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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter Al

Al. Washington Office of
Archaeology and Historic
Preservation; Department of P
Community, Trade, and Y MY 2 A4 "o
Economic Development s

Letter A1

STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEFARTMENT OF COMMUMNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Oiffice of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
430 Golf Clwb Koxd S, Suite 201, Lacey » PO Box #8343 = D#rl'lpnl,. MM‘IM PRS0 -AR4T & RGN ADT-075T

Fax Nawber (M) 4076217
May 23, 2000

Seaptle Department of Parks and Recreation
B00 Maynard Avenue South
Seartls, Washingion 98134

Ini fisture correspondence, please refer to:

Log:  051500-33-K1

Ree  Washington Park Arboretum
Master PMlan: Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DELS)

Diear Mr. Marshall:

Thank you for giving this office the opportunity to review the above referenced
document. Comments below are made on behalf of the State Historic Preservation
Cficer.

We appreciate the plan's description of the property’s historic background and
recognition of its historic significance. Whila the Arboretum has gone through many
different stages of development, nooe of which appear to have been fully realized, it's
evolation over time and retention of important historic features from several periods of
that development demonstrate sipnificance that transcends that of its individual kisteric
elernents, Even though patterns of circulation and planting materials may not fully all
comform to orgingd propasals, we believe the historic significancs of the park is well
documented. In our view, Washington Park Arboretum is eligible for listing in the
Mational Register of Historic Places as & historic cubiural landscape, and may also be
eligible fior local landmeark designation

Becauss of the park’s historic significance, we believe decisions regarding future
development should be based on sound preservation standards in sddition to curmrent
planning principles and community nesds
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter Al

Al1.1—Thank you for the
resource suggestion. Some
additional assessment of the
potential impacts has been
included in the final EIS
Historic and Cultural Resources
section, and the conclusions
with regard to potential
significance have been revised.
The guidelines you mention
have been consulted and would
be used in plan implementation.
Specific discussion isincluded
regarding the principles of
rehabilitation that underlie some
aspects of the plan. Becausethe
project is programmatic,
detailed designs are not
available. If the project siteis
nominated as alandmark under
Seattle regulations, additional
information would be required
to establish appropriate controls
over the property. If the park
has not been nominated prior to
implementation of projects
under the plan, additional
historical information would be
prepared for each specific
project area. The guidelines
have been added to the
description of potential
mitigation measures.

(Letter A1)

rﬁrmudmmeplnmdmnmpmdmonmnpukwmcmdmmm
Further, the city's preservation program and Landmarks Preservation Board should be
congulted regarding possible designation and review of projects that may impact the
property’s overall historic character. The plan indicates that such réview should take
place when specific “historic structures or places™ may be affected, but, becanse of the
park's significance as a cultural landseape, that review should be expanded,

The plan states that proposals and alternatives under consideration weuld not
significantly affect the park's historic character. In our view, saveral proposals could
have & detrimental impact on the park if appropriate preservation standards are not
followed. These include, but are not limited to, realignment of Arboretum Drive,
recrientation of wrails, construction of pedestrian overpasses, expansion of parking lots,
and construction of new buildings'structures,

Thank you again for previding a copy of this DEIS. T hope that the comments above are

Teelpful. Ifyou have any questions of responses to our comments, please contact me at
{360) 4070768

Sincerely,

Stephen A. Mathison
Historical Architect

SAM: sam
Cg Karen Gordon
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter A2

A2. Seattle Landmarks
Preservation Board

A2.1—Some additional
analysis of impacts on
historic resources has been
provided in thefinal EIS.
The specific line that you
noted has been revised. See
the response to comment
A1.1. Primary sources have
been researched in producing
the final EIS.

0K Thitst Averue - $th floar Seatthe Wi gon S04 (306)664- 0825

LPB 207000
June 2, 2000

Peter Marshall, Park Planner

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
E00 Maynard Avenue South

Searile, WA 98134

Drear by, Marshall:

Thank vou for the opporiunity to review the Dreft Environmental [mpact Staterment
{DEIS) for the Washington Park Arbosetum Master Plan. The Landmarks Preservition
Board (Board) has reviewed the Histors and Culwral Resources section and would liks
o offer comments.

The Board is concerned about the adequacy of the History of the Waskingron Park
Arboretem Site as it relates 1o the literature review and believes it is deficient. The
authors claim to base the information in that section wpon primary sources, whes, in fact,
the listing includes no primary ssurces For its early histery examination. Primary sources
would include contemporary periodicals, newspaper accounts, the Olmsted Brothers”
report 1o park cominissioners ad later plans, maps, photogruphs, and other City reports
and plans. Mone of these are cited as pan of the investigation. Two sources listed are
secondary sources in that they are inlerpretve publications by Schmitz and Medbury.
Only The Arboretum Plan and A Collections and Landscape Master Plan for Washington
Fark Arboretum can be considered primary sources and these focus on present and future
conditions rather than on the higoric context. An example of how the use of these
sources is misleading and inaccurale 15 the reference to Broadmoor at page 150 that
siates: AL the tum of the century, the park contained a series of wagon roads that ked
into Brosdmoor.” The Pugst Mill Conpany owned the site of Broadmodar and the
housing and golf course were developed from | 923-27 and would not have existed af the
turn of the cenlury

Administered by The Historlc Preservation Program, The Seattle

Department of Nelghborhoods
“Frinied on Secycied Papes
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter A2

A2.2—The Department of Parks
and Recreation (DPR) is aware
of the section of Seattle's SEPA (Letter A2)
regulations and recognizes that,
while DPR is not required to

The Board alse believes the Mistory of the Waskington Park Arborerum Sine section
apply for Iandr_narl_< status, i ’ should be modifed (o reflec) thal despite the departure from the original Olmsted Flan,
landmark nomination and review the Washington Park Arboretum has developed historic significance through its evelution

Id h r v m anud retention of impartant historie featares from several periods of development, The
could hel ggo tetsf? heSStO -e Baard believes that the Asplicable Regulations and Policies section is adequate but is
concerns about the historic concemed that the Mingarion Mearures section is deficient in that it fils 1o address the
character of the site. Actionto requirements at SMC 25,05 675(H)(2)e.,4) that are referenced in the Applicable
protect historic parks and Falpiaiont aind Dojiclar Sceian ad e
boulevardsisincluded in ) 2. Forprojects involving stractures or sites which are not yet designated as
Seattle’ s Parks & Recreation historical landmarks but which appear 1o meet the criteria for designation, the

; decisionmaker or any imberesbed person may refier the site of smacture to the
ECIJi[[]I FZISI?]% lijop(ej)?;reﬁiﬂ:jtl’?ePR IS Landmarks Preservation Board for consideration. If the Board approves the sits
ar structurs for nomination as an historic landmark, consideration of the sive or

possibility of landmark structare for designaion s an historic landmark and application of contrels and

i H inzentives shall proceed as provided by the Lasdmarke Freservation Oedinsnee.
nomination of the Olmsted 1¢ the project is mejected fi noinatlon, the projact hall not be conditioned. or
Broth_ers park system, of Wh|(_:h dented for historical peeservalion purposes, except pursaant to paragraphs d. and
Washington Park Arboretumisa & of this subssction.
part.

2. When a project is proposed adjacent to or across the sireet from a designaied
sibe or stracture, the decisionmaker shall refer the proposal to the City"s Higtaeic
Preservation Officer for an assessment of any adverse impacts on the designaied
landmark and for comments on possible mitigating measares. Mitigation may be
rexquired to insure the compatibality of the propessd project with the callor,
material and architestural chaszcter of the dosignated landmark and to reducs
impacis an the chasacter of the landmerk®s site. Subject 1o the Overview Policy
set Torth in Section 2505665, mitigating messures may be required and ars
limited 1o the following:

i Sympathetic fagade treatment;

ii, Sympathetic street trestment;

iii. Sympathetic design treatment; and

iv. Reconfiguration of the project and'er relocation of the project on the
project suate;

provided, that mitigating measures shall not mclede reductions in & prigest’s gross

Noos ares,

In reviewing the Mitigation Measwres section, the Board was concerned that SMC
25,05 675[HN2)(c) was not addressed and requests that hat secticn be amended o delete
ihe first *measurs” and add the following:

Submit to the Landmarks Preservation Board an application for landmark
nomination far the Washingion Park Arboretum pursuant to SMC
23054675 (HNZ)e.
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter A2

{Letter A2)

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to reviewing the application
for landmark designation for the Washington Park Arboretum in a timely fashion and
prior to implementation of the Master Plan.

Sincerely,

Lo Mo rovchady,
Lome McConachie
Chairman

Cc:  Landmarks Preservation Board members
Jim Diers, Department of Neighborhoods
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter A3

A3. Washington State
Department of

Transportation Letter AZ
A3.1—Comment
acknowledged. Washington State Northwest Resson
Department of Transportation -i"._’,“':’;;"{g.::‘.”"‘ il
A3.2—Thereported link Sid Marrizan i, WA ML TLET

Sy i LA e

volumeswere obtained
from 24-hour machine
(hose) counts, while the
reported intersection
turning and through
volumes were counted

[P 40 4000

August 7, 2000

manua”y Given that the Mr. Peter Marshall, Park Planner
machine and manual counts Seartle Depariment of Parks and Recreation
were made on different 800 Maynard Avenue South
days, and that the specific Seattle, WA 58134
peak hour (i.e., the 60- )
- : . Re: SR-320 MPO.73 CS 1 TRT
minute perlqd with the Washingion Park Arboretum Muster Plan
highest traffic volume) may DIEIS Review
be different for a roadway

link and an adjacent Dewr Mz Marshall.
intersection, the variations
between the link and
intersection counts are
neither unexpected nor ; 1. The proposed development of the unused freeway ramp es a pedestrian/bacycle
problematic. facility is commendable, we look forward 1o working with the Arborefum and
Botanical (arden Committee on that process. 1F it is decided 1o proceed with this
project ot will be necessary 1 submt a complets proposal through us to cor Oympia
office and the Federal Highway Administration office for review. 1f the praposal to
use the WSDOT ramp and right-of-way is approved o proceed, {he Scattle Park
Diepariment would be responsible (o construet and maintain, sven within WSDOT
Limited Access nipht-of-way, the trails {ingluding paving, construction, reConstruction
ansd repair), litter; vegetalion; management; graffit; surface and subsurface water
runoff: buildings or structures constructed for park and or patron use; any third pasty
damage repasr; any illumination for park purposes; the wnused freeway ramp
(exception strucnerel related repair; inspection: and overlays); and any mod:ifications
required o convest it fo bicycle' pedestrian use and the WSDOT parking lot which is
uged promerily for park visitors.

Wi have reviewed the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement and have the following
guestions and concerns:

WEDOT will continue to mantain te $H-520 ramps w and from Lake W:shmE,WH
Boulevard which are still active, and any facilities required 1o keep them operational

Appendix B, Figure 2: The mrning movement counts de not add up (o the link
volumes
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Agency Comments and Responses—Letter A3

A3.3—Actual average
vehicle occupancy (AVO)
datawere not collected at the
arboretum. In the absence of
site-specific data, atypical
AVO ratefor
social/recreational trips (2.5)
was used for the purposes of
analysis. Whileitistrue that
alower assumed AVO would
yield higher estimates of
traffic volume and parking
demand (as ahigher AVO
would yield lower traffic and
parking estimates), the
conservative assumption used
in the traffic and parking
analyses of concurrent full
100% utilization of al
proposed park facilities more
than compensates for possible
variationsin the AVO.
Furthermore, reasonable
variationsin AVO would not
create significant changesin
traffic volume estimates and
therefore would not change
the results of the
capacity/LOS analyses or the
conclusions drawn from

them.

A3.4—Thefuture volumes
were projected from existing
volumes using an assumed
1% annual growth rate. The
volumes shown in Appendix
C, Figure 7 are these
projected volumes rounded to
the nearest 5 (in recognition
of thelimited precision of the
projection method).

A3.5—The roundabout—and
the reintroduction of accessto
the eastbound SR 520 on-
ramp from southbound Lake

{Letter A3)

Me. Peter Marshall, Park Planner
August T, 2000
Page 2

. Appendix B, pp. 30-31, Traffic Generation, bullet #2: How was the vehicle
occupancy rate of 2.5 persons'vehicle detenmingd? This seems to be en twa_iasmlhl:
goal, @ mare conservetive rate estimate will increase the vehicle trip generalion rate.,

Appendix B, Figure 7 The link volumes chown do not calculate to the 1% per year
growth rate slated in subparagraph 'V.3.1 Traffic Volumes and Patterns.

. Appendix B, Montluke Boulevard/SR-520 Inierchange, pp. 38-39: The report states
that “the introduction of access to the SR-520 eastbound on-ramp from southbound
Lake Washington Boulevard will have a significant impact on the inlersections &t the
Montlake Boulevird/SR-520 Interchange " The impacts 1o these intersections need 10
be analyzed and reported.

Although a tradfic circle {roundabout) would seem a valid zolution 1o the (e legged,
{Lake Washington Boulevard®R-520 Ean Bound Ramp termini/Foster Island Drive),
connection, it doees not seem o pencil out. 1F the traffic from the Luoke Washinglon
Bowtlevard on-ramp to EB SR-520 currently backs up imto the intersection during peak
periads, 1L a8 likely that it will also back up into the waffic |::Ln:h: rimder the siume
congested conditions. Onee this accurs. the waffic cirele will have wo remareng
capacity for the other legs and will probably cease to function.

We wouid like to see the 1raffic circle work in this situstion, we have anempied w
heainstorm sclutions, bt 1o po avail. 1 the Arboreum and Botanical Garden
Comamittes's conzltant is able to develop a solwtion with which the traffic circle
remnains operable during all howrs we would like te consider that for intlusicn.

If wou hiave any questions please contact John Sutherland, (206) A40-4914, my Asea
Orperalinas e

Sincerely,

G Ht

David Scotl
Seaitle! Morih King Area Operations

[¥5:jbs

Washington Boulevard—have been eliminated from

the proposed master plan because of the potential for
both onsite and offsite impacts. No further analysis

is provided for this alternative.

A3.6—Seetheresponse to comment A3.5. The
proposed master plan maintains the existing traffic
flow pattern (see Figure 3 in the final EIS).
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Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 1

1. Stephan Lundgren
and Rick Barrett,
Seattle Community
Council Federation

Letter 1

FAGERENYT R )
!ﬁk:_'_.'l T 1
M w22,

e

1.1—A map has been added
in the final EIS showing
existing trails (Figure 2) for

Seatile Co ity Council Fed
3033 Honthwest 63rd Sireet

comparison with proposed Seattle Wa_ 05107 Wi
trails (Figure 3). The
Recreation section of the final Juse 3, 2000
ElSalsoincludes some Peter Marshall, Park Planner
additional discussion of Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
changes proposed to the trail 800 Maymand Avenue South
system including a AR i
comparison of existing and RE: Draft EIS for the Washingion Park Asboretum
proposed trail miles. Because
the plan is programmatic and Dosc M. Marsimil:
not aproject level design, In the sumsmer of 1995, the Sestile © ity Council Federation adopted & resolution
preasechanges cannot be pertaining to the proposed masber plan for the Washingion Park Arboretum. Essentially the
defined at thistime. The EIS same resolistion was adopted individually by many of our member organizations. It was a
assumes that most maintained PSSR € WPSLASNR AR - JATY ¢ AT S [ AR Tt vl P

> h proposed. These comments o the DEILS are based on thar resolution. They focus on the
trails would be surfaced with unwarranted comclusion that the Arboretum Botanical Garden Commitiee (ABGC) proposal will
crushed rock, as are existing have no significant impscts on the recreational and sesthetic qualities of Washingion Park. 'We

also take very srong exception to the inference in the DEIS that opposition to the ABGC plan is

maintained trails, but some x5 hes neighbentionds ndaceat to Washin gten Pack

would also be regraded to

meet ADA accessibility Ta begin, we affirm that the principal recreational value of Washington Park is the sesthetic

requirements. Exceptions experience of being in the park. Thers are certainly other recreational activities, from rumning, to

ir?gludethoseintheelgoster study of the plant collection. But the main reason handreds of thousands of pecple go to the
park each year is for the experience of being in the existent environment. The sesthetics dominste

Island area, where planks and the recreational use. Thus these qualities are inextricably joined.

bark are used, and the Lake - N Ll SN

; _ .1 | Please consider these spesi lthough ithe planned revision of tmils is = mot

Washmgton.BouIevard dual aling o sigaiiicnst e i Gy e

use trail, which would be and therefore no wiy 10 comprathend bow the trall system will change, The current system i3 an

hard-surfaced for all-weather iregral part of 8 very successful design, Owe wonders how the suthors resched their conchusion

bi cycI euse. af mo significan impact from altering it

1.2—Chanagesto the 1.2 Mhnnmmmnr&mﬁm_mnfmumwmpfﬁﬁm existing exhibits and

Iandscapesrewmmarized twenty new exhibits would be like How will this change the existing bandscape?

from the Arboretum and 1.3 § We find no dissussion in the DEIS of the impact of either signage or the bugely amhitioos

Botanical Garden Committee programmatic aspirations of the ABGC which drive their plan. Are we to believe that & six fuld

(ABGC) proposed master inerease in the sumber of school children annoslly served and ambitions of similar magnibode with

plan. See Appendix A, p. 2—
10, Collections and Exhibits,

for greater detail.

1.3—Several comments on the draft EI'S suggest that additional analysis, and the lead agency’s conclusions
the aesthetic impact of placing or expanding have been changed to describe the significance of
education programs, buildings, and parking areas, theseimpacts. Seerevisionsinthe Aesthetics,
adding signage at new or refurbished exhibits, or Recreation, and Public Services and Utilities sections
removing vegetation would be significantly adverse. of thefinal EIS.

Generally comments focus on changes proposed in
areasthat currently are primarily dominated by
plantings or natural vegetation, where new facilities
would be visible from particular areas or viewpoints
within the park, where clearing would open views
outside the park, or when impacts like these are
viewed cumulatively (as opposed to individually)
within and outside the park. Thefinal EIS has
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Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 1

1.4—The proposal no
longer includes an
education and visitor
service center at Madrona
Terrace. The parking lot
there would accommodate
30 cars, and there would be
asmall outdoor shelter. See
the proposed master planin
Appendix A. Your
comments are similar to
several comments received
regarding the likelihood that
structures would be
designed sensitively as
intended inthe plan. The
master plan is
programmatic, and designs
have not yet been developed
for individual projects.
Most of the buildings
proposed would have
further environmental
review, and under current
city rules of operation, any
changes to the park design
would be subject to review
by the Board of Park
Commissioners and the
Seattle Design Commission,
which would provide
opportunity for public
comment on specific design
issues. Regarding signage,
see the discussion of this
subject in the Aesthetics
section of the final EIS.

1.5—Gradual change
mitigates short-term
impacts associated with
construction, by limiting the
degree of disruption to the
landscape at any onetime.
Long-term and cumulative

1.2
conti,

(Letter 1)

regard to tourist nod professional horticaltaralist constituencies, will bave no impact on the
ambience of the park?

The conclusion that increasing the visitor cemter complex to 260% of its present size and adding a
6,250 square foot, multistory building with companion 60 car parking lot in what s row
greerspace will kave no significant aesthetic impacts boggles the mind  The finding is justified on
the observation that the design is intended 1o be compatible with existing facilities and that
implementation will occur over several decades. Since there are no existing facilities anywhers
near the proposed Madroma Termace complex we wonder what the first phrase could mean other
than wishfid thinking. Before relying on the ABGC's good taste, and sersitivity o a naturalistic
environment, one should examine their track recoed. Their previpusly proposed and
enthusiatically endorsed plan called for & fountain st one end of Azalea Way snd a Grest Lawn
ansd classroom building at the other, and jast recently they have allowed insallation of a 4 feet
wide and & feet high billboard right |n the midde of the sigaatare besuty spot of the park.  Thers
is scani evidence the the ABGC affords any value at all to the naturalistic qualities that most
wisitors find 5o important in Washington Park. As to bow bong it would take to implement the
budlding portion of the propasal, it is werth noting et in the previous, osersively forty vear
plan, building construction was complesed quickly snd the plan was found to be out dated
shortly thereafter, about 12 years after jts adoption. Even if constnaction were spresd over
several decades, 1 angue that that would eliminate aesihetic impacts, s to affirm that people can
not tell the difference between a building and no building. The onty thing they might object to i3
change, 50 if the change ia sufficienty subtls they'1l never notice the difference. I the ohjective
is to put something over on the public, it might be & good argument, 1f the chjective is to create
or maintaim the facility that people actally prefer, it is & shameful srpament

Apsthetics are, by their nature, subjective. To conclude that the aesthetic and therefors the
recreational impacts of the ABGC plan are imignificant is 1o dezides that they are cather boo minoe
1o notice or those who would notice are too few in mumber to be significant. As it happens, thene
is drta on who goes to the Arboreham and why. All such data, inclading the only formal study
ewer done, mdicats that most users go o Washingion Park for the acsthetic experience. Thus
even small peshtetic losses add up to significant impacts. This brings us to our final and perhaps
miost impoTtant point.

At the bottom of page 15 the DEIS acknowledges that there is comtrowersy sarroanding the
ABGC proposal and attributes that controversy o differing visions for the WPA, adding “One
vision emphaszes the citywide and regional value and unique funcbon of the arboretum, while
another wision emphasizes the existing stade of the park and its fumctions as & peighborkond
resource. ™ As a citywide organization the Sestils Community Council Federation protests this
chamctenzation im the sirongest poegible way. The comrect distinetion 13 between & Rarmow, mone
jpure arboretum function versus a brosder general park function. The citizens of Seatte citywide
have resisied the effors to create a narrowly defined arboretum. Al parks are pedghborbood
jparks for some neighborhood.  Soeme lange paris, like Washington Park, serve a larper area as well

The sentence quoted above falsely sugpests that the peopée of West Sesitle, Ballard, Beacon Hill,

impacts may also be mitigated to a degree by

development over along period of time because, as
has been the case with other structures and plantings

1.6—Additional discussion of aesthetic preferences
and the significance of aesthetic impactsis provided

in the park, the process of aging and maturing of inthe final EIS.

vegetation has improved the appearance of the 1.7—Several comment letters addressed the

overall landscape in some ways. This statement was statement referred to in the DEIS. The text has been
not intended to imply that all adverse aesthetic substantially modified to more clearly characterize
impacts of the proposal would be eliminated by the nature of the issues raised by this proposal, and
gradual implementation. See revisionsin the the perspectives of park users regarding the impacts.

Aesthetics section of thefinal EIS.

See revised text in the Mgjor Conclusions, Areas of
Controversy, and I ssues to Be Resolved section of the
fina EIS.
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Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 1

1.7 | and 30 on, support the propesed plan and only those few folks who live nearby have objections.
conti. | That is completely false. People come from all over, including cutside the city, to be in that

beautifiel, natural, unbuilt, park space. Though it is natural that the most prominent opponents
of the unbalancing of the dual functions of Washington Park come from nearby, there is no
evidence that the people of the rest of the city desire the subordination of the park qualities o
the goals of a grander arboretum. The widely adopied resalution of the first paragraph above, the
mitiative of 1974, even Initiative 41 iestify to the value of general park space in Washington Park
and slsewhere to residants from all over the city.

Yours

5 'i""-“:.-—' Rick Barret:
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Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 2

2. Nancy Knapp

Note: Some of the notesin
this letter were too vague to
require response.

2.1—The proponent
(ABGC) indicates that
several factorsled to the
student visit estimates. See Peter Marshall _
Appendix D. The number Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
refers to individual visits, ; hom i g

not total number of

individuals served. It takes
into account the level of use Diear Pate,
that similar botanical

gardens in similar-sized In my speech at the DEIS Public Comment Meeting last week I talked about my

disappointment with the lack scientific detachment that | saw in the DEIS. It seemed to

metropolitan regions attract, me and to the majority of speakers that the authors of the DEIS were bissed in favor of
the types of programs that the Master Plan and made a lot of unsubstantizted assumptions in order to make the Plan
schools need and that the seem more environmentally friendly. [ also did not think that the DEIS adequately
arboretum has a unique reflected the variety of creative wﬁ suggested by the scoping input. For example,
abil |ty to support’ current the “no mﬂ!’l alternative Ell.d. I:I.‘I:I'E]:I:I.El'tttﬂl'i the APPC El.lppﬂl't for !;Tﬂhll_! fl-m.dmi fﬂr
levels of use by both public adequate maintenance and implicitly suggested that the park deterioration was desirable
. o those who favored the no actlon aliernative.
and private schools, recent
success of and public As | was reading the document T made notes, and I would like to send them to vou;
support for the programs
currently provided, and 21| P.1 Where is documentation for claims 1o increased interest in “horticultural and
eneral population trends. snvirpenial Slpcion: 1

'?'heABpG(?indicatesthat 2.2 | P.2 How does plan decrease disruption from traffic?

. - 2.3 | P.8 No action aliernative recommends current level of maintenance, APPC always
thefigureisagod, argued for increased maintenance.
acknowledging that the P 11 No significant impact on structure or use!
arboretum may not attain P 12 Historical impacts
thislevel. If, by using the P 21 Historical saction admits Olmsted plan was taxonomic.

' i 2.4 | P 22 Description of ordinance omits mention of tuildings
grefrﬁ)s:(je?(t)rsng/?g:\?idces P 22 Admits T'W reasserting managerial role.
. " P 23 “sxtensive public outreach efforts™!

the EIS overestimates the P 35 Viable altematives selected by ABGC, Park Board and Park Dept.
projected use, some actual P 66 Compare with scoping document.
impacts from such activities 2.51 P. 37 Where is “no Madrona Terrece”™ aliemative?
are likely to be less than 26 | P 49 Makes assumption that action is necessary. Mo mention that in *no sction

described. alternative™ we supported increased maintenance.

2.2—The proposed master

27 I P 53 Wott personal communication! This is supposed to be an unbiased report
P 71 Information on water quality impact obtained in 1977 from Arb Staff. Unbiased?
plan would reconfigure two 2.81 P 77 How much siream’s degradation due to pesticides?

P 85 Alternatives produce less runofl but still say not significant.

roadways and would P 104 Trail impact on wildlife? i

provide a pedestrian P 105 Rationalization for widening trail is to keep people from wandering off them!
overpass and crosswalk P 107 How do you compensate animals for loss of habitar?

improvements. See
Appendix A. Arboretum
Drive would be moved
closer to the eastern perimeter of the property with

the intent of reducing vehicular noise and pedestrian 2.3—The no action alternative contemplates
circulation conflicts within Washington Park operating under the existing master plan, which was
Arboretum. The pedestnan overpasses and Updated in 1978. Increased mai ntenance, which was
pedestrian-activated signals are intended to reduce contemplated under the 1978 master plan update,
conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians trying to would belimited to activities that could be

cross to other parts of the park. accomplished with existing facilities.
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2.4—Thetext of the final EIS has been changed to
reflect all of the requirements of the ordinances that
govern the park. The Seattle Department of Parks
and Recreation (DPR) considers all of the structures
in the proposed master plan to be park-related
structures and uses in compliance with the spirit and
intent of those ordinances. In addition, as part of the
master plan adoption package, DPR would propose
an ordinance that defines the relationship between the
master plan and previous governing ordinances and
resolutions, including Ordinances 5740, 65310,
103667, 110135, 110911, and 116337, and
Resolutions 24646 and 26153.

2.5— The proposal no longer includes an education
and visitor service center at Madrona Terrace. The
parking lot there would contain 30 cars, and there
would be asmall outdoor shelter. See the proposed
master plan in Appendix A. In addition, both the no-
building-expansion alternative and the no-action
alternative consider the possibility of meeting the
educational needs at alevel similar to that currently
provided without building the Madrona Terrace
facility. The EIS also looks at offsite alternatives for
meeting some of the anticipated growth in demand
for educational services.

2.6—The EIS analyzes arange of actionsthat may be
combined in any manner in the final decision on the
plan. Increased maintenance is analyzed among the
alternatives and thus can be considered in any final
decision. Seeresponseto comment 2.3 above.

2.7—The anecdotal information provided by
arboretum staff, while not scientific, provides an
adequate level of detail for thisdiscussion. In
addition to anecdotal information, historical
documentation provided by arboretum staff helpsto
assess what changes may have occurred in the past,
in the absence of scientific studies conducted at the
time.

2.8—The water quality data available from past
studies do not provide sufficient information to
determine how much of the degradation of the stream
is specifically due to pesticide use.
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2.9—Impacts of the
proposed master plan to
plants and animals are not
considered significant
because they would be
minimized by design, and
can be mitigated adequately
where they are unavoidable.

2.10—See the revised
discussion of impacts on
historic resourcesin the
final EIS. Also see
response to comment |etters
Aland A2.

2.11—The statement is

{Letter 2)

2_9' P 108 After saying that all changes would adversely effect animals they say ther
significant impact!
F 128 Zoning permits parks to have “customary™ buildings in SF7200
P 130 Changes related specifically to “improving the Park"™?
F 131 buildings permitted outright according to land and zoning regs.
P 133 Thinning of natives trees compatible with park purpose. What is Wash, Park’s
purpose as a park?
2.10 1 P 158 Plan would not effect park’s historic charscter?
2111 P 161 Average visitor easily disoriented. Documentation?
2.12' F 162 Avoidance of hard edge planting was part of Oimsesd Plan.
F 163 Where is documentation for “more open site” in Olmsted concept?

based on park staff
observations that visitors
frequently find it difficult to
locate specific parts of the
collection, and few are
familiar with the method of
organization either proposed
by the Olmsted Brothers
firm or the one actually
developed asthe arboretum
was planted. The EIS text
has been changed to reflect
the limitations of these
observations, which did not
involve formal surveys.

2.12—Some of the sources
for the analysis of the
Olmsted Brothers and other
historic contributions to the
park arelisted in the
References and Information
Sources Section of the final
EIS. For example, the 1936
general plan developed by
the Olmsted Brothers firm
shows aless continuous tree
canopy than existsin the park today. Seethe revised
discussion of impacts on historic resourcesin the
final EIS.

2.13— General visitation, inthis context, is
distinguished from visitation for programmed
educational activities. Educational visitation is
expected to remain afraction of total visitation in the
park. General visitation is expected to increase under
either the no-action alternative or the proposed
master plan. The master plan is not expected to add
significantly to the number of recreational visitors not
attending programmed activities, although some
growth in general use of the park is expected, with or
without adoption of the proposed master plan. The
master plan includes estimated sizes of structures and
intensity of use, and these have been evaluated in the

Sincerely,

Nancy 8.
137 - 312" Avenue East
Seattle, WN 98112

213 F lQI_“lemwmem in proposed Master Plan will not effect general visitation or
nssmmgl parking demand.” But T thought the whole rationalization for the Master Plan
was to bring more people, especially students, to the Arb,

I apologizs for the informal nature of these notes,

. .
o N

EIS on aconceptual level. The EIS does not attempt
to determine whether additional parking would be
justified, but rather to assess the impactsif the planis
implemented as proposed. Parking demand from the
expanded programs would increase parking demand
primarily during off-peak times, such as weekdays,
when existing parking is not completely utilized. In
addition, the vast majority of new usersthat the
proposed master plan is expected to attract are
anticipated to be school children who would arrive by
bus. The addition of 8 spacesto accommodate buses
would be adequate to meet thisincreased demand.
The proposed parking revisions would also require
project specific environmental review to determine
the impacts at each phase of development under the
plan.
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3. Carol Weibd

3.1—Thecity appeal
procedure with regard to the
ElISisfound in Seattle
Municipal Code section
25.05.680.B. Both
procedural and substantive
issuesrelating to the
adequacy of the EIS may be
appealed to the Seattle
hearing examiner (an
administrative appeal) under
thoserules. The city council
would not take action until
an appeal, if oneisfiled, has
been heard and adecisionis
made by the hearing
examiner. Thereisno
administrative appeal of the
city council action. The
University of Washington
Board of Regents, which
may also make a decision
using the EIS, does not have
an administrative appeal
process.

3.2—Therole of the lead
agency during SEPA review
isto evaluate the proponent's
proposal. Note that the EIS
text includes a summary of
the ABGC proposal, titled
Renewing The Washington
Park Arboretum, which
formsthe basisfor the
proposed master plan
reviewed in the EIS. That
document, now included as
Appendix A to thefinal EIS,
provides a more complete
statement of the purpose and
need for the proposal. Y our
comments on therelative
importance of the stated
needs are acknowledged.

1625 36% Avenue
Seattle, WA 9E122

Peter Marshall, Park Planner

Seaitle Depantment of Parks and Recreation
BO0 Maynard Avenue South

Seattle, WA 98134

June 23, 2000

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Financial Report,
Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan dated May 2000

Please address the following commenls in a revised or final EIS:

I. Pages i-ivi Datz of Implementation and Final Action: indicates that the
governmental action for which the DEIS has been prepared is Seattle City Council
action 1o approve an Arborstum master plan this summer or fall.

2. 'What appeal will be available of that action and of the Final EIS?
k. Will an administrative appeal be available?
& If so will it be procedural, substantive or both?

. Page 1. Project Purpose and Need. The DEIS incomectly identifies the purpose
and need for & new master plan. It states that the primary peed is:

+  limitaticns in staffing and funding ... resaliing in ...

= insdequate care and maintenance . . . threatening continued survival of the
callections.

+ “Also the existing taxomomic arrangement of the plant collections is obscure
o most vigitoes,™

o [n addition . . . increased visitation . . . .and significant interest in
horticulture and environmental education .

There appesrs 10 be significant egreement as to the first two identified
needs, that is, that present limitations in staffing and funding heve resulted in
inadequate care and maintenance within the arboretum.  However there is
considerable disagresment sbout the third and fourth identified needs, that is for
taxonomic arrangement of the arboreturn collections and an incressed roll the
arboretum should play in providing horticultural and environmental education,
The perceived “purpose and need” influence the stated “objective”  The
“objective™ determines the proposal and alternatives, WAC 197-11-060(3)(a),
The DEIS should be rewritten to define the objective of the new master plan in
terms of the agreed need for adequate staffing and fimding to provided adequate
care and maittenance for the Washington Park Arboretum.

The mistake of including the taxonomic arangement and grandiose
educational mission in the ohjective is llustrated by the absurdity of a “preferred
altemative” proposal that requires an operating budget 3 times greater than the

The objectives of the master plan were developed by
the ABGC and were approved by the Seattle City
Council at an early stage in the planning process.

January 2001 Final EIS

261 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 3

3.3—Several comments
express perceptions of bias
on the part of the project
proponent or the
consultants involved with
preparing the proposed
master plan and the EIS.
Seethe Historical
Background section in

Part 2 of thefinal EISfor a
synopsis of the roles of
each of the partiesinvolved
in preparation of this
document.

3.4—Y our comments on
how you value each of the
goals are acknowledged. It
is not the purpose or intent
of the EISto evaluate the
ABGC'sreasonsfor
proposing the master plan.
However, the ABGC has
provided background
information on the
educational programs,
which is now included in
the EIS as Appendix D.
The scoping document for
the master plan was
adopted by the city council
by resolution, and the
Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) has
determined that all the
€lements proposed in the
plan are park functions
allowed inthe park. The
functions that would be
managed by the university
fall under the agreements,
resolutions and ordinances
regarding governance and
management adopted by

{Lettar 3)

existing budget and “eould result in a differerce of $1.8 million/vear between
expenses and presently established sources of revenue”  Seautle Parks and
Recreation, Financial Aspects of the Proposed Arboretum haster Plan, May 2000
(hereafter " Financial Report™), pagel2-13.

The “Propoment’s Obpective™ lzads to a “preferred alternative™ that
mrkﬂkﬂm;herﬂmrﬂimﬂnwpmpunsmdnmdlhumpumdl}'
justifies the proposed action: i.e, the nesd for adequate care and mainienance of
the arboresum!  This section of the DEIS should be rewritten. The Lead Agency
should not blindly adopt the Froponent's Objective.

3. Pages 1-3,and 17-1%, The Arboretum Foundation's Goals Condlict of [nterest?

“The EIS [sic] puts forth the plans and goals of the Arboretum Foundation.™
Bember of the Arboretum Foundation at the public hearing on Jane 13, 2000,

This is the main flaw of the DEIS. [t accepls without debate the goals of the
Foundation. The Foundation donated “approxirstely S600000 for developing the
master plan now being considersd ®  Financial Report, p. 1. While the DEIS was
financed jointly by the Foundation, the U.W, and the Parks Department, it was written by
Consuliants who had all worked on the Master Plan, i.e. the October 1997 plan submitted
by The Portice Growp. Compare page v of Master Plan with page (il of DEIS. It appears
that the authars of the DELS had a confliet of interest,

The contents of the DEIS also give the appeamnes of a conflict of interest in the un-
halanced emphasis vpon the “preferred alternative”, ie the Master Plan, and the
inadequately described alternatives.

The “Proponent’s Objectives” define a “preferred  altermative™ that serves the

specialized and often misguided goals of the Foundation:

o The “educational goals™ are overemphasized  All City Parks “have the potential™
1 be mrned into classtooms, but education is primarily the responsibility of the
public schools ond the uwniversity.

The “conservation goals” call for a rewmaogement of the collections that is
unnecessary and destructive of a more enlightensd and respectful recognition of
the fundamentals and value of biodiversity.

The “goals for visitor services and recreation” {2} put the “mission of education”
above recreation, (b) place an unsupported emphasis upen increased safety
provisions, (see page 202: total damage to arboretum property inchading theft in
1998 is $3,700; n|1|}- ane instance of :'cpur!tr] assaulis), (c) mqui'rt “amenities . .
Jbefitting a large public garden”™ thet tramgple the public's desire for open gpreen
space and ignore the Park Departevent’s fiduciary duty to preserve the pask foe
future genenstions,

The “peperal goals” put an inordinate emphasis on fund-raksing, crentng o
“flagship” public garden, and unnecessary capital improvements.

the city council. Seattle’s Parks & Recreation Plan
2000 Update has only one policy that specifically
mentions the arboretum master plan, and that simply
callsfor completion of this EIS, adoption of aplan,
and implementation of priority projects. It also
includes policies regarding both environmental
education and the use of park property for operations
that support or enhance public park or recreational
services. These palicies provide the framework for
DPR’srole in management of the arboretum.
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3.5—The scale and nature
of the education functions
described in the proposed
master plan are considered
by the city to be
appropriate arboretum
functionsfor location in the
park. Under the proposed
master plan, fundraising
would be located offsite.

3.6—The EIS discusses
offsite alternatives for some
of the educational

functions, and the
environmental impacts are
analyzed. A financia
comparison of the cost of
acquiring these or other
sitesis outside the scope of
thisEIS.

3.7—See the response to
comment 2.4.

3.8—Thecity and the
university have maintained
the park and collections
pursuant to the agreement
as budgets have allowed.

3.9—The Arboretum and
Botanical Garden
Committee (ABGC) was
established in 1934 asa
committee of university
and city appointees, with
one appointed by the
governor. It was expanded
through resol ution of the
city council toinclude two
representatives from the
Arboretum Foundation.
The City of Seattle
currently has one member
of the Board of Park
Commissioners and one

{Letter 3)

34 Look at these earefully.  Why the emphasiv on education and fund raising? Are

conti, | these really park functions. University firctions? [Is this really consistent with Seaitle
3.5 | Porls and Recreation Comp Plow? What would the University have o pay for ofher sifes
1.6 1 to bulld educarional facilites?

4. Page 21-23, Historical Background.
The DEIS incorectly amd incompletely describes Ordinance 103667 which staied
that there should not be any mew construction of university classrooms or offices in
‘Washington Park.
If the “city is responsible for routine maintenance™ why has it not fulfilled that
responsibility?
If the University of Washington i3 responsible for developing and displaying the
collections and nmning educational programs . . . and provid[ing| mamtenance of the
collections . " why has it not fulfilled that responsibility?
What authority does the ABGC have io be the “primary forum for . . . resolution of
issues related to the Washington Park Arboretum.™? By what night does the
Arboretum Foundation it a3 an equal partner with the T'W and Parks Department on
that Committee? Why are not other public entitics represented on that committes?
How can other public entities becomse members of the commuttes?

. Page 23-35. Preferred Alternative. The mistaken statement of purpose and nesd
(liem 2 sbove) not only leads to a “preferred alernative™ that falls to meet the
existing nesd for adequate care and maintenance, it also leads to the outrageous
estimated Capital Cost of the “preferred alternative™ of  $44 million where 339.7
million is expected to come from “other” sources. Financial Report, F. 7. This
estimate needs to be revised to take into account the dollar value of the open space
land which will be lost to these capital improvemernits.

Page 30, The preferred aliemative would add 82 parking spaces for cars and § spaces
for buses. Neither the environmental nor finascial implications of this addition are
adequately analyzed.

“Dievelopers say it costs 325,000 per stall to include parking slois at new
apartment complexes.” Cuoted from Seattle Post-Intelligencer, June 15, 2000, page
B-1: “City Looking info Parking Cuts for Reot Relief™ by Kery Murakeami,

#2 parking speces &t a cost of 25,000 = close w $2.1 millivo. The § bus parking
spaces are equivelent to 32 car spaces and therefore would cotie at a cost of an
additional 31 million. All proposed added parking spaces would cost over 33 million.
Not to mention the visual and sesthetic impact and destruction of open space for
pecple, animals, plants and wetlands,

Plense consider the following advice from the SEPA Handbook:

Describing the proposal (page 44): “Agencies are encouraged to deseribe a
proposal as an ebjective particularly for agency actions. For cxample, a city

neighborhood member filling two of its three

positions on the committee.

3.10—The financial report information is outside the
scope of the EIS. See the response to comment 5.2.

3.11—The cost for parking in the newspaper article
you cite refers to development of parking spacesin
buildings, which are often underground. This
proposal and alternatives include only surface
parking. Also see the response to comment 2.13.

3.12—Comment acknowledged.
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3.13—The EIS includes
consideration of offsite
alternatives for several
€lements of the proposed
master plan, including the
education, community
meeting, and administrative
functions. Some features,
such as changesto trails or
the Japanese garden, are
uniqueto the arboretum
site and do not lend
themselvesto offsite
options.

3.14—See the response to
comment 2.3

3.15—Thebuildingsin the
proposed master plan
would convert open space
to buildings. Paving for
parking and road
realignment likewise would
alter some areas that are
currently vegetated, while
some areasthat are
currently paved would be
planted. The site would
remain apublic park, in
any case, and could be
returned to open spaceiif
that isthe public's wish.
The final EIS includes
additional text in the
Aesthetics section
addressing the issue of
cumulative loss of tranquil
and naturalistic open space.

{Letter 3)

could propose the construction of & serves of settling ponds and chlorination system at
the wastewater treatment facility, Instead, the proposal could be described as
meeting the wasiewater treatment needs of future development for next 13 years.
This encourages the consideration of a wider range of altermutives, where different
freatment processes, and even waler reuse options are contemplated rather tham
limiting the consideration to size and location options.” {Emphasis added. )

Identifying Alternatives (page 44-453 . . “Altemnatives are one of the basic building
Hlocks of an EIS. They present options in a meaningful way for decision-makers,™

. Page 35-40, Alternatives to Proposed Plan.

“For public projects, alternative project sites must also be evalusted.” (Sepa

Handbook page 45.) _ _
The DEIS does not adequately describe the altemative of no additional capital
ficilities being built within Washington Fark. It does not edequately describe
the altemnative that the University of Washingon fulfill its perceived K-12
educational functions at other locations (e.g. in exisiing public schools ar
existing University buildings such as the soon to be replaced off campus law
school building) It does mot adequately describe the ‘alt:mati\r: that the
Univessity provide part of its arboretum program at other sites.

. Poge 40-43, No Action Altemative.

At the June 15, 2000 public hearing it was clear that many speakers thought that the
“po action alternative” meant that nothing would be done to mest the needs of
incrensed maintenance af the asboretum, and did net understand that there remained
portions of the existing master plan to be implemented. The DEILS dees not
adequately describe the identified Mo action alternative.”

. Page 51-211. Impacts.

