is 8 stories, and many developments like Veer (condos),
Bart Harvey, Art Stable, and SCCA House, are all on smaller parcels.

Mention successful recent preservation, for example the New Richmond Laundry building at Alley24, transfer of development rights (TDR)
program between the Brewster Apartments and 2200 Westlake, and the Naval Reserve Armory as MOHAI at Lake Union Park.

201 Boren (parcel 1986200370) has been demolished, and 223 Pontius Ave N (parcel 2467400455) will be soon (site has a MUP).

3.11.2 Environmental Impacts

This section does not appear to capture the complex interplay between development incentives and historic preservation, instead simply
stating that the greatest development opportunity leads to the greatest pressure on existing structures. However, because the close-in
location of South Lake Union is much more valuable today than when smaller-scale historic buildings were constructed, many are already
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Historic Resources (continued)

highly likely to be redeveloped at current zoning levels. Various incentive zoning and transfer of development rights programs provide an
important opportunity for preservation, meaning that Alternative 4 (No Action) may be the least attractive.

3.11.3 Mitigation Strategies

We agree with the need for a wide range of mitigations, including an updated survey and landmark nominations, including buildings that have
only recently become eligible (25 years for City of Seattle).

We would also like to see a survey of additional mitigation options that have been successfully employed elsewhere.

Since the city transfer of development rights (TDR) program saw some success before it expired, it should be renewed without the need for
feasibility analysis.

There is also opportunity for preservation partnerships with local non-profit housing organizations such as LIHI and Capitol Hill Housing,
architectural advocacy organizations such as Docomomo WEWA and Historic Seattle, and other non-profits like MOHAI.

Lastly, even when full preservation is not possible we would like to see preservation of historic elements into new projects. For example, some
of the remaining Northern Pacific Railroad tracks in Terry Ave N and Valley St could be incorporated into future development.

3.12 Cultural Resources CULTURAL RESOURCES: Section does not relate to current cultural resources. It could have had an inventory of current social/cultural
resources in the district and failed to do so. It failed to stress the low income and family resources such as the Cascade Peoples Center and
Lutheran Community Services. Potential impacts to these cultural resources should be studied under each alternative.

3.13 Transportation
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Transportation (continued)

General Comments

The overall findings of the EIS Transportation section seem to indicate that traffic will inevitably worsen in South Lake Union regardless of
which alternative is chosen. Can we really know this unless we study the No Action Alternative with mitigation that we know will happen? And
are the projected traffic volumes accurate counts?

We need more information and the confidence that the information provided is accurate to most successfully assess the transportation
section.

3.13. Tables ES2 and ES3 (pgs. 2 & 4): The purpose of these tables is to show the difference in traffic volume for each of the four alternatives
with implemented mitigation strategies. For the No Action Alternative, no mitigation strategies are assumed. This data seems incorrect
because many of the mitigation strategies will happen, as they are part of planned traffic projects in South Lake Union. We would like to see
the assumed traffic volume from the No Action Alternative with these mitigation strategies applied.

Mitigation Measures identified (pg. 2): The EIS document states: ‘Potential mitigation measures to provide this system include the
implementation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements identified in plans and documents such as the Seattle Pedestrian Master Plan, Bicycle
Master Plan, and South Lake Union Urban Design Guidelines.

3.13 .1 Affected Environment - Multi-Use Paths (pg.8): Two multi-use paths are identified as being viable transportation options for cycling to
and through South Lake Union: Cheshiahud Lake Loop and the Lake to Bay Loop. Neither of these multi-use trails is actually a ‘trail,” but a
combination of sidewalk, street and multi-use path. Because of this, these loops function only as recreational bicycle paths and not effective
transportation cycling options.

Traffic Safety (pg. 33): High accident locations are identified for future safety improvements, and intersections are graded from safe to
dangerous based on how many accidents occur at each intersection. Is there a way to evaluate safety based on near misses? There are several
intersections of great concern that have NOT been identified for safety improvements (9th & Denny, Westlake & Valley, Westlake & Thomas,
for example). Let’s improve the safety before people are seriously injured or killed.

This section also addresses changes in bus routes expected by 2031. While new/changed bus routes to service SLU would be great, we
guestion the assumption that this will happen, when changes to infrastructure that are already planned are NOT assumed in the mitigation
evaluations (3-way Mercer underpass for example).