“The foreclosure of other options should also be considered {i.e. conversion of
timberiand to residential development eliminates the possible use of the site for future
tmber production, conversion to frmland, etc.)." Seps Handbook, page 46,

The analysis of impacts ignores the fact that the approvel of a pew master plan for
{he Washington Park Arboretum which ineludes the sonstruction of new capital
facilities weould effectively forever foreclose the preservation of portions of the
tressured groen open space which the Park Department holds in trust for future
generations

The DELS attempis to minimize this impact by sayiog that it will occur aver 20 or
30 years and therefore be imperveptible. But the effect of new buildings and new
pavement and impervious surfaces is a foregone conclusion if the “preferred
alternative” is adopted,  And that effect is, by definition, the destruction of open
apace.
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3.16—The master plan holds

out the possibility that salmon {Letter 3)
or other fish could begin to
use the creek. However, itis The “prefesred alternative” is the Portico Master Plan which was finenced by the
not known at thistimeif that Arboretum Foundation. Tt is & Trojan Horse. If it is adopted, the Foundstion's
isfeasible, and the plan drsam of a benefactor who will build at its own expense something like the grandiose

. lighti h Medronna Terrace facility could happen tomorrow, and there will be no tuming back.
proposes day ighting _t _e The environmental impacts of such 4 monstrocity must be analyzed now.
creek whether or not it is
possible to attract salmon to : . The DEIS incorrectly and inadequately describes " Arboretum Creek” and its history
spawn there. Because this and potential as spawning habitat fior fish now protected under the ESA. Papes T2-
would be a possible benefit T 1810,
and not an adverse impact of 3.47 | 1. What is the significance of the 1995 Legislative designation of the Washington Park
the plan, it is not necessary in Arboretum as “an official state arboretum?” Did the Legislature dedicate any funds
the EIS to detail the to this arboretam? Did it sty that it s the only “official state arboretum’™
feasibility of establishing a 318 . Why is there no mention of Seatfle Ordinance 103667 when discussing Seattle Land
salmon run. | Use Code on page 128 and why is the ordinance incarrectly described on page 227
3.17—The designation is 349 13, The DEIS inadequately describes the Public Trust responsibility of the Parks
ceremonial, recognizing the Department on page 128,
value that the Washington o

describes the relevant ™ licies™ 128,

Park Arboretum has to the - The DEIS inadequutsty * b il e
people of the state, and the 15. The DEIS inadequately describes the Shoreline Management Act and eritical areas
investment made by the ordinance requirements in relation to the proposed alternatives. Page 129-142,
people of the state over the A — 15 the Tomas-dake Weshi Sy and
yearsin its development and ettty wlmmpf:m“"" e oo '
maintenance.

. 17. The DEIS inadequately describes the implications thb:dﬂﬁptﬂemmmtm
3.18—O0rdinance 103667 was regarding police calls and therefore inadequately describes the impacts of “safity”
not adopted as part of fearres of the altemnatives and their impacts.

Seattle's Land Use Code. Itis g ; S

: fail uately consider the | his of affected Indian Tribes.
therefore discussed separately 14. Tho DELS ilsto wlogmuny ol g
inthefinal EIS. Seethe _ 19. The financial analysis is helpful. However it fails to consider other competitors for
revised text of the final EIS the identified possible sources of funds.

and the response to comment
2.4,

o htnid/

acknowledged. Some Carol J. We

3.19—Comments

additional information may
be found in the final EIS f6dp—Poflee

regarding these subject areas. et te., 24

3.20—The EIS fully T2
addresses the legal rights of
tribesin the Plants and
Animals section under the
heading Usual and
Accustomed Fishing Areas, and in the Historic and

Cultural Resources section under the discussion of Washington Park Arboretum has primarily focused
archeological resources. its coll ectionson wood_y plants and has taken
advantage of itslarge site to grow many large
3.21— At thisstage, it is difficult to assess the effect specimen trees. Facilitiesin other Seattle parks are
that these other institutions would have onthe well suited to teaching about local natural history, but
proposal, either as a competitor for funds or for do not offer the opportunity to compare and contrast
visitors and students. The Preston garden does not with plants from the rest of the world. Conversely,
yet have a master plan. The Bellevue garden is much each of these other facilities may have some special
smaller than Washington Park Arboretum and attribute not present at the arboretum, and thus the
focuses on smaller-scale plantings, including, for arboretum is not expected to be the exclusive location
example, herbaceous perennials. By contrast the for environmental education.
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4. WallisBolz

4.1—Precise timing for the
projects in the proposed master
plan has not been established and
is dependent in part on funding
that has not yet been secured.
The proponent (ABGC) has
indicated that its general
priorities are, in order: 1) plant
collection maintenance and
renovation; 2) infrastructure
repair and improvement for
maintenance of the collection;
and 3) improved visitor
amenities, including parking,
structures, and educational
programs. Some sequencing
priorities have also been
identified, such as replacing
parking before removing any
existing parking. See the full text
of the proposed master plan,
Appendix A. Priority projectsor
guidelines could be identified in
the adoption process, and
priorities are expected be
revisited from time to time during
implementation.

4.2—The comment appears to
refer to a statement on p. 163 of
the draft EIS. That statement has
been modified in the final EIS to
say that the structures may be
perceived as beneficial by some,
to be consistent with other
statementsin the EIS noting that
the changes proposed would also
likely be perceived by some as
significant adverse impacts.

4.3—Signs for proposed plan
€lements have not yet been
designed. Whileit istruethat the
design and placement of signs

could have significant impacts on the aesthetic
quality of the park under all alternatives, signswould
be guided by city policies found in Seattle’ s Parks &
Recreation Plan 2000 Update. Two policiesin that

“Wvaliy Botr” ewalitraErarain soms
domid SO3IM{MARSHAR)

Mcn, Jun 75, 2000 1028 M

Fespense o Washinglon Pare Aroretum DEIS

Dear Peter Marshall:

Plessa nale thal | have also inclhuded an ATF file for your convenionoe. Double-cick and print. Best, Wails
Baoiz

Pter Parshal

Santte Dieparyment al Panc and Recraation

June 26, 2000

Fe: Dvafl Emvironmental Impact Stalemeant for Washngton Park Arbareben

Dear M. Marshal,

Framkry, fiven e amiourt of Bima it boek e Parks Depariment 1o producs e Dral Envinonmen Impect

Statemant (DEIS) for e Washingion Perk Ardoraium Maskar Flan, ors wowld axpact mors substance as
well ax substaniialion of the DEIS claim hat the Arborsum and Batanical Gandan Commities (ABGC)

prafarmed altemative would have no sipnificant sdverss impect an Washinghon Park Arborstum,

It ig cloar that the conslructen of new buldngs ad paruings lots wil have a significant impact on the
pukc*s permcepiion of the park, and any clam thal new conalruction #il nave na edverse impas I the
buildings are lastefuly cesigned and phased in gradualy |3 8 subjecive interpredation at best. In fect,
whika tha suthar of tha DEIS is cocrect in ealing thal imphemeartation of the plan is 8 20 to 30 year praject,
tr buddings praposed for the Arboretum ane schadided b e donsiriscted wilkin e s e e 10 years
of plan adoption, This does not appear io be & gradisal phasing in of one of the more subatantal changes
to the park.

Mor i5 the muthar®s clair that buildings will be baraficial 1o the lock and foal of the park what ane axpesis
ta raad in an DEES; the question of whather ar nol buddngs improwe 8 nabural 30808 js Bee 160 1o op-ads
and leflers ba the adiler. Tha euthor's pralerence for @ bult envircnmant & not appropriate for incusicn n
e firal EES,

It in plso apparent Hal e develogment of new exhibiis wil sigrificarly afect the present charactsr of the
park, bul agai the claim of ro signficent adverse impect is made. How can this dam ba mada if no
descrigtion or rendering of the axhibite is included in ihe DES? Have the authors of tha DES or tha Parks.
Department gazed upon Te recently Instaled signage in ihe Rhadodendron Hybnd Gandan an Azales
Wiay7 Fifty=-ore sxhioits of this type would signifizantly changa the prosant irancul, Cimstedian chamcber
aof the park. Peraps the DEIS wriers are nat familiar sith the Cimsted phiiasapty nd ils manifestation in
tha design of parks, certairly Be Pamics Group, sulhars of ha master piEn upon which the rayision s
hemad, lack any underatanding of Cimsted dasign. Please revisit the issue of ehibils.

I evalualing bulding etemalives to the ABGE preferred alermative, the allhors of the DEIS stale hat e
banadt of siting administratve buldings and ciher buidngs not absolutaly necessary io the park®s daily
priysical eperation 83 an arboratum (greenhouses. and mainienance bulldings 1all in e [afer calagony|
wid bm offset by the cost associabed will the irconvenience of persornel movemant bebwesn offices
and the park. The DEIS Includes no dollar amounts Lo suppont s statemeant. This stabamant also

guided tours promoted in lieu of signs. Signage
design could also be guided by additional policies
that could be adopted as part of the master plan.

plan address signs directly: Sufficient, easily
under stood signage will be maintained to permit

enforcement of the law within parks, while

recognizing that signs are generally considered a
visual intrusion within the desirable park environs....
The use of signs and displays for environmental
education will be limited primarily to securable or
highly visible locations, with brochures and self
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4.4—A cost-benefit analysisis not required by
SEPA, and this EISis not intended to include afull
review of costs. Overall operating costs are expected
to be substantially the same whether located in the
arboretum or not. The proposed master plan
advocates |ocation of many administrative activities
and personnel in the Museum of History and Industry
(MOHALI) building on the premise that their day-to-
day activities do not require being directly onsite.
Certain curatorial and educational activities,
however, can be carried out only by personnel in
direct contact with visitors and resources within the
arboretum. The new structuresin the proposed plan,
which arereduced in size from earlier versions of the
plan, are intended to accommodate only these park-
related activities. In general, capital costsfor
developing park supporting structures do not include
site acquisition. Restrooms, visitor centers, and
similar structures are provided in other Seattle parks
because they enhance park functions for the public.
The specific increased costs for offsite facilities are
personnel and travel costs, and could include the cost
of using other offsite property.
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4.5—See the response to
comment 3.21.

4.6—The acreage figure
used inthe EISis
approximate. Thefigure
includes all of the
Washington Park property
beginning at Madison
Avenue on the south and
extending to and including
the Foster Island property
belonging to the university
on the north, and property
under and around SR 520
belonging to the
Washington State
Department of
Transportation (WSDOT),
but it does include some of
the submerged land of Duck
Bay and Marsh Bay.

4.7—The master plan goals
include a number of goals
that pertainto general
visitation and use of the
park aside from its use as an
arboretum. Also seethe
response to comment 4.8
below.

4.8—The ABGC has added
agoal that reads:
“Educational, conservation,
and visitor facilitiesthat are
consistent with growing
recreational enjoyment of
Washington Park
Arboretum by citizens of
the city, region, and
beyond.” See Appendix A
of thefinal EIS. The
proposed master plan does
not include any new rules

{Lettar 4)

Fiecas Warahsll - Rasponsa io Washingion Pars Arbaretam DEIS

indizatea thai tha Par Desaeimen) valied e 230 scres of T Aroretum ot $0.00. Ploase pravide
Bgiines I SUpPOT tha s sonemant. Flaaes Also assign a dallar value io the Arboretum as vl 8s 8 doler
uaks lo the land thal the &BGE proposes 1o cover with nee buidings and picking ia

Thers s much emphass by (he ABGC o e negiorsl ratuse of te Actcrstum, hencs B imperatyve that
it musl be developed in order 10 approprislely mest regionl rends and caphune reglonal donor collars,
Hiw ey, King County & ceveloping & 400+ aore arbormtum & Fresion. [ is cear that King County ool lsrs
swrll] el o bl fior thae Presion Arbcrabum rainesr than e Washingion Park Arfoarefurn, How will the
preganc of @ larger and mona easily socessbie Arborotum for many Coewrty residents 8ecl Abstalum
Foundation ;p:lll for capluring regianal donor dofsrs? How will e prassncs of the Preston Arboretum
afinct Ar ey for mambersni? How wil he presence of the Preston Arboretum
affec I.Inmnu,-qfwjﬁqrmguhh- tupmlnn of i K12 acduoston missor Bom i sy 6 King
Counig?

Hern are mone specifio comments and qusstians. | raes Sey will b8 agdressed in e Final Ensronmantal
Impact Stalemari.

Wasningtan Park AMoorelam BrEEge B calcuiamd al 230 acres. in recent years, several numbers hiee
et @itk I acreage; 172.5, 200, 206 and 230 acres. How did the suthors of Fa DEIS aerva al 230
-

On page 1, in e saciors: *Project Purposes and Meed™ ard "Proponent®s Objeclives,” Weshington Park
ArbareturnTs SElincwe charscieralic g 8 cly park i omitind. Doas T Arboreturn and Bolarical Gandan
Cammisss recognizs Washingion Parc as & city park and ks vales 1o both focal and regional visioes as a
park?

O paga 2, “Gaala for WisAor Services and Receation.™ Washingion Park s a cily park housing an
arboratum. A second aopuopriabe bulet point is A tum wi of Vashington Fark oorsistent with the
pak"s funolion as a lerge uroan nurthnmngawwmrﬂmmnlm Inciuding bt not limibed o
wnlking, jogging, bicycling and birding * Why B this buliel point not rchud ed? In what menner doss &
arboreium resincl recraalioral Lse’? Plaass nols the types of recroational usas Sal ars NoL permisaioig in
Wasrangtor Park Arsonsiam, I what manner dooes a city park resiricl arboretunm use? Plaass nols tha
typas of erberelumipubbc gardan uses that are not appropeists o Washiecgion Park Arboretum

Cnjpage 15, a summary of e conroees sy sppears s “Tha record of that public inpul makes chesr thal
this controwersy stems ullimedaly fram differng wisicrs for the Washinglon Park Arboretum. One wison
eIrphasizes o chywids 3vd regional vakse and uniguas unction of T aromedum, whis anoiher Waion
emohasizes P exhiting siaie of tha par and &8 function @3 & neighborh ood rescurce ™ This Savwed
Iniemeetebon of the conirovaryy inloduces b Takse dichotory and saggesis that the batle i babweon
arborstun advocales and NMIMEYS. & mana aopropdiate summary of fha canflict migh! raad thas "Ona
wison erphaszes ihe regionel walue and uniques function of the srborslum as 8 lessching inglivation ard
verld-clss puble garden, whiks a se0ond vision emphasizes e slehus of the park as bath arbonetum and
ity park and its function as o naighborhood, citywics and regionsl reecurme.” Missing fram this document
& recogrition of Washington Park Arboretum as @ city park, Tha first vishon nobed above reveals the
namoe vision of the ABGC, the Unverzily af Washingten and the Arpereturm Fourcsion for e pan;
regrettably, fie draft EIS doee nol qusslon this vision o nvestigate the sasumplions (hal ane the peoduct
of this visiom, Frus resuling in & document that cen blithely characlaniae iywice aaoostion o e
prefernad Alaratye as the culcry of a few neighbomood eubbemakers Roking the broad view. Cne
a%pacts bstiar fom e Parks Depariment.

Gn page 17, please verfy csmand for educations! usa as wedl 25 demand fram the Seaime Schionl DiRvict
Dala, plaase.

OF pegs 22, persgreph 1. Plaasa nole that a sgnefica] pomon of @ weshem soge of hie park wes o

l[imiting recreational use. The plan assumesthat the

park's management would limit bicycling to paved

4.11—Thank you for the additional historical

surfaces, restrict launching of car-top boats to information.
designated places where shoreline improvements can

accommodate that activity, and implement other

similar measures to limit impacts on the park

resulting from recreational use.

4.9—See revised text in the Major Conclusion, Areas
of Controversy, and Issuesto be Resolved section of
thefinal EIS and the response to comment 1.7.

4.10—See response to comment 2.1.
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4.12—The master plan does not
propose to place any of the
programs from the Center for
Urban Horticulture at the
Washington Park Arboretum.
The Center for Urban
Horticulture would continue to
house the library, research,
production, continuing adult
education, and administrative
headquartersfor University of
Washington academic programs.
The university collections and
outreach programs currently
located at the arboretum,
including K -12 educational
programs, would be expanded
under the master plan.

4.13—1In Seattle's Parks &
Recreation Plan 2000 Update,
the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) lays out its
system-wide objectives with
regard to environmental
education. DPR recognizes that
there are other competing
organizationsin environmental
education. DPR also recognizes
that the demand for these
servicesis not afixed quantity;
rather, the demand is influenced
by the quality of programs that
are convenient and available.
Any decision to proceed with
facilities for expanded services
would come after careful
assessment of the expected level
of use. Cumulative effects are
discussed in the Final EISin
several sections, including Plants
and Animals and Aesthetics.

4.14—See the response to
comment 1.1.

4,15—The expanded parking
areais not expected to eliminate
the flat area where the picnic
tables are located. The proposed

master plan does not include detailed designs. If and
when adesign is developed, impacts on the picnic
areawould be examined more closely. DPR expects
that there would be enough space to keep picnic

{Letter 4)

Pater Marshal - Responsa i Washngion Fark Abarebum DEIS

blocks or 5o of Montake hames prios 1o he prapossd conslruclion of the R.H.Themesn Exprasswey'
Thesa homes wena acquired by the Washingion State Departmaent of Transporiation and demclished.
After the clizens defeated tha Expreseway. Washingtan Fark Arborsium added thase fomar homae sies
Ty Ibs wistern edpe including wial & now e Fineum and Confar mas o

I in 1678 the Universily of Washinglon bl the Cender for Lirban Haoriculiure in order fo provide "physical
facilites, programs, end staff that could ot be sccomrmodalid within the park graunds,” how can Thass
Uiniversky of ¥Washingion entities now be accommodated wilthin the park grounds? Whal has changed
within the park, that would naw penmill cana nection of several buRdings in cecer 10 house programs and
alafl &5 well &5 e houses end gift shops?

How toes an expansion of University and Arbonatlum Fourdstion faclilies within a large and important
urtban park recendls with Seatie’s growing demand far open space, preservalion of wildife habilal ard
parks? Can the Seaitle Dapanment of Parks and Racreabon aford to ook at parks programming in a
wERcouum, & s document daea? Wookd & more apropiaie approach addrass parks cusmidelively?
Giymn [l each nasural pan within the sysiem |s proposing b add an emvironmental educalional cenbar,
how does this cibywide parks building program dissipate demand for a single faclity? How does the
deveiopmant of the Brainerd Environmantal Education Canler on Vashon Island affect the demand for
envirgnmendal sducatian wiltin Washirgton Park Arboratum and the Seaftle park sysiem, given that the
Brainerd ceerter will compete for the same sludert gopulalion? And what is the cumuialive afect on wikdi
and visior axpecigncs of Mling cur parks with buiidngs?

Do et branils ihai sppear in Figure 2 mpresant e propossd acpanson of 1 ral ayabem? If nal, where
A map of the proposed trall q—uam’ Whnana is 5 magp of iha axisting el sysiem (Flu-l" s mat &
‘complata iral map.|?

Prge Z8: How will an azpansion of the Japarass Gardaen parking lot atfect the existing pionic area? This
picnic area adiacant to the Madison Playfisld is a populer feabure of fe park-—aill e perking lot expengion
enoroach upon these picnic area? If e, how doas the Parics Dapartmant proposas (o seplace Fe piccic
araa?

416 I Fage 3 What i5 & community meeting Space? Fease nobe e lypas of uses envisioned for his space,
2 Wikl & Fee Be eharged for usa of tha spaceT

417 [ Fave 3 Pleate note the charazer of special events. s corunity celabrations ardslonsd lor tha

- I Woodiand Meadow. Are pou lalking Bbout consens in tha manner of Chaleau Sha. Mchale and the
‘Woadland Fark 2007 Wil a fes be dharged for these ewenls and cale braticns Y

4.18 1 Page 35 Salmon run? Has Arbanetum Craak historcally hosted a salmaon ren?

4.19 I Page 80: Gan Arberstum Greek support both salmon and incneased runcff fram new parking ots and |
) Dusibeings?

Arharatim par Sasas Lirhan Widife ard Habitsl Mansgemert Plan and ol ondinantes, regulasons

4.20 I Fage S8 Wnat special probeclians sne alonded (o e nor-wedand portion of the Washington Park
5l policins ™

4.21 I Page 9% Hiow will wunedf, inciuding polfiutants, from the preposed Madrora Tenscs parking iofaffact tha
) veatar quaity of the Broadmoar mareh, which dreins inio one of Arboretum Cresk®s libutasies?

4.23 I Paga 108: Wil consbruction of ihe Madrana Tamace parking lal remosve ihe Broadmocor Marsn watland
Bufer?

4.23 | Page 105 Buldngs and Chedoer 3hellers.” The awincrs sbate: “The se includs conztrusiing lhe Jepaneas

4,17—Fees would be set in amanner similar to
current fees for use of thisarea. Theintentisto
maintain this area so that it could accommodate
outdoor gatherings of a scale appropriateto the size

tablesin this area after plan implementation.

4.16—The concept isto provide aroom similar to the
existing room at the Graham Visitors Center, which
would be used for similar purposes. The capacity of
the room would be about 100 people, and rental rates
would be set in asimilar manner to other facilitiesin
the park.

of the meadow, which is considerably smaller than
the venues you mention and does not have the
available parking capacity that those venues have.
The frequency and intensity of use would be limited
in order to keep the grass and plantings in good
condition.
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4.18— Little is known about the historical
streamflow volumes. If flows were large enough, it
islikely that salmon would have used the stream.

4.19—It isnot certain that the creek would support
salmon in arestored surface channel, but increased
flowswould likely be necessary for salmon to use the
creek regularly. In the event that the creek is
daylighted and begins to support salmon, impacts
such asincreased runoff rates from buildings and
parking areas would need to be addressed. As
described in the EIS, peak flow and water quality
control measures could be designed and incorporated
at the time each project in the master planis
developed.

4.20—Resol ution 28946, among other actions,
appended awildlife and habitat plan to the Parks
COMPLAN in 1994. While the plan adopted with that
resolution does not contain specific recommendations
or policiesfor the Washington Park Arboretum, some
of the elements of the proposed master plan would
support many of the policies of that plan, and some
could conflict to adegree. Conflicts between plant
and animal habitat preservation and intensified
human use of the park under the master plan are
described in the EIS, as are the effortsincluded in the
plan to improve certain habitat areas.

4.21—Drainage for the 30-space Madrona Terrace
parking area has not been designed. Runoff from the
areawould likely be discharged directly to the
tributary of Arboretum Creek after treatment to
reduce oil and sediment pollutants. Runoff from
parking areas along Arboretum Drive would remain
about the same as at present, if existing parking is
eliminated after the new lot is constructed, as
proposed.

4.22—The originally proposed location of the
Madrona Terrace parking area extended into the
western portion of the required buffer for the
Broadmoor Marsh. However, Seattle's
environmentally critical areas regulations would not
permit development in the buffer. The smaller lot
proposed for thislocation could be constructed
outside the required buffer.

4.23—The text has been corrected to state: "These
include expanding the entrance facility and
constructing the Japanese garden pavilion on the
hillside north of the pond...."
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4.24—Gradual change mitigates
temporary habitat |oss due to

(Letter4)

‘Bator Marshal - Respanss i ashwgion Park Aomhm OES

__ Paged

construction activity, insofar as
disruptionsto habitat areas can be
avoided by some speciesif the
disruptions are small and similar
habitat is available nearby. The
statement on p.107 has been
modified to make clear that gradual

4.23

conti. the Japanese garden?

implementation would not mitigate 4,28 I

all adverse impacts on habitat, and thank wpnorkinien
that some habitat areaswould still be §| 4.25

affected by the changes proposed in

the master p|an_ Arbormhus (o arsaels
4.25—The reference was found on 4.27

p.118 rather than on page 108. The |

statement was intended to convey

that implementation of the plan 428 |

would increase activity that would

generate additional noise. For 429 |

example, the addition of the Japanese

garden pavilion would expand the ziad

range of recreational activities that

could be provided there.

4.26—The proposed shelters could
be used by transients. Thisissue has
not been identified by DPR staff or
Seattle police as a significant
problem, although it is one that
occurs from time to time in many
city parks. New sheltersthat are
located in areas obscured from easy
surveillance may become
problematic in the future. Thiscould
place additional burdens on park
staff or Seattle police. Thisimpact
could be mitigated by additional
surveillance devices or by locating
the structures so that they can be
readily seen from roads.

4.27—See the response to comment 4.1.

4.3 |

shans-treading bostans:

gequoia Tees?
\With best regards,
‘Wallis Bolz

1542 Endt Ward Striset

e Elra mwain som

4.28—The purpose of the simulation is to show the
impacts of the full proposal if implemented (worst-
case scenario). It ishoped that readers can usethe
simulation to infer that the road could be removed
and the buildings could remain the same asin the
existing image.

4.29—Although the structures and lot have not been
designed, designers have studied the site and
determined that the proposed structures could
feasibly be constructed while preserving the trees
shown, particularly with the 30-space |ot now
proposed. Note that many treesin the existing view
have been removed in the “proposed” view, and the
replacement trees are shown relatively small because
thiswould realistically be the condition for several
years if the structure and parking lot were built.

ganden pavilion and espanding tha entrance faaliy an the hitsoe nodh of the pond.. " What enbrancg
faciity? Bo you mean e feclity 10 Fe south, or will ancther entrance be constructed on the ferh sde of

4,74 | Page 107: "Mitigadon Measurss” Piease nole thad gradual change doaes not miligate the loss of widife
nAkIAL [t only Spraads coNStrLoEon impact owar & anger period of me.

Pags 108 "Buldings.” How will ;o proposed plan "increass futurs receafonsl opssrunites  Fiease nale
Paga 108 “Outdocr Shetiers " In o of e public wardshops, the Arborstum Foundation &nd the

University af Washinglon dentified ransen| use of the ATboretum a5 @ secunty protilem. How wil he
Parks Cepanment, tha Foundation and the University rifigals lhe rcressed afractivenesa of the

Fage 117T: *Sestte Pack and Recraaton Complan ® The authors state: "The draft 2000 updats contairs the
oot bo complate fe EIS for the new 'Washnglon Park Asbonstam masier plan and implemant priorty
[rojacis as part of 13 six-year aclion plan " Yhat gre S pricify proects o which this stalemant refars?

FIgLI'! 12 Plaass inclucs 8 simudstion of S allernatise o e ABGC proposal a phobo of e siie wilh o
raad ard no expanaion of e Graham Visitors Canter comples.

Figura 15: Flaasa ramovs mosting vegetahon (o accursie represen| the southaest view of Madrona
Tarace. Fieass also include a smulstion ol the &0-car parking let groposad for Madrana Terrace

Fagure 10: Flease provide & vies o the souh of the Japaneas Garden kel tooth in order lo soourabsy
represent e scops of fie proposed parking ok expansion and corvay e aflect an eialing pionic anaas

Page 1 T4: The Duck Bey shareine. Plagss rals that vegetation has not become established aleng the
sharsline dus b e presence of Canada gesss and othar nesidert walarfowd in addbon 16 Hase

4.32 | Page 178 *Parking Lot Expansion at Disparsad Locations.” Would eupansion sliminate tha stend of

Thank you for yaur athantian ba thase quesbons.

Seallle, Washinglon 98112

Thavenl] Addricn® «Mewall Aldrchificl sealtiewa. us>

that tha provsion of autdoor enaliens i cansin b logler?

4.30—Expansion of the lot could cut into the area
currently used for picnic tables, but some new areas
would be opened as well. Relocating the picnic
tables to other locations that are equally convenient
to parking could mitigate thisimpact. See response
to comment 4.15.

4.31—It isacknowledged that several factors have
contributed to the erosion at Duck Bay, which are
discussed on p. 53 of the draft EIS. In this section of
the EIS, the point being made is that the eroded bank
would be revegetated under the master plan, and this
would have aesthetic impacts that are generally
viewed as positive.

4.32—Thelot has not been designed. Itispossible
that the sequoia or other trees would need to be
eliminated to accommodate additional parking. If the
lot is expanded as proposed in this alternative, the
design intent would be to minimize impacts on
adjacent mature vegetation.
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5. Workinesh Tianen,
APPC

5.1—Under SEPA, the EIS
isnot intended to provide a
poll regarding how many
citizensfavor or oppose the
proposed master plan or
particular elements of the
plan. Regarding aesthetic
considerations, the revised
text of that section of the
EIS may address your
concerns.

5.2—Several comments
were received regarding the
cost of acquiring open
space to offset "losses" to
the park caused by
implementing the proposed
master plan. No park land
is anticipated to be sold,
transferred, or put to non-
park uses, although the park
would become more
intensively used. The City
of Seattle does not have a
policy of acquiring park or
open space land to offset
construction of buildings,
roads, or parking areasin
parks for park purposes, so
there would be no link
between acquisitions and
this master plan. Some
comments asked for
accounting of how much
total land would be affected
by the master plan.
Because the master plan
includes capital and

mai ntenance programming
for the entire park, almost
the entire park is expected
to be affected to some

Pescr Marshall

Seatile Department of Parks and Recreation
B0 Maymard Ave 5

Seaitle, Wa. 98134

Dear Mr. Marahall:

As 8 concermed citizen and & member of the Arbaretum Park Preservation Commmlites to urge you 1o
carefully conaider the shomcomdngs of the recently releassd DEIS for the Master Plan for Washingion Park
Arberetam.. | have known and sppreciaed the Park since oy arrival in Seaitbe in 1979, It was love at first
sight. Befiore moving bo the Mootlake district in the summer of 1982 , | had lived in Latona, Lake Clty and
the University District and the Pask was never 150 fir nor too usfamilisr io me, It wes o plessure to trek
there: from smy part of the city to captare a few moments of besarty and erancuillity . So in the spring of 1999
whea [ beard there was & plen underway that threatened 1o dEsturh the peace and disfigure the beawty of our
Pask, | decided to join & dedicated group of chizen setivists that had formed a coalition to counber this
ominous development To date, this group has worked very clossly and constractively with your departsient
o bring balanced views and to offer reascnable, leas expensive and workable alternatives to the “preferred
alternative™ proposed by its proponents. The response we got in the form of the publication of the DEIS
falls short of addressing our core issocs and [ will highlight a few in the inserest of brevity.

1. 'We have tirsleasly urged dropping the siting of any and all buildings in our Park. NO NEW
BUILDINGS in Washington Park Arboretum, This is not an empty slogan. Bince we siaried the
mhmhﬂw&ﬁmmﬂm tnmrdﬂ'gplmm;w}wumﬂnu:w
disregard their voice. In fisct, their response 1s * where do we sign to put & siop to this amogance™.
Members of the coalition kept sasuring everyome we came in contact with (o be patient. Reason and
eofmmon setse Wl prevall, we urged. After the DELS caime oul we afe not sure bow to account for the
Inck of mmy survey of public sentiment. To merely dismiss this fecior a8 ot within the scope of the
DEIS is to miss & findumental aspect of the picture, In the public’s collective sease of justice it ks nod
merely sioigh 1o keep poisting lo the cost of mplemesting the Master Flan (estimated to be around 45
million fior the time being ) bt also w0 offer the cost of the other side of the equation. [n this day of
inflated land value what is the troe costof lost green space io the public? They cxpect an sccursic
accounting of he cost per square foot of Park land thal is proposed to be given for free to not whally
public and private entities They also wani a comprebensive analysle of what it means for the ity o
sak the public to soquire open space now in other parts of the city as it is preparing to parcel out prime
pask land fior constraction of debdons balldings wnrelated 1o park function. The DEIS has failed to
paint & picoure that reflects the value of public open space in Washingion Park Arborerum. We
demamd an F15 financial sapplemental document that folly accounts for this glaring omisshon.

. Om i relsted subject the authors of the DEIS manage w dismiss the impact of baildings and parking
liots on the sesthetica of the Park and consequently on the enjoyment (even people other than the elite
have a right to enjoy themaelves [ think) and experience of the park going public. Since the Master Plan
did mot produce & legitimate survey of bow the majority of the pablic uses the Park the DEIS can pot
v circumvent the lasae by blanket a dismissal of sesthetics as & mbjactive criterin. We beg to differ.
While you may not be shie to quantify sesthetics, any fecling person will sufTer tw imeplaceable loss
when trees are cledr oul to mske way for buildings snd parking lots, [t would be especially devastating
i this wese o happen 1o the Madnona Termce, the summii of Washingson Park Arboretum, aoe of the
proposed constraction sites. [F this were to happen, you would get a territorial view of the University
of Washingtot Campus, parts of [-5 bridge, East Capito] Hill snd ofher sites that are not conducive to
the experience of & momentary refuge from the shes and sounds of the city. We would angue if this is
desirable view for  few who would work there, for the majority it it would be yet amother intrusion
into the seclusion that the Park provides for those who come to escape the urban concrete jungle for a
few moments of their beetic lives, We believe this i & valid component of an EI3. Dismissing the the
impact as insignificant is pot & obstitute for considering the numan and spiritaal values noted above.
Selective analysis is not usefal.

degree over the life of the plan. Also see response to

comment 4.4.

5.3—Additional discussion of aesthetic preferences
and the significance of aesthetic impacts has been

provided in the final EIS.

contains some additional analysis of the aesthetic

5.4—The description of the proposal in Part 2 of the
final EIS describes revisions to the proposed plan that
have been made since distribution of the draft EIS,
including an alternative to the Madrona Terrace
building previously proposed. Thefinal EIS aso
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5.5—The master plan does
not identify specific trees or
plantings for removal. As
you noted, the impact of
opening undesirable views
as unwanted canopy trees
areremoved could be
mitigated by careful
planning as each clearing
effort is undertaken, for
example, through selective
thinning or phased removal.
Such measures have been
added to the list of potential
mitigation for aesthetic
impacts.

(Lettar 5)

5.5 | 3. The DEIS checrves the negative impact of the visibility of State Highwary 520 from the Water Front
Traillt does myot , howeveer , go far enough becauss i does pot because it does not consider sther
arems of the park thatthat will face similar fues if the Logging #nd constraction in our pask is not
stopped. In ;the past yesr alone, the clearing of & couple of giant willows near Cack Bay made the
University of Washington Stadium, the Wedgewood area, and paris of Laurelbusrt visible over one
it From the Foster sland walkwsy. This park ;s sensitive to even spparently minor tempering . The
results of such tapering eould produce dramusically sigaificant and by our standards, andesirsbile snd
imtrusive results. We arge EIS to examine the various hidden mysteries of the park. We mwat the
purprising dscoveries.

Finally, and | realizs this does not concem DEIS, st some polat bn this process the frastoation of the
publicshenald be addreased. T s & public park, not the toy of an elitist minority.

LJD;_*;_.;LE.SH ”I.}we:ii' - APPC
Joll — AL ave. E.
SEATTLE, WA. 95,13
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6. Gretchen Lambert

6.1—Please see revised text
inthefinal EIS. The
description of the proposal
in Part 2 describes revisions
to the proposed plan that
have been made since
distribution of the draft EIS,
including alternatives to
some of the buildings and
parking lot expansion
previously proposed. Note
that some of the conclusions
with regard to significance
of impacts also have been
changed.

6.2—Comments
acknowledged. The only
proposed asphalt-paved
path isthe dual-use trail.
Other paths that are
proposed to accommodate
access for the disabled
would use compacted
crushed rock. Crushed rock
iscurrently used on trailsin
the park that receive heavy
use. Low-usetrailsare
expected to continue to be
surfaced with wood chips.

6.3—The alternatives you
list have al been included
in the EIS except the second
floor expansion of the
Graham Visitors Center.

12001 11™ Ave, NW

Mr. Petar Marshall

Saattls Dept. of Parks and Recreaton
800 Maynard Ava. 5.

Soattle, WA 98134

Dear Mr. Marshall, - . |

| gttended the DEIS public hearing last night; this letter is a more complete .
discussion of the views | expreased cly at that hearing.

| vehementhy disagresa with tha DEIS finding of *no sgnificant impact’ of tha
propoged changes to tha w:asrin_ﬁtm Park Arboretum (heresfter referred to as WFA), Tha
e buildings and parking lots will forever drastizally change the WA We have now a

fa
wnigue , & wery much ed spacies if you will—an urban park gently develaped
wh?l"-ln H?:np.m:-gl' erﬂ%u for marny decades for a respite from the congestion
and siress of their daily lves. Now mors than ever we nesd to preserve this haven, this
pasis. Like any other endangered spacies, once it is gone it is gone forever
The

Oimstad brothers had & magnificant vision when they created the wondarful
and urique park system in Sealtle. They had the good fartune to be prasent before all the
big land araas were ; had the foresight to predict nol only the future
of our city but also the for its inhabitants to have open spacs refuges for relaxation,
They were abile to convincs the City Fathers to preserve vast acreage in Seattle, if it ware
ot for the vision of the Oimeteds we wousd not evan have the WPA and ather large parks;
it would all be developed and available only 15 & few waalthy property cwners. 11is up o all
af us o continue a responsible stewardship and praserve our pracious heritage. Good
planning means recagnizing the worth of 3 good and valuable asset and maintaining it &s il
8.

Far this reagon, | am in tavor of maintenance. | believe the WPA doas &
superk: jeib dmaimﬁni& the woody and other planfings in a responsible and sensitive and
nan-ntrusive manner, OF course treas get old, sick, and nesd nig fram time 1o time.
This iz good stewardship. funds need to be allccated for proper maintenance of
the grounds and plantings. But please do not pave over the paths. It is not necessary or
desirable that path be paved 50 as to be accessible to all persons no matier how
handicapped. The ENF‘A i3 not “undavelapad”; in fact it I8 highly developed but in such a
subtle way as to ba unintrusive. This includes the curmant "natural” covering of tha
footpaths with chips, Wheslchair acoess is avalable throughout the WPA on Arboretum
Dirive, which | also walk an freguently and which has much auts traffic. Arboretum
Dr. is wide enough 1o accommodaie both foottwheslchair Iraffic and cars.

If more buildings are reslly nesded (and this is a very debatable point!) than
altarnatives must be considered: ) o
1, The administration of the WA does not have to be done on site. Many organizations
ars run well and efficigntly from offsite locations, Only maintenance s to be ansite, &5
it akeady is. Perhaps it could be suggested that if the WPA administratcrs hava nothing
bettar ta do than plan bigger buildings for thamselves located in the middle of the WPA so
they will have a nice view, it is time fa drastically decrease the number of sdministrators.
Thera are cbviously far too mary of them for tha good of the WPA.
2 The WPA Is not the proper venue for pubilic meetings. Meetings can be held anywhere
and should be held alsewhare. i
3. Utilize tre MOHI faciity or some of the apen Lland nesd to it
4. Put a second story on the Graham Visitors' Cantar. ] )
5. NO TEA SHOP please! The rest of Saattle is filled with kritecn; keep it out of the WRA
And whie | am cn the topic of the Japanese garden, one of last night's speakers said the
teshouse was in the onginal plan and thus is nothing new so “must ba built, Times have
changed, There Is no *must” about this except that it “must” now not be built. The open
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6.4—To clarify, the
proposed master plan would
increase the number of car iLetler 6)
spaces by one and would add
eight spaces for buses.

spaca taken for granted all these years needs 1o be presarved, in the Japanese garden as

- well It is not & large garden after all, only & small fraction of tha size of the famous ones in
6.5—See the responses to iapan _ _ _
comments 2.1 and 5.1, and Please do not replace the existing numerous small inConSpRcLOUS readily accessible
A dix D parking lois scattersd throughout the WPA with a few large ones! There are currantly

ppencix D. adaquate parking spaces on all but a very faw days per year; crly at spacial events is

. parking limited, and even then only around the Visitors' Center. | visit tha park at least

6.6—To clarify, only one waeklly, usually mare oftan, from my hame in NW Seatile. NEVER have | sean all the
draft EIS was produced parking spaces utilized. | repeat. NE\I‘ER_ | do mot believe that incressed parking is

neces and | sirongly oppose any changes in the cument .

’ﬁ?mqm {wuww call momrby a?ﬂhr MRS Dutm whal they are): get rid of
the ones already up and do not put up any meore! They are a hormible eyesare, an infrusian,
an insult 10 the intelligence and sensitvity of park visitors. They are a distressing
distracticn from what is the main attraction—the nalural beauty of the WPA.

The Arboratum Foundation president spoke last night, mantioning the word
‘potantial® many times, implying that the WPA has not now lived up ta its “potential”
and must be partiall dnmmym?nr'u:l developad in order to raalize his vision of its
“potertial®. | maintain that, en the contrary, the WPA has sdmirably lived up to its potential
1o be a place of refuge, beautful tranquility, and relaxsation for the people of Seattle. We do
not want or need a “world class botanical garden”. The WPA cumently provides a batanced
mix of batanical gardan and park. Wea do nat want or need a place for pullic meetings.

| dey Nt balieva that you have adequately polled the WPA visitors on their views
abeut the planned changes. The Arboretum Park Preservation Coaliton has interviewsd
mary huncreds of visitars and they have the statistics Lo prove it. Whers are your

estionnaires? Where are your slatisbcs la]uﬂu?gaw ims of “no significant impact™?
ou muel show us the resulls of an adequabe poll of Seatlle teachers 10 sl claims
that faciities are necessary for some 15,000 students bussad per year to the WPA. You
rmust show us the results of an adequate poll of park visitors who have stated that they
wiant more bulldings, they want fewer but larger p-arkirig Iots located onty at the ends of the
VP4, they want the footpaths paved, they want more lights for security, they want mone
billboards infruding upen and blocking their view of the things the billboards are
trumpating about. d howrs, days, and waeks at the WPA, talk 1o pacple as many of us
have already done who spoke at last night's mesting, you will find out that we do nat want
any aof thess Ili'lgﬁ! At the next Park Board public hearing we want to see (he results of
these polls. The DEIS makes many unjustified and unsubstantiated statements about
*needs’. You must back up avery stalemant with adequate statistics in order for us 1o
mplmyof!hmmm?smmpmpushg . .
| am angry that the revised DEIS is very lithe changed from the original DEIS. It stil
does not reflect the views of the majority of Seattle residents. VWe have spoken up i
and our views have so far basn largely disregarded. | hopa that the nest version 18 a more
accurate and accapiable plan. .

Sinceraly,

Bt TambiT

Gretchen Lambart
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7. Wadeand Shirley
Vaughn

7.1—The EIS does not
discuss the impacts of
making Lake Washington
Boulevard opento local
access only, becauseitis
part of neither the existing
master plan nor the
Arboretum and Botanical
Garden Committee
(ABGC) proposed master
plan, nor isit among the
alternativesidentified in the
formal scoping process that
preceded preparation of the
draft EIS. While such a
measure would meet some
of the objectives of the
proposal, previous
discussions of this
possibility suggest that it
would require restrictions 7.4
to use of the boulevard that
would have substantial
impacts on neighboring
streets and would alter the
boulevard's origina
intended use as a connector
within the city's open space
system.

7.l

7.3

?.5|

7.6

7.2—See the responseto

comment 2.4. o

7.3—See the response to 7.8
comment 1.3.

7.4—The fountain, which
was proposed in the
original Greenprint plan, is
not part of the proposed

TO: Pater Marshall

Seattle Dept. of Parks & Recreation
800 Maynard Ave. 5.

Seattle, WA 98134

FROM Wade Vaughn & Shirley Vaughn
316 Randalph Ava

Sealtle, VWA 36122

DATE:

SUBJECT: Arborehsm DEIS

We have walked through the Arboretum on vanous Socasions ever 5ince we were mamed in 1959

| [Wade) having been bom in Seatts In 1928, did the same before 1959 and before the Japanese Tea
Garden was incarparated in the Arboratum. Whan walking home from the LW, | absays make § a point to
wall tha full langth of this “forest within the city " Wa sirongly balieve that this natural envirenment should
Aot be diglurbed or recused in gize by e addilion of buildings ard more parking lols

Wa have noticed thet over the yesrs the increasad traffic through the Arborebum has made Azadea Way
roisy and smally. W would like o ses Lake Washington Boulewvard made for bocal access only 1o the
nartharn and southem ends of the Arbonatum,

Thiere are & rurmibar of poinks in e DEIS (Ral we would ke 1o commeni Lpon

1. No reference is made 1o Seattle city Ordinance 1036587 which specifies that there shall be no non-park
uses permitted in the arboretum, incwdng the construction of buildings

2, Thare 18 mo rational basis for declanng that fhe atiractive "esthatics” of e propased niw and expanded
buildings is pustification for declaring that the additon of these buildings o the Arboretum will have no
anvirormantal impact,

3. Erecting an artificial fountain & ome end of Azsles Way shows that the ideas behind this proposal are
nof orivnied toward maintaining the Arboretum as  matural environmental landscape.

4, Removing numenus Azalea plans and lange Iress a8t the other end of Azalea Way is & perfect example
of erwvironmantal degradation

5. The emarcrmerttal anatyses of Moving Arboretum Drive to east of the Grabam Visstor Certer and adding
nerw ouildings whaere the roed now passes the Center i fRulty.
Comparigons should Dé made wilth the road moved and
1. Replaced with plants,
Z. With the road replaced wilh tao bulldings.
Mate: The accompanying DEIS computer erhanced photos have been menipulated bo favar the twe
proposed buildings

6. The large signage for tha Canopy Walk natead of baing unobbrusive to minemize distracting from the
srwircnment are ugly, *billboard style, adverising type.” displays.

7. Changes in frails are nof spacified in A mannar (nat clearly compares the existing Irail system wih the
changes.

B. Thia DEIS ta an extremely biasad documant. The above critique does not begen 1o cover all the gutright
biased stalaments made in the DEIS

master plan being evaluated in the EIS.

7.5—The proposal for the plantings on Azaleaway is
to renovate with improved, diseaseresistant plant
selections according to historic themes of cherries,

rhododendrons, and dogwoods.

7.6—See the response to comment

4.28.

7.7— The proposed master plan does not describe
any specific signage for the canopy walk or any other
location. Also see the response to comment 4.3.

7.8—See the response to comment 1.1.
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8. Matthew Fox,
University District
Community Council

8.1—Please see the response

to comment 2.1. TheEISis
not intended to provide
justification for the
proposal. However, with
regard specifically to the
expanded educational
program, the ABGC has
provided additional
background. Please see
Appendix D for this
information.

8.2—See the response to
comment 2.10.

8.3—The proposed

bi cycle/pedestrian dual-use
trail would be designed
primarily for park users. To
minimize impacts to
vegetation, the trail would
not be aswide as bicycle
commuters prefer. Itis
expected to function well for
families with small children
and others who prefer
avoiding car traffic evenif it
means riding more slowly.

8.4—The roundabout
proposed for this
intersection is no longer
under consideration. Y our
comment that pedestrian
safety would have been a
concern is acknowledged.
The intersection would be
realigned, but the stop
controls and permitted
traffic movements would be
the same as today, the
primary difference being
that the SR 520 ramp would

From: =Mbcxmail @acl com>

Ta: dom3 plld3MARSHAR)

Date: Mon, Jun 28, 2000 4:44 PA

Subject: U-Digtrict Community Council comments froen heaning (via a-rresd )

UNNERSITY HSTRICT COMMUNITY COLINCIL
1408 NE BETH

SEATTLE. WA 58105

[206) 527-D648

mioamabiiacl.com

June 22, 2000

Padar Marshal

Seatte Departmant of Parks and Recrastion

BOD Maynard Avenus South

Saatte, Wa 56134

wiss amal (pastad onto this mail and attached i \Word BT)

| arn writing 1o submit 8 prinied versicn of the varbel comments | offered on
behalf of e UDCE af tha 61 580 hearing an the Arbarelum DEIS.

Tha University District Community Councll balieves thal citizens within
Seatlle Mwoughout and the reagion would be best served by the no-action
sfternative contained in the DEIS.

Thay say the: roaid i hell s paved with good inlentions. butin the case of

the DEIS praterred alternative irees and planis will be paved to make room

for parking Iols. YWhile plan propenents doubliess mean well, they have not
demanstrated the need for army af Ihe major changes proposed by e preferred
gltematiwe. For exgmpls, ihe aesertion that the owment laxonoris

organization of planis s "obscure io visitors” s compiletaly unsupportad
Changing te current configurstion of tha plant collaction is unjuslified and
probably viciates the Intent of tha ariginal Cérsbed Plan for the Arboretum.

Wa are glad bo sas that the DEIS doss offer a real no-action alemalive,
wnilice the Aquarium ELS, for example. However, many assertions of plan
proponents neganding the impact of tha preferred altamative need closer
review intha FEIS.

We alse nole that the DEIS acknowledgas sarious negative mpacts on traffic
and air quality thal would result from progosed roadway and signage changas.

The DEIS also acknowledges that mast bicydists wor use the naw trall
praposed to parglal E. Lk, Wash, Bivd. because they prefer fo rice
on-straet, calling the wlility of this propossl (which e UDCC has
préviously suppared) into quastion

Dine potentialy meriorous mprovernen: unadarassed in the DEIS is o belter
pedestrian crossing & E. LK. Wash. Biwd. and Fosier |sland Roed, where the
prefarmed alternative propeses an expensive roundabout and roadway
alterations. Indeed, 3 roundabout at this location could setuaity hida

be extended and narrowed to two lanes (subject to

that plan provesinfeasible. The only changesto
pedestrian facilities under the no-action alternative
would be improvements to access for the disabled,
although no specifics are provided. Assuming that
simpler and more effective pedestrian crossings
would also serve the disabled better, they would not
be precluded under the no-action alternative.

approval of Washington State Department of
Transportation and the Seattle Department of
Transportation). Pedestrian crossingswould be
considered in the design of the realigned intersection,
and would be integrated with new trails and
pedestrian overpass routes as appropriate. The no-
action alternative is defined as the program that
would remain in place under the existing 1978 master
plan, with certain modifications where portions of
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8.5—See the response to
comment 2.3.

8.6—The proposed location
for the Madrona Terrace
parking lot (currently
proposed for 30 cars)
includes two existing
parking areas with atotal of
16 cars, some lawn areas,
and some wooded area. See
the description of the
proposal in Part 2 of the
final EIS, which describes
revisions to the proposed
plan that have been made
since distribution of the
draft EIS, including
alternatives to some of the
buildings and parking lots
previously proposed.

8.7—Aswith other
elements of the plan, the
exact design and locations
of the proposed overpasses
have not been chosen, so it
isdifficult to predict levels
of use. The proponent
(ABGC) indicates that the
overpasses are intended to
meet ADA rulesfor
accessibility, but the
purpose isto provide grade-
separated access for all
visitors, not merely to meet
ADA rules.

8.8—Comment
acknowledged.

arshal - o [ Distct Communty Councl comments from heanng (v emal)

1 attar 8)

Page?

1raffic from walkers views and make crossing even rmone difficult. Simpler
pedesirian crossing Improwermiénts should alss be included in fwa FEIS
na-aciion altemative (or one of the variations on the prefermed aiternative)
if they are tound o have minimal cost andfor Impac:.

Whike the DEIS is short on details, the UDCEC certainty supports reasonable
measures 1o ensure tha continued health of the plant collections, and we
believe thal this should be alse be inchedad n the no-adticn siemalive,

The UDCC I also etrongly soposed ba plans b replace adsling (and
redativaly unobtrusie) parcing lots, and we can't Imagine how anyone can
progose B new paved G0-car lot on a currenlly wooded portion of Ardborelurm
Diriver with a sirasght face,

Pedasirian overpasses are unlikedy o be used by most walkers if our
exparience in the U-Dislrict is any indication, and we afe nol convineed that
sidewalls on E. Lk. Wash Bhed. from Medison Siraat are suparier ta the
axisting lrails unbass this provides ADS access (the DEIS is sient on the
Justification for this proposal). We are sirongly oppased to proposels o
triple e amounl of builSng space

Those who have queslioned the wisdom af the "Greanprind for the Fulure” plan
harve baen accused of NIMBYism and naf looking at tha interesis of the langar
public. The UDGC balleves, hawever, thal the funcermental mission of the
Washingtan Park Arboretum should be to provide reglonally accessible netursl
Space in o orowded uban ared - nod fo serve a5 a manumanl 1o the word-class
ambitian of the propanents of the FEIS preterred alernathva.

Thank you far congidaring our commeniz

Sincarely

Matthew Fox, Presidant
Univeesity District Communily Ceuneil
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9. CharlesLambert

9.1—Please see the response
to comment 1.3.

9.2—The impactsyou
describe have been analyzed
inthe EIS. Withregard to
conclusions about
significance, seethe Major
Conclusions, Areas of
Controversy, and Issues to
Be Resolved section of the
final EIS.

9.3—See the response to
comment 5.5.

9.4—The environmental
impacts of using the
Museum of History and
Industry (MOHALI) for some
of the program uses are
discussed in the EIS. At this
time, MOHAI holds alease
and expects to continue to
use at least a portion of that
site for storage after the
museum moves. The
Department of Parks and
Recreation is exploring the
availability and suitability of
the MOHAI site for some
functions. The proponent
(ABGC) has determined that
the facilitiesat MOHAI are
well situated for teaching the
wetland environmental
education program, and that
some other functions could
be located there. The
proposed master plan
includes use of that site for
non-park related functions,
such as certain

Letter &

12001 11" Ave. NW
Seallle, WA S3177
June 16, 2000

Mr. Peter Marshall ;

Seaftle Depl. of Parks and Recrealion

800 Maynard Ave. 5.

Seattle, WA 38132

Dear Mr. Marshall,

| have been a reguiar visitor to the Arboretum since my graduste student days al tha
University of Washington during the 1880s. Since that time | have seen many changes
gecuring in the Arboretum, not all to my liking. !Mvmm the Draft Ermvironmental
Impact Statement and attendad two ic mastings the EIS was discussed. At
bath meetings the pradominant I Epre was outrage at the cavalier disregard of
the putlic's view that there is no such thing as “no significant impact”

| go 1o the Arboretum to hike on the trails, ride my bicycle and anjoy the non-urban
erwironment. Suraly adding huge signs, ramaving the unobirusive parking areas, and
adding new ings will have a hi signeficant impact upan my enjoyment of the park.
From the stataments made t?r Sealile citizens at the two meatings that | attended, this
seems ta ba an opinion that | share with many. The increased traffic, noise, congestion,
and pallustion, and the |oss of trees and resultant opening up of wooded iranquil areas, will
alen rasult in css of Nesting sites and greatly diminish tha numbers of native birds now
inhabiting the mum_"%hm issues are of Significant Environmental Imoact and they
have not bean addressed.

Making the changes advocated in the EIS will result in imeversible destruction of crucial
somi-natural habitat and removal of Irees munztu shield us from views of the

crowded urban environment. | am saddened and distressad to realize that thass changes
are being considerad. | wonder io what gain to the citmens of Seatile,  Certainly tha
Artoretum requires constant maintenance and care. Trees hava 2 finite lifespan and must
be perodicaily replaced. The staff maintains the Arboretum in an admirable manner with a
inimum of funding. This is to be commendad and richly desarves additional support

| haope that the City Council will take into account the widespread criticism of the cument

EIS and modify any changes to ba made in the Arboratum to address these concems.
manhamnm room and dassroom § can cenainly be mat
by acditional space baing vacated in the m of History and Industry. There is no
justification whatever for destroying what the vast majority of cltizens go to the Arboretum
ta anjoy.

Thank you for your attention 10 My coencems.

Charles Lambaert

administrative and fund-raising offices, and the
facilities proposed in the park have been reduced in

size accordingly.
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10. Paul Gibson

10.1—Several comments
were received regarding the
roles of partiesinvolved
with preparing the
proposed master plan and
the EIS. Theserolesare
clarified in the Historical
Background sectionin

Part 2 of thefinal EIS.

10.2—See the response to
comment 1.3.

Comment=s on DEIS for the WPA master plan, June 2000
Submitted by Pau! Gibson

My remarks deal with the chjectivity and thus the raliability of the EIS,
which | find to be significantly compromised for several reasons. My point
is not that such compromise is inappropriate, which it may or may not be,
I'm not sure. But when the objectivity is compromised, | do believe that it is
incumbent upon the publishers to make clear to the readers such a
condition,

The ABGC proposal, which is the main subject of this EIS, is a revision of
Th m Plan: A ri r . published and endorsed
by the ABGC in 1997. The second group listed on the project planning
team of that plan is Herrera Environmental Consultants. Now it may be that
the Departmant of Parks and Recreation could nat find any other firm that
was both competant and willing to do this EIS. Nevertheless, we have here
a case in which the impacts of the plan are being evaluated by some of the
same people who developed the plan.

Secondly, | was recantly allowed access to some of the communications to,
from and betwaen the Dapartment surrounding praparation of the EIS.
There | leamed that before the Draft EIS was completed and published, &
preliminary DEIS was done and circulated amang some interested parties,
nat the APPC of course, but including the ABGC, i.e. the proponents of the
plan. Interestingly enough some of the responses from the ABGC made it
verbatim inta the EIS.

Again, | am not saying that this is necessarily improper. | am saying that it
should be candidly revealed that the E|S is not the product of disinterested,
objective cutside reviewers. This is particularly germane given that very
central conclusions of tha EIS are almost totally subjective. I'm referring to
those conceming the impacts of the plan on the aesthetic and recreational
qualities of Washington Park.

For example, the EIS concludes that, although some folks might not agre
there really won't be any significant impacts on the aesthetics. In reachin
this conclusion, the EIS fails to acknowledge this interesting finding from
masters thesis done in 1988 on who goes to the Arboretum and why.
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(Letter 10)

"The major reason that the Arborstum clientele are there - enjoying ths
asthelic features of the area rather than its educational and sciantific
faalures, appears lo be an uninfendad consequence of the selaction of the
Oimsted Brothers firm as the designers of the Arboretumn. The Olmsteds
designed an apparently ‘natural’ environment which has attrected peopla
for its beauly and amenity value.”

The EIS reaches its conclusion of nonsignificant aesthetic impacts despita
a plethora of information to the effect that it is the particular agsthetics of
the place that make it loved.

Furthermaore, | balieve this hidden bias manifests itself in the unquestioned
acceptance of the goals of the ABGC, and the significantly edited version of
history, that the EIS provides.
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11. Paul Gibson

11.1—The historical
background is not intended
to present a biased position
one way or another. Of
necessity, it isasummary Comments on the DEIS for the Washington Park Master Plan
intended only to point out ar Submitted by Paul Gibson

significant historical June 15, 2000

mileposts. Some additional

information is provided in : ;
the Historical Background 1| A birthright, a halimark, and a necassity for continued survival of a free

: - le is their right to know their own history. Amaong our mast scormful
section of thefinal EIS. ﬁ;m of tqtglitarian regimas, Is their cynical treatment of history. One
of the most famous dictums of western thought is that those who do not
learn from history are condemned to relive it. When a person or an
institution undertakes to write history there is a heavy burden to be both
accurate and complete. The more official the decument, the greater the
burden,

There are two salient facts that are consistently ignored in the history of
the Arboretum as told by the ABGC. One is that there have been repeated
efforts of the University, supported by the Arboretum Foundation, to narrow
the purpose of Washington Park vo that of only an arberetum and the second
iz that all evidence, formal, casual or anecdotal indicates that the
canstituency for a narrow pure arboretum role for Washington Park is a
rather small minority of those who go there.

The authors of the EIS seem to understand that the history of the
Arboretum is relevant to the guestion of identifying and. adopting a master
plan, because they indeed include a history. Sadly, it is only that part of the
history that the ABGC prefers to recall. It is like the history provided by
Professor Clerm Hamilton, for one of the workshops on the master plan
nearly two years ago. Professor Hamilton spoke for about 20 minutes,
recounting the history of the Arboretum starting with the lce Age, and when
he was done not 3 ward had baen said to explain why a couple hundred people
were in the roam about to do what they could to forestall another University
affort to narrow the function of Washington Park.

| will say that | am gratified that this time at least you did not call the
Portico plan a draft. Perhaps my rude letter on that subject made some
modest impression,

Following here is a list of errors and omissions in the history provided in the
EIS.
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11.2—See the response to
comment 2.4.

11.3—Thank you; your
comments add to the
historical background
provided in the EIS.

11.4—The report was
prepared for the Arboretum
and Botanical Garden
Committee (ABGC), which
includes Department of
Parks and Recreation
representatives as members.
The EIS text has been
revised accordingly. On
page 2 of that report, the
consultant identifies the
needs he had heard for
preparing a new master
plan, while the remainder of
the document portraysin
greater detail the issues that
the plan should address.

11.5—The summary is not
intended to obscure
information found in other
documents. Thetext of the
EIS has been revised.

(Letter 11}

1. The second paragraph on page 21 begins, "When the University of
Washington was sited at its present-day location, it was determined that an
off site location for an arboretum would be needed.” A more accurate
statement would be that, after three designated arboreta on the campus
had been reassigned to other uses, it was determined by those who desired a
Liniversity Arboretum that an off campus location would be desirable,

Z. Between 1572 and 1974 the University clearly and forthrightly proclaimed
that it was not in the business of running a public park and required for its
continued participation in Washington Park that a fence be erected and the
University be allowed to set the rules for what would go on within the fence.
26,000 signatures of Seattle citizens, ratifying a ballot initiative, effectively
called the University's bluff and prevented Washington Park from becoming
exclusively an arboretum. In the EIS history this entire episode is ignored
except for a partial printing of the ordinance that was adopted at the time.
The portion of the ordinance that is amitted is that which explicitly prohibits
construction of University classrooms and offices among other things.

3. The statement on page 22 that the reason for creation of the Center For
Urban Herticulture was to reaffirm the University's managerial rofe in
Washington Park iz disingenuous and leads the reader away from the true
reason which was to provide a location for University activities which were
preciuded in Washington Park by Ordinance 103667,

4. The study referred to at the top of page 23 was not prepared by DPR and
its announced purpose was not to determine whether a new master plan was
needed. (One sentence, two errors.) The nesd for a new plan was assumed
and the purpose of the document was to dafing the scope of the plan.

5. The next paragraph states, “After an extensive public outreach effort,
key issues were identified, including the health and security of the plant
collections, programing and visiter Facilities, visiter security, accessibility,
and circulation”. According to The Arboretum Plan, A Greenprint for the
Future, the first plan adopted by the ABGC, the "extensive public outreach”
consisted of twe public maetings. The comments at the first of thase
meetings were summarized in six statements incieding,

*Participants did not express much interest in building more facilities,
Suggestions include making better use of existing facilitates for education
purposes.
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11.6—Comment
acknowledged.

11.7—Thank you. The text
has been corrected to reflect
that the revised plan was

developed and that
altematives were *Conducting a careful planning process that maintains the unique
subsequently developed in ;Ta’n’“;t;ﬂ':'p’:;f fg: ;’::F":Jﬁgﬂuﬂl:;; suggested. (The Arboretum
the EI'S scoping process. ’ W

{Latter 11)

In other words, the DEIS goes even further than the "Greenprint™ in
construing the public response as supporting the ABGC aspirations. This (s a
shameful misrepresentation of the response.

6. The DEIS goes on to state, "After the plan was completed, the Seartle
Beard of Park Commissioner held several workshops to address particular
issue in the plan.” Sure, that's true. But it is more true to reveal that
following completion of the plan was that the ABGC endorsed the plan in the
most enthusiastic terms and set about selling it to the public. However the
public was not buying. Having trled to tell the plan promoters and writers at
both the scoping level and the public outreach, that building in the park was
not welcome, only to ba confronted with a grandiose plan with new buildings
scattered all over the park, the public galvanized into a resistance which,
finally got the attention of the Parks Department, and led, after the
workshops, to a rewrite of the plan. In the rewrite, littla if any of the
building and programmatic ambitions went away, although the placement of
some of the building was significantly improved.

7. The second to last sentence of the second paragraph on page 23
confuses the revised plan with the scoping document for the EIS. It was the
scoping document that contained viable alternatives,

If the EIS is to contain a recounting of the history, it must be both accurate
and complete. Otharwise it constitutes a theft of our heritage and our right
to know the past. | don't know if | am more angry or more sad, but | am
definitely sad that the DPR would allow this to happen.
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12. Paul Gibson

12.1— Several comments
express perceptions of bias
on the part of the project
proponent or the
consultants involved with
preparing the proposed
master plan and the EIS.
See the Historical
Background sectionin

Part 2 of thefinal EISfor a
synopsis of the roles of
each of the partiesinvolved
in preparation of this
document.

12.2—Theplanis
conceptual, and thus the
only impactsthat can be
discerned are those that
proceed from the intent of
the plan. Most of the
existing structuresin the
park have been constructed
under the guidance of the
ABGC, and those are
generally considered to be
well-sited and designed,;
thusit is reasonable to
conclude that similar
results could be
accomplished under the
proposed master plan. Itis
also reasonable to assume
that people could disagree
on what constitutes a
structure that is designed
sensitively.

12.3—The purpose of the
simulation isto show the
impacts of the full proposal
if implemented (i.e., the
worst-case scenario). Itis
hoped that readers can use

Letter 12
1718 - 26th East
Seartle, WA, 98112
June 26, 2000
Mr. Peter Marshall, Park Planner
Department of parks and Recrcation
B0 Maynard Avenue South
Seattle WA, $R134
Further Comments on the Arboretum master plan DELS
Dear Mr. Marshall:

Please accept these comments on the master plan the Washington Park,

I, The firm chosen to be principal authors of the DELS, Herresa Environments] Consultants, first
worked as consultants on the much discredited 1997 master plan of which the current ABGC

plan isarevision. Why wouid TAL mer Pdepodie wEe Fodage?

2. The DEIS accepts without challenge the affirmation by the ABGC that “each built structure
would be desigred sensitively to merge with with its suroundings™ {page 163). The finding of
insignificant acsthetic impact rests on this assurance of tasteful design. Cme need only look at the
signage at the hybrid rhododendron display, or congider the published intent of the ABGC to
install a fountain at one end of Azalen Way and to obliterate scores of azaleas and several large
{rees at the other end, to question the value of the ABGC's promise of sensitive design that will
Blend with the surroundings. Maintaining 2 naturalistic environment i3 not a priority of the
ABGC.

3. The ABGC plan proposes o relocate Arboretum Drive to the east of the Graham visitors'
Center and construct two new satellite buildings to the west where the road now passes. In the
case of the two new buildings around the GVC the DEIS compares the new buildings (o the
present environment with Arboretumn Drive running west of the GVC. The DEIS compares the
aesthetic impact of replacing the road with two bufldings and find litthe loss of anesthetics.
However the relocation of the rosd dees not require the two new buildings. [t is possible to
relocate the road and have green space between the GVC and Azalea Way. So the evaluation of
the impects of the buildings should consist of a comparison of the site with the buildings and the
site without the buildings, in both instances with no road. The improper comparison that is
miade in the DETS is afforded extra weight by the fact that it s demonstrated by a comparison of
computer enhanced photos,

4. The DEI% includes a short history of the Arboretum. [t contains a number of erroneous or
misleading staternents and errors of omission. The second puragraph on page 21 begins, "When

the simulation to infer that the road could be removed
and the buildings could remain the sasme asin the

existing image.

12.4—See the response to comment 11.1.
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12.5—See the responseto
comment 2.4.

{Letber 12)
12.6—See the response to
comment 11.4.

12.7—See the response to the University of Washington was sited ut its present-day location, it was determined that an off

comment 11.5. site location for &n arboretum would be nesded.” A more accunats statement would be that, after
building over thres designated arborets on the campug, it was detcrmined by those who desired a
12.8—See the response to University Arboretum that an off site location would be desirable

comment 11.6

. The swatement on pege 22 that the reason for creation of the Center For Lirban Horti culturs
was to reaffinm the University's managenal role in Washingion Park is disingeruous and leads the
reader away from the true reason which was to provide & location for University activities which
were precluded in Washington Park by Ordinance 103667,

6. The study refermed to at the top of page 23 was not prepared by DPR and its announced
parpose was not to determine whether a new master plan was needed.  (One sentence, twa
ermors. ) The need for a new plan was assumed and the purpose of the document was to define
the scope of the plan.

7. The next paragraph states, "After an extensive public outreach effort, key isues were
identified, including the health and security of the plant collections, programing and visitor
facilities, visitor secunty, accessibility, and circulation”, According to The Arboretum Plan, A
CGreenprint for the Futurs, the first plan adopted by the ABGC, the "exiensive public outreach”
consisted of two public meetings. The comments at the first of those mestings were summarnized
in six statements including,

*Participants did not express much interest in building more facilities, Suggestions include
making better wse of existing facilitates for education purposes.

*Conducting a careful planning process thal mamiains the unique chamcter/qualities of The
Arboretum was suggested  (The Arboretum Plan, A Greenprint for the Future, p. 106)

8. The DEIS goes on to state, "Afier the plan was completed, the Seattle Board of Park
Commissioner held several workshops to address particular issue in the plan.” In fact what
happened following completion of the plan was that the ABGC endorsed the plan in the most
enthusiastic terms and set about selling it 10 the public, However the public was not buying.
Having tried to t2ll the plan promoters and writers at both the scoping level and the so-callsd
puhlic outreach, that building in the park was not welcome, enly to be confronted with a
grandiose plan with new buwldings scattered all over the park, the public galvasized into &
powerful resistance which, finally got the attention of the Parks Department, and bed, after some
workshops, {0 & rewnite of the plan. In the rewnite, little if any of the building and programmatic
ambitions went &way, althaugh the placement of some of the building was significantly
irmproved.

T the DEIS §s to contain a recounting of the history, it must be both accurate and com plete.
Otherwise it constitute & thefl of our heritage and our right to know the past.
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12.9—The canopy walk is
proposed in concept but has
not been designed. The
walk would be an elevated
structure bridging two hills.
The structure would contrast
with the surrounding tree
cover and would present an
additional built element in
the naturalistic setting.
Hence it would likely be
perceived by some people as
having adverse aesthetic
impacts.

12.10—See the response to
comment 4.3.

12.11—See the response to
comment 2.4.

12.12—See the response to
comment 1.1. Thewest-side
trail would incorporate much
of the existing alignment but
would be modified to
accommodate barrier-free
access. The ABGC
recognizesthedifficulty in
connecting the trail beneath
or over the unused SR 520
ramp. Thetrail connections
and layoutsin the proposed
master plan are conceptual,
and specific design
alternatives would be
explored for each new trail.

12.13—See the response to
comment 2.1.

12.9

12140

{Letter 12)

9. There is little, of any, discussion of the impacts of the canopy walk. [t i3 definitely ignored in
the discussion of aesthetics.

10. Thens 15 no discussion of the acsthetic impact of signage. That there should be signage in an
arbaretum is not unreasonable. However signage may be either aggressive, sezking io caich the
artention of anyona passing by imespective if they have any pamicular inferest in the sign, or it
may be more passive, available 1o the curious, but not "in-your-face”. The general public has
made clear its preference for the later on many occassions, but the DEIS does not make the
distinction, or even notice the possibility that signage can be offensive.

1L There is no refesence in the DELS to the limitations on buildings specified in Ordinance
103667, That Ordinance says in part, "The City of Seattle shall not enter into any use agrecment
for said park lands which in any way allows for non-park uses of any pontion thereof. Non-park
uses shall inchede, but nat be limited to, the construction or use of buildings for university
classrooms, offices, laboratories, or administration buildings.” Since university classrooms are
not inherently different from  other classrooms, the prohibition would sesm to apply o the
buildings in the ABGC proposal.

12, Another strange and rather important omission i3 that of & trail map that indicates on the
sarme map the existing trails and the proposed alterations. This makes it virmally imposable to
make an asscssment of the change in trails and one wonders how the folks doing the DEIS
managed to conclude that such gualities as the anesthetics and recreation would not be adversaly
impacted by changes in the trails, There are at least two glaring crmors in the proposed tral
system, the failure of which to discover casts grave doubt on the work of the authors of the EIS.
The plan calls for completion of 8 leop trail around Foster Tsland, MOHAT and back to Duck
Bay by way of a path under SR 520, One needs only to walk to the place where this path is
supposed to pass below the freeway to see the folly of the design. There is no room there for s
path 1o go. The plan also calls for a path 1o traverse the Arboretum from north to south, west of
Lake Washington Boulevard, Strangely there is already such a path. Are we to have two path
twenty fest apant? Who's doing the thinking here?

13. The DEIS reproduces without evaluation the ABGC's justification for the plan

13. A There i5 no doubt that we have increased population and increased wage of Washington
Park. However to conclude that, for a mixed use facility such as Washingion Park, these factors
dictate an extravagant expansion of the museum, in ways that are damaging io the natral green
space aspects, flies in the face of logie. Higher denser population sarely does not imply less
demand for natural green space, less greenspace 15 what this plan provides.

13, B, New dernands fior fiscal sustainability are sited as a reason for doing 8 new masier plan,
bt the strategy of the plan, namely creating profit centers such as rental space and 168 rooms in
new buildings is not only sacrificial of other park goals, according 1o the financial evaluation
published along with the DEIS, it is a strategy that docsn't work. The projected budgeted short
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12.14—SEPA rules require
the EIS to list the proposal's
objectives but not to
evaluate their validity.

12.15—See the response to
comment 3.21.

12.16—Arboretum staff
responds that several rare,
threatened, or endangered
species have been
successfully cultivated at
the arboretum. The primary
difference between
cultivating these and other
specimensisthat they are
inconspicuously located and
labeled until they arelarge
enough to be safe from
theft.

12.17—Thank you for
adding the information
regarding the acquisitions at
the west side of the park.
The history of property
accumulation for the park
includes several other
acquisitions as well, some
of which were omitted from
the short summary in the
EIS. Also seetheresponse
to comment 4.31.

12.18—See the response to
comment 1.3 and revisions
to the discussion of areas of
controversy in Part 1 of the
final EIS.

(Letter 12)

{all, when the plan is finished is about $1.8 millson per vear in curment dollars.

13.C. The new plan is justified panially on the hasis of inadequate manitenance being provided
1o the carrent collection. The plan "solves” this problem by proposing a dramatic increase in the
collection 1o be cared for

14. Warse gill is tha wneritical acceptance of the ABGC s goals and ehjectives. O if goals and
objectives are not deerned a proper focus of evalustion, but miher just some information to
imclude, then the report should list the goals and objectives of the APPC as well. So faras
amyone has determined, no one fram Herrera Environmental Consultants asked anvens from the
APPC what pur goals might be

The education goal for the ABGC plan includes increasing the number school kids served from
2,500 10 15,000, This assumes bringing kids from all over the City and from the east side which
in tumms infers husmg'k.icl: pasi Carkeek Park, Lincaoln Park, Dimm-zr_'.- Park, C'hnp Lang, the
Bellevue Botanics] Garden and other places with education programs or potential, in order fo get
thesn 1o Washingion Park. How smart (s that?

Ancther goofy goal that is listed |, but not evalasted in the DEIS is to use this erboretem as a
place to preserve threatened species. [t = acknowledged that the Washingion Park Arsboretum is
not @ pure arbodeium. As such it may be somewhat bess secure than alicmatives that are
dedicased solely as arborets. Given this truth, why would we choose to increase the rale of the
Washingson Park Arboretum as a preserve of endengered species? Shoulds's that particular role
be fulfilled by a pure ashonenam?

13, Intheir history of the physical growth of the park, the authors overlook the additien in the
1970°s of the two blocks of ane ume Bontlake homes that were sdded to the park. The authars
also repeat the fatuous claim that loss of vegetation and erosion af Duck Bay & dus to boat
lasunchings. These may be issues of small magritude, but to make sach simple emars impuagns
those judgmeents that are rendered in areas that do matter.

14, At the end of the SUMMLATY, the conclusion that the ABGC p'rnpuu] will ok result in
significant impacts is explained in part as due to the intended scale and design compatibility of
the naw with the existing composents of the Arboretum. The BELS then predicts that based on
the record of public input it is likely that there will be controversy over the DKE]S conclusions.
“What this toils down to with regard 1o such categories as anesthetics and recreation, is, while
Hemern concludes that ibere will be no sgpuificant impacts, the public, i those being impacied,
are likely to think otherwise, That is, the pubhic thinks it is going 1o be impacted, but Herrera
and Associates knows betier. For the suthors of an DELS 10 acknowledge their own fallibility i3
ot least refreshing. I'm afiaid that they got it more wiong thas they sippose.

Fawl Cribson
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Paul Gibson, Northeast
District Council

13.1—Please see revised text
of the Mgjor Conclusions,

Areas of Controversy, and Mortheast District Council

Issues to Be Resolved 4534 University Way M.E.
sectionsin thefinal EIS. Seattle WA, 98105
13.2—See the response to June 17, 2000

comment 2.4.

Mr. Peter Marshall, Park Planner
Department of Parks and Recreation
B0OO Maynard Avenue South

Seattls WA, 98134

Re: DEIS for the Washington Park master plan
Dezr Mr. Marshall:

The Northeast District Coundl is comprised of 17 community and business
groups surrounding the University of Washington and extending north to MN.E.
§5th Street. In the summer of 1998, the Council adepted a resolution
pertaining to the Washington Park Arboretum. These comments are based
upon that resolution.

The last paragraph on page 15 includes a sentence describing alternative
views for Washington Park, to wit: “One vision emphasizes the citywide and
regional value and unigue function of the arboretum, while another vision
emphasizes the existing state of the park and its function as a neighborhood
resource.” The Mortheast District Council takes strong exception to this
sentence. In our knowledge of the public comment throughout this process,
na one has emphasized the function of Washington Park as a neighborhood
resource. That claim is a caricature of the position of advocates of 2
broader purpose for Washington Park, advanced by the advocates of &
narrow view of the function of Washington Park. In fact, advocates for the
broad view, including the Northeast District Council, come from all over the
city. It is a grave emmor for an official document such as the EIS to
misconstrue this point. The value of park space as opposed to buildings and
parking lots is extremaly important citywide, as demonstrated by citizen
efforts at Bradner Gardens, Discovery Park and West Crest Park just in the
|ast few years,

The EIS is flawed in its failure to identify relevant law, particularly the
omission of the prescriptien of buildings for non park uses such as
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13.3—None of the elements

of the proposed master plan
or aternativesinvolve sale
or transfer of park property
or change of park usage as
regulated by Seattle
ordinance 111606.

13.4—See the responses to
comments 1.1, 1.2, and 4.3.

13.5—The EIS conclusions
regarding the significance
of some impacts have been
revised. With regard to
signs, see the response to
comment 4.3. With regard
to overall design sensitivity,
see the response to
comment 1.4. For
clarification, the

mai ntenance buildings are
proposed to be expanded
only within the existing
maintenance yard.

13.6—See the response to
comment 1.5.

{Letter 13}

13.2 | classrooms, etc. which is part of Ordinance Neither does the EIS mention

conti.
13.3

that under propesition 42 conversion of park space to rental space and
other commercial space would trigger the requirement to replace the lost
park land with comparable land nearby.

The EIS finds no significant impact from trail and plant revisions even though
those revisions are only sketchily defined at best. The impact of signage is
totally ignored, despite recent evidence that new and renovated exhibits
would include signs far larger and more obtrusive than those historically
present in the Arboretum.

The finding that there would be no significant adverse impact on the
recreational and aesthetic qualities is rationalized on two assertions, 1. new
buildings would be designed in ways compatible with the surroundings and 2.
changes would occur over a substantial period of time. Refiance on the
dasign sensitivity of the ABGC ignores the considerable evidence of that
committee’s indifference to the naturalistic environment of Washington
Park. This evidence includes the desecration of the north end of Azalea Way

and the needless installation of the maintenance building in existent
greenspace, that the ABGC enthusiastically endersed in the Portico plan. It

is further demonstrated by the trend in intrusive signage that has developed
in recent years.

Though the plan is indeed intended to be a plan for several decades, that is
no assurance that large amounts of physical change will not happen quickly.
In the Jones and Jones plan, also ostensibly a leng range plan, the building
component was completed in the first decade, Even if buildings and other
alterations of the park were to be accomplished slowly, to use that as a
justification for the finding of no significant impact is il thought out. It
suggests that a change from greenspace to hardscape can be done showly
enough that park visitors won't notice the difference between the before
and the after. This boggles the mind. If the object is to fool the people so
they won't notice that there is change going on until it |5 too late, then the
idea has merit. If the abject of the EIS is to gauge in some way how visitors
feel about a change from greenspace to hardscape, then the ohservation is 2
shameful ploy. There are times, such as when ane is circling Benaroya Hall 5
minutes before a concert, when one would rather see a parking lot than a
greenspace, but to suggest that vizitors ean’t tell the difference batweesn a
parking lot and trees and grass when they are walking in the Arboretum,
irrespective of when it is installed, is ludicrous.
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13.7—Ad(ditional

discussion of aesthetic
impactsis provided in the (Latter 13)
final EIS.

13.8—Seethe response to
comments1.1and 1.2.

One of the few objective considerations that might be employed In assessing
the esthetic impact of the changes is the number of people who come to
Washington Fark for horticultural education versus the number that come
for respite provided by the greenspace environment. All evidence indicates
that the latter is the dominate reason people go to the Arberetum which
indicates that tampering with that quality is indeed likely to be significant.

Finally there is inadequate description of how the trails and exhibits would be
changed in the execution of the plan. There needs to be a map with the
current layout of trails and exhibits and some kind of over lay map of the
intended changes so that readers may know with some precision what will go
and what will stay. A judgment of the aesthetic and recreational
consequences of the plan without such a comparison is surely not reliable,

In summary we find the DEIS to be inadequate in four sreas. It
misrepresents the objections of opponents. It fails to note critical legal
izsues. It bases the conclusion of insignificant esthetic and recreational
impacts on unsupported assumptions. And it accepts the plans inadequate
specification of changes to the trails and exhibits, We look forward to a
thorough and candid correction of these deficiencies in the final EIS.

Respectfully,
- 7
fﬁ’é‘ﬁ«j M
Paul Gibson
Chair
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14. Chuck Pearman

14.1—Please see the Letter 14
response to comment 5.2
and the table at the end of
Appendix A in the final
ElS.

Chuck Pearman
14.2—See the response to 137 32nd AVEE.
comment 13.3. Seattle, WA. 98112
14.3—See the response to
comment 1.1. Dear Peter,
14.4—See the responseto Here is the hard copy of the comment I made at the June 15 public hearing,
comment 2.4. I feel very strongly that these items need to be addressed and included in the FEIS, and

not just stuck in the back of the DEIS as an addendum.
14.5—See the response to .
comment 2.1 Speech follows:

Although [ am opposed to any new buildings, parking lots or commercialization of our
park, I'll keep my comments focused on some errors and omissions in the draft EIS.

LAND

There needs to be an analysis of the exact amount of park land destroyed by new
buildings, parking lots, new botanical displays and any new or revised trail system. Put
this together in a unified summary, not scattered all over. Analyze the lost park land by
specifically referring to initiative 42, which states that any land or facilities lost must be
replaced by land or facilities of equal or greater value,

MAPS and TRAILS

There needs to be a detailed discussion and analysis, with maps, showing any new trails.
Discuss the impact that these new trails, or the relocation of existing trails, would have on
the environment.

ORDINANCE 103667 - THE ARBORETUM ORDINANCE

Spell out the existing ordinance entirely. The Draft EIS omits reference to the prohibition
on non-park uses. The ordinance reads in part Quote “non-park use shall include, but not
be limited to, university classrooms, offices, laboratories, or administration
buildings™unquote. In the history section, discuss why this ordinance was
passed...because of the University of Washington's attempted land grab in the 1970's.

SURVEY

Page | of the Draft EIS says quote “. There is increased visitation and significant interest
in horticultural and environmental education”. Please provide documentation and proof
for this statement. Last Summer, [, along with several members of the Arboretum Park
Preservation Coalition, obtained a park permit and spent 5 consecutive weekends talking
to people in the Arboretum about the revised Greenprint plan. We talked to over 800
people. The vast majority, something like 80%, were not even aware of the proposed
development in the Arboretum and once the plan was explained to them, nearly all were
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14.6—Comment

acknowledged. (Letter 14)

against new buildings, new parking lots, and generally against commercialization of our
park. These people were not botanical or horticultural experts, just ordinary citizens who
wanted to escape the city, escape the traffic and have a quiet walk in our Arboretum.,

BALANCE

The final master plan for the Arboretum, whatever mix and match of alternatives is
finally settled on, should contain a clear and firm statement, that first and foremost
Washington Park is a park. A park that contains an arboretum. That the balance between
park and botanical is just about right and that any new master plan be subject to the
constraints of the existing erdinance prohibiting buildings, fences and fees.

In closing, I note the irony of the Greenprint Plan. A plan that will destroy a significant
portion of a natural environment in order to teach the importance of the natural
environment.

All we really need in Washington Park is better maintenance and better management. We
need a management that truly represents the interests of all park users, not just the
botanical elite.

Aol e
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15. Peter Donahue

15.1—Comment
acknowledged.

15.2—The direct financial
costs of the proposal are

Letter 15

discussed in a separate | Peter Mar: aall - Comments on Arboretum Master Plan Proposal Page 1 g
document, Financial
Aspects of the Proposed
Arboretum Master Plan, From: “peter t. donahue” <therock@nwlink.com>
which isavailable from the To: dom03.p0303(MARSHAP)
Department of Parks and Date: Mon, Jun 26, 2000 7:55 PM
Recreation and online at the Subject: Comments on Arboratum Master Plan Proposal
city'sweb Sit?: Peter T. Donahue
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/ 2420 E. Lee Street
parks/arboretum/ ARBOFisc Seatlle WA 088112
e M i, comers s s
15.3—The proposal could To the Arboretumn and City Parks Boards and whomever slse it may concern:
add some traffic during the I hope that these comments, sent by e-mail on Monday, June 26, 2000, are
evening peak hours by timely.
drawing more people to the ;
park 19he addi?i Onpal | am opposed to the full development altemative, for the following reasons:
arboretum traffic through The arboretum is a wonderful and rare oasis of undeveloped and semi-natural
the Montlake area at any *" | landscape within a relatively dense urban area. Its open space, peace and
given time would not be quiet, wildlife habitat, and natural qualities should be praservsdt?d ;

ici protected, not developed further to meet short-sighted notions of “optimum”
suffici e.nt to affect the level use {like the realtors' rubric, "highest and best use”) and “world class®
of service at these aI reax_jy grandiosity. It does not need tea rooms, more parking, more pavement, more
congested intersectionsin facilities. It does not need to be “developed.” We its neighbors, we the
an appreciable way. city's citizens, taxpayers, electors, transportation users, schoolchildren,

Mitiogation for thisimpact seskers of solitude, appreciators of nature, hum_an beings, do not need its
coulg include limiti ngpthe "development.” | guestion wha it is that needs (i.e., benefits from) its

. “devel [
time of day that programs slopmen

areinitiated or completed. Have the financial projections been reviewed independently? |s this truly

) a good investment for the taxpayer, a good "business decision?” Does it -
really pencil out, or does it have the potential for actually adding to
unfunded liabllities and maintenance burdens in the future? Are all of the
true costs factored in the assessment, such as traffic impacts, airfwater
quality degradation, noise, infrastructure/ maintenance/staff burdens, debt
carry, administration? Or are any of these "in-kind" or grants and

therefore dismissed as real costs, real as they may be to the taxpayer,
driver, breather?

| hope that the projections are not a chimera of rationalization; | fear

that the arboretum’s value to the community will be sacrificed for its

*survival." And if the maintenance funds are presumed to come from the
upcorning parks bond elsction, that is improper. As much as | support
dedicated tax issues in general, | feel that they should be for capital

projects, not ongoing expenses such as maintenance (which should be in the
general fund), and will likely vote against them for that reason. (What

happens when the authorization expires? How is maintenance funded then?!)

On the more specific level of input, it is my contention that adding any

vehlcular traffic, tour bus or passenger car, to the Montlake/Lake .
Washington Boulevard area during the p.m. peak hour, which can occur anytime
between 3 and 7 p.m. depending on the vagaries of the 520 bridge, UW
activities and the cycles of the moon, is not an "nonsignificant” adverse
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(Letter 15)

_Peter Mart aall - Comments on Arboretum Master Plan Proposal " Page?2

impact.

Please, give the Arboretum administrators and pro-development board members,
and their consultants, something more truly productive to do with their
Disneyland mindset. How about basic education, a need that deserves the
community's time, energy and money, and is the best investment we can make?!
And a sore need in this community. Let's get the basics done well, and

leave the fanciful for the private sector to perform, at its own axpensa!

Thank you for your consideration,
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16. Larry Powelson

16.1—Some information
regarding past use of the
arboretum for children's
education is discussed in the
Public Services and Utilities
section of the EIS, and
additional background on
future education programs
isprovided in Appendix D.
Also see the responses to
comments 2.1 and 3.21.

16.2—See the responses to
comments 4.3 and 4.8.

16.3—See the response to
comment 5.2.

16.4—SEPA defines
significant as“more than a
moderate level of impact”
and requires the lead agency
to take into account the
context of theimpact. The
final EIS provides
additional discussion of
significant impactsin
several sections.

Letter 16

_Peter Marshail - Comments on the Draft EIS far Washington Park Arboretum

Page1__

Larry Powelson <larrypo@exmsft.com>
dom03.p0303(MARSHAP)

Mon, Jun 26, 2000 10.07 PM

Comments on the Draft EIS for Washington Park Arboretum

1. The DEIS states that the goal for the Washington Park Arboretum is to have
15,000 school kids per year go to the arboretum on field trips. There is no

data to show whether or not this is a reasonable number. The final EIS must
state how many kids are expected to be enrolled in the Seattle public school
system when this program is ready. It must also state the desired number of
environmental field trips that have been set by the Public Schools
Superintendent, as well as the capacity of all other environmental sites around
Seattle, including but not limited to Carkeek Park, Lincoln Park, Discovery

Park, and Camp Long, as well as greenhouses located at the schools. If the
Arboretum Foundation intends to support kids from the east side, then these
numbers must include eastside environmental education centers such as the
Bellevue Botanical Gardens, the Mercer Slough, and the arborstums planned for
Carnation and Preston, The alternative plans should also indicate how many kids
could come to the Arboretum if there were no classrooms present in the Arboretum
itseif.