2031 South Lake Union Land Uses (pg. 52): Total Lane Use Figure shows the existing conditions and expected conditions in 2031 given the three
zoning alternatives. Where did the projections on expected jobs and residences come from? Is full build-out assumed for each alternative?
Sources should be listed.

It is noted in the chart description that Alternative 3 has slightly fewer jobs and a “residential focus.” Having fewer jobs is not the same as
having a residential focus, which instead would imply more households.

3.13 .3 Environmental Impact — Deficiencies of the No Action Alternative - Parking (pg. 64, Table -12): This table shows estimated additional
off-street parking. Where did these numbers come from? Are these assumptions in line with current market-provided parking in South Lake
Union? Are developers currently providing 1 parking space per dwelling unit, for example?

3.13 .6 Mitigation Strategies (pg. 77): The mitigation for South Lake Union focuses on methods to decrease the number of vehicle trips and
maximize the number of bicycle, pedestrian and transit trips in order to impact mode splits. The EIS states: “From both a policy and feasibility
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Transportation (continued)

perspective, increasing roadway capacity is undesirable and cost-prohibitive.” Given that shifting modes is the only available mitigation for SLU,
we believe education and community outreach programs should be part of the mitigation efforts. Just because it becomes more difficult to
drive does not mean that people will automatically convert to other modes of transportation.

Errorsin EIS

Pg. 20: Figure 3.13-7 is titled “Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy,” and it should be titled “On-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy.”
Pgs. 29, 57 and Figures 4, 9, 13 and 17: Valley Street is mislabeled as Yale Avenue North as part of the Fairview Ave N. study corridor.

Figure 14 indicates Roy Street is a through-street allowing access across Aurora Avenue for cars, cyclists and pedestrians. This information is
incorrect and this graphic is misleading.

3.14 Public Services The only Public Services considered were Police and Fire, and the consideration of police and fire was inadequate. The section failed to actually
look at the response times under each alternative.

3.15 Utilities

3.16 Open Space and Recreation
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Letter 19

811 12Ave. Suite 626 + Seattle, WA 98104 (206) 329-2336 ¢ Fax (206) 329-2705
www.ansportationchoices.org
@ taionchoiceS.0rg

BoARD

Kathy Huckabay
President

Kyle Loring

Vice President
Barbara Wright
Vice President
Amy Grotefendt
Treasurer

Matt Ferguson
Secretary

Dave Asher
Mike Cooper
Steve Crane
Dan Evans
Mike Harbour
Dave Janis

Sandeep Kaushik

Brian Painley
Dave Ross

Christian Sinderman

STAFF
Rob Johnson
Executive Director

Andrew Austin
Field Director

Carrie Dolwick
State Policy Director

Viet Shelton
Campaign Director

Shefali Ranganathan
Director of Programs

April 11, 2011

Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: James Holmes

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 1900

P.O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Submitted via: southlakeunioneis@seattle.gov

RE: South Lake Union Height and Density Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Dear Mr. Holmes;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Lake Union DEIS.
Transportation Choices Coalition is a statewide nonprofit organization working for more
transportation choices for all Washingtonians. We believe that providing diverse
transportation choices in our cities is a critical strategy to accomplish many social and
environmental goals, including supporting greater physical health associated with more
active lifestyles, connecting residents to jobs and destinations, reducing transportation
related greenhouse gas emissions, and lowering household expenses associated with
vehicle ownership and use.

Thank you to the Department of Planning and Development for the years of time and
resources that have been put into planning for the future of the South Lake Union
neighborhood. South Lake Union is projected to accommodate over 20% of the City’s
housing and job growth in the next twenty years. With its growing employment center,
proximity to downtown Seattle, and connectivity to other urban centers including the
University District, South Lake Union represents one of the best opportunities in the
central Puget Sound region to accommodate growth with social and environmental
benefit, rather than impact. In particular, the neighborhood's great potential for
walkability and transit use—measured by its relatively tight street grid, mix of amenities
and neighborhood destinations, good jobs-housing balance where people can live dose
to their jobs, frequent streetcar and bus service, and proximity to the Westlake Transit
hub—make it a place in which people can live and work without relying on a personal
vehicle.