2. The DEIS states a goal for the Arboretum Is recreation “consistent with
arboretum use.* However, it does not include a statement about how arboretum
use should be consistent with recreational use. During the EIS scoping process,
Paul Gibson suggested, and Clem Hamilton heartily agreed, that such a statement
be added. The final EIS must include a statement to that effect, as well as
define the recreational uses that it must be consistent with. For example,
Washington Park Arboretum is an enormous aid to the mental health of Seattle
residents as a place of refuge, a respite from the works of man. This use is

not consistent with the planned 51 new exhibits, especially if signage for these
exhibits is of the size and scale of the new signs that appeared recently at
Rhododendron Glen.

3. When the DEIS compares the costs of construction in the park vs the costs of
building or renting space offsite, it does not include the value of the land

being constructed on. How much would a developer pay for a private building lot
at Madronna Terrace? At a minimum, the Final EIS must include the costs of
replacing lost open space as required by City law.

4, At numerous times, the DEIS finds that various proposals have "no
significant impact.” At no time, however, does it define this subjective term.
The final EIS must state what they consider a "minimum significant impact”
compared to which their estimated impacts fall short.

Larry Powelson
2642 E. Ward St.
Sealtle, WA 98112
(206) 320-3672

cce: DOMO1.PO103(CouncilMail LICATAN,Nicast), STEINBP).d...
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17. Rolande Chesebro

17.1—Comment
acknowledged. Letter 17

17.2—Comment Peter Marshall - arboretumdeis T Page 1
acknowledged. Providing
shuttle service for visitors
to the park, (similar to the
use of school buses) could : DOM01.P0103(CouncilMail),DOMO1.P0101(Moffice2),dom...
help to reduce traffic : Mon, Jun 26, 2000 1:03 PM

generated by the proposal. g arboretumdeis

"Rolande Chesebro (new)" <chasebro@w-link.net>

Dear Mr. Marshall,

| was dismayed when | read the deis and over and over again they deemed
that there would be no significant impacts on the Arboretum with this
proposed plan. | object to most of this plan on the grounds that it

will change for ever a rare and precious piece of land. There can be no
going back from the scale and type of projects being proposed here.

The committee that cooked up this grandiose plan and seems to feel that
the Park/Arboretum does not have a future without it fail to recognize

that the A. has been the jewel of an historic plan for many years. Of
course | am referring to the Olmstead Park and Boulevard Plan. Let

their forsight and wisdom guide us as we seek to improve and gently
adapt the A. By all means let's work on traffic problems and

maintaining collections. Let's get more children into the parkso they

can soak up what little bit of the wild natural worl remains. WE DON'T
NEED TO SHIP THEM TO THE ARBORETUM TO SIT IN ANOTHER CLASSROOM. If the
Arboretumn staff really needs more buildings they should be encouraged to
look at usingexisting facilitires in the dynamic adjoining

neighborhoods. We don't need more paarking lots. The A, adjoins two
major bus routes (one on East Madison and several off of 23rd/24th Ave.
E) and out of town visitors might be delighted to hop on a bus downtown
and be within a nice walk of the park. What about a free shuttle van

that could take people less able or willing to amke the short walk right

into the heart of the park. There are so many more creative, clever and
less costly ideas for solving problems the commitee purports this plan

will solve. These other plans leave the main attraction in tact.

What's world class about the Washington Park Arboretum Is the
combination of it's location in the heart of the clty, the various

habitats it encompasses, and it's state of semi wildness that provides a
showcase for our Northwest native flora and fauna,

Please show some foresight and imagination and reject this destructive
proposal.

Sincerely, Rolande Chesebro
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18. FayeHarwell,
National Association
for Olmsted Parks

18.1—The final EISh : -
aclditional analysisof the National Association for Olmsted Parks

Olmsted Brothers planin ;| - : .
the Historic and Cultural = S08-820-7676 = fux 506

1 Stowwrt, Framangham, MA 01202-2313
ABBE = ruomain esnmey-netwark com

Resources section. Also
see the response to
comment A1.1.
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19. Marina Skumanich,
Seattle Audubon
Society

19.1—Comments
acknowledged.

19.2—Potential cumulative
impacts of the proposal
include the possibility that
continuous or long-term
construction or habitat
modification could deter
some species from using the
park for long periods. Some
areas of the park might
become active enough with
human use that some
species of birds and small
mammals would avoid those
areas for nesting or rearing.
The possibility that either of
these types of impacts
would be significant is
minimized, for the reasons
described in the mitigation
section for plants and
animals.

Staterrent on the Draft EIS
15 Juma 2000

Statement by: Marina Skumanich
Seettle Audubon Society

I am here on behalfl of the Seatle Audubon Society o share with you our overall
perspective on the Draft EIS for the Washington Park Arboretum Plan, As you know,
Seattle Audubon is committed to the protection and enjoyment of urban wildlife and
natural land, [n addition, we have long been supporiers of the city™s parks and open
space. Itis with these values in mind that we make oor comments tonight.

d---"".ll

Hetore-temmmr-sprrifically to the deaft BhE—pmd lhhm:,gh this is some autside the
scope of this EIS hearing — I must fiest express I'I!I.]I' ongaing i

abality of both the general ABGC planning process as well as

create & clear, coherent, and broadly shared vision for the

Arborctum, Some believe thal a general concensus overthe future direction of this

beautiful public trepsure i3 impossible, | dis 1 have listened to the many voices
who express different perspectives on the Park:’]l sense an u.nderlznng shared valoe of this
resource that 1 believe could be nurtured into a tnph::dy shared vision. Regretably, the
process to date has not served to develop this vision, Oue cin only hope that future
concensus—building will be more syteessful. A

-
~Tursing-egw [ e draft B8 Scanle Audobon will be submitting more detailed
comments in writing, bud in the following comments T would 1ike io briefly touch on
Somoverad key {ssues that we believe are essential to preparing an EIS that will truly be
useful in the owerall Arboretum decision making process.

First, the dratt ELS represents & very good characterization of the baseline resources of
the Washingion Park Arboretam. Less clear is whether the deafil EIS provides a
consistently useful analysis of impacts (o these resources under the alternatives. In
scweral instances, the analysis of impact (or lack of impact) appears to be rather
superficial and unsubstantiated. 11 is not suffichent to declare that an alternative will ar
m@ oot have a significant impact — the BIS must provide the reasoning behind that

Second, as a related point, the Draft EIS eonsistently evaluates the environmental
impacis of each plan element separately — examining buildings separately from parking
separatcly from landscape featurcs, and so forth. This is usefl but incomplete.
Particularly given the scope of the changes envisioned in the plan, the EIS must also
evaluate the plan as 4 whole = for it is only in the context of the whole plan that
environmental impacts are relevanl. For example, in the section on Linpacts 1o Plants and
Animals, while impacts relatve o imdividual plan elements are described, nowhere is the
cumulative effeet of these impacts congidered. Clearly, the EIS must address this issue.
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19.3—See the response to
comment 4.24.

19.4—The no-action
alternative includes

continued maintenance and i

some renovation of the Third, the evaluation of impacts must consider both shori—term and long—term impacts.

arboretum. with onlv a The Fact thal the plan would be implemented over several years may indeed insure — as
A ) y stated on page 107 — that fmpacts “occarring at any one Gme would be limited, with
I|m|_te_d number of new change occurring at a gradual pece.” However, regardless of how limited and gradual,

exhibits. short~lerm impacts have the powential 10 accumulate to the point of leaving lasting long—

lerm damage. This possibility needs to be eaplicitly addressed by the EIS.

{Lattar 19)

19.5—Comments
acknowledged. 4 | Fourth, Seaule Audubon submits that the landscape changes (i.c., the exhibits) proposed

by the ABGC plan are extensive, and depending upon how these changes are
implemented, they have the poteatial to radically affect various environmental atributes,
including particularly urban habitat and water resources,  Given the significance of this
plan element, it is essential that the EIS provide one or more alternatives o the ABGC
plan relative to landscape features that represent a reduced scope; that is, alternatives
with more modest changes in plant exhibits, For example, one aliernative might address
adequate renovation of existing collections without neessserthy including new exhibits,
Providing a range of alternatives for this important plan element will directly benefit the
decisionmaking process.

Finally, Seattle Audubon must repeat our position on the siting of new buildings within
the Washington Park Arboretum. Oiven the critical need for cpen space within onr
community, Seattle Audubon strongly believes that proposals 1o replace open space with
buildings and impervious surfaces should be included in the master plan only with clear
and compelling justification, and only after other allernatives have been explored and
decmed infeasible. The draft EIS as written does not give sufficient attention to the
environmental and community values that will be adversely affected by new buildings
sited with the Arhoreturn, particularly the proposed "Madrona Terrace”,

The Seatlle Audubon Society looks forward to working with the City of Seattle Parks
Department and other participants to ensure the angoing preservation of our shared
Washington Park Arboretum.

Thank you for your consideration,

Marina Skumanich

sku@ips.net
206-527-3578
3825 ne 87" Streel
Scattle, WA 98115
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20. Richard Pulkrabek,
Japanese Garden
Advisory Council

Letter 20

Japanese Garden Advisory Council

100 Dexter Avenune North
Seattle, Washington 98109-5199

Chair
Carolann Fried
Members
John Bisbee
Julie Coryell
lain Robertson
Akira Takeda
Ed Widmayer
Richard Pulkrabek
Carol Simons
Elizabeth Moses

June 23, 2000

Peter Marshall, Park Planner

Ken Bounds, Superintendent

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
800 Maynard Avenue South

Seattle, Washington 98134

Dear Mr. Marshall and Mr. Bounds:

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the Washington Park
Arboretum Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The members of the Japanese Garden Advisory Council have reviewed the
Draft EIS and its assessment of the impacts of the proposed Master Plan,
and the alternatives. Although the Draft EIS presents the changes to the
Washington Park Arboretum as the affect the Japanese Garden, there are
areas of concern that require comment and clarification on our part and,
we hope, further consideration on your part before the Draft EIS is put in
final form.

Of primary importance to us is the characterization of the two structures
proposed for the Japanese Garden, the Pavilion at the north end of the
pond, and the Gatehouse at the entry, and the stated impacts of those
structures.
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20.1—Thank you for the
additional historical
information. The pavilion,
although shown on the
original 1959 plan for the
Japanese garden, is not
shown on the 1978
arboretum master plan
update. Theonly new

{Letter 20)

The Pavilion:

structure shown at the 20.1 | The original conception of the Japanese Garden we see today, the original
Japanese garden in the 1978 plans from the 1960's, included a Pavilion as a focal point at the north
plan is arestroom addition. end of the Garden. As a metaphor, it represents the “*house” for which
Accordingly, the no-action this style of garden -mquld have been created. It is, therefore, an integral
alternative in the EI'S does part of the overall design, providing the critical viewpoint from which the
. 1 full beauty of the Garden is revealed, However, in the early 1960's when
not include the paV'_"On- the Carden was created, funds were insufficient to complete the whole
The proposed plan includes design and construction of the Pavilion was deferred,
the pavilion asanew
building, becauseit is In the current Master Plan, the Pavilion is presented as a "new" structure,
neither existing nor included but in fact it was always intended as a part of the Japanese Garden, even
in the previous master plan. under the original 1978 Master Plan. Realization of the Pavilion is
essential to completion of the design of the Japanese Garden as it was
20.2—The size noted envisioned forty yars ago. This can not be stressed enough.
includes only the one
permanent structure. A The Catehouse Entry:
Iﬁgg‘l’?atret ?grsct:(:%ﬁiito 20.2| Secondly, the proposed Gatehouse: the Draft EIS Summary has the
) Catehouse expanding from 50 5F to 1700 5F. This “dramatic” expansion
20.3—The text was intended is misleading, in that it undervalues the spatial functions of the existing
to describe the range of entry. Even though the current assemblage of four structures (the ticket
responses expected from booth, tool shed, and two Porta-Potties) is woefully inadeguate, the
2t combined circulation between these structures, together with the group
visitors. The text has been assembly space at the entrance to the Garden, in actuality far exceeds the
revised to note that 50 SF figure.
replacement of the portable
toilet structures with 20.3 | Further, the Draft EI5 states that replacing the sxisting Gatehouse may
permanent structures would detract from the simplicity and purity of the existing entry. On the
probably be appreciated by contrary, there is nothing particularly authentic about the entry as it
most visitors stands. In fact, what we have is in no way appropriate in either scale,

) design or function as an entrance to a Japanese garden. The existing
entry has been cobbled together over the years out of necessity; for
example, the ticket booth was fashioned out of a shed discarded from the
Seattle Center in the 1980's. The Porta-Potties, a more recent addition,
are an embarassment at best. What is needed is a new entry that truly
represents the traditions of the Japanese garden and incorporates
modern conveniences appropriate for a garden visited by thousands
BVary year.
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20.4—Thank you for your

comment on the importance

of this concept in the
Japanese garden. The
proposed master plan has
an explicit goal of
improving the "borrowed
landscape” views from the
Japanese garden. Aswell
as can be assessed at this
time, no new structures
other than those proposed
for the Japanese garden
would be visible from the
Japanese garden. The
Madrona Terrace structure,
as shown in the cross-
section Figure 21, would
not be visible because of
mature vegetation on the
hillside between it and the
Japanese garden. The
structure depicted in the
cross-section islarger than
the proposed shelter
included in the proposed
master planin the final
ElS. However, neither the
design of the structures, the
planting designs, nor the
timing has been determined
at thistime. Development
near the Japanese garden
would require further
review to control these
impacts.

20.5—Comment
acknowledged.

20.6—Comment
acknowledged.

20.7—The plan includes on
ADA -accessible path,
which would in concept
allow pedestrians to walk
from one end of the park to

{Letter 20)

Borrowed Scenery:

There are impacts outside the Garden we would like to comment on as
well. In the Master Plan, the view of the Madrona Terrace development
from the Japanese Garden must respect the need for maintaining the
“borrowed scenery”, a concept central to any Japanese garden design.
Although the language of the Draft EIS does mention maintaining a
woodland buffer, it does not adequately address the importance of this
concept for the Japanese Carden,

Alternative Plan:

Should the alternative plan with the educational bullding located near the
entrance to the Japanese Garden be adopted. there would be positive
impacts for the program functions of the japanese Garden. For example,
the building and its multi-use space could be used to host events in
conjunction with the Japanese Garden, such as music, dance, flower
arranging, and the like. Such events would help to more fully integrate
the Japanese Garden with the cultral life of the city, and the many
groups and organizations interested in Asian arts.

Pedestrian Overpass/Traffic Calming:

As regards installation of any pedestrain overpasses, we would favor
locations south of the Garden. We feel that any location north of the
Garden would have a negative impact on the visitor's experience. We
support any efforts to improve safety and reduce traffic along Lake
Washington Boulevard, such as crosswalks, stoplights, etc. Traffic
calming in any form would have a positive impact on visitors to the
Garden in reducing noise, and minimizing visual distractions.

Paths:

Paths around the perimeter of the Japanese Garden are also a concern, in
that a considerable amount of fancing and screaning would be required
ta mitigate the impact of nolse and visual distractions on the experience
of viewing the Garden.

Parking Facilities:
The redesign of the south parking lot and the removal of the turn-in off

Lake Washington Boulevard by the entrance to the Japanese Garden would
have a very positive impact on the experience of visitors to the Garden.

the other on the west side of the boulevard. Although
thetrail is shown on the west side of the Japanese
garden in the master plan drawing, the trail could be
sited on the east side, adjacent to the boulevard, or
sited and designed to avoid impacts on the Japanese

garden.

20.8—Comment acknowledged.
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{Letter 20)

20.8 | By extending the distance from the parking lot to the front entry, and
contl. | converting the the space from asphalt to landscaping , the visitor would
be able to begin the transition to a contemplative state of mind that
typifies the experience of visiting the Japaanese Garden.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard PquraE:Ek
Co-Chairman, Planning Subcommittee
Japanese Garden Advisory Council

cc: Carolann Fried
John Bisbee
Stephanie Jones

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan 304 January 2001 Final EIS



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 21

21. Rita Griffith

21.1—Please see the revised
text in the Mgjor
Conclusions, Areas of
Controversy, and Issues to
Be Resolved section of the
final EIS.

21.2—Thedirect financial
costs of the proposal are
discussed in a separate
document, Financial
Aspects of the Proposed
Arboretum Master Plan,
which isavailable from the
Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) and
online at the city's web site:
http: //mww.ci.seattle.wa.us/
parks/arboretunm/ARBOFisc
al512.doc. Also seethe
response to comment 4.4.

2423 E. McGraw
Ssattle, WA 28112

June 23, 2000

Peter Marshall, Fark Flanner

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
200 Maynard Avanue South

Seattle, A 98134

RE: Washingtan Park Arboretum Master Plan
prafc Environrental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Macshall:

The fundamental problem with the deaft enviroamental impact
statement for the proposed master plan is that it fails entirely
to set out the real issues and how the peoposed actlions will
address or resolve them,

Firat, the description af the controversy as being betwesn those
who care masat about the "regional walue and wnique function" of
the arboretum wecswes those that like the existing state af the
park and "its function as & neighborhood resource”™ is inaccurate
and unhelpful to any honest attempt to ldentify relevant points of
view, The primary differsnce between the two groups is that one
side oppeses adding man-made structures to the arboretum landscaps
and opposes adding elements which would regiment a persen's tims
at the arborstum. The other side wapnts te add administrative
offices, classrooms, gift shops and other buildipgs and  to
structure the way the arboretum is enjoyed.

By refusing to admir the nature of the controversy at the cutset,
the writers of the impact statement fail to consider ways in which
Buildings ocutside the Arboretum could be utilized to perform the
functicna those who want bulldings have identified for them and
fail to consider the overall leoss of greenspace. The writers fail
to consider the potential losa of a pacticular kind of experience
that people have traditiomally had in the arkoretun.

The impact statement describes the lack of funding &= a majer
reascn why & new master plan is nesded: "Limitations in :ta!r@ng
and funding have led to inadequate care and maintenance, leading
in turn tea overcrowding and shading by fast-growing natiwvea that
threaten the ceantimued survival of the collections.”

Bfter having identified this problem, the impact statement or plan
never explains how this lack of funding can be overcome by
buildings and classrasms. Theré 1S no comprehensive discussion of
the funding levels that would be expected.
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21.3—By ambiance, the
comments may refer to

aesthetic impacts, which iLetter 21)
are discussed in comment
1.3 and in the revised text.

A candid impact stacement that scught to cesolve the Lssue of tha
lack of funding would admit that the elements of this plan which
are mMoatT controversial ape there as & neans of earning money —-
as a means of getting funds from the public schools, wisitors or
membera of private foundations. Peaple could then consider and
comment on Ehe financial wvalidity of these plans and how much Ehey
might be willing te accept in order to hawe better maintenance and
enhanced collections in the arboretum. Discussion of how thess
same funding socurces or others might be attracted with fewer
drawbacks could be considered.

Further, Wwithout such cander, it iz mot pessible to decermine how
much, if any, of the plan we could realistically axpect toc be
implemented if it is adopted.

While the impact statement appears to be comprehensive in its
enalysis of various impacts == water, wildlife, ete. =- it falls
to come to Lezms with what is really at stake for the peocple who
are most concerned about the plan. The problem is that the plan
could change the acboretum in a basic way and change the way in
which people experience being thers. The plan itsslf and the
impact atatement’'s discussion of it merely forestall consideration
of the issues that may ultimately determine whether the plan will
gither be adeopted or implemented, including the finan=ial isayes.

The final impact statement sheuld lock at issues with more candor
and recognize that a basic change in the ambiance and use of the
arboretum 1s proposed. This would likely bring about a greater
willingness of all parties to take part in the consideration of
cthe future of the arboretum.

Sincecely,

e 9L zomt
Rata J. Griffith
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22. Dandy Porter

22.1—Comment
acknowledged.

22.2—The master plan
proposes establishing a
considerabl e portion of the
arboretum in native
plantings for precisely the
ecological purposes you
cite. Using plantsfrom
within the northwest region
but outside lowland Puget
Sound could have impacts
similar to the concept
proposed in the master plan,
which isto use plants that
are adapted to similar
climatesin different parts of
theworld. Using
exclusively native plants,
however, would not meet
the goal for which the
arboretum was originally
established. That scheme
therefore has not been added
asan alternative.

22.3—See the response to
comment 2.4.

Letter 22

L Peter Marshall - Arboretum

Page 1

221

22.2

223

From: <cliftonporter@seanet.com>
To: dom03.p0303(MARSHAP)
Date: Mon, Jun 26, 2000 5:18 AM
Subject: Arboretum

June 26, 2000

Dear Peter Marshall, City Council Member, and Mayor,

| am writing to express my opposition to the recently proposed Master
Plan for the Washington Park Arboretum. The claim is that this plan
will create a *world class arboretum™ and that this is in the best
interests of Seattle. The increased number of exotic plants, of
buildings and of parking lots might serve the exotic plant collection of
the University of Washington, but they will have an adverse impact on
the lives of the people of Seattle and of the region. The concept is
outdated--that is, the ownership of exotic plants without regard to the
animal, insect, other flora, or human web of interdependency which they
are part of. In the many meetings where citizens have been urged to
offer their input, many thoughtful comments have been made. Here is
another vision that seems to me to be coming out of these efforts to
share ideas.

How about a plant collection which emphasizes native plants of our
region and state and attemnpts to build the ecosystems of which they are
a part? There are many native plants and animals, such as song birds
which are threatened or have been pushed out by the heavy urbanization
of Seattle. Why not aim at increasing or sustaining the indigenous
biodiversity of this area in the Washington Park Arboretum? This would
be a superb opportunity for the University to do research and to
collaborate with nurseries, landscapers, gardeners and citizens in
contributing to the future healthy environment and livability of the
city of Seattle. The educational focus that the University hopes to
build would make sense. Children will visit the park to experience it
in many ways and they will take home ideas and understanding which they
can carry out in their own back yards. To make of the Washington Park
Arboretum, which is in the heart of urban Seattle, a place where the
biodiversity of the region is brought back and sustained through
plantings, research, and education of our children, now that*s a World
Class vision!

If the educational purposes of the Washington Park Arboretum need
buildings then those buildings must not be in the park (in keeping with
the city ordinance). Any new buildings or parking lots in the park will
only negatively impact the quality of life in our dense urban
environment, bacause there will be diminished space for plants,
diminished habitat, and increased air and sound pollution from bus and
car exhaust and engine and tire noise.

We have an opportunity to exert leadership for other urban areas all
over the world by the choices we make for the Washington Park
Arboretum. Act wisely!

Sincerely, Dandy Porter
2440 E. Aloha
Seattle, WA 98112
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23. DiaFelice Smith
Salogga

23.1—The University of
Washington has in recent
years assumed a greater
rolein K-12 education. For
example, the university and
partners established the K-
12 Leadership Institute in
February 2000. Several
university departments have
been engaged in
partnershipswith K-12
programs for several years,
hel ping to improve teaching
methods. The university
currently helps schoolsto
meet the state's essential
academic learning
requirements through life
sciences units taught at the
arboretum. Coordination of
environmental education
with the Seattle School
District and other public
agenciesisone of the
Department of Parks and
Recreation's primary roles
and responsibilities
identified in the Parks and
Recreation Plan 2000.
Although the arboretum is
not yet listed among the
facilitieswhere the Parks
and Recreation Plan 2000
callsfor providing support
to school programs, the
Arboretum and Botanical
Garden Committee
(ABGC) is proposing that
the arboretum expand its
effortsin that area.

23.2—Comment
acknowledged.

DiaFelice Smith Salogga
2151 East Hamlin Strest
Seattle, WA 98112-2011

June 26, 2000

Mr, Feter Marshall

800 Maynard Avenue S,
Seattls, WA 88134-1335

Fe: Drafl Environmental Impact Statemant (DEIS) for a
Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan

M. Peter Marshall,

The Misslon of the University of Washington s not to provide educatlon for
grades K-12.

FPROPONENT'S OBJECTIVES page i

Tha obcthwes of the Arborstum and Botanical Gardan Committes recognize the distinetive charactaristics ol tha
Park Arberetum, including its urique and valuable plant collecfions; t3 urban location adjacent b the

Mandake, Maclson Park and Broadmoor communities; and, end its funding and suppor from city, staba, privass

metitunsicna and indhivuals. The commitisa's goals for the futung of the Washingion Park Arboretum as skated in

its May B, 1988 praposed plan are summarized below:

EDUCATIONAL GOALS

*An soucaions progrem UMENg Me Washinglon Park Arbomsium’s potortial 1o serve K-12studants, higher

education, familes, landscape professionals, ratural history snd scclogy enthusiasts, gandnens, specials nesds

populations, and general visfiors

=Damand for educational use of the Washington Park Arbaretum has inoressed, and educabonal demand iram e
Saaffs School Disirictis expecind 1o increase further. page 17

AN educalional program Iullling the Washington Park Arboretum’s potantial i serve K- 12shudants, higher
aducaticr,.. page 18

=The Washington Park Abaretumn has fostered o substantial increase 0 school -age programs during e |ast five
yaars, Additonally, tha arborsbum staff is leading program development for plant ssience-based inquiry programs
In cooperafion with the Seatile Public Schools, the Urivarsity of Washinglon, and six othar local schools.. Daspite
the educational mission of the Washingion Fark Arbonetum, there ane Enited faclites . Mary of the sductional
DrOQREmS OCCUN &l the University of Washingion Gerter for Urban Horlculers.  page 138

Theee programs shouid cccur at the Center for Urban Horticulture or In other
existing public faciiities, Including Seattle school bulldings, when not
specifically taking place on the arboretum grounds.

The DEIS hes repeatedly stated that there is a need for facilities and
bulldings for the Increased needs of education. Actually, there I no need for
any Incréases based on the ABGC's own numbers. This statement ls taken
from the reviesd master plan and s implled in the DEIS:

23.3—The University has been working with Seattle
School District and Alliance for Education to
establish program goals. New figures are provided in
the FEIS. Seethe response to comment 2.1. Seethe
Public Services and Utilities section and Appendix D
of the final EIS for clarification of the expected

number of student visits.
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Letter 23)

"K-12 schood programe sarved aporodimatety 2,800 sthudents in 1998,
The demand and potential are much greater, however, For instance,
the Searte School Diatrict will recommend scon, and Snancs shrough
tha Aliance for Education, one fisld-rip exparience for sach grade.
‘Whan this occurs, the Arboresum will serve approsmatsy 8,000 Seatte
pubic school saucants par year, Given Me uniquensess of Be Arbonatim
8 an sducatonal resaurce in wastern Washingion, and the pericrmance
of similar public garder:s in othar matropoitan areas, e Arbonstum
should garve, cvarall, af lsast 10,000.18 000 K-12 shuderts and youth
par year”

After contacting Seattle Public Schools technical asslstance, | reached Mr.
Michael Conway at student informatlon service center, he sald he had not
heard of such a program (but did offer that the loglistics for buses alone was
tremendous,) and suggested | contact Ms Sue Byers, speclal programa Seattle
Public Schools. We discussed speclal programs and the Alllance for
Education. She sald she would contact Cralg McCowen, Alllance for
Education, and Jackie Ko and would call back.

Ms. Jackle Ko, Communications Director, Alllance for Education, telephoned
and said she had apoken with Julle DeBar, Educatlon Coordinator for the
Arboretum and advised them 1o remove the incorrect written material. She
sald they would not llke to be Incorrectly referred to, particularly where
enlargement of facllitles was being decided. There Iz hope of a K-5 program
that would Involve 1200 children from 20 schools. Ms DeBar acceplad the
corrected ligure Ma Ko gave her, | was told.

This is a len 1o tweive fold misrepresentation of the true figure. These
figures were certainly well positioned as |ustification for tremendous Increases
In square fool ages needed In the name of Education. Thie also appears 1o ba
an intentional deception to show a “much neaded” use.

meaning that there are more than adequale existing faciiities.

Tha DEIS needs to check and recheck the numbers brandlished about by
the ABGC In all categories of development.

Az a hortlculturlst and an educator , | have tried to keep my comments
directed to the educational aspects of the proposed plan. One of the best
thinge we can do Is to teach our children to appreciate, to understand, and to
regpect plant life through educational programs. We need o provide and
protect this living laboratory and classroom where eclentiets and students can
study and learn. We do not need more bulldings In our plant museum te teach
the love and reepect for our environmant. We need fo use the bulldings that
exist more efficlently. New planning for growth andfor physical construction
should occur outside of the Washingten Park Arboretum.

Sincerely, tf‘é‘;“\ﬂ;ﬂﬂ Oy 0 e u_J

co: Mick Licata, Peter Stelinbruack, Judy M
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24. Jan (Joan M.)
Pirzio-Biroli

24.1—Comment
acknowledged.

24.2—The proposed master
plan now includes only a
300-square-foot shelter at
Madrona Terrace, with a
30-stall parking lot.
Underground parking is not
considered feasible because
of the high cost of
construction, and it also
raises safety issues. If
underground parking were
developed in the park, it
could have less visual
impact in the long run than
would surface parking,
although short-term
construction impacts would
be greater, primarily
because construction would
take longer. Other impacts
of underground parking
would be similar to a
surfacelot of the same size.

24.3—To clarify, the
proposed roundabout and
other changesto Lake
Washington Boulevard are
not anticipated to reduce
the number of travelerson
that route, but are intended
to reduce congestion and
conflicts with pedestrians.
The master plan could be
made more specific to
preclude impacts on certain
views or plantings.

24 4—Comment
acknowledged.

24.5—The proposed planis
conceptual. If includedin
the final master plan, the
exact location of the
relocated Arboretum Drive
would be determined at the
design stage of
implementation. The
proposed plan is favored by

the ABGC because it would enhance the experience
of the visitor on foot by removing the road, although

Letter 24

7% fAarshall - comments on arboretum master pian

~ Page1

246 |

<Ectypos@aocl.com>
dom03.p0303(MARSHAP)
Sun, Jun 25, 2000 8:57 PM
Subject: comments on arboretum master plan
June 25, 2000
From Jan (Joan M.) Pirzio-Biroli

Peter Marshall

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreatioin
800 Maynard Avenue South

Seattle, WA 98134
peter.marshall@ci.seattle. wa.us

As a retired staff member of the Washington Park Arboretum as well as
someone who has enjoyed for more than 40 years the peace it offers to
visitors as well as the inspiration its collections give to plant lovers, |
believe that | can present a rounded evaluation of the proposed master plan

The following are thoughts that | feel strongly about on aspects of the
plan. | have starred the comments that are most important to me.

Buildings and outdoor shelters:

Since the present availability of space for administrative personnel,
educational activities and grounds management is woefully inadequate, there
is no question that demands will grow over the decades. However, | would
hope that some of this need can be fulfilled by the use of MOHAI or some
aother off site facility if such becomes available. There would certainly be
suitable additional space at the north end of the Arboretum, and a the south
end of the Japanese Garden. The pavilions etc. would be greatly enjoyed by
the public. 2

*However, | believe that the 5000 foot facility near the south end would
create an excessively heavy impact on the collections. A smaller one would
be desirable and should better be placed in such a way as to be less damaging
to the camellia and holly collections, as well as the native plant material
in Madrona Terrace. Also, is underground parking near that facility a
possibility?

Roadways:

The roundabout and Lake Washington Boulevard improvements seem to make
very good sense. Anything that can reduce the traffic on the boulevard would
be desirable.

*The closing of Arboretum Drive to through traffic seems to have been
meodified, but | would hope that use of it by private vehicles would be
permitted since it is for many people a particularly enjoyable and relaxing
experience. As long as traffic is controlled (by speed bumps, for example),
there is no reason why its use by the public impacts the well being of the
Arboretum. And it certainly makes the collections more available to visitors.

As for the relocation of Arboreturn Drive at the north end, | would
suggest that this begin at the north entrance to Woodland Garden, rather than
farther south. The reason for this is that the present view of that planting
as seen from the south, as created by the Olmsted plan, is very beautiful and
should be kept available to visitors.

Parking facilities:
Since parking at the north end is at present woefully inadequate,

be altered.

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan
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24.6—Comments

acknowledged. (Letter 24)

Petas,Marshall - comments on arboretum master plan ~ Page2

obviously it must be expanded. (I would hope, however, that some method
could be used to prevent pre-game parking on football days.)

*Obviously if there is to be a visitor facility at the south end, there
must be parking available for its use. However, the careful location of this
and control of its size is imperative in order to avoid impact on the
collections.

*Retention of parking lots for visitor use along Arboretumn Drive is
desirable, and | agree that they do not have to be as large as they are at
present, as long as their use can be controlled in some manner.

Elements on Landscape & Safety Features, as well as Pedestrian & Bicycle
Circulation,all seem to make very good sense.

Jan (Joan M.) Pirzio-Biroli

January 2001 Final EIS 311 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 25

25. JulieE. Coryell,

Japanese Garden
Society
25.1—Please see the
responses to comment letter JAPANESE CARDEN SOCIETY
20 5217 NE 43™ Street, Seattle, WA 98105
23 Jupe 2000
25.2—Thetext has been e
corrected to state: "These Mr. Peler Marshall, Bark Planner
include expandi ng the Seartle Department of Parks and Recreation
entrance facility and e
. e, WA 9E134
constructing the Japanese
garden pavilion on the Diear Mr, Marshall:
hi Ilsdde"north of the The Board of Directors of the Japanese Garden Society would like 1o respongd o the: Dralt
pond... Environmental Impact Statement for the Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan with respect
4 | o the Japanese Garden. We affirm the testimony given by Richard Pulkrabek on behall of the
25'3_,Th"_’mk you fpr the Japanese Carden Advisory Councl] at the hearing on the Draft Enviroamental Impact Statemnent
historical information on fior the Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan on June 15, 2000, He clarified that the proposed
the Japanese garden_ Itis Pavilion was part of the original plan donated by the Metropolitan Tokyo Park Depantment. 1t
i i was never baili for lack of funds, He also commented oa The Gatebouss Entry, the Borrowed
antici p.ated that the cultural Scenery, the Alvernaie Plan for locating the educational buslding near the Garden, Pedestnan
education programs at the Overpass Traffic Calming, Pathways, and Parking Facilities. Our crganization would like to
Japanese garden would offer these additional comments. .
continue to grow under the
sed gst | Please convey our compliments to the preparers of the Draft document for providing the
pPgé%gt : m t'era?e?jn" al compuier-gimulated pictures. We found these inviting and informative mids 1o aesesang impacis
rran-activ signals
are expected tohavea Historically, mc Mmmpqn!.n Tul_:}t- Park D:pmlm_m dmapd the plans fof the Garden and
modest effect on traffic seni landecape designer Juuki Tids 1o install the Garden in the spring of 1960, The Metropalitan
. Tokyo Government in 195% akso donated the Teshowss for & irade far in Seattle, which was
speeds on L ake Washington resesembled in the Garden prior o the June 5, 1560 Opening Day, The Pavilion could not be
Boulevard East, which constructed fof leck of funds. By fall, 1960, Mr. Richard ¥ amazaki oversaw the moanding of
could reduce impacts on the the mew south entryway, the dry landscape feature, and the curment south entrance. Even then, the

distance from the parking lot, the marmow sidewalk, snd raiTic along Lake Washington
Japanese garden programs Bowlevard mandated the closure of the original gate. On page 105, the second paragraph showld
somewhat. | read constnscting the pavilion on the hallsade sorth of the pond and expanding the entrance
facility,

Criginally, the Garden came 1o fife from the Arboretum Foundation under the presidency of
Carl Ballard, theough the Special Projects Committee chaired by Emily (Mrs. Meil) Hug. The
anoymens donce coatribuied geaerouwsly, but paid expenses culmn the gift. Maintenancs al the
CGarden was problematic and ematic from the beginning, particulardy for lack of persons trained
in praning for Japanese Gardens, and lack of income,

The three earfiest programs were vidunleer mainenance, guide wraining for wurs, and the ke
summer Moon Viewing in the Garden. These continue, The Japanese Garden was the [irst wo join
the Adopt-A-Park for maiatenance volunleers.
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25.4—Thank you. The
animal list has been
amended to include these
species. {Letter 25)

Letter 1o Peter Marshall Re: Seattle DOPAR Draft E1S for WPA Page Two

Guide training is offered as a jomt effort beween Arboretum Foundaton Unit #86 and the
Citv Depariment of Parks and Recreation. Approximately S0 guides annually lead singly and in-
groups aboul 00 wurs, primarily beoween April and October, Tour fees are credited to the
Japanese Carden Advisory Council. Many tours are school groups; others are horticulural or
cultural groups. Currently, Moon Viewing is a biennial event, organized by the Scciety. For the
last five vears, the Society has offersd a Children's Day celebration on the {irst Sunday aflernoon
in May. The Fortieth Anmiversary has expanded programs in the Garden and Graham Visitors
Center. Voluntesrs have initiated all the programe.

Moise from the traflic and wirplanes overhead is a persisient intrusion to conversation and
quict in the Garden. Traffic calming would be highly desirable. The Draft ELS cries this problem
for Arborenm Cuides: i1 is secute given the smaller area of the Ganden and close prosimity o
Lake Washington Boulevard, particularly on the east side {woodland) and on overcast days.

Flease add two animals to the Plants and Animals chaptes which inhabat the Japanese Ganden
P90 102: Five or six Red-eared Slider mnles live in the pond: Trachenys scripta elegans, The
carp, Cyprings carplo, are a fancy variety, called in Japanese mishikigof, or brocade carp bred for
dramatic coloration. Becanse of the heson, only foot-long individuals tend 1o survive, A
bacterial infection killed aboul a quarter of the population this spring, which has highlighted the
scamcity of Park Department Resources o identify il Ineszes and treat the fish. Acsthetically, they
are a greal allmction

Finally, if you would add the Japanese Garden Advisory Council, (c/o Richard Pulkrabek,
S020 38 Ave, NE, Seantle, Wa S8105) and the Japanese Garden Society Lo your distribution
list, we would be grateful.

We very much appreciste your effort 1o cast vour net widely for comments. Il we can be of
any further assistance, please call, wme, or email.

Sincerely yours,

et ©. Crgetl

Julie E. Corvell, Presaident
206 523-2863  jeorvell@nwlink.com
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{Letter 25)
Richard Pullorabek, 61500 £:11 PM -0700, JGAC Response to Draft E1S 620

¥=Prom_: rpulkrabekfearthlink.net Tha Jun 13 17810:42 2000

pate: Thu, 15 Jun 2000 17:11:11 -0700

From: Richard Pulkrabek <rpulkrabekBearthlink.mec>

To: koboBseanset.com, jooryelléawlink.com, edwidmayerf juno.com,
staphanie.jonesdcl.seattle.wa.us

Subject: JGAC Response to Draft BIS 6/2000

Comment far Draft EIS Hearing to be resd out as folleows (revised after member inpuk
on E15/04)

Thenk you far giving me this opportunity. My name ls Richard Pulkrabek. I am &
reaident of Sesttle and I live near University Village. I am alec s membar of the
Japaness Carden Advisory Council and it is on behalf of the Adviscry Counoil and the
Japanese Garden thet I speak tonighe.

Wa have reviewed the Draft EIS and Lts assessment of the impacta of the proposed
Magter Flan, and the alternatives. Although the Draft EIS pressnta the changes to the
washington Park Arboretum as they affect the Japaness Sarden, thers are areas of
concern that reguires soement and elarification om our part and, we bope, further
considaration on your part before the draft EIS Ls put inte fipal form.

0f primary importanse te us ia the characterimation of the tws structures proposed
for the Tapaomss Gardsn, the Pavilion at the rorth and of the pond, and the
Gatehouss &t tha entry, and the staved impacts of thoss structuras.

The Pavilion:

Tha originel conception of the Japanese Gaidesn we #ee today, the original plane frem
the 1960°'s, insluded & Pavilion as a focal podot at the north end of the Gardan. ks a
rataphor, Lt repressnts the "houss® for which this styla of garden would have been
created, It is, thecefore, an lntegeal part of the overall design, prsviding the
eritical viewpoint from which the full besauty of the Gardap can be sxperienced.
Eowever, in the the sarly 10E0's, whas ths Oardsn was cresated, +thers was ret anough
nonay to complate the whole design, #o construcstion of the Pawvillon was deferred.

in the cucreat Haskter PFlan, the Pavilion is presented as s "pew” struceors, but in
tact it was always intended s a part of the Japanese Garden, even under the sriginal
1978 Hastss Plan. Realizakisn af ehe Pavilion is sssential +5 semplsatiom of tha
dasigr of the Japanese Garden ae is was envisicned forty yesrs ago. This can oot be
streased apoagh.

Tha Gatahousa Eftry:

secondly, the proposed Gatehouse: the Draft BEIS Bummary has the Sstehouse sipanding
from 50 EF to 1700 SF. This "dramatic” expansion is migleading, in that it
undervalues the spatial fupcticona of tha awisting entry. Even though the current
assemblage of four stroctures (the tisket beoth, tosl shed, apd twe Porta-Potties) ie
wosfiully insdesgquate, the combined ciroulation betwesn thess structures, together with
the greap sssembly space st the entrance te the Cardsn in sctuality far awceads the
50 8F figure.

Marther, the Draft EIS states that replacing the existing Catebocuse may detract from
tha “simplicity and pority” of the entry (ed.-not sure of exact wording here). Om the
eaftrary, there is really nothing partisularly aswthamelse about the entry as it
stapds. In fact, what we heve is in no way sppropriste in sither soale, design or
function &S an entrance to a Japaoess garden. The sxisting entry has bean cobbled
cogethar over the ysars out of necessity; for example, the ticket booth was
fashioned out of a shed diecarded from the Seattle Center in the 1980°s. The
Porta-Pottias, & mora recant addition are, to put it mildly, an enbarssemsnt for a

Frinted for Julie Coryell <jeoryell @nwlink.com>

(Letter 25)
Richard Pulkrabek, 6/15/00 5211 PM -0700, JGAC Besponse to Diraft E15 &/200

garden of this stavare. What is needed is & new antry that truly representa the
treditions of the Japaness Garden and incorporates medern sorveniencea Approprlate
for a garden ¥isited by thousands every ywear.

Borrowad Scenery:

Thera ars impacts ooteide the Cardsn we woold like to comment an as well. Should the
propaosed Mester Flan be adopted, the view of the Madrone Terrace development fron the
Japaneis Garden muat reapest the pesd for meaintaining the "borrowed scenecy™, &
concept central to any Japanese garden design. The Language in the Draft EIS, though
it dome meotlon maintainieg a woodland buffer, doss not adegoataly addreas the
inportanoe of this ocomospt for the Japanase Garden.

Alternate Plamn:

Bhauld the alternative plam with the educationsl bullding loceted near the sntrance
to tha Japanese Garden ba adopted, it would have a pomitive impact on the program
functions of the Japanees Garden, This building apd its multi-use space could be used
to host svents in comjunction with the Japaness Garden such as mosic, dance, flover
arcanging, and sa on. This would help to more fully integrate the Japanase Gardan
with the cultural life of the city and the many groups and organizations intecested
in Reian arts.

Fedestrian Overpass/Traffic Calming:

ha pegapds Lpstallatlen of any pedesicisn sverpasses, we would favor logations south
of the Garden. We feel that aoy location north of the Garden would have a negative’
impast on the visitar's szperience. We suppsrt apy afferes to improve safety acd
reduce traffic slong Lake Washington Boulevard, such ar srosswalks, sicplichtsd, ate.
Traffic calmirg Ln any form would have a positive impact on visitors to the @arden in
reducing neies, and nindnpizing distractions.

Pathways:

Pathways arcund the parimetar ths Japarsss Garden are siso & ooncern, in that a
considerable amcant of fenoing and plaot soresning would be reguired to mitigate tha
impact of noise and visual distractions on the exerience of viewing the Garden.

Parking Facilitieses

The redeaign of the msuth parking lot and the remewal of the turn-in off Laka
washington Boulevard by the setrance ko the Japanese Garden would have a wery
poaitive impect on the experience of visitors ©o the Gacden, BY sxtending the
distancs from the parking lat ts tha fremt antry, snd comverting chat space from
nuphelt to landmceping, the visitor would be able to begin the transiticm to a
contemplative state of mind that typifies the sxperience of visiting the Japanese
Cardan.

Thi® concludes my remarks. I would like to thank you for taking these coments Lpto
considevatissn. Wa have addikisnal commants to maka o smnsurs an accurats record, but
Thase we will sobmit in letter form by the end of the comment period. Thank yoa.

Frinted for Julie Coryell <jeoryell@nwiink.coms
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Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 26

26. Gayle Novacek

26.1—Comments Letter 26
acknowledged.

26.2—See the response to T
comment 4.3. Thank you i it g

for the SuggeStl on of Seattle Depanment of Farks and Recreation )

alternative signage types. 800 Maynard Aveeue 5.

Beattle, WA 15134
26.3—See the response to

June 10y 2000
comment 1.3.

Dazar bir. Marshall,

1 hawe been distressed ower the plans of the Usdversity of Washinglan and the Arbarsmm Foandation ko
change the current loak and feed of the Washington Park Arborerum.

Living nat far from the park but sl Gefinitely in the ity 1 go to the park 1o escape cars, bufldings, sigms
and 2 grear deal of noise. The park isa refape wsed by my busband and T and a1 the members of ous
sxtonded family. We take picnics, run dn the grass with the children, smell the flowers and Listen o the
irds. Whiber we are there for fun or salitede the park prosides ipace FQr Ouf SElndties

Only last week we wers bemoaning the £t that the Fapaness Gardens had been placed right against the
raad preventing the deep quict consistent with this type of garden in other cities. The thoughs that the
entirg Arboretern Park will be subiect 10 increased noise from vehisles is disiressing

The new sigrag= an Azabs Way is also an eyesare far thase who Tive and work in the city. Wi crave
spaces without the rappings that confront us svery day. The former small wanden sipns seemed o work
just fine. IFan alternative is needed than pechaps some of the natianal park style signs could be installed
These are often an a three foof post with the sign placsd like a slightly angled tabletop. They do ot block
the landscape, wre wsually painted or stained 8 wood color and are subdls enough et i he noticeshls from
any distance.

Buildings are probably the gravest threat io e Arbaretum. In the last few yeLrs we hdve wilnessed the
slow disappearance af the water vizwd along Eastlake, from 99 asd from 15 in the Lake Union ar=a due 1o
censtruction. Mast peopls enjoy the chance o it quietly and book Lo tha harizan walching the changes in
weather & cloods build and stream, 1o walk along paths where the eve can roam fresly and ot be Bocked
by manmads siructures, Any change Lo the curent Asbarstum Park will adversely impact this ability,

Pleaze consider e many prople whe uss the park for the reasons 1 use the park, Many of these peape
may not be aware of Uie threal to the Arboeenam o may not have the ability to communicate tbsir wishes,

Sinceraly,
Vil
Canle Moy jl GO39 26" Avense W E
Searle, WA 95115

January 2001 Final EIS 315 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Individual and Community Organization Comments and Responses—Letter 27

27. PatriciaBarber,
Ravenna-Bryant
Community
Association

27.1—Please see the
response to comment 9.4.

27.2—See the response to
comment 3.16. City
regulations require detailed
plansto control erosion and
siltation during
construction. Long-term
siltation issues would be
addressed at the design
stage, if thiselement is
included in the master plan. RE:  Draf Environmental Impact Statement
27.3—See revised text in WALTEOER T Rics Mo r)

thefinal EIS.
Disar Mr. Marshsll:

a copy of the draft envisonmental impact statement

Thank you for sending lo
("DEIST) for the Washington Arboretum.  'We have revawiad it and have these general

ought off-sita for proapeciive bullding and i
Iaciities, parscularty e Museum of History and Museun”) location which m
oy. The proposed clasamoom uses and bus parking can be accommodated there,
espacially if the Museumn relocates many of its activities to a downtosn sita. T Museum
mwmummmmammmmmmmamm
lovcation. Thumidma}mmurnmnalaﬁfﬁﬁamhrmmﬂmimum.

from upstream in King County
through the Montlake Cut to Puget Sound much as the Union Bay marshes do, Irf":mv:y
important that conatruction and any re-smangament of collections bé done in @ manner that
avoids siltation or other run-off to the marshes. The discussion needs strangthening.

the minimum developen gnt
Park Conservatory as a
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27.4—See the responses to
comment letter 13.

27.5—Some additional
visual assessment of the
proposal has been included
in the final EIS Aesthetics
section. Because the
proposal is programmatic,
detailed designs are not
available. The photo-
simulationsin the EIS
provide an image of the
conceptual approach that
the proposal intends.
Individual projects under
the proposed master plan
would require additional
analysis at the design stage.

27.6—See the response to
comment 4.1. The impacts
of each plan element are
individually described in
the EIS so that an
assessment can be made of
the impacts at the time each
element goes forward.
Many elements would
require additional
environmental review if
implemented, and the
Department of Parks and
Recreation would assess
the need to update
information in the EIS at
the time each project is
designed.

(Letter 27)

enjoyment for free, with s support coming from voluvieers and donations.  The lettars o the
MEmmmmwmummaﬁmmﬁm dascrbe in datail the
Wm,hmﬁmwummm.mﬂmwmﬁﬁ
imitation on buiidings. The City administrators in recent years have tandsd to wite draf
mmmﬂmmmmmmnswmmdmﬁmmammmmmm-
makamhﬂ'ﬂp‘ﬂmlmqﬂﬂmchulmamaﬂammwhhmﬂyﬂnir
mmm&ﬂm Ursdar the State Envirorm ental Policy Act, tha document should be a
rasource of detailed, relevant information that the decision-makers may draw up io see the
ﬂmmm.wmmmmw if 8o, o,

_ TMMm-runmmmmmwmmm
:zwhr’d'un .The %mwmm;w;.Wmmmmm
photographars, PrONTIS8s sen ! wphain
msﬂmmummbimwmm&ma' e

Ww,wmﬂWWumhwmwm
nmfam%iMGmMM“lhm'mmmmmmmm
pian from an aerial layout slone,  The DEIS needs realistic ground level drawings of wht the
Artonatiurn will kook like at various points 8o that isymen can evaluste whather the consultants
concapts indead will preserve the Arbonetum’s ambiance.

Al the May meeéing of the Seaftie Community Council Fedaration,
the DEIS anvisions a tharcughgoing muli-milkon dollar makeaver and svaluates the
ahwmatives as if the antire plan were accomplished. The speaker furthar noted that
shows that on such major projects, the accomplish those elements

axparience erammeants
mmnmmmhmwmnhmm;mmmwmga
devalopment wall beyond the means curmerdly available, the decision-makers need to know the
mwﬂ]lmpach Mamﬁﬁl‘y‘—mmmﬂhdhﬂﬂaiumtwm

other elamants that the University most desires - the classrooms,
ﬂmmw—wmmmﬁwmm Qur review comoborates

‘fg{s ary truly

(il

Chair for June
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28. Robert N. Newhouse

28.1—Y our comment Letter 28

helped to highlight several
inconsistencies in the draft

EIS regarding parking PARKING FACILITIES (FROM DEIS DOCUMENT)
numbers. A new table has

been added to thefinal EIS 4] L CONSOLIDATE & EXISTING LOTS (108 CARS) AT NORTH END
that clarifies the changes to OF ARBORETUM INTO THE EXPANDED GVC LOT,

the parking proposed under i

has been edited to correct 3 LOTS (30 CARS).

errors and confusing 3 F 4

statements found in the draft CXPAND GYVC LOT FROM 47 TO 109 CARS.

EIS. SeeTable2inthefinal 4. EXPAND INTERLAKEN BLVD FROM 26 TO 28 CARS.

ElISfor corrected and

revised figures. 5. EXPAND JAPANESE GARDEN FROM 112 TO 128 CARS AND 4 BUSES.

6. ADD AN 18 CAR LOT NE OF WOODLAND MEADOW,

7. ADD 60 CAR LOT AT THE NEW MADRONA TERRACE.

PORTICO  DEIS
LOTS 20 4 8
CARS kL] 475 549+
BUSES 0 12 4

“COULD BE 441 DEPENDING
ON ONTERFRETATION
OF ITEM | ABOVE
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28.2—Comment
acknowledged. (Letter 28)

CHANGE FROM EXISTIN
PORTICO PLAN:

1) PARKING FOR VISITORS IS a) INSUFFICIENT
b) SPREADOUT
¢) UNATTRACTIVE
d) UNSAFE

2) SCHOOL AND TOUR BUSES HAVE INSUFFICIENT DROP-
OFF AREAS AND NO PLACE TO PARK

3) SAFETY: HIGH CAR PROWL AREA
(HOW ABOUT IN THE ISOLATED, PROPOSED
THREE SHELTERS?)

REBUTTAL

1a) INSUFFICIENT VISITOR PARKING:
POSSIBLY. THE EXPANSION OF GVC WOULD ADD 62
SPACES. DON'T REMOVE THE LOTS ON ARBORETUM
DRIVE—ANOTHER 72 SPACES,

1b) PARKING LOTS ARE “SPREADOUT”;
ABSOLUTELY. THIS IS PART OF THE CHARM OF THE
PARK. CASE IN POINT: HANDICAPPED PEOPLE WHO
CAN'T WALK FAR.

1e) UNATTRACTIVE:

HOGWASH (SEE ATTACHED PHOTOS)

1d) UNSAFE:

ALWAYS OF CONCERN. SPD STATES THAT WASHINGTON

PARK IS ABOUT THE SAME AS THE OTHER LARGE MAJOR
SEATTLE PARKS,
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28.3—Accommaodating
busesin the existing
Graham Visitors Center lot
would reduce its capacity
for cars. During non-peak
periods, buses could park
there without causing

(Letter 28)

capacity problems. Tour 3| 2) GVC COULD BE MODIFIED TO ACCOMMODATE SCHOOL

buses are seen asone BUSES. D} WE REALLY NEED TOUR BUSES?

means of accommodating

visitorsthat reducesthe 4| 4) SAFETY, AS STATED EARLIER, IS ALWAYS OF FRIME

need for individual CONCERN. THERE APPEARS TO BE CONFLICTING RE-

automobile use. PORTS AS TO WHETHER LARGER (PARKING LOTS) ARE
SAFER .THERE ARE POLICE REPORTS THAT, DEPENDING

28.4—Comments ON INTERPRETATION, WILL SUPPORT EITHER VIEWPOINT.

acknowledged.

LONCLUSION

WITH THE EXCEPTION OF GVC, LEAVE THE OTHER PARKING
LOTS ALONE ESPECIALLY THOSE ON ARBORETUM DRIVE.

1 APPLALUD THE ADDING OF SAFETY FEATURES SUCH AS LIGHTING
AND TELEPHONE/COMMUNICATION “BOXES.”

AS IN ANY LARGE CITY, AND ESPECIALLY AFTER DARK, PEOFLE
MUST BE AWARE OF THEIR SURROUNDINGS FROM A SAFETY
STANDPOINT—MEN AND WOMEN ALIKE!

Robert N, Mewhouse
rnnewhouse@wa. lreeinet

15 June 2000
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29. Jim Kearnes

29.1—TheEIS
acknowledges that
significant impacts could
occur if left turns are
unrestricted at the Lake

[ Peter Marshall - Fa: Comments an Arbaretam Magler Plan DELS

Washington

Boulevard/SR 520

intersection. Becausethe : ‘Jreames@acn org" BRESH . intamatz

issues raised by Changes to H R Commants on Arbaretumn Mastar Plan OE1S

thisintersection are beyond Facaipl scknowiadgad, Wal reapand in srore datall in the Final EIS document latsr this summar, Thark
the intended scope of the PR i copmais.

master plan. The ABGC =2 *Jim Keames® <keames{lacn.org> 0622 T:52 AM 55>

has dEC| ded not to propose E:ES?'SEEHMMWE F.EEEEIF‘T OF THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS ON THE ARBCRETLIM
changes to existing stop PLAN D.ELS. VIA RETURN E-MAIL:

and turn restrictions. Erviranmental revigw of tha re-establishmaent of acesas 1o the sasthaund

ER-E20 *Arbomebum® an-ramp from southbound Lake Weshinglon Bawdevard, that
is proposad in the Arboretum Master Plan, must indude snelysis of adverse
tratfic impacts on Monake Boulevard, the Montliske Bridge; and Essl

Roanoke, Louisa, Miler, Calhoun and MoGraw Streets babwveen Z4h Avenue Easi
{"Montake Boulevard) and Lake Weshingion Boulevard.

The Draf EI5 stases that [in the sbsenca of an efeciive measns af
prevverling left lurn or U-bum movernmand from southbound Lake Washinghan
Bouleward ondo fhe eastbound 3R-520 on-ramp, [instaliing a rouncabeut ar
Tour-way siop-conirolled inlersection at the junclion of Lake Weshingion
Bauleward, Fosber Island Road, and the SR-320 ramps] would resull in &n
unavoldalia agverse impact ® Spacficsily, the DEIS finds that the

provision of accase o asstbound SR-520 fram souihbound Lake Washington
Bouleward is likety ba result in the diversion of a significand volume of

traffic frorm he sagtbaund SR-520 on-ramp on Montake Baulevard to
southbound Lake Washingian Boulevard, 8nd an ba Be "Arbarelum® an-ramp,
This dévarsion of raffic deslined for easibound SR-520 fo the narthem
parten af southbound Lake Washington Bled, is also ikely to resull n
advarse Iraffic imoacts on Monlizke Boulevard, Southbaund traffic queuing
for the sastbound SR-520 an-ramp slresdy blocks the ssuthbaund curh lang of
Bdontiake Boulavard much of the lima. If aceess to SR-520 from southbound
Laka Washington Blved. i re-eatablished, increased rafic will queve far
tha kaft tum frem Mondlake Bivd. 1o southiteund Lake Washingion Boulevard,
will Block the canter lane of Montiake Boulevard {in additon o the

mxisting blackege of the curb lane).

Fa-astablishment of access b 5R-520 fram southbound Lake Washinglon Blwd,
woukd also result In meny Eastside-bound commuters cubling [augh
residaniisl streata betwean Easl McGraw and Roenoke to eveid backups an lhe
nortbarn portion of Lake YWashinglen Bhed. and at tha laft turn fram Manliake
Bivd. Abgul len years aga, thia stustion hed beceme a sulficien] impadt on
these residertial sireats, thak the Seatthe Peris Depeastment installed

e-curtrs and 1raffic islands on Lake Washingion Bh. E. and an 258 Ave E.,
and signs ang c-curh s to prohisit a left hum o the SR-520 “Arbaretsm™
ar-ramp, in a very succossful effiort 1o efiminate this “cwt through”

raffic. Indeed. if now appears thal he proposal 1o censtruct a
roundabout o four-way stop, wilhaul restriclions o W &l wrm from
Fouthoound Lake Washinglon Bhvd. &l he "Arborstur”™ remp to SR-E20, would
simgly resul in the Parka Deganimant's uas of sdditional putlic funds to
reverse i5 aarier successhul miigatian effons.
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30. Larry Powelson

30.1—The Arboretum and
Botanical Garden
Committee (ABGC) isthe
body that the Seattle City [Peler Marshall - Re- Washington Park Arborsbum Master Plan Adegtion Schadule
Council, the University of
Washington Board of

Regents, qnd the governor Fram: Lerry Poweison <derrypo@exmen som>
have appointed to advise Ta: DOM3_PIMO3(LICATAN),domdd pIa07 (BOUNDSEK)
Date: Fri, Jun 16, 2000 10:18 PM
:E:r\r}vc;rsll’:rnzginggrelinent of Subjact: Re: Waghngson Park Arborslum Master Plan Adoption Schedula
Arboretum. Inthat role, Diear Sirs,
the ABGC haS devel Oped Al the public masting las! night for fesdback on the DEIS for the Arboretum
the proposed plan. Once Master Plan, | was handed a sheat of paper enfithed "Washington Park Arbaratum
the EIS process is Comp| ete Mastar Plan Adoption Schedule.” On this sheel, i described the process for
devaloping e prefered masier plan as being "in conjunction with the Arboreturm
(and not before), the ABGC and Botanical Garden Club,” This is exactly what | was refeing to at our
is expected to propose a mesting an Wadnasday whan | said the Arboretum Park Preservation Coalition needs
p|an to the City of Seattle o be at tha 1_E|t|IE| when the preferred aliermnative is developed, VWhen |
. . requested this, Ken Bound's responsa was (to paraphrase) I have heant your
and the university for position, and will incorporale A when the decision is made.® Wall, have you
approval. The et sles haard the ABGC's position? Why are they a part of this imgortant
superintendent of parks, as Glachain, Bacl e ae-nart
amember of the ABGC, is Larry Pewelson
charged with representing
thecity's interests on the GG DOMI PO103(Ncast STEINEP) domdd. plo0HMARSHAPY, .

ABGC. Theplanning
process has been designed
to allow the superintendent
and other ABGC members
the opportunity to hear
public comments prior to
deciding on the final
ABGC recommendation for
the master plan.
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31. Deborah Green

31.1—Comments
acknowledged.

31.2—See the responses to
comments 4.12, 9.4, and
23.1.

31.3—Comments
acknowledged.

Letter 31

"Peter Marshall - the arborteum pian ' Page 1

From: "Deborah Green" <debgreen@seanet.com>

To: "Peter Marshall" <peter.marshall@ci.seattle.wa.us>...
Date: Wed, Jun 14, 2000 9:22 AM

Subject: the arborteum plan

10 June 2000

Peter Marshall peter.marshall@ci.seattle.wa.us.
Paul Schell paul.schell@ci.seattle.wa.us.
Nick Licata nick.licata@ci.seattle.wa.us

appc@scn.org;

Dear Peter Marshall

Enclosed is a copy of a letter sent in April 1999 to Nick Licata.
The same points hold. My points have not yet been seriously
considered by the city or the Arboretum Foundation, or related

powers.

Regarding the Washington Park Arboretum some points can

be summarized simply: this is a public park and arboretum--

UW funding is public too. The site is not for empire building by
individuals, firms, groups, or institutions. There is no intrinsic
justification for a food concession (with resulting trash and need for
parking), which was first suggested in the Park Depariment

"initial survey” to citizens years ago. And to develop this special
and not large piece of public land with buildings and parking lots
when it is dedicated to other purposes is misuse of public funding
and intent. "World class™ seems to be a PR term for developers.

Public concemns have been pretty scrupulously dismissed as this
plan has unfolded--in spite of appearances. Removal of meetings
to Seattle Center was a cynical move to take power out of the
neighborhoods: there's plenty of space at MOHAI and at schoal
auditoriums, without expensive parking. Citizens have been
endlessly told by plan promoters that we do not understand the
fine plan, when we understand all too well; we don't need further
details and expensive promotion with slides of beautiful flowers.

If Mr. Hamilton is committed to educating school children and
adolescents, why not do so at the CUH with frips by bus to the
arboretum for field trips? If more space is needed, why not build
up at CUH? Or investigate MOHAI if that is an option--which

a year later seems even more obvious.

Please do all you can to stop the plan to develop the public
arboretum and park in the purported name of education. There
are other sites close by that can be used for this purpose,
There are also close-by sites to pick up food and lattes.

Then all that is needed is more garbage cans. It is not
appropriate for the city to misuse the park and arboretum by
going into the restaurant business as a way lo raise money and
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(Letter 31)

__F.éfh'ehfﬁgrshall - the arborteum plan “Paged

31.3 | pretend they are doing something else; the indirect, dishonest
conti. | way that this aspect of the plan has been handled typifies
much mare about the plan. How about being direct and
saying: we need money s0 we are going into the coffee
business --unless there are other options. That would have
raised money.

As to more buildings and parking lots in the arboretum, |
become incoherent. They are totally inappropriate,
especially given the Iready limited space. More cars should
be the opposite of what is intended for this open space;
the same is true of more buildings-or higher buildings.

The half million, surely more than that, spent promoting this
plan to be "world class® would have been better spent on
maintenance. The Arboretum Foundation and some at the
university seem to be out of touch with the purpose of the
arboretum and park, its original conception, and its role as
a public institution.

Manipulation by those in power is what we keep seeing
these days--it's sad. ;

With regards and thanks for your attention,

Deborah Green

2810 Montlake Bivd East
Seattle, WA 98112-2016
debgreen@seanet.com
322 6484 phone and fax

cc: The Arboretum Park Preservation Coalition <appc@scn.org;
Mayor Schell;
Nick Licata, Chair, Culture, Arts and Parks; Seattie City Council
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32. Douglas Jackson,
Friends of Seattle's
Olmsted Parks

32.1—Thefina EIS
contains some additional
analysisin the Historic and
Cultural Resources section,
including information on
Arboretum Drive. Also see floard af Threctors
the responses to comments Doogs - nciaca

ALl A21, and A2.2. e

Vion Fristéam

Arne Krigal

Vim Preifios

Jemmy i
Yerrvivny wed T

SIATTLE FARNE. & RECREATHON
i li.:ﬂf.rr.fmih‘

JUN 27 2000

Eriends of Seattle’s Dimsted Parks
P Beoox B4, Seastle, Wishingson 96109084

Tune 26, 2000

Mr. Kenneth B Bounds
Dxepartment of Parks and Recreation
100 Dencter Avenue N

Seattle, WA SH10Y

RE: Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan DEIS
Dear ken:

I am writing in response 1o & review of the Washington Park Arboretum
haster Plan DEIS. As you know, our erganization is concemned with the
significant histonic legacy of the Olmsted Brothers, Landscape Architects in
Seattle. We were very concerned that the Washington Park Arboreturn Masier
Plan DEIS does not adequately address the work of the Ofmisted Brathers in
the development of Washington Park and the Washington Park Arboretom
which staned in 1904

Wi belicve the DELS 1s quite madequate un s research of the history of the
site, The Olmsted Brothers playved a significant role from the beginning of the
site’s development. The carliest document identified as researched in the
DEIS is dated 1973, Relyving on student papers such as the ong sited in the
DYEIS is simply not sufficient for this important histonic resource, The very
limited background analysis leads to & lack of understanding of the
significance of the Oimsted Brothers role in the development of the site.

For your information, there are over 115 plans and drowimgs available from
the Olmated Brothers office as well as numerous letters of correspondence,
plant lists and other materials that shed light on the historic development of
the =ite. Without 8 review of these source materials, the DELS cannot very
accuraiely make sitements about the impact of the proposed changes on the
Oiristed legacy,

The Master Plan must be evaluated not onky for its inpact on Washington
Park and Washington Park Arboretum, but also for its impact on the Olmsted
Park and Boulevard systen as 8 whale. This park and arboretum acreage is
not an isolated site but rather is mtegral to the entire parks, bouklevards and
trails system developed by the Olmsted Brothers.,
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(Letter 32)

e 26, 2000
Arboretum DEILS - Bounds
Page 2

In the Summary on page 127 under Historic and Cultural Resources, the DELS states that the
Baster Plan will not significantly affect the historic character of the historically significant areas
and structures. of the park. Yet, the Master Plan changes wall significanily impact the hisioric
resources by further eroding the Olmsted features, For example, thers needs to be o more
thorough analysis of the changes proposed to East Arboretum Drive, how it was designed,
implemented and is proposed to be changed. This roadway has been an important part of the
historic development of Washington Park from the very beginning With sach change there
needs 1o be an analysis of the original intent as documented in the onginal plans and letters of
the Olmsted Brothers and the implementation under the guidance of the this firm.

While the DELS indicates on page 159 under Proposed Plan and Alternatives to the Proposed
Plan that several areas and structures within the Washington Park Arboretum may be considered
historically significant. As a matter of fact, we feel as though the entire Washington Park, the
Arboretum as well as Lake Washington Boulevard that bisects this park are eligpible for hastonc
designation due to their design as part of Seattle”s Olmsted Park and Boulevard System. As part
of the Park and Arboretumn, East Arboretum Drive should also be listed as cligible for
designation.

The DETS on page 159 under Mitigation Mensures calls for the option of contact with the

Searttle Landmark Preservation Board, Given the historic significance of the entire site to Seattle,
we fiee] that mitigation measures should requine the preparation of an historic nominatien for
Washington Park and the Arboretum site and its features priof to implementation of the Master
Pan so that the Landmark Preservation Board can paricipate in the review of any propased
changes.

Tt summary, we believe the City needs to be fully aware of it3 historic resources. In addition to
our concerns stated above, we believe it is important that the goals of the Magster Flan be
expanded 1o inclede preservation of and education about the historic resowrces present in
Washingron Park, the Arboretum as well as the role of the (lmsied Brothers, Landscape
Architects in this history

Thank you very much for vour time and kind consideration
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33. Arthur Grey

33.1—Thefina EIS
contains some additional
analysisin the Historic and
Cultural Resources section, £-25-2000

including information on c 15 regarding the Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan: Drafl
the park and boulevard Environmental [mpaet Statement. From: Arthur Grey

plan. Also seethe
responses to comments 1 | Two Inextrieable F‘lrti_tu_.l-d.giu[ this Ell-l'ilmlm&llll.[ﬂwt .

A11 A2.1 and A2.2 There are two principal parts to any action sddressing the future of this aree.

" = = These pants are correctly seen as inextricably intertwined. To act affrmatively and
substantially approve the propossd master plan for the Arboretum within Washington Park
wioulde seriously miscarry public policy. There have been numerous mstances which have
tolled the bell for the Clmsted Parks and Boulevasds Plan propossd for Sesttle over 30
years ago. The developmental intentions of this so-called master plan, if acted upon, will
be nothing short of sounding the death knell fior the Olmsted program as generations have
known and admired it The situation is that serions. The two intertwined aspects are as
firllorwrs:

1. Orhers have spoken vigorously expresasd themselves before; at the hearing on
the D.E.LS. held on Jume 15, 2000 almost all who spoie as individuals or representatives
of organizations were agreed that the masier plan contains very bad ideas highty
inconsistent with the common public perception of the value and purpeses of Washington
Park. Repeatedly, these speakers vigorously disagreed with the assertion of the TLELS.
that comstruction of a building and parking as propased m the *Madrons" arca of
Washington Park will have insignificant impacts. [ agree throroughly with these opinions.
[ helieve that the sponsors heve utterly failed to show why their development project is ()
consistent with the original expressed intent of the existing agreement for University use
the the presently designated Arboretumn aren of Washington Park and (b) it is utterly
undemonstrated that the new Unbersity proposal in fls aggregate provides any kind of
social benefit comparable to the havoo being created. The foregoing states my
understanding of the first of the two aspects of judging the master plan proposal..

2. Expression on the second part of my objections, which I think should weigh o
less heavily against the proposed Arboreturn master plan, has received no notice in the
DELS. Hegretably, pubbc response has been 20 intent in responding to the clearer and
presend danger - direct asggressive action of the University tersant o rewrite the nature of
the Arbotretum - thai the insult i portends to the whele of the Olmsted scheme of things
has not 50 far been given the attention which it should heve, The Cimated firm of
Brookline, Massachusetts with whom the City of Seattle, with wonderful imagination and
foresight, contracted for the preparation of their (the (Hmsteds) Parks and Boulevards
Plan fior the City of Seattle, impressively ambitious but at the same time very realistic in
the detailed conditions and propeosals it set forth. Seattle had little more than 100,000
population and there was o swech reality as & metropolitan area. I was a unique
opporiunity to 5o inseribe on the land encompessed by Seartle the wonderful potential of
the Olmsted system, before growth and development would forever prechude doing so.

It is & very garious flaw, as a basis of judging the impacts of the Arboretum master
plan to in effect take Washington Perk as a totality which can be considered satistactorily
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33.2—Comment
acknowledged.

Comments on Draft E.IS., Arboretum master plan
b Arthur Grey, JTune 25, 2000

in isolation from the Park and Boulevard System as a whole, But that is not new. The
Park and Boulevard system has been repaatedly treated with indifference and degraded
over time by the accumulated neglegent acts. Examination of the record over the decades
shows that the Olmsted Plan, which is one of the ready boasts of eivie pride and
distinction, has only been honored by lip service not by consarvation,

Jane Holiz Eay, an urban and environmental journalist, has wrinen of the “green
peckluce” of Boston, its parks end boulevards originally conceived by the Olmsteds, and
hew, over the years it was dishonored and deprecated by neglect and exploitation of iis
aren by use for parking and other travesties, Kay, however, has had the recent pleasure of
describing how Boston came to scknowbedge its great legacy and has taken imporiant
strides to restore the Olmsted system in that eity - “the green necklnace™ - to a condition
reflective of the intentions of the original design. It would be a good idea to hear from
Jane Holtz Kay about what is going on in Seatthe, or what is not geing on to protect and
restore the Olmsted legacy,

The Calamitous Consequences of Ignoring the Whieness of the Olmsied Program
What has happened ever the years to the program which the Olmsteds prepared
for the City of Scattle” Talk of the great Olmsted contribution to our city's amenity.
distinetive character, and reputation, but actions that herve been negative as far as the
“green necklace™ aspect. In ather wonds, when civic attention has been focused by
mumicipal action, it has been kargely out of context on individual parks - e.g,, Green Lake,

Seward Park, Ravenns Park, Discovery Park (part of the Olmsted necklace &s Fort
Lawton), and .yes, Weshington Park. Cver the years divergent objectives have tomn like
feeding pirannas into the corposof the Olmsted plan. | shall ilbustrate by reference Lo sorme
of the predabions at the expense of the original coberence and beauty of the Clmsted
program for parks and boulevards, ’

Awhile ago [ picked up a copy of the Anual Report of the Scatttle Planning
Cammizion, then infelicitousty under the Board of Publc Works, for the vear 1953, Tt
wits heavy with enthusisstic precursive proposals for what becarme [-5 end St Rowte 520,
But the discommoding of exdisting features of the city, inchuding the Parks and Boulevards
was ignoted. Too bad some of this was not Heral “tuane] vision™ depositing elements of
this underground, mstead of just tunnel vision in the fgurative sense, 1 parrow-mindad
concertration on building freeways arrogantly indifferent 1o what was being compromised.
Reesulis for Olmsted: the monstrous freeway on stilts ripping scross Ravenna Bhvd. and
Rt. 520 hisecting the northern limits of Washington Park. Thess vandalous acts
committed in the name of the urgency of managing traffic and cost containment (O yes,
it is serendipinous that eventually the freevwsy skashing downtown eventually gave that
area a park, thanks mainky to the masterful civic activism of Jim Ellis, but resources are
abways much more generousty available downtown than for rectifing egregious mistakes
clsewhere in the city.)

Tohn Olmsted, the chief designer and spokesperson for the plan made & prophetic
staternent almost 100 years ago (im 1903): “Tt would be unbusinesslike for the city to trust
merely to the good-will and cordial co-operation of future University officials” And so it
camg to pass that the course of a public bonlevard crossing the University “grounds™ (as
the area was then called) was eventually lost without epression of eity concern or seeking

2
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33.3—The EISincludes an
analysis of the changes
proposed for the boulevard.
The only other known
changesto the boulevard
system citywide are
restoration and expansion
effortsreferred toin the
Seattle Parks and
Recreation Plan 2000.
Evaluation of planning and
development along the
entire park and boulevard
system is beyond the scope
of thisEIS. The Seattle
Parks and Recreation Plan
2000 includes policies
regarding the boulevard
system that may address
your concerns.

33.4—The Seattle Parks
and Recreation Plan 2000
includes goals and
objectives regarding the
historic park and boulevard
system. These goals and
policies directly address
thisissue. Inaddition, the
Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) has
participated in recent
discussions with the Trans
Lake Washington Study
consultants, who are
considering various
possibilitiesfor alid over
SR 520inthisarea. While
DPR would support such a
restoration of the north end
of the arboretum,
conversion of the unused
freeway ramp isincluded in
the proposed plan in order
to restore a measure of

{Lettar 33)

Comments on Draft E.LS., Arboretum master plan
by Arthur Grey, June 25, 2000

a nearby alternative which as the time was quite feasible. [n difference to Olmsted and his
works has reigned and continues to do so. Drive south on Lake Washingion Blvd.to the
recently constructed MoCaw residence. Here the view marveled at in Obmsted"s day has
been

almost wholly appropriated by a solid wall over 6 feet high along the sidewalk. so that
only a Sonics player stroling along or passing by in a SUNV might et o ghmpse of Lake
Washington over the wall A terrible precedent. This year, at the southwest corner of
Roosevel Way and Ravenna Boulevard, o new commercial structure has been put up
without any regard, once again, for the Olmsted design. The approval should have fund
the city ready to exact a setback from the sidewalk on the Ravenna Boulevard consistant
with the nature of Ravenna Boulevard.

Application to the Arboretam Proposal, A Situation of Wasted Time

All this adds up to, in my view, demonstration that the approval of the Arboretum
plan would be another instance of habiitual careless in ignoring the Parks and Boukevards
unity and would be a failure to judge the Arboretum master plan in the appropriste fullness
of its impact.

Therefore, the master plan for conversion of the nature of the Arboretum as
predominantby passive in nature (0 an activity requiring a large boilding and generating
more traffic emphatically should be rejected.

Further, what should be done to clarify the woefully neglected nature of the Parks
and Boulevards systern? This problem urgently needs anention. The entire Arbortetum
master plan of the University of Washington, the hearings, the preparation of an
Environmental [mpact Statement, and the absorbtion of the time those working on and 1o
deliberate upon this, as well as the time of many citizens is a wasteful dissipatioon of time,
energy, and money.

Toward A Sound Policy

The City should have a clear policy, after almest 100 years which explicitly
clarifies the status of the Olmsted Plan, The following steps are offered a8 a serious
program of action 1o be considered:

A, Immediately put the Olmsted Parks and Boulevard on the statute book: Pass
an ordmance declaring it to be an imporiant and unique resource of this city and its
citizens.

Declare a moratorium on all new development, unless expressly exempted as not relevant,
along the Olmsted green necklsce pending passage of o fully considered policy to preserve
and protect it.

B. Announce pursuil of all means to secure the lidding over of R 520 in the
Montlake community and again making Washington Park whole, (The only redress to
pasi imjury to ‘Washington Park was dropping the proposed FLH, Thompson expresswy
and restoring its imended right-of-way to park use.) And ceaselessly lobby 1o severely
muadify 1-5 to end its transgreagion at Ravenna Boulevarnd,

C. It is perhaps appropriate that the attentions of the Parks und Recreation Board
have been fixed on the demanding on-going responsibilities of a more or less day-1o-day

connection to the Museum of History and Industry
(MOHALI) area north of SR 520. The ramp conversion
is of amagnitude that is attainable within the capital
improvement resources available in the next 10 years.
If afreeway lid is actually constructed, the ramp

project could be dropped.
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{Letter 33)

Comments on Drafl ELS., Arboretum master plan
by Arthur Girey, June 25, 2000

.u:mmmmimmwmmm&mnmﬂly:mmmomﬁpm
Therefore, the City Council should create a special advisory comumittes with a fisced lifi to
study and Mpmnbnwﬂml}hﬂ#dpmp‘nmi&tﬂbﬁpﬂlmudmdmrmm

m the developmental and environmental life of Seatile.

D. There might well eventuste from this study the crestion of an “overlzy™
DlmﬂndHiﬂnricPHksnndBn‘ukvﬂ‘dsDisﬂidwiﬂinlhemﬁi:gmd:.

I earmestly believe it is time (o exercise foresight and end the ambiguity besetting
:mampumnhumMmummmﬂmnwﬁmm
ﬁumhhmlnmmmbeﬁuinpummoﬂ}:hxmimdninhmufﬂ:mmd
that it is not legitimate good faith to Washington Park or any other park 1o do less,

Respectfully submitted,

ARTHUR GREY

344 MeGilvea Blvd, East
Seattle, WA 98112
(206) 323-4785
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34. Doug Welti

34.1—Please see the response
to comment 1.5.

34.2—See the response to

comment 1.7. This EIS is not just an attempt te gqualify the ARGS propasal. It

also attempts to prove the superiority of the RGBS plan over the
34.3—See the response to alternative plans. Specious reasoning, inference and prejudiecial
comment 2.3. wording are used to accomplish this. Faulty conclusions abound
34x¢——Seetheresponseto under the refrain of “no significant unaveidable lmpacts”. The
comment 4.3. reader should be alert. Examples follaw.

Specicus reasoning The EIS acknowledges that adverse impacts
will oceur but reasons that since these impacts will cccur
gradually they don*t count! Rdwverse lmpacts are adverse impacts
and cannot be S0 glibly put aside.

Inference: Om page 15 the EIS characterizes the Coalition®s wvision
&5 [merely} a neighborhood view while the ABGS vision is clty-wide
and regional. [Bigger is better.] This jab has nothing to do with
the environment and has no place in an EIS. It is imaccurate.
Sareral neighbarhoods participate and our goal i3 alsa city-wide.
We want to preserve the Arboretum for all the citizens of Seattle
{and visitors).

Wording: The words “Mo Action” suggest that we who are against the
ABGS plan would allew the Arboretum to deteriorate out of neglect.
Kothing could be farther from the truth. We are strongly in faver
of intensified maintenance including replacement of speclmens when
necessary. We simply do not want to change the nature of the
Ariboretum experience. It is a place where natural beauty seems
greater than human influences, a refuge for the spirit.

Faulty conclusionz Conspicuous signs certaimnly de have an
adverse impact. They spoil the view for those (the majority) who
ara not there toc be educated and they give precious little
information for those who do want 1t. The slgns that have already
been erected are perfect examples. They are intrusive, and they
pretend to educate but on examination the content is not there.
Signs do not work well here. There is a better way.

Doug Welti 2416 E. MoGraw 5k, Searttle, WA 238112 206.322.7714

Aot
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(Latter 34)

SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

WASHINGTON PARK ARBORETUM MASTER PLAN
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

COMMENT SHEET

The Seattls Department of Parks and Recreation welcomes your comments. Pleass deposit this sheet in the
comment box as you leave, or mail to address on back of this sheet, Wiritten comiments will be accepted until
June 26, 2000,

This EIS &8 mor jusc an ateespr to gualify the ABGS proposal. It also attemphs /to prowe the
sapericrity of the AGBS plan ower the alternative plans. Specioua ssascaing,
predudicipl warding ace 'u.lld. Ex accompliah this., Faulty concluaions absoand

) F: . The reader ahould ba alart. Exarplaestfallsw.

aince thass 1lmp
impacts ard canno

Inferenca On page 15 t© i a"s vislom as (mexely] a neighbazhood
wiew whils the ABGS wiai iBigger &= betesc,) This fab has
rothing to de with the ervirsooant and in an BEIS. Ie ia inaccucats. Sevacal
rmigbborhoods pacticipats and Hur goal is 2

for all the cicizans of Ssatels (isd visles -

Wording The words “So Action” 1 r g N ABGS .
: arthes from the truth, We are
camant of specizsna when
necessary, We simply de net nakurs of rh.. trbjoretum superdence. It is a
flace whars natugal beauty e 1] v leflusncea, r—::ﬂl!m for the apirit.

wiew for those (the

information for pHoss whs 45 WarE it, The signs £hat Mwl‘hz\_olda- baesn mcacted az
wxacplex. Thay intrusive, aml they pretesd te sdusate but on exsxdnation the <
plons oo not work well hecs, Thace §8 & Better way.

Boug Weltd Z416 E. MoOraw St. Jeattle, WA P11 206,322.7714

If yeu wish i have your name added to the mailing list to receive project updates, plesse fill out the information
below: Please print clearly,

Mame Fhig W-’én't:'
Address
2978 E Mepraw it

FFEET
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35. Tim Tapping

Letter 35
35.1—Please see the .
response to comment 1.3. Peter Marshall - Save Washington Park Arboretum from development! Page 1

35.2—Thank you for your
suggestion.
From: Tim Tapping <timt@microsoft.com>
To: “peter.marshall@ci.seattle.wa.us"™ <peter.marshal...
Date: Fri, Jun 2, 2000 6:00 AM
Subject: Save Washington Park Arboreturn from development!

Wanted to let you know, regardless of what the EIS states, i think the
major building proposals (new meeting center across the road from the
current one, ancther building on the south end, etc) would destroy the
character of the Arboretum.

The argument is that space is needed for educational purposes for children.
Those spaces are already built, they are called schools! A better use of
money would be a "bookmobile” type of vehicle that could visit schools in
preparation for outings to the Arboretum. That way when the kids show up,
they can experience a great Seattle institution.

Azealea Way drainage and trails accessibility do need to be addressed. A
cohesive, sensible plan for the plant collections should be implemented.

On a more personal note, when my mother was undergoing chemotherapy near
the end of her life, we often went to the Arboreteum. A P-l photographer

took our picture under one of the first trees to blossom in Seattle, a

flowering prune. Every spring in March when that tree goes off, i take my

kids to the Arboretum to see the tree and remember their Grandma. That tree

is in the middle of the proposed learning center.

Please go lightly with "improvements” and preserve the character!ll

== tim
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36. Rosemary and John
Murphy Letter 36

36.1—Please see the Pater Marshall - Washington Park Arboretum Changes T PaEed
additional discussion of
impacts under the Historical
and Cultural Resources
section and the Aesthetics From: <DadJAMurph@acl.com>

: . To: dom03.p0303(MARSHAP)
section of thefinal EIS. Date: Wed, Jun 14, 2000 12:28 PM

Subject: Washington Park Arboretum Changes

To: Peter Marshall
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation

CC; City Council
Nick Licata, Peter Steinbrueck, Sue Donaldson, Richard Conlin
Jim Compton, Jan Drago, Judy Nicrasto, Margaret Pageler,
Heidi Wills

We have read the draft of the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
Arboretum Master Plan and are disappointed that this proposed plan shows
complete disregard of those of us who wish to keep the park with green and
open space as it is now.

The Arboretum is one of the few places in Seattle where we can find peace and
quiet among the many trees, shrubs, flowering azaleas and rhododendrons, not
to mention the Japanese Tea Garden which has its own beauty. We believe the
plan of the Olmstead brothers was to give us a quiet place to enjoy among the
bustle of a busy city. This is the Arboretum we love. We don't need more
buildings, parking lots, and tea rooms. We have plenty of those in the
surrounding area.

We do however, agree that a bike path is sorely needed and encourage you to
keep this in the plan.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter
Sincerely, Rosemary and John Murphy
Rsmrymrphy@aol.com

DOMO1.P0103(WillsH,DRAGOJ,CONLINR,STEINBP,LICATAN)...
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37. Margaret G.
Gilmore

37.1—Please see the
response to comment 1.3. e
Mrs. Margaret G. Gilmaore
2040 - 43 Ave, E., # 509
Seattle, WA 98112

(206) 312-4259
June 12, 2000
Mr. Pecer Marshall
Seartle Deparoment of Parks and Recreation

800 Maynard Ave. 5.
Seartle, WA SBIIS

Diear Mr. Marshall:

| am writing to express my views regarding the Draft Emviranmental Impace Statement
for the proposed Arboretum Master Plan.

Irv b8 current state the Arboretum provides our city with a largely natural envirenment.
Az sach passing year brings more commercial and residential development, | believe the
preservation of this natural anvironment grows in importance.

The proposed development. particularty dve additional space devoted o buildings and
parking lots, is alarming to me. |t will be an irreversible loss of a very special open,
green space = space that has been treasured by the people of Seattle for over &0 years.
This loss is in no woy “mitigated” by the development of bulldings that are “designed
sensitively to merge with [their] surroundings.” (page 183). The very existence of thess
new struccures and the resulting loss of natural envirenment is an unacceptable tradeof,

COine argument used by the DEIS authars is that Seartle’s Increasing population requires
an expansion of the building structures i the Arboreturn, Lsing chat logic, | hate to
imagine what the authors would do with Central Fark in Mew York City.

| very much appreciate your consideration of my concerns.

E;%;;é/ﬂﬁ f//é%ﬁ-}a

Margarer G. Gllmore
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38. Sharon Florakis

38.1—Please see the

responses to comments 1.3 Letter 38
and 1.4.

38.2—See the response to : s o

comment 2.4. | Peter Mar 3hall - Washington Park Arboretum DEIS Page 1

38.3—See the response to
comment 1.7.

‘From: sharon florakis <sljacobs2@yahoo.com>
To: : dom03.p0303(MARSHAR)

Date: Mon, Jun 26, 2000 7:46 PM

Subject: Washington Park Arboretum DEIS

June 28, 2000

Peter Marshall

Seattle Dept. of Parks and Recreation
800 Maynard Avenue 5.

Seattle, WA 98134

Dear Mr. Marshall:

As a lifetime resident of Seattle, | have always
treasured the Washington Park Arboretum as an
experience of tranquility and nature, including open
space, native vegetation along with some other plant
axhibits, and trees. It offers people a necessary
respite from the increased density and traffic of the
city.

| take issue with the DEIS mainly on the fallowing
points:

38.1 | - The whole idea of constructing new buildings and
parking lots and expanding existing facilities in the
park is antithetical to the "existing aesthatic

character” of Washington Park. | cannot imagine what
would have a MORE "adverse impact” on the park's
natural character than the proposed building projects
-- including the Madrona Terrace "visitor facility”,

the "expanded arboretum headquarters building”, the
*administration building” and the "education

facility.” Any such buildings, if truly necessary

{which is debatable), should be developed OUTSIDE the
park.