Allowing more zoning capacity and flexibility and strengthening neighborhood
transportation choices will ensure that this growth leads to a high quality of life for
residents, as well as environmental and social benefits for the entire region.
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To this end, we make the following comments on the DEIS:

For the numerous reasons stated above, we strongly support increasing zoning
capacity and flexibility to maximize the potential for housing and job growth
in SLU. Alternative 1 in the DEIS would provide the greatest capacity and flexibility.

However to maximize potential to create a great community with real transportation
choices, the City must also improve transportation investments in the neighborhood. We
strongly support many of the recommendations of the South Lake Union /
Uptown Triangle Mobility Plan to improve pedestrian, bicycling and transit
use, including:
e Connecting the South Lake Union and Uptown communities with better east-west
pedestrian and bike connections across Aurora Avenue :
e Using “complete streets” standards for all roadway improvements in the
neighborhood
e Implementing the Seattle Streetcar Plan that would connect the existing South
Lake Union Streetcar to the funded First Hill Streetcar, as well as potential routes
to the University, Seattle Center, and through Downtown.

In order to provide a more accurate analysis of the result of such zoning changes and
infrastructure improvements, we strongly urge that the EIS examine the projected
per capita vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission production,
rather than the gross change. It makes sense that an increase in people would lead
to an overall increase in greenhouse gas emissions. However data demonstrates that
accommodating population and employment increases in dense in-city neighborhoods
with diverse transportation choices lead to lower per capita greenhouse gas emissions
than less dense scenarios. This critical analysis is not currently captured in the DEIS,
creating a misleading suggestion that denser alternatives perform worse on vehicle miles
traveled and greenhouse gas emissions than do less dense scenarios. We urge you to
analyze the per capita impacts to more accurately describe the results of zoning
alternatives.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the South Lake Union DEIS. Please
do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide any further assistance.

Sincerely,
<5
<o
Rob Johnson, Executive Director
Transportation Choices Coalition
811 First Avenue #626, Seattle, Washington 98104
206-329-2336

rob@trans ionchoices.or:

www.transportationchoices.org
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Table 4-2
Responses to Public Comments Received During the Comment Period

Comment

Response

Number

Letter 6: Smith, Leslie G.

1 Support Alternative 1. The comment is noted.

Letter 7: Swenson, Skip

1 Support Alternatives 1 and 2. The comment is noted.

2 Community Amenities. The comment is noted. Amenities are essential for a
vibrant community.

3 Transit and Bike/Pedestrian Infrastructure. The comment is noted.
Improvements are planned consistent with the alternatives that are noted.

4 Incentives and Affordable Housing. The comment is noted. Incentives are
essential to a realization of the selected alternative.

5 Regional TDR. The comment is noted. Please see the Final EIS Chapter 2 for a
discussion of regional TDR as an incentive zoning measure.

Letter 8: O'Tool, Lori

1 Support Alternatives 1 and 2. The comment is noted.

Letter 9: Danyluk, Edward

1 Support Height and Density. The comment is noted.

2 Transportation Analysis. The analysis identified significant and unavoidable
impacts on several corridors throughout the study area. Additional analysis
would not affect the overall results of the transportation that is contained in
the EIS.

3 Transportation Mitigation. An EIS only requires that mitigation be identified.
It does not require analysis of the mitigation implementation. Mitigation
implementation and monitoring is carried out as a subsequent part of the
height and density amendments, should the action go forward.

Letter 10: Letter : Joncas, Kate

1 Support Additional Employment and Residential Density. The comments
are noted.
2 35,000 SF Floor Plates. Beginning in late 2008 and continuing through 2009,

the City worked with interested citizens and other stakeholders to define the
broad alternatives to be studied in this EIS. Through this public process, the
standard for commercial floor plate size was reduced from 35,000 sf to 24,000
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Comment

Number Response

sf. Please see the discussion of alternatives that were eliminated from
consideration (Draft EIS Section 2.3.7.). Conceivably, larger floor plate size may
be appropriate in certain areas of the study area and localized study may be
warranted.

3 Minimum Lot Size. As noted in the Response to Comment #2 above, the City
worked with interested citizens and other stakeholders to define the
alternatives to be studied in this EIS. Through this public process, the standard
for minimum lot size was increased from 18,000 sf to 24,000 sf and 60,000 sf
near Lake Union. Please see the discussion of alternatives eliminated from
consideration, Draft EIS Section 2.3.7.