38.2 | Furthermore, | did not see In the DEIS any reference
to Seattle Ordinance 103687, which forbids non-park
uses in this park, including canstruction of buildings
for university classrooms, offices, and administration
buildings.

38.3 - The DEIS states (Page 15) that one "vision” for

the Washington Park Arboretum "emphasizes the existing
state of the park and its function as a neighborhood
rasource.” On the contrary, this vision, which |

share, stresses the park's function as a resource for

the WHOLE SEATTLE AREA, whose residents (including
myself and other Queen Anne residents), now more than
ever, need natural places preserved where they can go
for physical and spiritual renewal -- not a
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38.4—See the response to
comment 1.4.

38.5—See the response to {Letter 38)
comment 1.1.

38.6—See the response to

comment 4.3. Page2

38.7—See discussion of
thisissue in the Project

:;Ilgt ory section of thefinal commercialized museum of plants catering to busloads

of tourists, The DEIS illegically claims that

increased usage in the park necessitates expansion of
this "museum”, whereas, in fact, natural greenspace is
needed more than ever and should not be paved over in
faver of buildings and parking lots.

-- The 80-car parking lot would be an eyesore, would
constitute a large impervious surface, and would
altract more cars an mass, thus more pollution and
nolse. Moreover, it would entail the loss of trees

and plants, as would the building which this lot is
designed to serve. The smaller lots should be
retained instead.

- The DEIS should include a map of existing trails
and the proposed changes. The "no action” alternative
is least likely to upset the peaceful ambiance of the
park, and it does include disability access.

-- The DEIS does not address the QUALITY of the
proposed signage. So far, the new signs now in place
at the park are unnecessarily large, unsubtie and
intrusive, detracting from the aesthetic quality of

the arboretum.

-- | find it disturbing that the main authors of the

DEIS, Herrera Environmental Consultants, are the same
group that were consultants on the 1997 Arboretum
"Greenprint” master plan, of which the ABGC plan is a
revision.

Thank you for your consideration of these, my comments
and main concems.

Sincerely,

Sharon Florakis
720 W. Argand #2
Seattle, WA 98119

e Ken Bounds;
Councilman Nick Licata;
Seattle City Council
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The Mountaineers' Club
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DRAFT EIS HERRIMG, E-15

DRAFT EIE HEARING, 5-15-00
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101 ¥eslar Hay, Builte 505
Sgattla, Mashingtem S8104

Rolande Chesebro,

Johnathos Dubears

Ted Holliger

Penny Lewin
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ORAFT EIS HERRING, 6-15-00

HE. GALT: The hearing will com= to arder,
pleaps, Cur bearicg is now in session,

GFood evening, ladies and gentlemen. On
behalf of Seattle Department of Farks aod
Recreation, I welooms you bto thes Juns 1%, 2000,
public hearing on tha Draft Environmantal
Impact Statement for the Washingtan Fark
Arborstum Revissd Master Plsn. I'm John Galk,
the haaring moderacer. I've Deen retained Lo
moderate thia h=aring expressly becauss I do
not work for the City of Seacttle or any of its
coogultanta on chis project and I kave né rale
in the dectsicm-makiog procecs lnvolwving che
arboretom.

[f you'd lika to teatify during the
hearing coplght, please be sure to aign up on
one of the shests at the cable at che back door
wiezs you came En.,

Before we start the testincny, I'd like to
take just a few minutes to eaxplain the EIS
process for those who may not be Familiac with
it and also give you a licile bit of che ground
rules for the conduct of the hearing tonight.

Freparatiom of an environmental impact

Van Pelt, Corbatk & RaRosidbes

101 Yesler Way 505 % Beattls, WA *+ 206-6B2-9330

DRAFT EIS HERRIEG., 6-15-04

stat=pent, or am ELE, 18 & threag-Stap proceds
presided ower by the responsible officials of
the lead agency. Stabs Fulea regquics that the
EEFR l=ad agency for a public project ba cha
agemcy that is proposing the project, in thim
casa, thae Seactle Deparcment of Parke and
Recreation. Henmeth Bounds, park
supsrintendent, who is ssated to my impedisce
right, la che SERA respoaeible official for
this project.

The firet step im the EIS process is
scoplng, ln which the environmental ispuee
which nesd to be addressed in ths BEIS are
determined, The scoping project -- EXCoSe T
The scoping process to this EIS was completed
in the sprimg of 1999,

Second, the lead agency prepares a drafr
EIS. The draft EIS ie distributed for review
by the publle, affected telbas and Agencias,
and agencies with expertise in environmental
Laaues, This review procees helps the lesd
agency produce a complece and accurate fFlpal
EIS by providing an opportunity for ComBents of
methodology, peeded additional informatico, all

Ehd albarfatives, and mitisation measures

Van Palt, Corbett & AsRociates

101 Yealer Way 505 * Beattle, WR * 206-68Z-9335
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DRAFT KIS HERRING, 6-185-00

Tonlght 's bearing is part of chat

comment -satheriog process. Thie is your
opporeunity to Tall the lead agency what you
think needs to be done co make che EIS mora
accurates and complete,

The ehird atap LA preparaticon of the final
EIS. The fimal EIE is prepared after tha closs
of the draft EIS review prooess. The £inal EIE
will Tespord to all subatantive oral and
written comments received during che review
procees. The Einal BEIS will be avallable to
local dacigion nakers bafore they make any
implementacion decisions regarding this
profect .

It im important to understand that this is
not & deciglon-making bearimg conighe, Whecher
the project should be approved or not s moc
the subject of tenight"s bearing. The Ssattle
ity Coumcll will hold ar leasc one public
hearing atcer the final EIS is issued to decide
whether to approve the Arboretum Master Flano
Tpdats, Your commence conight should addreas
the adequacy of the draft BIE. the nerita of
the altsrnatives discusssd in the draft EIS or

bath.,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Asspziates

101 Yesler Way 0% & Ssattle, HA ® 206-662-0139

TEAFT EIS HEARTWG, &-15-00

Seated to my right are two repressncatives
Erom the Seattle Parks Department, Ao the lead
apency, thay are responeible for preparing che
final EIS; and it ip to them you should addeess
Yoy comrmente bonight, aob o ome Mamy people
in chess hearings tend to look right at ma and
talk to me ag if I were the moot important
parsse up here, I'm the traffic cop, if you
will, for the evening's procecdings. The Cwo
sepklemen to my right are the cnes who receive
your commencs and will then take then back snd
prepare the final EIS, coosidering chose

commenta in that proceas. As I'wve already

indicated, the gentleman to wy immediate right

is Ken Bousda, superintendesnt of the Parks
Deparbtment; ard to his right iz DBon Harria, a
manbar of Parks Department acaff,

Each sphaker conight will bé given thoese
minutes for oral testimony. Time i@ noc
cumilative and may pot be transferr=d or
vielded to sthara. Whan I call your nams,
please cone forward bo the podium so that vou
san apaak into che midrcphone that we have at
chat lecatica,

Tur hearing is bsing both recorded by taps

Van Pelt, Corbstt & Asscciates

101 Yealar Way 505 * Saatcle, WA * Z0E-GB1-0339
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ORAFT EIS HEARINO, 6-15-04

DRAFT KIS HEARTNG, &-18-00

and taksn by a court reporter, wha is at the
Eront of tha rood £o &y fight. The
crapscription of tonight's hearing will ba
provided ta the responsible official bo maks iz
magier to deal with your gesestions and pour
comnants io the final ETS process. TPlaaae help
nake that tranecription am oseful as posoible
by spaaking clearly and not too fask Peoples
always have a tendency in Chess procemdlings co
get up and get on a race track and try and get
as such crammed ints ctheir those minutss ae
thay can. IEf the court reportar can't keap up
with you, she will sigmal ta me=; and I'll ask
woi1 Eo slow down, Once you'we been recognized
and have come to the podium, pleaas begin your
comnents by giving us your name and spelling
waar LasE pames,

I would Like to apologize in adwvance o

thoee of you whose namee I positively bubcher
a8 I 1y to resd them froa the sign-up sheet,
I will do the best that I cam, but I've alzeady
recognized a few that I'm going to have a very
bacd tima decipbecing, S0 fleass bear with m=
If le sgunds like your name, CoBe on ug and

than tell us bow to really promounce it and how

to @pall Lt for tha PEpOFLLr.

Part of my job as moderator is to emoure
that as rany of you 88 possilble have che
opportunity to present oral comments on the
draft EIS befores cur eveniog is adicurned at
Lo:@0 pom, I will be strictly enforcing the
chres-miruts cime 1imit. Whan poo have o0
minuts left to go. I will bold this up; and
whan your three mioutes are ower, I will hold

up the scop Algn. IE you sed che stop sige oo

up, please help us cut by wrapping up your

oommants as quickly as you can.

If you don'c choode To Sphak Esnight oF if
you have a lot of detailed or tecknical
sommente or if three minutes is just simply
short a cimg for you Lo axpress all of the
comments that you wish to, I want te assure
that written commente are just as inpocrtant
oral commenta, Thare L@ a prepared comment
sheet which you can use. They hawe supplied
these back on the sism-up table., ©Oo the back
of i, Lf you haven't diacoversd it already, ie
the mailing addrass that you need to send tha
comment shest to. ¥You don't have to use this

Eorm. You can wrlke & letker, You can do

Van Pelt, Corbett & Amsociates

Yealer Way 505 * Ssattla, WA * 206-6H2-89330
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DRAFT HEIS HEARLING, &-55-00

wharaver cype of written commumication works
best for you, esend it to the address that's an
the back of che gresn shest, That address is
aleo Eound in cne of the Eront pages of Che
draft EIS. &All wriktten comments muost be
reseived by the Parks Department not later than
June 26th in order bo ba consldered in thea
preparaticn of the fimal EBIE.

Am tha modararor, I'm hare Eo efimures that
the hearing is conducted im an orderly fashian.
I'm not able to answer techmical questions
Juestions that you ask dueing your Cestimany
conight will be responded to in the £inal EIS.

I'm going to call thres napes at a btime in
ardar Lo apead tha procass alomg, The Ficet
mame in esach group that I call will be the next
sp=aker, The other twe, to uss a baseball
analegy, will bBa in the om-deck gircle, And so
vou can start moving forward. I[f you're an
this side of the rosm, you dan just coms along
cha window wall and atand over in Cha cormar Ao
that as socon ag che first speaker's through,
you're ready t©5 mowe right im behind them and
AEATE youy commanta, IF youtre on che ocher

aide of tha room, you can just come aloosy thac

Van Palt, Corbett & hssociates
101 Yemler May 508 * Seattle. WA ¢ 206-6082-533%

12
ORLFT EIS HERRIHG, 6-16-00

wall and wait owver thers until chey'rs threough

Again, 1 would remind you that onoe poa’ve
been recognized and you've gatten bo the
podion, please be sure to start by telling ua
youe nane and how to epell ib, With that,
let's get started.

The first person who has indicaced che desire
To EaReify tomight ip Pawl Gibeon. Mr. Odlboon? He
will be followed Ly David Hecwvey. And theno by Jan
Plrzio Bircli. Bwcuse me. That person didn't chack
a desire bo apsak, Belicda Springer.

BELIKDA SPRIMCER: I'm going to send o
letber becsuse I hawe a lengthy and vecy
dotailed questiaon, and yoo will nos have tha
cime.

MR. JALT: Okay. Thank you, Then the
third speaker would be Bernice Wheatlay. Ia
that just & guesticn mark?

EERENICE WHEATLEY: I'm not going to speak

MR. GALTi She's oot going to speak. Doug
Jackson will chen ba thicd, Okay Mr. Gibsoo.

ETATEMENT OF PALUL STESOH

PAUL GIBSOM)  Peul Gikbson, G-I-B-S5-0-N.

L] ! My remarks deal with the objectiviey amd

Van Pelt, Corbett & Asooolaten
101 Yaaler Way B0% » Ssattle, Wh % J06-681-3331%

H1. Paul Gibson

H1.1—Please seethe
discussion of this
issue in the Project
History section of the
final EIS.
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13
ORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

chus the reliability of the BIS, which I find
i significantly comgreniasd for & couple of
Tgagons. My point 1s not chat sweh compromisa
in inappropriate, which it may or may moc be --
L' nak gure -- but whes the sbjestivity ie
conpromised, I do believe 1t 18 incumbant on
the publishers to make clear to the readers
such a <conditicn,

Tha ASSC proposal. which ie tha main
pubj=ct of this EIS, im a r=vision of the
Arboratus plan *Seesnprint for the Pature®
publighed and eodorsed by cha ABGC in 1947,

The second group listed oo the project planning
Eean of EhaE plan, i# the Berrera BEnvirommental
Congultants. Now Lt may ba chat the Dapactment
of Farks and Reorsation could oot find any
ather £irm chat wae competent and willing to do
Ehis EIS.  Heverthaleas, wa bave bers & cass im
which the impacts of the plan are being
evaluatad by asms of the safe pacple who
daveloped che plan.

Secondly, I was recently allowed to access
eone of che cosmunicaticons to, from, and
batwaan the Department of Parks and Recraitics

eurrounding preparatica of this EIS. There I

Yan Felt, Corbett & Associates

101 Yealar Way S05 * Saattla, WA * 20A-6BE-9339

La
ORAFT EIS HERRIMG, 6-15-00

learmed that before the dratc EIS was covplatced
and publisbed, a pralininary CDEIS was dome and
circulated anomg some interested partiss, mot
the AFPC, of courae,. but of couras the ARGS,
that is, propoments of the plan. Intarescingliy
ancagh, Aome of the responses from che RBGC
made it verbatim into che EIS.

Again, I'm oot sayiog this is necessarily
improgar.  I'm saying that it eshould be
candidly revealed that the EIZ ia not che
pradust of disinterested, objective, outside
raviawars. This is partidulsarly germans, given
that several conclusiona of the BIS are almoar
totally subjective. I'm referring to chope
concerning the impacte of the plan on the
asstheric ard secersaticsal gualities of
Washimgton Park.

For axampls, the EIS concludes that,
although Aoma Eolks right noe agoes, bhees
really will be only insigoificant impacta oo
che asgthecice, In reaching this conclusicoco,
the EIS faila ko acknowledss thiep interestios
fimding from a Master's thesic dome In 1968 on

who i€ ig that gose to the arborstum. And I'm

guoting from this Master's thesis *The majorc

Varm Palt, Corbett & ARRociates

101 ¥ealer Way 505 * Espttle, @A = Z06-68Z-333%

H1.2—Seethe
response to comment
1.3 (in comment
letters).
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DRAFT EIS HERRING, &-15-00 [ALET EIS HERRIKG, 6-15-00 i
raanon that tha arborecunm cliancale are 1 lofgar, written document you'd like o
enjoying the assthetis faatures of che area, 3 A
cather than its educaticnal and scientific 3 FROL CIBSCH: Are you taking thessy
features, appeard Lo be an unintended 4 MR. GALT: -- we will take them tenSght.
corsequence of the selection of tha Clmaced 5 Why Ao#'E yeu give ik B Mr. Sounds. Thank
brothers' firm ss the designers of the [ you, Mr. Gibson.
arboretim. The Olmateds deaigred an apparent 7 Mow, our oext speaker in David Hervey, who
natural envirooment, which has acrracted peopla A will ba Eollowed By Dous Jackeon and then Chuck
for its besuty mod smenity walue." g Pearman. Mr. Barvey?
The EIS msachas iLe ool oh of Lo
nonsignificant assthetic impacts despite a 11 || Slatement H2 STATEMENT OF BAVIL WERVEY H2. David H
plethora of information to the sffect that that 13 R R 1 b e . W s . avi ervey
im the parcicular, that Le is ehe partisular 13 and Mr, Harris, my nam= i3 Dawid Herwey, H2.1—Comment
aggthatica of the place thac nake it Lowed H13— Please see 14 H-E=R=V-E-¥, I'm currantly president of the acknow]edged
MR. GALTI TYour time is nearly up. " inth 18 Rrboretun Foundation, and a8 such I'n also a
FARUL GIESON: Furthesmors, agreed this ;e\”sed text in the 18 mapbar of che Arbtorstun and Botanical Gardan
hidden bias manifescs itself in Cha Ina| EIS 17 Comittas, wHich s fade yp of menbers fron the
unguesticoed acceptance of the goals of the il City, the University of Washlog Bl
ABZC and the significancly ediced version of 1% Rrbaretun Poundation, and coe individual
nistory that the EIE provides. i appointed by the Seescner,
ME. GALT! Time i up and I thank you 21 MIT Beattle and the surrcunding regiconal ares
BRI GIBSON: I'm hoping koo come back at 22 im moet fortumate to have an area lika
Fba wey mcl and gl o My mmcpnd. aut. o 23 Waghingtcn Park which alsc ccabaing a
cbeervations 24 world-renowned arboretum and Japanses garden
MR, GALT: fme time. If you have a 25 An area like Washington Fark has enacssus

vAR PelE, Corbect & Reecclacesa
101 Yegler Way 505 ® Seattle, WA * J06-682-5339

Van Palt, Corbestt & Assoclaces
101 ¥esler Hay 505 * Seaccle, WA * J04-602-3333
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17 La
DERFT EIS HERRING, 6-15-00 DOBEAFT EIS HEARINHO, 6-15-G0
1 MEf] potedblal &A & place of seacreatiom, gQuisr 1 HZ 4 The draft B16 18 am apalyale of the many
E] contemplatlon, or just the shesr snjoyment of 2 ways by Which ehe great patentizl of Washingoon
k| the tutdoora. 3 Park can be attained, One of the few issues
4 Havimg an arboretum alss provides the " raised 1o the BIS Qe baaleally this: Do youo
5 potential for conservation amd preservation of [ view Washingten Park and ite arboretum as a
3 thism slimace's woody plantas, some of which are [ regional rescurce for all citizens, or do you
9 rvard and sndangsred. And, of sourse, ainog che 7 view it as only a peighborbood pack. T havae
] definition of an arboretum is woody plant ] chesen che Pagiseal resource.  Thamk you.
5 mseum, iE presents the potencial for education 5 ME. GALT: Thank you. OCur next epsaker is
i af all age groups and interests, Crom the 10 Doug Jackeso, wha'll be followed by Chuck
1l scientific to the casual, in the same= fashioo 11 Paarvarn and Hancy Xnapp. Mr. Jackson.
12 ae all museuns. Therefors, during the loos 13
i3 publizs procasa of daveloping 4 long-rangs plan 13 = et ey 3 STATEMERT OF BOUNG JASREDH H3 Doug Jackwn
14 for Waghiogton Park, thic great pateotial hao 14 DOUG JACKESOH: My nmame is Doug Jacksan,
15 provided the very inportant guiding issues 15 J-R-C-E-5-0-H, the only way to spell Jackson -- H3.1— Comment
16 Recraation Le nomber one. Bashinguon Park 1% awerybody aska. And I an tha president of the acknowledged
17 iz @ regional faocility, to be enjoyed by all of 17 Friends of Seattle's Olmsted Patks Sroup.
. H3.2—Please see
18 those regica's civizens. Comservatien -- as an 18 I'm a landscape architect, and I . .
R ” revised text in the
% arberatum it is & place foF conmarvarion and 1% H31 | umderatand the dymamic nacurs of a peblic . .
) _ Historic and
0 protection of Che important collection of woody 20 facility much tha Washington Paric Arbarstum.
2 : Cultural Resources
1l plante, EBducation -- an arbsretus is a place o1 But our group Pesls ms though way too such new ) A
section of the final
2 fozr learning to oocfur. AR A parsonal 22 gonaEruckion and developmant is being proposad E|S
22 Atatement, I an very much & believer in a a1 Hzz| Dy the current master plan. We aleo fes=l an ’
24 long-Tamge plan,  wWithout ooe, sn ectity is a4 though oot nearly eocugh time or effort has
== certainly aesured oF thi deawnhill alida. 25 be=en addressed to understanding the history of
Yan Pelt, Corbact & Asssclates van Pelt, Cosrbett B AAestlaten
101 ¥Yesler Way S05 * Seattle, WA * 206-6B2-533% 101 Yeslar Way SO05 * ESeattle, WA * J06-682-3315
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iz

DRAFT B15 HERRTHG, &-18-40

Hi.2

Tieemant Hd

ehi arboracon, during che proparation of kha
gurrent master plan.

fur group ales feela as thoush stating in
thia draft EIS that tharae would e licelsa oF oo
inpact on the historical character of the
arbsration, 1f tha work presoded by Ehe current
macter plan Lo developed, ie wery unfortunata,
talae. and borders on the abaurd. wWe feel chat
any changpea oF naw conatrustion poopssed in the

arboretum need to be very carefully conaidered

apd bandled with sreat sensitivicy. Espe

aavh faeds b0 ba exeralasd whan peopssiag any
changes or additions to this Mashington Park

Rrboretun, and wa feel as thoush the curreot

magter plan and the complenentary drafn EIS
not dome this sdegoately.

MR, GALT: Thark you, Wr. Jackeon,

LODC JRCKSOH: You're weloona.

ME. GALT: The next speaker is Chuck
Fearman, whe will Be followed by MNancy Knapp,
wto'1l then be followed by Charlis Chomg.

Mr. Pearman.

STATEMENT OF CHUCE PERRMAR
CHUCK FEARMAN| I'm Chuck Fearman,

Pelt, Corheit & Asscciates

Van
101 Yeslar Way 505 * Seattle, WA * I05-5B2-33389

H3.3—Comment
acknowledged.

20
DRAFT BIE HEARING, 5-15-00

Ha d

Haid

P-E-A=R-M-A-H, I 1ive in the Madiscn Valley
Although I am opposed to any oew buildings,
parking lokts, or commercislization of our park
I°11 kEeayp wy oomnencd focused o pome ecocoe
and omigaicas in che drafc EIS.

Firat, lamd -- thece pesds to be an
analygie of the exact amount of laed o RUpROST
few boildinge or parking lots, new batanical
diaplayd, ard any ngw & ceviesd ktrail systens
Put thio cogether in a unifled sumnazy. not
grattered all pver. Analyze the lpat park land

by epecifically refersing to Initiative 43,

which states that *Aoy land or Lacllicies logk
wuak be replaced by lend or facilities of egual
oF greater valusa.®

Mape and traila -- there neads oo ba
datailed dipoupsion and anslysis with maps
phowing any new traila, dipcusa the ispact of

hese new trails or relocation of exisCimg
traile that would have oo the environment.

Kext the ordinance, the arborais
erdinance, spelling out the existing ordinance
anciraly -- the drafe EIS onite refersnoe to
the prohibltiom on nonpark uses.  The ordinence

reads in part, and I gquote. "Nonpark uses shall

Van Pelt, Corbett & Rmsociates

101 ¥e=slar Way 505 * Heattle, Wh * 20&-682-3319

H4. Chuck
Pear man

H4.1—Comment
acknowledged.

H4.2—Please see
revised text and
tablesin the final
ElS.

H4.3—Seethe
response to
comment 5.2.

H4.4—See the
response to
comment 1.1.

H4.5—Seethe
response to
comment 2.4.
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H4.6—Seethe H4.7—Comments
response to comment az acknowledged.
ORAFT BIS HERRING, 6-15-00 46 (|n comment DRAFT BE15 HEARING, &-1%-00

1 WAEL inoluds BUE Nof b IEmiked to wniversmity I 1 Hif] who wanced to eacaps the Sity, sacape the

o] ettefS). oantl
2 olassrooms, offices, laboratories, or b braffic, have s gquist walk in our arBoZanin,
] adninistraticn buildinge.® unguote. In The 3 Ha ¥ And Cinally, I talk sabout balance:. The
4 higcory asction dissugs why this prdinance was 4 Einal master plan for the arbarstun, whatewsr
L] passed, because of University of Washicgtom'sa |5 fix or match of the alternacives thal are
& abterpbed land geab in the 1%70's 6 fimally ascclad wpen, abould conbtain a clear
7 d & Lagk, surves Fage 1 of the drvaln EIS 7 and f£irm etatemect thac firet and foremssc
] pays, amd I quote, 'Ther= is increased B Waglzi park o park. It'm a park that
] viaitaticn and gignaficant wntersst in 3 COOCAINSE an arboratun, whers the balancoe
10 horciculitural and eoviroomantal educatlon, La between park and botanical is jusc abeut righe
11 would you please provide documentation and 11 Any pew master plan would be subject to Thess
1% prosf far thia dtatemsnt. For exanple, last 12 constrainta.
13 summer I, alang with several nmembars of Che 13 In closing I note the Leooy of the
14 Arboretun Park Fresssvation Coalition, abtaloed 14 greanpring plam, s plan that will destroy a
1= & park parnic and apant Dive it 3 vs 15 significant portion of & nacural eovirooment io
1% weekends talkiog to pecple in the arhorerun 18 ordar es ceach che importance of che natucal
17 about the reviged gresnprint plan. We talked L7 EnvironTant Thank pou
18 to aver 800 people. Tha vaer majorivy. LB ME. GALT: Thank you ME. Pearman, Our
1% somaching liks B0 percent, were not &Van aWaTa 19 meXC apesker im Hanpcy Knapp. followed by
I of the proposed development im the arboretum z0 Charlie Chaeg, and Magy Thoroe. Mo, Enapp.
1 Once the plan was explained o thewm, neacly all 21
22 were Aageinet new buildinss, oew parking lots, 2z
3 and geoerally agaipet commarcislizacion of aur 13
24 park. These peaple were not into batanical ac a4 = iwtirriant HE ETATEMENT OF NENTY KHAPF
25 horticultursl experes, just ardinary citizens 15 HRHCY KMAPP: Doe=s this go dowsn? It's a

Van Pelk, Corbett & Associates Van Palt, Corbsth & AEmocistes
10l Yesler Way 505 * Seactle, WA *+ J06-6BZ-9338 191 Yesler Way S05 * Seattle. WA * Z05-682-3314
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H5. Nancy Knapp H5.2—Seethe
; revised text in the
ORAFT EIS HERRING, &=1S5=00 H5.1—Note that DRAFT EIS HEARTHI, &-15-0 Major Conclusions,

liztle bit high. some of the 1 AEt) "sigoificant." Io section after sectica, Areas of

Wy naus's Hasey Keagp. snd I'n s wember. conclusions asto the 2 | avarse iwpucts axe sessvised on wildlife. on Controversy, and
Of the Creater Madiscn Valley Community Coungll significance of a natiwe wegetacicm, on aesthetic proparcies, on | ssuesto Be,
and a member of the Arboretum Fark Freservatiom |mpacts have been 4 racriaticnal usage, et cetera. The comclusion Resolved section of
Coglition. But I'm golng to apeak conlght aa revised in the Final = ig invariazbly chat chere will ba ne signiflcant thefinal EIS.
an individual because chis 15 a wery smacional ElS. Please seethe [ impact. ®hat im the definition of
isgus for me. Becaues of my great love for the Major Concl Usions, 1 ignificant® in this docunent? Beats pe
arboretim, I feal very atrongly aboub che Areas of ControverS_,y, ] HEZ oo page 15 of tha LEIS, tha authars ralar
thinge that might happen to it if the and Issuesto be g to the, guote, “character of Mashington Fark
pacommendaciona made in The DEIS ware adopted Remlved Sec“on, and il Arbaratun.” And I guote Crom in che DELS pags

[ wasm looking forward to resding a the Recreation and 11 15, "The Washington Park Arboretum, after the
peieneific domment when che DEIS came aut, & Aesthetics' sectionsin 2 Laglenencation of any of the alrernacives under
docunant that would pregent soms of the cacgs the Fina EIS. 13 consideration, will ba similar in charsr £
of alternstives suggested by all of that 14 the existing park, sven though faciliries cuch
cibizan ioput oo Wl the nastar plan 1 all Che Gralam visieors' Canter will be
proponents often refer. I was loociking focuard 16 expanded® -- Mot may or might be expanded,
to reading absut the citizen alt=rnative that 17 Twill B expandedr - "Mew facilitien am
corninas aecure funding for incrapsed 18 Madroma Tarvace Bducatirmal Gateway Facility
maintenance and offsite building for increased 19 will Be conetructed. Viaitation will fncreass.
Eacilitins,. Inatead of science, 1 oo 0 Exfgring sgtive wamttaticn will bs nodified,
politics. 11 and sciantific collectiona wlll ha expancsd. '

An an pedsrgraduats an philopophy, ons of a2 Witk what do chey -- this p=ptence tucns
the firat chings I learned wa@ Lo mMake an 23 a Tunny abage, %hae do thay
argumenc valid, ore most define ons's terms. 24 imaygime the character is, if ic will remain
tme of the terms repeatedly used In the OETE s a5 ially the sans, after all these changes
van Felt, Corbsct & REesclates '_-'.i:l Falt, Corbete & ABSOCLETEA

101 Tesler Way S05 * Ssatble, WA * 205-582-533 101 Yesler Way 505 * B=attle, WA * T05-681-3335
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Public Hearing Comments and Responses

H5.3—Comments
acknowledged.

ORAFT EIS HERRIHNG, S5-15-00 DRSFT EIS HERRING, 6-15-04 =
have beap made=? Heve che framers of this IEIS H54—C0mment3 1 draconian. Hob de By B weap it up IE you
raally locked ac Washington Park? Onblased acknowledged 2 estill have thres or foor pages to go, I'm
objectivity is what sciemce is all about. It i #3rsy, we cen't wait for thak.
laaka, iE losaka B0 me A Ehough sbiectivicy hag 1 Okay. Our nest opeaker ie going .o La
been taipted by ioput from the proponents of ] Chaclis Chong, who'll followsd by Mary Thoroos
the master plan whio would heve the character of = and than by Bob Hewhouse, W, Chong,
Washirgtem Park changed moce T H6. Charliechong
Mext wesk, after T an bopefuolly over belng = STATEMERT PY THARLIE CHONG
i erobiemal, T°11 write a lebter to -- whak 3| "sisement 2 RLIE CHOND: Mr. Galt, ganclamsn, sy H6.1—Comment
wac that paying? Timds wp? OCKay. XNoxt week 16 name iz Charlie Chong, C-HE-A-R-L-I-E, acknowledged.
I1'l]l write a letter to Febs Marsnall:. And I 1L C-H-0-H-G.
Juat bave one conclufing sganbanca. 132 My Eirgt comment is oo our Location hera
MH. GALT: Oo ahead Tou may. 13 Cop chie Bearing [ ehink yau could gec
d like to cunclude with 14 pg, i | Fuether away fron tha arboretim. Yoo 14
the same way that T concluded oy calk at che 15 bold it in Mest Seattle. But I wa 1 to
sooping meeting, and I quote, *Farck i knoW Chat wé in Weat 3eattls do cace about the
commigRionere ahowld conaider chemsalvens as i? arborstun, and we do uee it. Wa usg 1t Lo alod
trustess Eor the people's parks, not as La peaple off the besuties of the srhorstuom and
crupteas of acme wacant land For any public 15 the politude sometimes and tho Cranguilicy. Ir
buiilding. ® That was writcen by che Slmecad i} i# a very valuable rescurce for our city.
brothers I hope you'll listen. zl I natige that this plan haz taken ocut the
ME. CALT: Thank oo Ma.s Epapp.  Just as éd tenoes and adnission charges that were in
a guick aside, when you see this stop sign go 3 warlier plagpe., That ssarees me. IE scarss ne a
you dan't have to Smmediately stog in the -} Lot becausa I cap predict. I can predict chat
Z5 they will ke back in 4 YEAY OF CWI Vears later,

dle of & senkencs. Wa'ce snob that

Wan Pelt, Corbett & Amsociatse
101 Yealer Way 505 + Spactle, WA + 206-68Z-9333

Van Felt, Corbett & Associates
101 Yesles Way 505 # Zaarels, WA % JE-REI-931%
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an
ORAFT E15 HEARING, 6-185-00

DRAFT BIE HEARIWG, E-15-00

amking for seasdmanta £s thie plan e pue La 1 MR. GALT: Thank you, Mr. Chemg. Our

the fences and charge admissions. The Seactle 2 next apeaker L8 Mary Thorne, who'll be fol lowed

Housing Rethority doss it all the Sime, Guass ] by Bab Hewhouse amd chen Doug Welel

what? The City lets them do it. So i A Thorns

people of this city, I would may watch out &

Fori* ow. goding i Kirvs Suncin 1o the sebacucm, £ Fiadowent M7  STATEMENT OF MARY THORKE ?Zorweafy

and you're going to have admission charges. n MARY THORNE: ['s Mary Thorne,

This is basically a give swsy, & give swsy ] T-H-0-R-N-E; and you don't need your tise s H7.1— Comment
ta the slitists, who will chen ba ables o Ba 5 HTA Thare's good news and bad news, and I'® acknow|edged
the only ones who can afford to go to the Lo the good news I'm really pleased with the
arborstum. The judgs sarlier asked if this was 11 results of the EIS and feel it correctly
a4 rejgional or meighborhood park. Let me advise i3 characcarizes ths ideas and the goals put Forch
him and yeu, this is & city park. This is & 13 in the master plan. Thank you very such
city park, oot a meighborhood park, & city 14 MR. GALT:; Thank you, ma'am. I haven't
park Hot & regicnal park becsuss the region 15 said anything up to chis point about applauas,

dossn't pay for Lt. e do. 15 but this is really mot that kind of & hBearing

If the university wants to have a 17 S0 if we could withhold it, I would appreciate

botanical gardsn, let cham cake ehelt plasts 18 ie.
and thelr parking lots and their bulidiegs and 1% Our paxt speaker im Bob Bewhouse, who will
build thes and pleat them around the Canter for 0 be followed by Doug Welti, and then Carel Buath
Horticultural Studies They ' vo QoL TOOR Lhare Il Cibsecn. [s that right? Am I clooe? Okay,
Leave our park for the people of Seattle. 23 We'll ger it sccalghtensd out later

I'm with the arganizacion that w 1] 33
preserve this arboretum, and thar's whare I am. 24 iptement WP STATEMENT OF BOB NEWHOUSE
Thanik you very mach. 15 BOE WEWHOUSE: I've four minutes. right?

van Felt, Corbett L Associates
I01 Yenler Way S05 ®* Seattle, WA ® Z06-581-3339

Van Pelt, Corbett & Resdciates
141 Yealer Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-931%9
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ERAFT EIS HEARING, #&-15-00

1% HE Y

My name is Bob FWewhouse, N-E-W-H-O3-U-B-E.

Bafore | oacart in with my prepaced
sraramant, let w8 read somsching chet I just
got in the mail tonight from the Jomirpal of the

Hashipgeon Wildernass Coalition. writhen by

Fresident Theodore Rooseveli. And pubstitute

the word “arborstum® For “forest® in this. [t
reads, “We want the active and zealcus belp of
every man farsighted snouwgh to realize the
importance; from the scandpoint of che nation's
welfare, in the future of preserving che
Forest. Tha forest is For ums, and its usecs
will decided ice furors.® The ussrs will
decide the fubure.

The ared chat I want ©o speak Co conighe
is about the parking facilities. How, I have
chares of that 1 uesd before, but they are not
really too readsble. What I was comparing was
car lote, the mmber of cars you could park
cha mumbsr of bus SpACeE, the way LE L8 now
the way it was described im the Portico Flan,
and the way that the EIS reads,

80 basically, the numbers are something
like this: There are pressntly 20 parking lots

in che arboreton. The Portleo flan koocksd it

Vam Pelz, Corbett & Associaces

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-5319

H8. Bob Newhouse

H8.1— The proposed
master plan estimates
certain sizes of
structures and intensity
of uses, which have
been evaluated in the
EIS on a conceptual
level. The EIS does
not attempt to
determine whether
more or less parking
would bejustified, but
rather assesses the
potential impacts of
the master plan
elements as proposed.
The changesinthe
proposed parking
configuration would
require additional
environmental review
to determine the
impacts at each phase
of development under
the plan. Becauseitis
not anticipated that
any parking would be
removed before
replacement parking is

constructed, it is expected that plan implementation would not result in adverse offsite

impacts.

n
DRAFT EIS HEARIRG, £-15-00

down to 4, and the present DEIG has 8. Fresent
parking for cars ilm 391, 0 busses. Portlco
went from 391 to 475, with 12 busses, and the
GEIS ham 549 and 4 buasas, bow, cha B4% ia
open to interprecatiom. It deapends on how you
read certain sections. Clem Handlton -- we all
remember Clen we wiklked che arboretum once;
and we counted cars. We were side by oide. We
cams up with different oumbers. 1 had lota of
skinny cars, amd he had lots of BINW's. So we
were within 10 or 1% percent and considersd
that was good encugh.

The main question is why do you want to

changes axisting condicicna? The Portico Plan

said the main reasons are inmsufficient parking
for visgitors, parking lots are spread out,
chey're unaciraccive, amd chey are unsafe In
leching at that insufficient visitor parking.
well, possibly, possibly. If you added to the
expansion of The OVWC, the Graham Visitor
Cancar, thae would glve you €3 spaces and don-t
remove the lots on Arborerum Drive, chac would
give you 71 more and so forth. The reason for

pot penoving the locs on Arbosetum Orive Qs

chat people that are handicapped -- and that

wan Felt, Corbett & Amsociates

101 Yesler Way 505 ¢ Seacile, WA ¢ J0E-£B81-533%
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H8.2—Comment
3 acknowledged.
I.TEEFF : 4] HH_FEFG. &-15-00 L F
1 HEZ | insludes sy wife Ln & wheslchals -- ERat's che ERANT RIp HEANTE), §-15-08
r] only way they can utilize the arboretum. These 1 n::; incressed safety, right?
1 parking lots are grest. They are spresd out, 2 But im this EIS novhere doss it coms
i sheclutely. They are spread cut. Leaws the ] anywhers nsar describing a resl problem. I
% kd lots Alooa. i live rmear che arborecus. 1 walked over thers
' = [“il give you or I'1] send te Peces 5 countless cimes by moonlight or even parcial
T Marshall the actusl rest of the text and the “' moon, rether dark, I hawe never seen anything
, Letars: 1 Bave platares. T that would suggest there is a problem. And if
3 : ME. OALT: 'JT:I.I"'Jt you Mr. Hewhouse. Our ’ I ware a woman, now, 1 would know not to wali
1] next speaker im Doug Weled, who'll be followed ' ln thers by mysell. Thers's no one hanging out
11 by Caral Oibson and then by Macr Foo. ] in the arboretum waiting to waylay somebody ar
12 Mr. Welki? 11 night, They'd have to sit thers too loog
'y 12 bafore they could find amybedy,
14 T —T] STATEMENT BY DO WELTI 11 1 think this is brought wp in the. in the
15 DODG WELTE: Thamk you, Do you bear this u plan, just ve get moFe suppert, Oh, we must
18 now? Close encugh. My name is Weltd, H9 Doug Waelti 8 have safety. We mast have lights all arcund
17 W-E-L-T-1. Y¥You proncunced it correctly ' 15 the arboretom and emergency call posts, Those
18 I had prepared to talk abour soms Broades H9.1—Comment -; ‘_:i::.. :':'“ :“ :,':F :r:ﬂ;ht ML::_””;_”! B
15 impues tonight, but I understood we are acknowledged The ."3 ch.nq:-."‘. --:’:’”-.-L;:-* :::: rl:“::rd .I.IMIF
# e Do Safety concerns that the :I:I b!'IE-"'EJlJ.. :Ie-u. al.';lt. une I'."'1;! i:m .
a1 Hef| the EI8. So I°ll just take ome lictle point, master planaltemptsto : ..,.:“;‘ ; Imu‘du“. .I-J .‘”'—_ b:-“”;l ol
23 and that is safety, safety of the, and of addreSSWGrEIdentlfled 2 ;r-‘“.. nD. ’nblz r.n s '“L;? .]_h; A
21 parsons and plants and so forth. How ehe, word inthe 1994 SCOpl ng : ;r’”',_v_. TM- 1'.": tr:qc;ineu"cw'.'r“d
H im a buzz word. You just say word and you've document. The survey _.‘ Rk -r;”: :-J:' -M»h s ; L
“ o0t people o0 your wide, Tou've gof Eo hawe usedin prepa“ng that ;n ; "m.:l: at e;:; :au:: ';nr.: find rr_-re. rr-;;e"t:e-a.r..u
PPTRTIORE . Ty L8 st -+ IR document indicated that ' T — T—
users of the park were 101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-581-3333
frequently concerned
ou Y ISSUES. Iswas particularly true of older women, who are also frequent
park users
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DRAFT EIS HERRING, €-15-00 o DRAFT EI15 HEARING, 6-15-00 .
1 HEf]I'm mure to mot give them amy, any credance. class, which is these days there are not --
] wont, $o what I'm saylng temight i that T think we're aining for 20, actually, in the
3 this issuwe is brought wp, as I'wve heard it elemantary and lower grades -- but if you count
] Eslkad about at the various mestings 30 kides per class, thar's 500 classsd & pear
5 suppartive, people supportive of this as an chat s the goal to vieit the arboretum. And
: issue, it's come across the same way to me chat I'm quastioning chat.
) icta & thing o get people’s attentics, oBk These days teachers hawe explicic
£ support. And there"s no justification for it prandards and curricular goals to mest
5 in thar documesc. Thank you. Students are ocut of their core clasarooms for
10 MRE. OALT: Thark you Mr, Welti, Our mest P.E. music, art, library, computer, recessen,
11 speaker is Carol Gibeon, who'll be followed by anssmhlise, and spacialists suech as postcy
13 Mact Fox, and than Joaeph Marshall H10. Carol Beth i teachers and art docents. The two nearby
. Gibson i schools, Mosplaks and M=Gilves Bave a lovely
14 | 'lfemant 1 STATEMENT OF CAROL BETH GIRSON greenhouse and garden program, reapactivsly
15 CAROL BETH GIBEOM: Hi, I'm Carol Beth H10.1—Please see ! Teachers are very presoed for time o meet
18 Gibsan, C-A-R-0-L, B-E-T-M, G-1-B-5-0-N. Okay the response to 3 their 1-R goals while imcliding all thess
17 I'we written my stuff so I°11 just sead i, comment 2.1. enriching sctivities. 1In a echool, alsc, it
18 The plan springs from a remarkable list of jusc sort of & fact thar achools budget ane bus
1% goals that are accepted unericically in the field erip par year.
2 W7 | EIS. As one who has worked im the schools for Therefore, myf question is that I would
21 27 years, I would like to comsent on the K-13 like to have sddressed in, wers Ceachers
33 sducation goals that sessm ro creats & nesd Fo actually polled ko see how many would choose o
13 clansrooms. The goal is for 10,000 to 15,800 add a trip a to the arborstum to an already
24 ptedents to wislt the arboretun per year 1§ full scheduls, or is che sducaricmal goal meast
a5 you go on che assumption there are 30 kids per Eo justify in a socially acceptable way the

Vaa Pelt, Corbett & Aascciatean
Loi Yesler Way 505 * Beattle, WA * Z06-682-333%

Van Pelt, Corbstt & Aessociates
18) Yaalar Way 505 ¢ Sesctle, WA * J0E-£82-%339

January 2001 Final EIS 355 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Public Hearing Comments and Responses

23
23
24
1%

DRAFT KIS MEARING, &€-15-00

HTE T rencoval of natural landacaps for buildings amd
e parking lota? Gimce my time's not up, 1 will
fay that I think che mew billboards an
abomination
Mi. GALT: Thask you Ma. Gibaon DuE hExt
speaker will be Matt Fox, who'll be followed by
Josaph HMacahall and thes by Hilary Bshifirin
“Statamendt H17 STATEMENT BY MATTHEW FOK
MATT FOX: I guass I'011 start. My nase is
Matthew Fox, F-0-X.
I'm here on bakalf of the iniversity
District Commumity Council, amd chs Univeraicy
District Community Council believes that
H1 | gicizena throughout Seatcle and che ancise

region will be best served by the no action
altarnacive propossd by che DEIS

HR. OALT: Ewcuss ms. Slow down.

MATT PO They sy the road to hell is

paved with good intentloms I think in chis
cape, it's trees and plants will be paved for
parking locs.

ssarch of a problem.

And we Eruly have s solution in
I chink the backers of
this plan mean wall., but they have mot

dencastrated In amy way, ahape of form, the

Var Pelt, Corbett & Amsociates

101 Yesler Way 505 + Seactle, WA = 206-£82-3339

H11. Matt Fox

H11.1—Thetext of
the final EIS has
been changed with
regard to this
statement.
Arboretum staff have
indicated that few
people can follow
the taxonomic
arrangement of the
arboretum as it was
intended, or
understand why
plants are placed as
they are. People
unableto follow the
directionsin
brochures and the
existing signs also
frequently ask
arboretum personnel

for help. With regard to the Olmsted plan, see additional text in the final EIS Historic
and Cultural Resources section.

36

MErd
cond.,

HT1.2

DRAFT EIS5 HEARING, 6-15-00
nesd For any of the major changes that have
been proposed. And the DEIS needs to
eritically analyze a punber of the asserticas
chat have besn made in justcificaciom of chis.
£'1l aleo be submitting thess as written
comments AL poma polnt.,

First off, the moticm that we nesd to
charge the current taxcnomic organization of
che plant collsceion, thers's ooe seRcence in
there saying this is checure to visitors
Al & visltor, have nawer had & problen with
cthat organization; and I thimk changing it
would ales violate the origical Olmsted plas
for the park,

I must say in sapport of the DEIS Ehat,
unllks the aguarium project, these really is &
no action altermative included; and I commerd
cha Parks Departsmnt for doimg that. The EIS
does acknowledge that there are sericus
megative impacts oo traffic, air quality. and
ocher things in chs propoasd roadway changes .
it acknowledges that most bicycliste won't ewven
eaks the Bike trail, 1f yeu Build ie, bacauss

chey prefer to ride on the street.

The only changes I think that are really

H11.2—Comment
acknowledged.

Was Pele, Corbete C ARRoCiates

101 Yesler Way 505  Seattle, WA * J06-687-5313%
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DEAFT EIS HEARING, E£-15-00

M2
con,

3 Wity

L Hi14

16 W18

called for -- and I went amd looked through all
those changes today aé 1 walked through Ehe
Arboretim probably improved pedsstrian
crossing a4t East Lake Washingtonm Boulevard and
Foscer Teland Boad where che craffic
roundabouts proposed should be included. I hope
you're thinking of other pedestrian crossing
chars included im the DEIS. And chare probably
should be one.

Aler mRASuUres Lo ensure the contlinued
health of the plant collections really aren't
spacifically discussed, There is, again, the
asssrtion chat the plant collections ase in
tearrible shaps but no documsmbtary evidencs in
the DEIS to demonstrace cChac.

In regards to what serves the larger
apdisnce, I'®m hearing frequently that psople
who don't like this planm are HIMBY'm. Since I
domi'e llve by the arboretum, I don't conpider
myawl? £ fall inko thae I hawe e amk, LF
you've ko 10 to 15,000 students o year proposed
under this o come, which I thisk is a
wonderful thing, how many wisitors are Chers
totally going &9 the arboretum? Most of thes

go for the fatural spaces thers foe. And thers

Van Pele, Corbatt & Assoclates

101 vYesler wWay 50% = Ssaccle, WA * J04-&02-9330

H11.3—Seethe
response to comment
8.4.

H11.4—Some of the
general measures to
ensure the health of
the collections are
listed in the proposed
master plan (provided
in Appendix A of the
final EIS). TheEISis
required under SEPA
rulesto list the
proposal's objectives,
but not to evaluate
their validity.

H11.5—Seethe
revised text in the
Major Conclusions,
Areas of Controversy,
and Issuesto Be
Resolved section of
thefinal EIS. As
noted in the
Recreation section of
the EIS, no recent
counts of visitors have
been made. 1n 1990,
an estimated 300,000
visitors used the park.

18
ORAFT EIS HEARING, &6-15-00

HTid
canty

HT16

is oo figure that T coulld find in the OEIE of
the Eocal atbandance anmuslly to the arboretum
The current parking lote are unobtrusive
and are permeabls aurlacen. Tha new, big
parking loce proposed will be ugly and
impermeable. Pedestrisn cvecrpasses likely
wont'e be ased, LE the experience throughout the
city with pedestrian overpassss is any
indicaticn. Triplicg building space ia
entirely unacceptable. I don't understand winy
sidewnlks are being propossd on lLake Washimgreom
Boulevard or Madisos because there are already

walking trails thers Given & choice betwesn

walking on & sidevalk orF a park trall, I1'1L

take cthe trail.

The fundassntal issue of che arboreiun
ahould be o provide regicnally accessible
natural spaces in & crowded urban ares, mot to
BATVE &8 & monusenc £o che world-class ambiciom
of chis plan's sponsors. We look forward to
commenting on the fipal RIS, but sasentially
che no acticn alcernacive is the way to go
Thank you.

MR, SALT: Thank you, Mr. Fox. Our next

speaker is Joseph Marshall, who will then be

Wan Pelc, Corbett & Associates

101 Yegler sWay 508 * Ssactle, WA * 206-682-9339

H11.6—
Comment
acknowledged.
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15
ORAPT ETS HEARTEI, &-15-00

HTET

followed by Hilary Schiffrin and Workinesh
Tiamen. You can COETeCE &8 on Chat when yous

Turn Ccomen.

[Etatamerd H12 STATEMENT OF JOSEFH H. MARSHALL

JOSEFH H. MARSHALL: GCood evening I"m
Jomeph Marshall, chair of the Arboretum Partk
Freservation Coalition and chair of the
Moo laks Arboretus Commitces, Bub [ speak
ccoight in my capacity am chair of che
Arboretun, the Montlake Arborstun Committes
The drafe envircemestsl iSpact Statement
should contain a more thorowgh evaluation of
che scoping process, Eirst of all, and &
dectailed description of bhow the scoping

conclunicne were mrrived at, inclusicon of cthe

leading guestions which wers poated on the

who paid for the facilitators sliciting che

public commentary for the scoping meetings

H133 The draft ssvircemantal Ispact AEatemsnt

should comtain an amalysin of cribes affeccad

and should give motice to the tribess, 1 dem

hare comight. FPoster Island for com, chace

whllda and che Facllitators and the funding, and

faa the Suguamish Tribe or thair sepressntation

191

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
Fealar Way 505 * Ssaccle., WA * 20€-682-533%

H12. Joseph
Marshall

H12.1—The EIS was
developed following
SEPA regulations.
Please see the
response to comment
2.7.

H12.2—Thank you for
the comment. The
final EIS contains
additional discussion
of historicaly
significant elementsin
the park, including the
issue you have raised.
In addition, current
city regulations would
require further
investigation of
previoustribal use of
the property prior to
obtaining permits for
construction on Foster
Island. DCLU
Directors Rule 2-98
requires detailed
information and
notification of affected

agencies and tribes when exposure of archeological depositsis expected or occurs
during construction.

&b

DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00
RSt

1 HT32
canfi
1
L]
L]
n
]
H1E3
11
L
L
E
19
Fl-
a3
!
24

miavarical evidancs which, which arrives at
this conclusion: Foster Island was a native
#marican historical ground. Kow, while there
is limited comstructicn propossd in che dzaft
environmental impact statement for the Foster
Ialand, it might be expectied that chat
construction, im what @as & native Amsrican
burisl ground, would reguire tribal
notiflicacion.

The documentation, as far as programs,
should be more thorowghly assesssd, As far as
programsatic needs of the arboretus, che
reglonal nesds should ba cosparsd to poamible
uses and the increased visirarion or rather &t
Ehé Preaston Arboreten and arboretum propossd
for Carmatice. We really nesd to ses what sort
of visitation thows will atcract and bow it
might affect Washington Park Arbaretus. The
axisting facilicies at the Universicy of
washington and coordination with the University
of Washington Master Plam should be aleo taken
into scoount wmore thoroughly, as should be che
fecraaticaal use and quality, Recreational use
im described in the plan It sught to ba

quantified to a more thorough extent and

vanr Pelt, Corbett & Remoclates

i1 Tesler Way 50% * Seattle. WA * J06-682-5139

H12.3—Seethe
response to
comments 3.21 and
2.1. The proposed
master plan is not
expected to alter
available
recreational
opportunities
significantly. The
ElS discusses
proposed
educational program
changes and
expansion. These
programmeatic
changes could affect
informal activities
such aswalking,
jogging, boating,
and picnicking.
Although the intent
of the proposed plan
isto spread
programmed
activities throughout
the park to avoid
crowding, some
crowding could
occur occasionally
in popular areas,

which could inhibit informal recreation in those areas. Improved pathways and some
other proposed amenities would also improve informal recreational opportunities. For
example, barrier-free access would be provided in different areas of the park, and
shelters, safety features, and restroom facilities would be provided. The proposed plan
would reduce options for landing and launching boats by placing restrictions and new
plantings where such activities are not desired.

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan
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DORAFT KIS MERRIRNG, &-1%-00

Hils

Hira

Hi11s

subdiwided inko diffarent secreatloosl
categories

Finally, the Gsattle school district
should be consulted, and chers should ba a
quantification of amy possible incTease in
visitation by clamercos atudesnts. The
programmatic and curricular nesds of the
Esattle school district ought to ba more
choroughly addressed in che final plan. And
finally, the political statement of the
avening, which I camnot resist 1 think
probably we would not place a McDomald's in
Fike Flace Markest We would mot, therefore
Bulld sore bulldings in Washimgton Park
Arboretum. Thank you

ME. GALT: Thank you, Mr. Marshal., Lst"s
ses. The naxt speaker is Hilary Schiffrcin,
followed by Workenish Tianen and chen by
Richard, wha's repredsnting the Japanese Garden
Advisory Coanci I apologize. 1 can'c read

your last name at all, esir. Hilacy.

‘Fiafarnent Wil STATEMENT OF HILARY SCHIFFRIN

HILARY SCHIFFRIN My name La Hilary

Szkiffcin, S5-C-H-T-F-F-R-I-H.

Var Pele, Corbatt & Asscclaces

101 Yealer Way 505 * Ssatcle, WA * 204-662-2339

H12.4—Seethe
response to comment
2.1

H12.5—Comment
acknowledged.

DEAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00

WiET |

And I'm & membar of the Hadiason Park
Commmity Council, snd the Madison Park
Commenity Council scrongly supports tha no
acticn alterpative. Perscoally, as a former
teacher, myself, and one who's devoted a great
deal of tims to and a grear of deal of my life
to education, I'd like to refute the suggestion
by propoments of this plan chat soemshow Eo be
agaimst this plan is to be against education

As demonstrated in the criginal scoping

document, the vast majority of those psople

using the arboretum, some 85 percest. are there
for reasons other than edusaticn They are [or
exerciss, (or recreation, and for peace. Those
using the arboretum for educational purposes

totalled only about 14 percent, Rgaim, chess

are numbers from the origisal scoping document
of the Portico Plan
To cuFn the arboretum into an adjusct

campus of the University of Washington would be
to 1=t & small minority dickats to Ehe vaar
majority how the arboretum, a gardsn, is to be
enjoyed. The conclumion of the draft EIS that
the seathetic imspact will be somipal is balled

By tha amsunt of comcrete and buildings chae

van Palt, Corbett & Assoclates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * JO6-882-931%

H13. Hilary
Schiffrin

H13.1—Comment
acknowledged.

H13.2—Please see
the response to
comment 1.3.
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ORAFT EIS HERRING, &-=1%-00

H1d 1

are proposed.

Please let those who wish to be educated
by tha vast rescurces of che arbopstum er
the park experientiaslly and then take that
axpariance bick to their alrsady sxisting
claparcoms in their already exiscing schools
and community centers. We need mo more new
Baildings in che arboretum. Theank you

HMR. OALT: Thank you, He.s Schiffrin.

‘Stafemeat H1d STATEMENT OF WORKINESH TIANEN

WORKIRESH TIANEN Good eveniog. My nans
im Warkinesh Tianen, and I°'1]1 spell ic.
T-I-A-M-E-H. I'm not afraid to say I'm &
Momit lake reaident But if you want to check it
out, I'wa lived in several peighborhocds Before
I moved to Montlake. I lived in Universicy
District. I lived in Lake City and aleo in
Ballard. Eo at that tims, you know, at che
time I was living in those areas, University

and Ballard, Washington Park Arhopatus Wis &ven

more dear to me because it was a place I oould

cone and escape, you know, the hardscape of
Ballard and Univeraity asd all that. 8o the

reagan I'm irvolved and I'm menticning this io

Van Pelt, Corbebt & Aosoclatea

1 Yedlar Way 505 * Searcls, WA * J0E€-682-9319

H13.3—Comment
acknowledged.

H14. Workinesh
Tianen

H14.1—Comment
acknowledged.

CRAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

bacauds 1'm Eired of being called NINBY becacss

I live in Montlake.

I think the true resson why they're
calling us thar im becauss we ars ths syes and
sarm of the people of Sesattle. They tell us
wwary day, pleass talk o thesm, This park is
very imporcant to us. Ic's imporTanc That it
remains an opan, public space, Dot a
development site. And you haven't counted

these people because you refuse co accounc fox

wha they are, Youi'te talking about the entire

populacion of Saatcle is really lrate with Ehis
plam.

et just that you cannot enuserate it and
just kesp telling we that visitors to Grahasm
Visltors® Center are the only people who count.
Thars are pecple -- foF every one Ehat vieics
Oraham Visitors® Cemter, there are about, I
weiald say. 30 pecple that <ome there without
you koow, withoot being counced, So lst'a
start counting these people and account for
chalr coscern

They 're frustTacsd. Thay're [rudtfaced
because we've been put through so many

procespes regarding this Lesge And W' o

van Palt, Corbett & AssoclaLes

i01 Yesler Way %05 * Seattle, WA * JOE-682-3113
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H14.2—The proposed
master plan was
developed following a
survey of park users
COﬂtaI ned |n the 1994 IHIi.:u:'l anked oo, Wou " El u.lc'.n.q Ul CO Tax
report &:Opl ng cursslves again to buy even more land to
Document for a New
Master Plan for the
Washington Park
Arboretum This
scoping document was
adopted by resolution PR g L M~ i T H14.4—Seethe
Of the %attle Clty 1¢ chat it i@ noc i:ll}n'.f:lﬂll.'.l'. 3 Whar im respon% to
COUHCI' for u%ln thIS significanc is o to Hadroma Terrace and feel, Comment 1.3.

planning process.

ORAFT EIS MEARIRG, &-15-00 DEAFT EIS HEARING, E-15-00

baing told, you kmow, let's 9o throogh this buildings, there ilm no Spen space Ardd we' e

proceas. But what I'm mimsing from che process
im ehat the last time [ checked thers, you

now, chere wers S0 many people they trisd co preserve for the future, Why don't you
appeal to you to use the censos. So nothing pressrve what you got before you come for more
cans in the DEIS we say what, you kncw, what money to try be the, you know, the expenmive

the development is going to ba. ALl we have | P

laid, yoni know, &t the current vales of che

this im not, not, none of this development is MAFESE .

going to be significanc at all

Bo I think that it's time to scarc
Addresaing the real lasies Lnstsad of going
around, you know, arcund the Sssoas. Ths BRain just imagine clearing a few crees from thers
lssue is we don't want amy. aoy bulldings and A1l you have Co 45 La clsar & faw tress, and
parking loca in the park. And there's & resson H14.3—Seethe you will see the University of Washington
for ik, because you haven't surveyed the pecple response to comment 1 You'll mes east Capitcl Hill, che foeswsy

on how they fesl about their park. I feel, you 5.2. 1& bridge. All of those places are going to be

kacw, we keap Bearing it°e a clity pacrk, and pet wvimible. This is & very narrow park. It's

ic's treated like it's mot. The pecple do nor very ssasitive to amy cpenieg of views.

hawe any input You know, [ saw it last year, what happens

The second one is you haven't told us how

whan Ehey took & [ew Lress. Chres of thes n

mach it"s going to cost you to build thess stared peeing che fresway iceelf, 520, We

balldings and parking lote Tou hawven't told started seeing Lanrelhurat, and we started
um how much it le golng oo cost in lost open peeing the university stadium, 8o Lt's & wvery

space to the public, becsuse it will be & samsicive park. Ir's very narrow and give um

parmarent loas. Whare you put parking lots and the dimension of the, the width of this park

Van Pelr, Corbett & Assoclates

A Vam Pelt, Corbett & Asscciates
101 Yesler Way %0% * Seattle, WA * 106-6832-9313% P s

03 Yesler Way S05 * Seatcles, WA * Z0E-682-3319

January 2001 Final EIS 361 Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Public Hearing Comments and Responses

ORAFT EI5 HEARING; 6-15-00

inscead of the length of ft. And I will stop
And I will tell my remarks to Pecer Marahall.
Thank you very such,

HR. GALT: Thank you, M.

next speaker is Richard?
RICHARD PULERAREE Pl krabksak .
HE. JALT: Pulkrabak, sho will then be

followed by Bruce McEimney, then Carcl Weibel.

“Slatemant 15 ETATEMENT OF RICHARD PULKRASEEK

EICHARD PULKRAREK: My nams Richard
Pulkrabsk, P-U-L-E-R-A-B-E-K.

I'm a resident of Seattle. I live mear
Univeraicy Village. 1 am alec & mesber of che
Japanese Jarden Advisory Council, and it is on
bahalf of the advisory council and Japanens
Garden that 1 speak comight e have Teviewed
the drafc EIS and its assessment of che
impacte, and che asssssment of the impacte of
the proposed master plan and the alternacives.

of primary isportance to Ehe us is the
charactarization of che tes §Lruchares proposed
for the Japanese garden, the pavilion at che
porth end of the pond and the gatehouse at the

entry, and the atated impacts of thoss

Yan Pelt, Corbett & Associates

101 Yesler Way S0% * Seattle, WA * J04-882-9119

H15. Richard
Pulkrabek

H15.1—Please see
the response to

HIsq

HT&2

LE:)
ORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00
s
structuses, The ariginal conceptics of the

Japanese garden you see coday, che origlmal
plama {rom the 19360'8, included a pavilion as a
foccal point of the norcth end of che gacden, AR
a metaphor. it represents the house for which
che garden would have besn crested it im
Eherefore & integral part of the overall
demign. providing the critical viewpoint from
which che Cull beauty of the garden can be
experienced. However in the 1360°s when the

garder was crested, thers was not encugh money

to complete the whole deasign. 8o conacruetion
of the pavilion was deferred.

In cthe currast masteay plan the pavilion ime
presented as o pew scruecture. Bub, im facE, it
wad always intesded as part of the Japansse

garden, even undsr origimal, the 1970 master

plan. Realization of the pavilion im sssent
o eomplatics af che desigen of the Japansse
garden as it was envimlomed 40 years ago. This
cannot be stressed enough.

Sscondly, the proposed gatehouss -- the

draft EIS susmary has the gatahs
from 50 mquare feet to 1700 square feet The

dramatic expanalon ba sisleading is that it

comment 20.1.

H15.2—Seethe
response to
comment 20.2.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Assoclates

191 Tealer Way 50% = Ssattle. WA * 204-682-913%
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H15.3—Seethe

response to comment 50
CRAFT EIS HEARTWG, &-15-00 203 PRAFT EIS HEARIMNG, #-18-04

undervalues the spatial functions of the “’EJI for & gardas vislted by thousands every year.
=

axinting sncry. Even chough the current There are also impacts cuteide the garden

assenblage of four structures, ticket booth thae we would liks Eo commant ofn &6 wall, Ewech

tool shed, apd two porta-potties ie woefully as the by-road scenery, pedestrian owerpasses,

inadequate, che combined circulation betwsen traffic and pathways, and parking facilities

thess structures, together with the group Thess we will submit in lecter form at a lacer
aspasbly @pAce AL the satrante to the garden, date. Thank you very much.

in actualicy far exceeds 50 square feet

MR, GALT: Thank yoi, sir., Tha n

Further the draft EIS states that speaker s Bruce MoKinney, followed by Carol

mplacing che axisting getehouss may detrect wWeibel and then. does David Erauter want to
from the mimplicity and purity of the emcry. o
On the contrary, there is really nothing DAVID FRAUTER: Yes.

particularly suthentic abour the GRLEY &8 Lt MR, GALT: Okay. Tou'll be third

stands. In fact, what we have is in no way

appropriate in aithes scale of design or Steement 1§ STATEMENT OF BRUCE MCKINNEY H16 Bruce

McKinney

funcrion &8 an enCrance Co A _"IPI_"IRI. ql:db."l

HHEY BRUCKE MCEINNEY: Most of my opposition co

The sxisting entry has been cobbled together this EIS has already been stated by the others.

S0 1'm going to concentrate on a few pointa H16.1— Comment
First, I°d like to echo the opposition to acknow|edged.
the Madrona Terrace buildings. This, to say

over ths years sut of necessicy. For axanple

the ticket booth was fashionsd out of & ohed
discarded from Ssattle Center in 1580. The
Porta-pottlies, & moTe recest addition, ane, o that, that & building a parking let of this
pat it mildly, snd esbarrassment. What we nesd sire has no significance im; it*s just not
is & pew entry that bruly repressnts the true. The trees that are there now would be,

tradicion of the Japanese garden and would Bave to be renowed, many tress. The

incorporates modern conveniences appropriste monay thar would be spemt on the construction

van Pelt, Corbett & Asscclatea

Van Pele, Corbett & Associates
101 Yemler Way 505 * Seatcle, WA * T06-682-5339
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DORAFT EIE HEARING, &-15-00
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of this building or any other building would be
caken away. It wouldn®t be avallable o bs
used for maintenance of the plant collectian
which I the primary thing that needs Eo be
dons .

How, I can go on £0 mamy other pointe; but
I want to maks & minar point about ths revisien
to the waterfront trail. Thers's & propoaal ce
maks that wararfront trail

which im a very

popular crail; into & loop., And 1 chink that's

a wonderful ddea, It's desirable;
shewn, it's completely unfeasibls They have
chat erail going under the fresway bridgs ac &
podnt where there's about one-foot clearance,
and chay don"t show == i would ba an
enginesTing marvel to, to put that in as Chay
phow LE And they should have to explain how
they want £o do chat. We pointed this out o6
the last plan, and it's still in there S0
thals aTe -- CHABK you
MR. GALT: Thank you Mr. McKimmey. Mext
ppeaker is Carol Weibel, followed by David

Krauter, and chen by Paul Destock,

ETATEMENT OF CARDL WEIBEL

Van Pelt, Corbett b AAesCiates

1 Yealer Way 505 * Seattle, WA * J0&-6B2-913%

H16.2—Y our point
regarding the trail is
correct. Thetrail
could be connected
only if thearea
below the overpassis
excavated below the
level of the adjacent
water, or by
providing access up
onto and acrossthe
overpass. One
aspect of the
proposed planis
reuse of the currently
unused freeway
ramp for pedestrian
accessto the park.
The details of
providing access to
the overpass have
not been devel oped.

H17. Carol Weibel

DRAST £15 HEARING, -18:0¢ - H17.1—The EISis
1 CAROL WEIBEL: Thank yeu, My =ame's Carol prepared according
a Waibal, W-E-I-B-E-L. I'm a member of the to SEPA I‘U|G‘S,
] Arboretum Park Preservation Coalition, a WhICh requil'ea
4 Esattle cesident for 30 years, a lomg-time deg:ription inthe
5 member of the university comsunity ElSOf the
5 I'd like ko start by quoting two of the proposal'sgoals.

1 pravioul speakers: Flest, Charlie Chong. who

Therole of the EIS
isnot to evaluate the
validity of the goals
or objectives, but to
assess the potential

impacts of the

] said *This is a give away to elitiste;” and

5 secandly, Ma, Thorms, who staced chat "The EIS
puts forth the plans and goals of the Master
Plam. " How, I agree with both of thoss

BEATSMEALE .

13 HiTA I wauld like to point out to pou that the proposa] that flows

14 financial aspects of ths proposed ArborsrCuar from them. Goals

15 Master Plan which wam published at the same and objectives are

18 time am the draft EIS, a8 we requested. and it also provided asa
szates on the firet page that “The Arboretum means of gu|d|ng
Foundarion donaced approximately 5800, 08 for the development Of

19 developing the Master Plan pos baisg reasonable

FL) coneiderad . Amd it is that mascer plan which alternativesto the

21 is the preferred alternative as stated in the p|anf0r

23 draft HIE. And I belisve that the foundatios's ComparaIive

23 gift has really imfluenced what is described an purposes. The

34 che preferred plan and also has limited whae a|ternat|ves used in

F 1] has besn described as the albarnatives

the EIS must be
ones that that could
“feasibly attain or
approximate a
proposal’s objectives, but at alower environmental cost or decreased level of
environmental degradation” [SMC 25.05.440D.2]. The EIS also includes the no-action
aternative, under which the Washington Park Arboretum would continue following the
1978 master plan.

Wan Pelt, Corbett & Asscciaten
101 Yeslsr Way S05 * Geattle, WR * I06-682-911%

As amember of the ABGC, the Departrrent of Parks and Recreation agreed upon the
goalsfor the proposed master plan for the purposes of preparing the EIS. Based on the
environmental and fiscal costs of the proposal, the city and the university may decide to
approve or modify the goals or the proposal.
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DRAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

1 think that the draft EIS iwm fatally
flawed by not pressenting in & fair and
objective way the altermatives. The main
alcernative is, of courss, no more building, no
more pavement inm the arboretum

in order to get therw, what. the main
problem with this whole drafe EIS is, starts on
page 1 where the purpose and need for che new
plan in described And iE SEATES oub with Ewo
points that we agres with. Ome, chers has besn
a limitation in the staffing and funding. And
this has cesulted In lpadequate care and
maintenance of ths collection. Eut then fros
thare, from thoss parceived nesds that nobody
in really arguing wich, what has baen developed
as this master plan preferred alrermative ia
thim grapdices idsa of developing this, this
Burchart Jurdan of Seatile with all kinds of
buildings and pavessnt that is going on cost 44
million dollars capical sexpenes and 5.5 milliom
in anmual expense

And, sgain, § want to call attention
to the financial snalysis that cane cut with
this docursnt that shows thab, even under their

identified possibles sources of funding, ther

Vvan Pelt, Corbett & AASGCiALER

101 Yesler May 505 * Eeattle, WA * 206-682-

H17.2—Comment
acknowledged.

Because the proposed
master plan does not
identify abudget or
funding sources, it is
not possible to
estimate tax
consequences

precisely at thistime.

H17.3—Seethe
54 response to comment
35.

DRAFT EIS HERRTNG &£-15-00

is an abeence of 1.8 million per year in this
new cost of maincenance. They den't know where
that's going come from.

Pinally, I would like to polnt cut that
under the Jraph 173-11-440, sub%, subé, thae
che divect authors of the EIS are suppossd to
focus om what ars the chjectives and they're Eo
congidar the benelites and the dissdvantages of
reserving for some cime in cha future the
implenentat ion of a proposal The agency
prospective should b thar aash gensrsticn is,
in effect. a trustee of the envircmmentc for
succoeding generaticas. The park depart=snt

has an obligation to actc in ite flduciary

rapponaibility to preserve the public park for

future gensrations. Thank you.
ME. GALT Thank you, He. Weibel
STATEMENT OF DAVID ERAUTER

BAYID KRAUTER: My name in Dave Erauter,

H18. David
Krauter

EK-R-A-T0-T-BE=R

i'm the father of three small children,
and wa often taks walka in Ehe arboretus, But H181_The |ntent
of the proposed
master planisto
improve pedestrian
street crossings. The
number of additional
vehicles generated by
the proposed plan is
discussed in the Transportation section of the EIS. The number of parking areas (lots)
would be reduced, while the number of parking stallswould increase. Safety issuesin
parking areas would be addressed at the time designs are developed. No additional areas
would be permanently fenced off, although some areas may be off-limits during
construction or renovation. Safety issueswith regard to children crossing roads or
parking areas would be essentially the same as those experienced in the park currently.

to get thers we firsc have Co CroRs & lot

streete. especially Washington Park Boulevard.

And aE socn as we entar the arboretum, I can

Van Pelt, Corbett & Assocciates
1 Yealer Way S0% *= Ssatele, WA * 206-£03-831%
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DORAFT EIS HEAMRIND, &-15-00
e ey

1 gt ] relax because it's like trying to herd chickens
2 T ps hard childran across the stresr sonstimss

3 They dom't always do what they'rs told. But

4 pnce you get into che arborstus, Chey o

5 bave to listen to what you say anmy more.

B 50 ®my question la, what will be the impact
7 @ che axparisnce of taking childsen o a park,
] letting them go, when youo sdd wore parking

] letn, mora card, more buildings, places whers
10 chey can't go and chey can't go and be free and
11 not have to listen to what I have to say and

12 nok have to worry about gettins backed over by
13 a car in a parking lot. So thacs sy gueation,
14 and that's all I kave to say.

15 MR. CALT: Thank you Mr. Krauter ur

15 next spoaker is going to be Faul Bestock,

17 who'll be followed by Sharon LeVine and then by
18 Clarissa Eastom. Mr. Bescock?

15

a0 *Slstemant H13 STATEMENT BY PALL BESTOCE

21 FAUL BESTOCK: My name 18 Faul Bestook,

a2 B-E-5-T-0-C-FK; and [ am & neighbor and a member
F of che Waahimgtosn Arboretums Poundation

24 I'd like to express my appreciatiom for

25 all those pecple who have put Ih large numbers

Wan Pelt, Corbact & Aamoclates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Geattle, WA * I06-681-3339

H19. Paul Bestock

2]

DEAFT EIS HEARIND, &6-15-00
s

af Beurs L terms of locking at the technical
aspects exposing the ipadequacies of cha plan.
I would like to apeak as somecns who's been
enlking in the arboretum sincs 1971, Cwo oF
thres a times week for 15 years, and over che
last 10 years, chrase or four cimas & wesk

And the notion that the comstructiom will
ot a3l a aignificant impact on che pature of
the srboretum is totally beyond my
comprahension. 1 don't know what this means.
I aleo appreciate the regional aapsce of chis
paik, svan though it's & city park. We
entertain countless msshars of guests from all
over the region. all over the country; amd in

its sxisting nature, Lt is & sgatessnt of che

regional mature of this environment I'm
eapscially prouwd of S and, again, can't
imagine why amyone would wanc to meddle wich it
amgant Sally

The last thing that I wanted to scace ia
I'm al®s an educator, and it s & myetery to me
how you educate amyone by essentially
destroving that which wou're educating them
about. Ip doss not make sange. S50 I'm hoping

that the emphasis in the next phases, the

Wi
191 Yesler May 505 * Ssattle, WA

n Pelt, Corbett & Associates
* IDE-E82-9338

H19.1—Please see
the responses to
comments 1.3 and
1.7.

H19.2—Comment
acknowledged.
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DRAFT EIE HEARTNO, &-15-00 o} ORAFT EIS MERRING, &-15-00

i H!Pg construction of buildinge and parking lots will 1 H207| park ag if it"s am encicy umco itself. But I

E . ba ahifred and money @pent on the preservation 2 wike the other morning trying to think where I
3 and maintenance of what alresdy im, which is & 3 would go for & place of peaceful, contesplative
4 windarful ching, Thask you very much, 4 thought, where I could go for a tranguil

L ME. OALT: ‘Thank you My. Bastock., The - | anvirenment and & 1ictle bie of respite from

L] next speaker is Sharon Lavine, followed by ] the incredible scresses of oy 1ifs, amd the

¥ Clarisas Easton, and who'll be followed by Tim T arboretun was one of the few places that I

B Hinkley or Hinchley. Ma. LaVina? B could think of . And now it's being terribly

L, H20. Sha.ron L] threatened

10 |mowemenrrze  STATEMEWT OF SHAROH LeVINE LeVine 18 What you have £e lsek at is what's

11 SHARON LaVINE Actually, my name lm 11 happening chrooghout the eeFich LA our parks,
12 Sharon LaViee, L-K, capital ¥, 1-N-E H201_P|easesee 13 like the proposed people's lodge at Discovery
13 K This is the firsc mescing I've actended on the response to 13 Park. And as Wr. Bounds knows, I've been real
14 the arboretum, but I°m gquite actiwe in other comment 1.3. 14 active and concerned about what's Bappanisg in
15 situacions char percain co parks. And 1 do 15 virtually every residential neighborbood, as
16 want to challenge the finding of no elgnificamt 1& play Pislda, nelghborkacd play flelds, are

17 impact on tha preferred altamative of this 17 being converted to fullcime achletic facilicles
18 plam. It may not have heen MACERBATY LR YRATE 18 that are going to be employed from morming

i9 890 or even five years ago. but thicgs are 19 until night, late at night wich lighca asd
20 Eappaning in the regices that make it absolutaly a0 artificial surfacea. This changes the

a1 imperative chat now, when you do a EIS, chatc il compleaxion and the textusre of all of
a2 yoir conslder ehe cusulative impacts of what's i1 neighborhoods. And we cercalnly nesd & place
13 mappening threughout the park sysktes, Fk| where we can go to really, you jmow, experisnce
a4 And that's the factal flaw of this amd any 24 womln Rind of contesplacive, you Know, Sramgall
Fi] one of thess DEIS s le they look only at that 25 BNV S TORMBNT s have it now. IE's a public
Wam Pelt, Corbett & ARSCCiATER Wan Pelt, Corbett & Associaten
101 Yesler Way 5085 * Bsattle, WA * I06-683-9339 121 Yealer Way 505 * Ssattle, WA + 206-682-513%
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L1

DRAFT EIS HERRTNG, S-15-00

1 HXt

park. and sithesr the propossd alternative
should ba explored & little Bic further or the
no action alternative sesms to be the mosc

reapsnable

As a former educator, agaln, I usderatasd
that wou can educate in & building cffsice and
chan, of courss, comes and axparisnce the beauty
and the nature of the museum, woody planc
museun, that people have discusoed earlisr
coday. That®s the way ir should remain. There
are incredible impscts in this city ard our

park symtsm in general, and sgain this should

e recainad in cha mavure in shich 1t is and
developsd, you kmow, oo that people from around
the region can, you koow, snjoy it

It dosan't nesd ©o be o place chat is
listed cii all the tourist maps. It should be a
place for che pecple chat resids in the ciey of
Ssattle amd for thoses who want to bring, maybe,
a5 out-of-town pelacive on occasion, but ik
dossn't need to be a destimation scop whers we
bus people im and, you koow, give them thac
experiance and detract from what i1t i8 that we
phould have.

Bo I'd like to again emphasize we shouwld

van Pelt, Corbett & Asscciatea

101 Yesler Way 505 * Ssattle. Wh * J06-6832-93337

DRAFT EIS HEARING, €-15-00

HA 1 | axplore the Bo asticn Altecnative and challamgs

canh

the o significant impactis stacement becauss
there are impactes oo sssthetice, wildlife,
recreation, craffic, and air qualicy, and che
peacefiul =xperienoce that we deserve.

Thank jyou.

ME. OQALT: Thank you. Ms. LeVine. Naxt
will be Clarissa Eastom, who'll be followed by

Tim Himckley, and then by Dalmes Mayes.

Satamanf H3  STATEMENT 0¥ CLARISSA RASTON

CLARTSSA ERSTON: Thank you, OEAE1emen
My oame is Clarissa Bastom, E-A-5-T-0-H. I'm
prasident of the Montlaks Community Club, which
is very supportive of the work chat's being
deme now by the Arboretum Park Preservation
Coancdl .

We recommend che no actionm directiom im
the drafe EIS. And [ wanted to call you that
many Montlake residemts have asked that you
seriously rethink the trus impact of additional
facilicies on mite, the lmcreased organlized
usage. and seriously recoofigured parking amd

traffic patterne I want tall you Lhat mar

Montlake resldents have axpressed serious

161

Van Pelt, Corbsitt & Associates

Yemler May 505 * Seactle, WA ¢ 206-6A2-933%

H21. Clarissa
Easton

H21.1—Please see
revised text in the
final EIS regarding
the significance of
aesthetic impacts and
other impacts.
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gL
DORAFT E1S HEAAIWG, &-15-00 DRAFT EIS HEARING, £:18-08 o H22.1— Comment
1 ﬁ: concern with the draft EIS findings that Washingtom, 1 learned of s protest march held acknowledged_
2 conpistantly stated chat chese are no at the Washingios Park Arborstism agalmst the
3 significant impacis resuliting from increased construction of the proposed R. H. Thompson
4 promotion of commercial and educaticnal use in fresway. lecauss of oy familiaricy with the
5 che arboracum. Arnold Arboretwms, the Hatiomal Arborsetum, I
& My neighborhood urges you to leaws the recognized the unigque valus of arboreta and
| Washington Park Arboretum as & green refuge T thersfore I became iovolved Lo che procest, my
] from cicy 1ifs. We fesl ic's wery significant first., An arboretum Le mors than & park or a
5 aa it currently exists, without the seriocus gEeen space. [ recoguized then the uslogus
18 impaccs propossd in this deafe RIS, Thanks 10 roles that arboreta play in conservation and
11 very wmuch. 1 edncation. The mascer plan similarly
F MR. GALT: Thank you. Our next speaker is recognizes these roles. The draft EIS reveals
13 Tim Hinkley, who will bs followed by Dalmen 13 no compalling reason Ln thess Cwo areas not £o
14 Mayer and then by Roger Loremzen. H22 Tom H|an|ey support the master plam
19 “Sdatemant HI2 STATEMENT BY TOM HINCKLEY Present -- sver arter for che
18 TOM HINCELEY: My nams is Tom Hinckley, 1 pant ten ysars, I haws taken the ptudsnte c
iT H-I-B-C-K-L-B-T. 1T ESC-202 o Washington Park Arboretum LT
18 To cormant on the drafc EIS, it* Eor an encire afvernods twice durlng the
19 to place the document imto comtewt. The 1 quarter, Tws important pointes or lesscos
a0 context depends upon thres elesents; Time, the emnprge from chis use of the arboretum Firsc
3 ] magtar plan, amd che dooemsnt lveslf. 1 Will as & teacher at the Uniwersity of Waskimgion, [
iz use thres points of time to develop this valus this cutdoor classroom. 1 cannot
i1 cunkest illustrate within a structured classToom mamy
24 Past -- in 1567 I wam a new graduace F of the principles I tesch. The rescucces of
FL student from Pennsylvanis at the University of tha arborstum can. Soms of che most pomitive
Van Pelt, Corbett & Reedciates Van Pelk, Corbett & Amsociates
101 ¥ealar Way S05 * Spattcle. WA * 20&-582-5%139 101 Yeslar Way 505 * Ssactls, WA * J0&-682-5319
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&3

ORAFT EIE HEMATWG, &-15-00

1 HEZA
ranh

1T HZE2

a1 H22.2

experiences in comments I received about the
course are about chess cub-of -olassrecon
experiences. Quotes from third graderas from
Marcar Imland ard Ssattle public schoal aystens
parallel those from my studencs.

I would point out that a classroom in &

carrible place to teach atudents, young or
about ecomystems. Teachers from local
elemantary schoolae -- and there'm a list in the
documsnts I['E]l provids aArd iFpresssd bEcauss
the material provided by the staff act the
arboretum (8 developed to match the Washington
State Essential Learning Reguirsmsnts. The
magtar plafn resognizes the value of
axpariantial learning and «hat che Weshingtos
Fark Arboretum can bring to the regionm 8th
through 30 studest, The draft BEIS findes no

significanc envircemantal probles as ated

with the sapanded educatiomal role proposed in
ths mastar plas.

Second. over 11 years of visicing the oams
partes of the washington Park Arboretum. I bave
witnessed positive and negative changes. The
addition of the winter garden ism posicive. The

patural decline and death of Fo-year-old red

Van Pelt, Corbact L Assoclates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-6832-51138

H22.2—Thefinal EIS
acknowledges that
some impacts of the
preferred plan would
be viewed as
significant adverse
impactsin the areas of
aesthetics and
transportation.

H22.3—Comment
acknowledged.

B4
DRAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

alder creed om the border beacwesn the marah and
upland part of Fomter Imland, the replacemsnt
af thess trees with exotic plants, including
Himalayan blackbarriss, FOPEeOents & Degative.
Because of the history of the Washington Fark
Arboretun, stands of trees established in the
10's and 30's are reaching poincs where
incresaning maintenance will be necessary in
ordar Lo pressrves cthe arboretus's chacacesr,
The master plan sodressss the nesds for che
incresssd maintenance and the draft EIE finds
no savircomencal problems associsced with thin
Future -- the master plan crafcs a
balapced vision for che future of the
Washington Park Arboretum inm which tha
conssrvational, education, and recreationsl
oppartunitles are anticipated and plamnsd for
in & very deliberate fashion. The master plan
eoprasacts & vislcn for the next 10 ysars. &

plian built upon the criginal 1934 parcner

between the University of Washington and the
Ciey of Seattle, Twice-logged land in tha
oimated plan was crafted in to am arborecan and
a park. The Washington Fark Arborestum has

served the CTity and cthe University wall Tha

Van Palt, Corbstt & Assoclates

101 Yealer Way 505 & Seatble, WA * 206-683-9339
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L

DORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

madter plan provides a deliberate approach Eo
cha fucure of this sondacful EeaouccHs. Thank
o]

HR. GALT: Thank yoa, My, Hinckley., The
next speaker in Dalmen Mayer, who will chen be

followsd by Roger Lorensen and by Rox Barnstt

“Eratemend HI3 ETATEMENT OF DALMEN MATER

DALMEN MAYER: My nasa s Dalmen Mayer,
O-A-L-M-E-H;, Mayer, M-A-¥-E-R.

The most astonishing snviroomental impact
in chis cockamanie achems is Sce total
cloglessness regarding the Washingron Park
Creak The drainage basin which extends to
Yamlar che drainags beyond im imeo che
Dgwamish river and Elliott Bay. The cresi
tallingly but incorrectly called Arboretum
Creaik in the plan, was an all-year sLream
ranning northbound along Martin tather Eing Eay
to Laks Unlon, rigragglng sorth feom che acill
visible stands of populsr tress o near Marcin
Lather King Schoal,. whete there i8 a waterfall,
to one of che enda of chs Washington Park play

field.

And 20 peccent of the stresn's flow that

van Pelt, Corbett & Aesociates

101 Yesler Way S05 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9338

H23. Dalmen Mayer

H23.1—The
description offered
essentially concurs
with the description in
the EIS, except that
the EIS notes that
approximately 56% of
the runoff areain the
natural watershed has
been diverted to the
city storm drain.
Thank you for your
description of
watershed conditions
outside the current
drainage area.

&6

DEAFT EIS HEMAING, £-15-00

im oot diverted to the Sesttle sewer system
flows into tha Japaness Cardsn, thence chroagh,
under the agqueduct into Lake Washirgiom. This
irmaiie waterabed i plainly bordered by Yesler
Hay sasC on cha Sound. Thare I8 & relaciwely
steep slope om the sast to the divide at 34ch
Averus ranning north, iecluding the Bush School
area. Om the wast it is immenss: Horth froe
Taalar Way at 16th Avenue and 17th almost to
Oroup Health, ot Cecera

Mashington Park Cresk, is officially past
of che Lake Washington watershed., WRI Bo. 8
It im designated in the salmon recovery sct
Thormton Creek is another sach creek that can
b referanced of the urban waterabeds webmite
The plan calle o daylight the creak. This im
ancther prepostercus cosmetic project
reminiacent of a bygone era, which the plan

reprepents in nmumerows other inatancss It im

incent on teaching us soms svolutliomary
blology

F.5. 1 thought the University of
Washington was baing supporced by che state te

teach macriculated studemts, oot ordinary

totally clueless to bicdiversity but devilishly

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates

0l Yealar Way SO05 * Saarcls, WA * J06-682-5339

H23.4—See the response to comment 23.1.

H23.2—The speaker
may be referring to
the Tri-County
Salmon Recovery
Plan. Arboretum
Creek may be
considered for
salmon recovery
purposes, but because
of the limited flow in
summer months and
other factors, it is not
astrong candidate for
funding as asalmon
habitat restoration
area under that plan.

The proposal would
increase streamflows
in the creek by
reconnecting storm
sewers south of the
park to the stream.
Thiswould be
accomplished only if
water quality and
other stream
dynamics can be
addressed.

H23.3—Comment
acknowledged.
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&7
ORAFT EIS HEARTHO, &-15-00

citizens If washington Park is to be properly
Faatored, aa Lt sasema it lasvicably will Be
given the King County respomse to the salmom
recovery act, move undsr Che agueduct must be
removed. The last mile of it to ite pressnt
cerminus at I3rd Avenue seems a small sacrifice
far recovery of the salmon.

The present plan would have us £111 in the
flow in the directions of traffic. But
insvicably the road mist g0, aimply Decauss the
siream can be so sasily restored to ite nactural
wonder with spasning saleson. Ome creek om Lake
Washingron has got such salmom inm only a
500-foot stretch restored at the mouth.