4 Benefits of Increased Employment and Density. The comment is noted. As
the commenter states, the EIS does not discuss the economic benefits of the
proposal. As required in WAC 197-11-402, EISs are required to identify
probable significant adverse impacts, but are not required to address
beneficial environmental impacts.

Please see Final EIS Section 3.2 for a discussion of the City's economic
development policies that are contained in the Comprehensive Plan.

5 Broader Range of Options. The comment is noted. The alternatives that are
part of this EIS were established through an extensive public outreach process
and they are intended to present a reasonable range of options for Council
consideration. Conceivably, the alternative that is selected could be a hybrid
of the alternatives presented here.

Letter 11: Woo, Eugenia

1 Objectives of the Proposal. It is recognized that preservation of the historic
character of the area is an important consideration of the South Lake Union
Neighborhood Plan. Although not specifically called addressed, historic
character is assumed to be included in the objective of the proposal, which
seeks increases in height and density to achieve neighborhood plan goals
through an incentive zoning program. Potential incentive measures are
identified in Draft EIS Section 3.11.3.

2 Mitigation (Historic Resources). Recommended mitigation will be
determined by the City's decision-makers. The adoption of mitigation
measures ultimately will be a policy decision made by the City and voted on by

City Council.
3 Historic Character. The comments are noted.
4 Properties Previously Identified as Potentially Eligible for Historic

Designation. The commenter is correct. The 802 Roy Street property was
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Number Response
added to the "Properties Previously Identified as Potentially Eligible" matrix,
Table 3.11-2, on p. 3.11-9 in the Draft EIS and to Figure 3.11-1, "Eligible and

Designated Historic Sites."

?:;e Parcel no. Name (constr. date) Address Source

Puget Sound Power & 802 Roy St/800 2000 City Inventory / 2000

4088803530
16A Light Co. Shops (1926) Aloha St DAHP

Letter 12: Aramburu, J. Richard

1 EIS Adequacy. Please see responses to comments in this letter and in Letters
13 through 15, responding to comments from Lake Union Opportunity
Alliance (LUOA). The City of Seattle has determined that the Height and
Density EIS adequately meets state and local SEPA requirements.

2 Statement of Need. As noted in the Draft EIS, South Lake Union is one of the
City’s six designated Urban Centers. These are key areas within the City that
are expected to continue to evolve as concentrations of employment and
housing -- with direct access to high-capacity transit and a broad range of
land uses that support the urban center employment and housing.

As described in Chapter 2, the proposal that is considered in the EIS would
involve the potential use of incentive zoning as a strategy to achieve
neighborhood plan goals and other public benefits. Incentive zoning would
allow increased height and density if public benefits defined in City code are
provided.

Capacity to accommodate future housing and employment is one of six
objectives of the proposal that are identified in the Draft EIS (Section 2.1.2).
Other objectives include:

e Advance Comprehensive Plan goals to use limited land resources more
efficiently, to pursue a development pattern that is economically sound,
and to maximize the efficiency of public investment in infrastructure and
services.

e Provide for a more diverse and attractive neighborhood character by
providing a mix of housing types, uses, building types and heights.

e Enhance the pedestrian quality at street level by providing amenities,
taking into consideration light and air as well as public view corridors and
providing for retail activity at key locations.

e Use increases in height and density to achieve other neighborhood plan
goals such as increasing the amount of affordable housing, open space,
and other public benefits through an incentive zoning program.
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e Determine how to best accommodate growth while maintaining a
functional transportation system, including street network, transit, and
non-motorized modes of travel. Similarly, determine how to accommodate
growth while maintaining functional capacity of utility systems, including
electrical energy, water, sewer and storm drain systems.

As described in the Draft EIS Section 3.8, the capacity of zoning to meet
growth targets will be determined by the growth target that is ultimately
adopted as part the City’s 2031 Comprehensive Plan update. Such will entail a
citywide review of growth capacity and targets. Please see also response to
Comment 3 of this letter, below.

3 Growth Targets and EIS Timing. As described in the Seattle Comprehensive
Plan Urban Village 