It'm & full mila from the Japanaes Gardsn
to Lake Washington. Washingron Fark Creel
represents & an snvironmental impact that has
in fact becoms protected under the salmon

recovery act, passed long after the present

plan was hatched by usknows hortlsultural

genioses and providencial benefactors. The
present plan would physically rip out aed
recrganise one of the greatsst treasures of
Seattle, a treasure that presently beloogs 50

percent to the Beattle Parks Department And

van Pelt, Corbett & Aasociates

101 Yeslor Way S05 * Seattle, WA * J10E-E582-5338

H23.5—Comment
acknowledged.

L]

ORAFT EIS HEARING., 6-15-04

curning it into & courist trap i crime, shame,
and thia cockamsmis schems to educate
out-of -towners and students of the Seaccle
public achoals, which irstitecicn e alyeady
being paid to educate the stwdent populacion of
Seattle. by the way, an idea that would destroy
cthe bisdiversity that ths arboretusm has
presently got in rare abundance. The plana
carget population ie tourists who are footwear
impaired or ocherwise unable to gt arcand
eapily and represents bubris found on a scale
found Erequently in Seattls

MR. GALT: Tima'sm up, HMr. Mayar.

DAIMER HMAYER Thanks

ME. GALT: Lat's cakwe abour a thres Lo

five minute break in place, though If you

haver't spoksn yet, plesse don't leave becauss
we want to keep it goding.
(Brief recess.]

ME. GALT: DPleass taks yous seats, Will
Roger Lorenzen coms forward, pleass, to glve
his testimomy, Thank you, Mr. lLorenzen. I
will pemind you thar Mr, Lorenzen i golng to
be followesd by Rox Barnett, who'll be fol lowed

by Arthur Grey. Mr. Lorsnzen

van Pelt, Corbett & Resociates

101 Yesler Way 505 ¢ Saactle, Wh * 205-5B2-9335
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(1)
DRAFT EIS HEARING, £-15-00
Tistement i34 STATEMENT OF ROOER LOREHEEN
ROGER LOREMIEN: My name s Roger
Lorenzen, L-0O-R-E-H-Z-E-H.
MR T I'm an arborebtum menmber and hawve been for

oh, wix, sight yeacrs and lntend ©o be for the
rest of my life. I think tha EIS ahould be
accepted im full the way it is writtem. And I
chink the option co & nothing is an abeued
option; and assuming that Seatcls grows at cho
presant rate that it has im our lifetime in
Seattle, considering doimg mo addicicnal
upgrades to our beasutiful arborecum is oot
logical nar Fealonable.

I fesl that the land grab that was, Chat
was vocalized sarlier is actually the opposice
of the way it was described, chat many of the
immediate neighbors feel that, as it'm their
backyard, chey have a more drematic input om
how Ssattle, one of Ssatcle's mosr majescic
parks should interresct with their immediace

neighbachood whea, En [ect, it belongs to the

enclre clty and cthe esvircemsnt throughous
Hi4 2 I think the EI5F should perhaps ask various

garden clubs -- I'm seabar of pussrcus -- L

VaE Pelt, Corbatt L Asmoclates
101 Yealer Way S0% * Ssattle, WA * J0€-682-9333

H24. Roger
Lorenzen

H24.1—Please note
that the no-action
aternative is defined
asfollowing the
existing (1978)
master plan, which
aso calsfor
upgrading some of
the exhibits.

H24.2—The master
plan process has
included meetings
with many garden
clubs, who provided
comments similar to
those you offer here.
The proposed master
plan was developed,
in part, in response
to thisinformation.

URAFT E1E HEARING, 6-15-G0

thare i adeguats Facilities for garden clube
for Seattle members, to parcicipate in chair
various activities I know, as a group leader
for a garden club within the arboretum, that we
literally have lost space within our osm
AFrBOFetuf Lo CARTY Om dur own meetings due ko
lack of space. The few small buildipgs thas
are suggested for the arboretum are necessary
and nesded and would be tremsndously utilized
by the people of Seattle and should ba

considered in full the way they are described

within the master plan. Thask ey

MR. GALT: Thank you, Hr. Lorenzsan. Our
naxt spsaker L8 Roz Barnett, to be followed
Arthur Orey, who will be followsd by Bolande

Chemebro

‘Siaramant KIS STATEMENT OF ROZ BARNETT
ROZ BARMETT: Wi, I'm Ros, Romie, Barnett,
B-A-E-H-B-T-T
I want ko say few a words abour educaciom.
A loc of people have used the word I think we
need to define it & litrle bie., I°ve bess an
art teschsr in Seattle for almoat 30 years; and

it'm vary clear to =8 chat cthers is a part of

Van Pelc, Corbsct & ASSoCiacas
121 Yesler Way 50% * Seactle, WA * J06-£83-9139

H25. Rosie
Bar nett

H25.1—Comment
acknowledged.

January 2001 Final EIS

373

Washington Park Arboretum Master Plan



Public Hearing Comments and Responses

L
DRAFT EIS HERRING, &-15-00

L HIET
canf

sach of @i which doss mot nesd sdusation, a
part which cries out mot to e Forced Eo
compare and contrast, to make distinctions, to
caregorize. This is & wild park which fusls
our creativity and our individuality, and that
in why we mesd corgesponding wildness in our
waorld.

It im far more ilostructive to wander
cutaicds che Limes im & park chat is
approximates wilderness, like che arborecuns,
than to b= reined in and tawght at e need to
eultivace che imsgimstlcon of our childeen, e
need a place, as Dawid Krauter, who is & graat
fathar. #ald to let our childrem just be, to
allow them not to have to listen Co o, Co 1ot
them be safe without femciog them in, to follow
thelr owm agendas, chat L8, to lsern in & more
porous environment, an emviromment in which
they are really interacting with the warld by
chair own lighte. This L9 absslutaly critisal

I'm not saying that if the arboretum is
changed, there will be outbreaks of vicleoce in
Seattle, but cur encire scoiety right now Le at
loss to explain why there is so mich violence

why the children are golng without espathy for

Yas Pelt, Corbatt L Assoclates

101 Tealesr Way 505 * Geattle, WA * 106-6831-5319

DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00

H2si | other human beings. Asd I balieve desply chac

g

LE wa deprive cursslwes of wild space, of open
space of no agendas, we are depriving curees]lwes
of knowing who we are. And when we know e
are, we know who ocher people are. We are far
more kind and civiliszed to each othar. &o it's
& wery, very big lesus. Thank you

MRE. QALT: Thank you, Mr. Barnett. The
next speaksr im Arthur Geey, wisa'l]l ba folloded
by Rolands Cheasbro, who'll be fol lowed by

Jobmathon Dubman .

“tmloeeeni 2§ STATEMENT OF ARTHLR GREY

ARTHUR CREY: I am Arthur Orey, spellsd
O-R-E-Y¥.

I guese =y thoughts are mainly direcced at

the guots, “scoplng.® close guoce. What

perturbs me. therefore, about this ardoretum
lagua la two-fold: ©Ona, there ls the wholly
nwarranced incrusion of proposed new
pite-consuming development within a dedica
and highly valusd naturalistic space and,
Washington Fark and the arboretum Le part of &

much larger and wital picturs which En once

Van Pelt, Corbat: & ARRGCiaCas

181 Yealar HWay 505 + Seabtle, WA * J06-682-923%

H26. Arthur Grey

H26.1—Please see
thefinal EISfor a
revised discussion of
impacts on historic
resources, including
the Olmsted Brothers
plan.
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) H26.2—Comment
DRAFT EIS HEARITHG, &-15-00 - acknowledged. DRAFT EIS WEARING, €-15-00 s
again being disregarded. I mean the Clmsted H2.2 | illustrate. I shall note only moms imsCances
park and boulsvard plan for che City of 2 s im the esast central part of the plan nearest to
Seattle, going back to the beginning of che 3 Lake Washington Park, The chroaology of o
cantuTy Wyopia about the sssocistion of ons 4 many of thess acte of paring away from che
and two 18 a big part of che fsaus here I H beauty of the systes began with the uniwersity,
think. I see as moat unfortunate anycthing that & which ab one time was traversed by the originsl
devalues this boad. Olmeted layout, extending from Lake Mashimgtom
More about the firer of chase, iscernal 8 Boulevard,
development -- it seems 8o unaynchromized to k. John Olmeced, che chief desigrar of che
che ascabl lahed naturs of Washington Pack, i6 10 plan made & prophetic statemant almost 100
the very limited area with which to maintain 11 yEars ago im 1%01. *It would Be uttecly
ite charscter. I sgees the spomsors have unbusinesslike, * he said, "for che city to
utEarly fatled to abhow wiy Ehale déveslogmant EFust Sarely to the goodwill and cordial
project is, A, consistent with the criginal i cooperation of Purure universivy offlciale. =
agresnent for aniversity use of che arboretum, unguate. We can ses what the frseways have
and, B, it is utterly undemcnscraced chac che 16 done; and I would say that if the propossrs
university proposal in its aggregate provide 7 want o do something, let cthem walt usbil the
any kind of social bansfit comparable to the L8 northern part of Washington Park can be
havoo being created. L9 reuniced with che maln body. Let them work Lo
Othere have sxpressed, many expressed placs a lid ower 530, Let them creates a space
chess views more completsly, sloguently chen I 21 whiekh can accommodate these new activities in &
have, and I want to pass on to the second FF location nearer to the fiow of teaffic. Thank
point Cves Ehe years, the various divergent 2l You .
objectiven have fed like piranhas tesring lnco 24 ME_ GALT: Thask you, Me. Gray. Next is
the corpus of the Olmatsd system. Let ma 25 Rolande Chesebro, followed by Johnathon Dubman,
van Felt, Corbett & Asscclates van Pelt, Corbect & Associstes
Tealer Way 505 * Seattle, WA * I0E-5B82-3333 101 Yeslar Way 505 * Bsarcle, WA * J06-682-9110
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ORAFT EIS HEARING, &-1%-00

HI7A

whatll be followsd by Ted Holliges.

“Swamant HIT STATEHMENT OF ROLANDE CHESERED

FOLANDE CHESEERD: Throughoub my
involvement in listening Eo the origimal plan
and now this, I'm geally -- and I'®m very #trock
in ths smvironment impact statemsnt -- of fow
uncreative cur responses to these problems seem
o e and how we don't Ssam Co be looking at
past mistakes we've made in terms of
evardevelopment sclutions Lo quots/unguots
problems. Ic's just astousnding oo me.

I'd like to focus, just make a perscmal
comment on the teaching aspect and che peed for

classrooma . I am one of the two mothers who

developsd the gardsn program at MoGilvwra snd

worked with the kids gardesing and, in fact
took mamy field trips to the arboretum with che
children and, in fact, availsd ourselves af a
very nice program; simple program, that the
arboretum has in place for taking kide on field
crips. Thare aze four diffecent programa Chat
are -- one's focused on the swamps and one‘a
focused on tha {orests -- and Ehers are very

aimpls, wery wonderful programs that could be

van Pelt, Corbett & Aesocisces

101 Yesler Way 508 * Ssaccle, WA * 204-682-9330

H27. Rolande
Chesebro

H27.1—Comment
acknowledged.

DREAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00

el oped .
To me, ic's absurdly complicated to think
of transporting students from all over Ssattle
from clanarooms into another classpoosm., Jt
seens obvicus cthat the arboretum ataff could
come into classroons where the kids are already
locatsd and ds Asy kisd of preparatory
sducation and projects with them. Amd chen che
big atiraction of tha arboretium im the
arborecum, and I agres very scrongly wich
everyone that says we would destroy chat which,
that which wa're going Lo study and supposedly
which we‘re crying o Crescs & senss of
understanding and value in these kids.
wi're dodng it is 0o deastroy, develop &
chunk of it. It just boggles my mind.
sedns 8o ridiculous, Anyesy, thank you,
MR, GALT: Would you apell your last nams
for the court reporter. please.

EOLAMOE CHESERRG:; C-H-E-S-B-B-R-0, Thank

MR. GALT: Thank you. The next speaker is
Jehnathon Dubman, followed by Ted Holliger and
chen FPenmy Lewls. Mr, Cubman,

wan Pelt, Corbett & Associatens

101 Yesler Way S05 * Ssattle, WR * Z06-681-311%
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ORAFT EIS HERRTWG, &-15-00

Shatamaal Wil STATEMENT OF JOMMATHAN DUmsan

JOHHATHAN DUBMAN: My nama L8 Jobhnathan
Dubman, D-U-B-M-A-N I'll submit this in
wricren form o well.

And I'm a resident of the Montlake
neighborhood, thowgh I have been & freguent
visitor o the arborstum [OFf mANy MOCS Years
than I've lived omar it. I've commuted chrough
it, paddled chrough it, exploced it, and walked
through many timess. Ic's & cresasurs and
special place and continulng discovery for me
and many ochars I have broughe with ms, |
approve of efforte o maintainm & delicate
balance of uses in the srboretum, including
soiencific ressarch as well a8 Pecreation
approve in principle bike pathe paraliel ro
Laks Waaghinguon Boulsvard, the completion of
the Foster Island trall from Mohal under 520
and reuss of the unused 530 rampe for
pedeatrians and bikes.

mfortunately, thers are slements of the
proposed master plan that are not only
axpanEive and unseceRsary, but sctually hindes

the use of the park for both recreation and

icience Thess includs paving over more of the

141

Van Pelt, Corbett & Aseoclates
Yealer Way 50% * Ssattle. WA * J06-682-9138

H28. Johnathan
Dubman

H28.1—Please see
revised text in the
final EIS regarding
transportation and
aesthetic impacts.

DRAFT EIS HEARTRZ, &-15-88

park for cars and constructing showplecs

bulldings, which, bath of which would,

things that make the arboretum worth wisiting

in the number of parking spaces. Alvhaugh tha
lote may Fill up for a few hours in the middle

of the day, on sunoy weekecds in the peak of

unussd. To che sxtemt that the loes do £411
mow, increasing parking would reduce the
Incentive for arboretum visitors to walk, biks,

oF cake public Transit And most importantly,

the more we pave the park, the leas park we

hawve £o visir. It means less space for
botanical specimens. Lesa space for
feCrRAL lon

Tha arborstum alresdy suffers f{rom being
bimected by a major freeway and a major
arterial, Cars are too visible a presence am
it stands, and I cbject o any actics chat
imvites more of them.

I ebject to expanded meeting facilitiesn

and office mpace at Craham Visiter Ceantes

There are better ways to accommodate tChe

Van Pelt, Corbestt & Associates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Ssactle, WA * 206-682-9339
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DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00

arboretun’'s nesads The Museum of HisEsry and
Industey will scon be savlng downtowsn, leavieg
cnly ite archives in the current buildimg.
This will fees up & subatantisl asount of roon
in a fine buildiog adjacent to the arboretuem
wWhile the site is under consideratiom for use
a8 che new location for the axpardsd Most laks
Branch Library, it is far from guarantcesd that
location will ba chosen; and even allocating
5,000 sguare feer for chac, chere i@ mcill
plenty of room left over that could be used for
arboretium offices and mesting mpace,

But the most shockingly objectionable past
af the pléin i the Madrona Terrace development,
which would dascre)y & serens area of che park
and replace it with a 60-car parking loz and
praw] ing sducational cEnter A E0-car parking
lot and sducational center axist today, right
next to the Foster Island trail in the Mohai
Building which could surely be pescdeled in a
titting way for a small fractice of the cost of
constiucting the Madrona Terrace facility It
im folly to spend millions of dollacs
constracting a redandant building chat replaced

what it is trying to teach about Thank you

van Pale, Corbett & Rssccistes

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * J0&-803-913%

H28.2—See the
response to comment
9.4.

H28.3—Comment
acknowledged.

DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00

MR. GALT: Thank you, Mr. Dubman.

Rext is Ted Holliger, who'll be followed
by Penny Lewis. who'll be followed by Gretchen
Lambasyt .

STATEMENT OF TED HOLLIGER

TED AOLLIGER: I am Ted Holliger.
He=L-L-I-G-E-E.

And I'm here to defer to all of the
beautiful ressoning, &t cectera, that has taksn
place in favor of the no action alcemmacive an
this plan And I'm just sort of left with a
totaily self-serving stacemsnt which is Leave
oy park alone, fellows., T kpow, I know a lot
of folks around meed & place Co go. We doa'p
need any moTe pavement or any more budldingm.
Thank you.

ME, GALT: Thank you, Mr. Holliger

Haxt 18 Penmy Lewls, who'll chen be

followed by Gretchen Lambart,
Charles Lambert,

St W20 ETATEMERT BY PEMNY LEWIS

PENNY LEWIS: My nams ls Penoy Lewlis.

last name"s spelled L-B-W-I-5.

¥am Pelt, Corbett & Amsocistes

10L Yemler Way 505 * Seactle, WA * 206-681-931%
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ORAFT EIS HERRING, &-135-00

I come here as a citizen who's lived in
Seattle for more than 3§ years. and most those
years were lived in Madison Park. Tha
arboretun was my local park Tow can look at
my family album and sae plotured of eoccer
games witnessed there. You can see pictures of
girl scout troops visiting the Japanese garden
ey family portraice takes altting on the
ptairwsy in the middle of the park 1
#Lill apand almose evary Sunday sorning walking
throogh the arborecum. IC's an imporT place
to me, for pesce, for understanding, for just a
place Lo ger away.

What I've learned im the last few years is
what & ereasure it I8, 1 had no idea what was
available co many pecple, basides jusc
citizems of Beattle: The knowledge that's besm
galned over the many years of plants being keps
track of, the mamy plants from all over che
world, and the whole sense of what is awailable
in locking ar something and sayimg, yes, That
will fit my yard or; po. it won'c because it's
Ea big or it grows beare and it grows in Chile
too, len't that exciting, things like chat chat

a pormal person can really appreciate. Mamy of

van Pelt, Corbett & Associates

101 Yeslar Way 505 * Seattle, WA * J10E-8682-53118

H29. Penny Lewis

H29.1—Comment
acknowledged.

B2

ORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

those things are not available to the common,
ordinary parsss esalking chroogh the arbo

Yes, it nesds co be preserved. I we
leave Lt che way it i8 and do nothing, no
actiom, the tress that get old and dia, juss
like humans get old and die, will do just thac.
It naeds to be replesisksd. It neesds to be
done in a way that is plamned For amd chat
people really will understand, So that whan my
great grandchildren are in Ssaccle and want to
o and see something wonderful and peaceful, it
will scill be thers. Thank you,

MR. CALT: Tharmk you Me. Lawla Wt
Gratchan Lambact, who will folllowed by
Charles Lambast, who'll be [ollowsd by Kate

Aoooevelt

Eratatmer:) W) STATEMENT OF JRETCHEN LAMBERT

GREETCHEN LAMBERT: My name is Sretchen
Lambgrt, L-A-M-B-E-R-T.

I live in northwest Seattle. Howewsr, I
Crequent the arboretun at least onoe o week,
usually more often. I would like to corment
very briefly on the stated chjectiwe for

renighe, pamely the gquatefunquaste the merite of

Van Palc, Corbett L Asmociites

101 Temler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * J06-883-9319

H30. Gretchen
Lambert

H30.1—Comment
acknowledged.
Please seethe
response to comment
H 8.1 above.
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ORAFT EIS HERRING, &-15-00 DRAFT EIE HEARING, 6-15-00 o
1 HMT) el DEIS. T agres with rhess wha have said whers they can bave those meeting, mot im the
2 e that the arboretum requiress a graat deal of arboretan, [ s in favor of using the Maseun
¥ maintenance to keep just the way it is. that of Himtory and Industey a8 an adjunct meeting
4 i, to replace aging tress and to keep the place if such be pnesded or for office space. 1
L health of the plants in good shape Plants, an in favor of the no actiom alceveative. 1
£ erwkd, do get ald.  They nesd replacing. believe that the Olmsted brothers had a
) That said., I am very much opposed Lo any wonderfial vision, They knew what they were
] building. any futures parking lots, any doing. And I hope cthat coday s city fatheza
8 increased parking lots. Correctly, we have will pleass pay attention to what the Clmsted
10 mary =mall, incomspdcuous, user-friendly, brothers’ foresight and planning was all about
ii avallable, accessible parking lote in the If it weren't for them, w8 wouldn't sves have
12 arborstum. I agres with chose haes tonight whe 1 the Washington Fark today. It would be
13 have said chat no matter how many times we complately developed. [t was dus to their
14 visit the arboretum, those parkisg loftm are not foresight that we even bave this large open
15 full. It is very, very infrequent that svery 1 space for pecple, [or contemplation as I use it
16 parking space is taken, And I hope that the myself. Thank you.
17 poople who are making che DEIS and any changes MR, GALT: Thank you, Ms. Lambart Baxt
18 will sctually spend a great desl of time in chs i Charles Lambart, who will be followed by
19 arboratum counting che nuser of urussd parking E Eate Roosevelt, who'll be followed by Mr. oz
a0 ppaces ©o actually document whether mors ars M. Boraslli, HMr. Lasbere,
a really nesdsd, I'm very, very oppossd -- again H31 Charles
2 I wisk to repeac -- co apy furcher Building and : “Gistamant HF ETATEMENT OF CHARLES LAMBERT Lambert
23 any destructica of the arboretum asm it is now. CHARLES LAMBERT: I'm Charlea Lambert,
4 If mestings, if psople wish to have L-A-M-B-E-R-T. H31.1—Comment
2% mewcimgs, Chers are many places in Seattle i | And the envircmmental impact statement as aCknOWledged
¥an Pelt, Corbett & Assoclaces ¥an Pelt, Corbett & Amscciates
101 Tesler Way $0% * Ssattle, WA * J06-682-9319 101 Yesaler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * Z06-682-5335
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LL BE

DRAFT E15 HEARING, 6-15-

ORAFT EIS HEARTHG, &-15-00

it stands today calls for imcreased parking tell you that I. in my spare time. 1 proudly

space by dolpg away with soee lots and building marva an the traamurer of eha Arks

sthar, larger onad. It calls for increassd Foundation, which is chs friends' group which

signage, s nusber of sguare meters of incressed devotes countless volunteer hours and mamy

gignage, & great deal of that. It calls for an dollars to che care and fesding of che

increase in the mmber of buildings. And in Washington Park Arboretum, the group of which I

I am proud to be a part of .
I'm & SHACTle Feaidant I'va darived H32.1— Comment

eountless benefice from the Washington Fark acknow|edged

Arborstun during the 11 or ao years that I°ve

the current environmental impact statement, it
im calking about chese balss ao significan:
impacts of all of thess changes.

I woigld aay chat thera is no such thing aa

na significanc impact and that I favor the no liwed here. And tonight I would Like oo secord

my agresment with the findinge of the Oraft E

action altermative. Thank you.

ME. GALT: Thank you Mr. Lasbert Kace of che Re i Hascar Plan for che Washingtom

Roosevelt, followsd by Mr. or Mo. Borsslli, Fark Arborestum. Am such, I emthusiastically

will b followed By Marina Skwmanich or Auppart the prefersed alternative considersd 1n

sonathing closs. 1 apologize, agein, for the DEIS, chat i@, the ABGC plan.

pomeons I'm oot doing a good job with. By the same Coken, I believe many of
alearnatives to tha ABGT plan, particularly the

H32. Kate Roosevelt : proposals to place additional space for wuch

nesded administrative, conservatiocm, and

Ma. Boossvell,

“Statemerdt 32 ETATEMENT OF KATE ROCSEVELT

EATE ROOSEVELT: Thank you. Oood svening maincenance SCalf apd equipnent offaice would

do a great digservice to the long-term care and

My name is EKate Roosevelt, R-0-0-5-E-¥-E-L-T

I'm her= tomight £ speak to the drafc fending of Washington Park

snvironmencal impact scactemsnt for Washingron 1 wam dalighted but not surprised thac che

Park Arboretusm Master FPlan and I would like to Draft Enviroomental Impact Etatememt found that

Van Pelt, Corbstt & Assccistes

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
101 ¥ealar Way S05 * Ssarcle, WA * 206-682-5339

101 Yealey Way 505 * Ssattle, WA * 10&-682-533%
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H32.2—See revised
4 text in the Aesthetics
section of the fina

) I urge you move [oreard bn this process
ek iy T - mbatr gy £ Inolade’ 1n' kL H323—C0mmen'[ without delay, lest too wmuch more Time pasaes

1 T -f‘a | g
tiasl WI¥ PATRPRCELYE CF CONAXT 0B the aCknOWIedged in which mo action becomss the status quo. Ko
cocal area that would be affecced by che

ORAFT EIE HEAAIWG, &-15-00

DEAFT BEIS HEARING, £-15-00

i ¥ &b - - tiw
neither the ABIC plan nor the alternatives Eoulavard

would change che natural character of the park.

action does nothing to provids che Washington

building proposals in the ABGC plan as well as Ptk Asberarum with Bkl St edubip 1t

soss of the parking ismsuss chat you heacd about desparstely nesds. Mo wction sands an

e i e i oo unfortunace mERsage That Seatcle citizens are

caleulation fndicat hat cilitimm, 1
alculatlen caten that new facilities, and unwilling to invest the necessary rescurces to

s i3
Fpguin ERitarnbs mach nasded facilities thac care for cheir creasured and world-rencwned

are program and need-driven, would comstituce arborekie, - Thak: W

A ¥ - 330
ene quarter of 1 percent of the 310 acre park MR, GALT: Thank you, Ms. Roosevelt Hext

That's less chan half of an acre in & 230 acre in Borselli, who'll be followsd by Marina

- Parflird 1
park These facilicies. which would be added Ekumanich, who will be followed by Ann Farentc.

Es thé PAEK oVeE & 20 e 30 year pericd, would ME. Borsslll.

H33. Gregory
Borselli

grestly enhance the maintesance, plant

canservaticn, recrestion, and educational Biatement HIl ETATEMENT OF GEEGORY A. BORSELLI

accivities that cake place in the arborspum, GREGORY A, BORSELLI: My mame is Greg

L LWLy DELbDw: EOAE, R1LE ‘CITLEN af Borselli, B-0-R-B-B-L-L-I. I'®m & teacher in

Smattle and othar viealtors desscwe a park with

che Ballevus public schoala and & resident of

m i Ful & .
MDA sconswible tyalls: s felly functloming: snd Seattle. Currvestly our district Le adwasced in

F—— ik
free-{lowing stream, with opportunities to praparation of murclooior dewlopmet in the

visiy and learn from collecticna of thoeatensd area of che sciences to support the Washingtaon

and endangeresd plants, and with the opportumity Btabe Rassntis] Acsdemic Learming Rsquirsments,

ko bicyole safely alongaide Lake Washingtoo ERLES An a result of this, our district is

Van Pelt, Csrbett b Adasclatsas

Yealer Way S05 * Seattle, WA * J06-6832-5319 van Pelt, Corbett & Asscciates

10l Yesler Way 505 * Seatcle, WA * I06-682-5315
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ORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-135-00

currently working with the sducational
davelopers ar Mercer Sloogh to support BALESD
for the Tth and Bth grads programs. These
EALRS support anvironmental sclence education
Within the last year, the Bellevue mchool
curricular advisors for the sclences E-131 met
with the Seattls schaols' curriculum sdviser on
how to best abilize public parks to suppoet
aducat ion,

I fewl the EIS will help co provide more
rtadents with the opportunicy to learm from
Eheir savirorment and becoms excited snough to
recurn .o che arboretum and other parks with
friends and realitives b show them what they
had learned. Bellevue hag ics own parks o £t
dossn*t meed to ase the arborecum, bor ic would
like to. The Sesttle schools do need the
arboretum as well as the other parks.

f will provide more information to the
this commitces concernlng benchmarks 1, 2, amd
i1 for elementary school, middle school, and
high schocl in the areas of eovironmental
pciance and sclence studies for the Emssptial

Acadenic Learning Requirements of Washington

Btate That way you'll underatand what che

van Pele, Corbatt & Rassclates
10! Fesler Way 50% * Seattle, WA * J0€-6832-5318

H33.1—Comment

acknowledged.

DEAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00
—i

Hiaf| educatice that we nesd to have there.

vl

And am & side nots an & B the Ball do

I may it -- environmencal educator with cha
scouting program, in leading creks imto the
wilderness, I was pretty vigilanc abour making
sure that che scouts that went with me
respected the wildernesas. If they didn't ae
firmz, by che end of wesk, they did It"s hard
o get a student imvolved just ofice Fema ' v
goc o caks chem oub thers many times. I had
the opportunity to have them for & week-long
pericd overnight., 1 don't know Lf I'11 ewver
get that opporconiey is che public schoal

syAtem, but that's the directiom I'd Like co

g
MR. GALT: Thamk you, Mr. Borsslli The
next speaker L8 Marins Skumanich, followed by

Afifi Paréint and tEhen by Larry Powelson.

“Statemerd Hld ETATEMENT EY MARINA SEIMANICH
MARINA SKIMARICH My name is Marina
Eumanich. That's M-R-R-1-H-K, lagt naos
Skumanich, 5-E-U-M-A-B-I-C-H.
I'm here comight o Behalf of the Sesttle

Aadubon Bociety to share with you cur avesall

van Pelt, Corbett & Associaten
101 Yesler Way 505 * Ssattle, WA * Z06-681-F33%

H34. Marina
Skumanich
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ORAFT EIS HEARIRG, &-1%-00

perapsctive on che drafc EIS for the arboretum
plan. As you know, Seattle Audubom im
comnitEed 6 Ehe protection and enjoyment of
urban wildlife and matural lasd, Tn sddivios,
we have long been supporters of che cicy's
parks and open space, It is with thees valuss
in mipd that we maks our comments Tomight.
Geattle Audubon will be submitting more
derailed comsenca im wriclsg., but in che
following comments I would like to briefly
towch on five key issues that we beliesve are
sasential Co preparing am BIS chat will ba
truly useful in the overall arboretum
declalon-making process.

First, the Draft EIE repressnts a vary

good charscterization of the baseline resources

of tha Haahington Park Arbozetum. Leses clear

im whether the Drafc EIS provides a
canaistently useful amalysis of fepacts ta
thase resources under the alternatives. In
peveral instances the analysis of the impact or
lack of impact appears Lo ba rather supecficial
and ansubscanciated. It is not sufficisnt to
declare that an altermative will or will mot

kave & significant impact. The EIS must

Var Palr, Corbact & Aasoclstss

101 Yealer Way S0% * Smazcle, WA * 206-682-9319

H34.1—Comment
acknowledged.

93
DORAFT EIS HEARING, 6-15-00

HM.1]| provide the reasoming behind that declaratiosm.
Sgcond, as A related point, the Draft EIS

#isd | conpistently evaluates the snvirorsental

impacca of sach plasned elesent separacely,
examining bulldings meparately from packing
separately from landscape features, et ceLera,
This {8 ussfel but incomplete Particularly
given the scope of che changes sevisioned ir
tha plan. the EIS sust also evaluate the plan

an & whole, Por it i@ saly if the context of

the whole plan thar the envircomencal egas
are relevant. Por example, in the mection on

impacts to plants and snimals, while impacts

ative to the individual plan elemsncta are
deacribad, noshers is the comilative effect of
each impact considered. Clearly. the EIS must
addzemn thin Lasus,

M3 Third, the svalustion of Llepacte must
consider both short-term and long-term impacta

Tha Tact that the plan would be implemenced

over several years may, Indeed, snsuce, as
stated on page 107, that impacts oocureing af
ary one tims will be limited. the changes

oocurring at a gradual pace. Howsver,

regardless of how limited and gradual,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Amsooiastes
101 Teslear Way 505 + Seactle, WA # J06-EB3-5335

H34.2—Seethe
response to
comment 19.2.

H34.3—Seethe
response to
comment 4.24.
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DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-1%-00

short-term impacts have the pocantinl to
accumulate to the podnt of leaving lasting
lesg-tars dEmage. This poasibl]lity needs Eo
exclusively sddressed by the EIS

Fourth, Seattle Asdubon submits that the
lasdacaps changes, L.8, the sxhibits, pooposed
by thes ABGC plan are extensive; and, depsnding
upon bow these changes are implemsnted. they
have the potentisl to redically affecc warious
envirommental attributes, including
particularly urban hablitat and water rescurces
Given the significance of this plas slemsenc, it
is sssential that the EIS provide one or more
aleernatives to the ABRC plan, relative to
landscape features that represent redwced
scope, that is, slternatives with more moderate
changes in plant exhibits. This is notably
absent in the, im the draft BIS.

Fimally, Ssattle Audubon maat SRpeAL our
position on the siting of new buoildings within
the Mashington Park Arboretum. Given the
cricical need for opan space withim ouwr

community, Seattle Audubon strongly believes

that propasals to replace open space with

buildings and ispervious surfsces should be

van Pelt, Corbstt & Associates
101 Yealer Way 508 * Ssatble, WA * J0£-682-9318

H34.4—The no-action
alternative includes
continued maintenance
and some renovation of
the arboretum, with
only alimited number
of new exhibits.

H34.5—Comment
acknowledged.

EL]
DRAFT BIE HEARIRG, &-15-00
—rs S

Higs] locluded in the Master Plan only with clear and
ool | compalling justificaticn and only sfter cther
alternatives have been explored and fully
desmed infeasible. The Drafc EIS as wricten,
does not give sufficient arcention to cha

anvircnmental and community values that will be

in

adverasly affected be new building sited with

the arboretum, particular tha proposed Madsona

Tegrace, Thank you,
ME. GALT: Thank you, Ma. Skumanich
Ann Paremt, who'll be Eollowed by Larecy
Powwlecn, whe'll be Followed by Pacrici

Crockstt

Siatemert WTA STATEMENT OF ANN PARENT

AMN PARENT: My name im Parenot,
P-A-R-E-H-T.

WIaq I'm speaking abcout & more from an
emct ional point of view, as B user of the
Washington Park Arboretum When [ hear ths
word "developnent, ® I get really worsied:
Buildings, more parking, destruction of
standing tres groups, 1 don't think thae i

what we need in the year 2000. We need justc

the opposite, and Seatile has parke that are

van Pelt, Corbett & Asscciates
101 Yesler Way 50% * Seattle, WA * J06-682-5339

H35. Ann Parent

H35.1—Comment
acknowledged.
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25
DRAFT HLIE HEARING, &-15-00

H358.1
e

nok well maintained I'm thinking of ooe of
tha parks which I used to go oo and enfoy. You

can't even go near it, apd that is the park off

cha frasway En che Intermaticaal Districe Ehat
has bacome just litcered wich dircy pecple

And why would you want to bring more people
ints the arboretum by car and encourage them ko
destroy this jewal.
g

ME. OALT: Thank you, Me. Pagent Haxr is

I'm sorry. That's noe

Larry Powelson, who'll be followed by Pacricia

Crockett and then by Neal Lessesnger

"Sliemant HA  STATEMENT OF LARRY POMIELSON

HIG 1

LARRY POWELEOH: Talking sbout the naw
signage on Azalea May, there's an article about
i in the Seatele Times. § Bad additicnasl
copies, but they seem to have all disappeared.
So the rest of you &re on your own

My nams i Larry Poweloon,
F-0-W-B-L-5-0-N,

I'd like stast by talking about Ehe
charactecization of thim lmsus as a

neighborhood versus regional one. Hothing is

Van Peli, Corbett & Associstes

151 Yaalar Way 505 = Searcle, WA = 20£-6082-3338

H36. Larry
Powelson

H36.1—Please see
revised text in the final
EIS regarding major
conclusions and areas
of controversy.

DRAFT EIS MEARING, &-15-00

L]

furcher from the truth. We from, cha APPC Bas

sugporters all over Seattle. Feople who find

out about this master plas are searly uniforaly

appallied that new buildings are being
connidered; and just becaass Eoday's. tonight's
mescing has oaly tws peopls from West Ssattle,
we phould mot imfer that the rest of the
realdents from wWest Seattle support the ABGD
plan.

What this really is about is whether the
Washirgton Park Arboratul (8 & Suseon or &
park, whether it is a single-use
pingle-appreciation facility or & muti-use
facilicy that all ciclzens can enjoy. Thare La
an arboretum in Washington Park amd Washingron
Park i8 & much better place becauss of it
It's a beauciful park. It Es. I chink, che
most beautiful park in Seattle, and it is
baauriful precisely bacauss of ths work the
Arboretum Poundation has dome to maintain the
arborstun., And I'm very apprecistive of that
Deaximg AL @ dei
In the Draft EIS, it says chat che

cbjectives for recreatiomal use, thac

recreaticnal eee I8 coneis with arbocetism

VaE Palr, Corbare L Asscolaten

101 Yealer way 50% » Ssatele, WA * 204 -682-911%

H36.2—See the
response to
comment 4.8.
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H36.3—Seethe
97
DRAFT EIS HEARING, &£-15-00 Zegpon$to Comment DRAFT KIS HEARING, 6-1%-00
i :f::: use, In the scoping process, Faul Slbheon = 1 kida from the Eaatmide, ales the pew srborstuns
E | requested char it also stated that arboretum H36.4—See the proposed in Preston and Carmatice. ALl thess
3 usé im conaistent with the recreational use response to mast ba considered before we can just accept
4 #nd Clem Hamilton sgreed that that was a good comments 2.1 and 15,000 students as the numbar that it°s going
5 ides. Mowsver that statemsnt does not appesr 3.21. to be, Thank you.
[ in the Draft EIS. The [inal EIS must sLale 5 ME. QALT: Thask yoa, Mr, Powelson. The
7 that the arboretum use must be consi with T last two speakers eXCuBs ma. Thare will be
[ the recreacicnal use. and it must deline what ' three more, The next one will be Patricia
= that recreational use is. And, among cther Crockecc, who will be followed by Beal
in Wiy ] uses, I believe that that means that a lot of Lessenger, who will be followed by Mary
11 pecple use Washington Park ad & respite from A fwaracs,
12 the works of man and that, if we have 50 more ..
13 additional sxhibite of the nature that ars viii ‘Statamant WiT STATEMENT OF PATRICIA CROCEETT g?géklztatt”c'a
nd described in there, ir well ba ispossibls co 3 PATRICIA CROCEETT: Mello, My nams is
i5 escape the fack that this is a botanical i Fatricia Crockett, C-R-0-C-K=E-T=T H371_C0mment
LE diaplay . k Back in 1934 or '35, before I was alive, a acknow|edged
HIE 4 One other statemant im that iE says that L7 friend of mlne was ome of the founders of the
1] 15,000 stwdents a year will be going through arboretum; and you koow ohe liksd planza. I
19 the arboretum. The final EIS muat substantists like plants; and I ses the arboretun as a
10 that Eigure with, by discussions with educators - maseun, a great big mussum, And st tha
il aid the Saattle schoal syeten and inclode 2 wonderful thinge about it, as Charlie Chong
12 figures on the current mumber =f sEudes maptioned, ie that i& dowsnct cost anything to
Fil the current competing educatiomal facillcies im ger there, And I went te Kew Gardens a couple
14 Carkesk Park, Lincoln Park, Discovery Park, S wasks ago. It coat me & pounds and my husband
8 ansd, if they conaldar bringlng in pecple fros § 1/2 pounds Eo get thers, to be thare
101 Tﬂl!il:? ::}téﬂ?ﬁ;:lh:‘-ﬂ:ﬁltlg;“-'“'"'“""“ 101 n-T::' :::-!iugﬁsb:::t:1:-ﬁL:T:;5-nsz-93:‘:—
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DRAFT EIS HEARTNG, £-15-00

And the arboretum is & wonderful place;
and a8 & museum, wuseums have to be kept up.
Wow, that means that you hawve to keep up the
pacheays. How, this meseun e the arboretowm la
one I can't cake my mother-in-lsw to. She used
to be able to walk around, She used to go
thars. But pow there are steps. and she can'c
go up and down the steps B0 one of the ideas
in the Arborecum Master Plan was to essoth oue
thoae patbways and allow people to delve
wheslchairs back and forth around them

The othar thing I s when [ 9o to Ehe
arboretum onoe O teice & wesk is buases
filling up the pasking lot of, well, they'rs
filling up che drivewsy st chs Crabam Visiro:s
Center. And tbe busses comtain -- they don't
L1l it up For vesy long They leawve, and I
don'c imow where chey go. Bur rhers's no placs
to park for tEhew. Bt they leave students

Lots of lictle kids go theve, and thay lesve

adultes from ou ide the area.

Mouw [ bring sy Irlends frome cutelde the
Ares thare, but ['d like te Bring my
mother-in-law there becauss she'd like to be

thers I can't because all she could go ko is

van Pelt, Corbect & Assocliaces

101 Yemler Way 505 + Ssattle, WA * 206-£03-933%

ORAFT EIS HERRING, 6-15%-00
——

Hi7.7 | one of thaas

tele parkimg lots. Thet dossnt
work It works for one man co bring hia wifa
Ex &l1 these Little parking lote, but she can'c
get out of che car because thers's oo place for
her to go.

And #o put LAm the batter parking for
buspes, yes. And pur in che pachusys that ace
part of this master plan. That's & greac idea.
Amd put & biks pach right next to Che drivewsy
whers people rush along Washingron Park
Boulevard to get Eo the fresway so they can go
sant. That's & troubles at che arboretum. ALl
tbens people are trying oo drive, reshing
through the arbocetum; and they can't be there

The soccer fleld at the end, fine. Let-s
have the plante maintained. There im locm of
weads around, lote of those weeds. of noxious
weeds that I ses arcund che edges. But we need
& whole lot more to be dons for the Arboretum
just to kEeap it wp. Like a Family house, LF
the family grows -- and Seattle has grosm

there needs to be another room for the family.

Thamks. Bys.
ME. OALT: Thank youw. Ms. Crockett. The

fiext speaker will be Heal Lessenger, who will

Van Palt, Corbatt & Aseoclaces
101 Yesler May 505 * Seattle, WA * J08-882-9133
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DREAFT RIS HEARING, &-15-00

be followsd by Mary Twersom. And 1 was giwes
one additicoal mame that's Carl Lipkin, the

third speakes.

“Fhedmmend AP STATEMENT OF NEAL LESEENGER

LESSENCER; My mams's Neal Lesssnges
It's spelled M-E-A-L, L-E-5-E8-E-N-0-E-R.

I'm a resident here in Seactle. amd I live
in ths Meadowbrook nsighborhood, about five
miles porth of the arboretum in Washington
Park. I have sat kare tomlght. [ have
listened to those folks who are alss ie Favar
of the sdoption of the EIS and the recommended
actico stated chersim. I heard my argumsnts
and my statements whittled sway and stated by
other peacple. And therefore I'm only left with
saying that the arborerum la &4 very changlng
place, and it will be different 25 years from

noW B IC WAl 25 yeard ago, ] would expect we

wust proceed to that polnt in an cederly

fashion, with & plan a® presented by the ABGC
and discussed in the EIS. This is the plaa to
g0 with.

MR. GALT: Thask you, WHr. Lasssnger Mary

Iveraon.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Assocliates

I Yealer Way S05 * Searcls, WA * J06-683-9339

H38. Neal Lessenger

H38.1—Comment
acknowledged.

DRAFT EIE HEARIRG, E-1%5-00

‘Slatemant Hid ETATEMENT OF MAEY I[VERSON

HmaT

MARY IVERSON [ aleo live st ooms -- my
nams in spalled T-V-E-R-8-0-H. T live &t Boms
distance from the park And the park has been
aomething that's bean & real Lreasure in our
family for many years. Tha childras have groen
up. Mother oow I take from the nursing bome.

I caks her for rides, and we sTop at diffecent
viewpoincs and enjoy the scenery char once we
walked through. But, ¥od know, as I listen to
cha idea of sreating chis, thess paved pathwsys
and so forth, I know that my mocher, for a
fact, would be appalled &t altering the mature
of the park in ordar for her to be abls to
tootle around on wheels. She would prefer to
Ba abls Lo g0 to varicus viewpoints, as we do,
and drink in the ambience that we have kroum
and treasured from way back to smythimg Chat
would alter this situation. AsS & macter of
fact, just now. I have was late helping to feed
her at the narsing home; and she was very much
incearssced im my coming here becssss, whan ahe
heard that there was & building being planned

for it. Erees to be cut down and more parking

Varp Pelt, Corbatt & Assoclates

191 Yealer Way 505 * Geattle, WA * JO&E-683-F319

H39. Mary
I verson

H39.1—Under the
proposed master
plan, pathsin the
park would be
surfaced primarily
with crushed rock,
as are many of the
paths at present.
The exception is
the proposed dual-
usetral. See
revisionsto the
proposed plan, in
Appendix A of the
final EIS. The
proposed plan also
reducesthe size
and number of
buildings and calls
for use of the
Museum of History
and Industry
(MOHAL) for some
functions.
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ORAFT E13 HEARTED, &-15-00 i DRAFT EIS HERRING, 6-15-00 e
croated, people brought in for classroom use. 1 H3ed] and hawe provided chat respite. that
ghe said, mo, this ip pot our arboretyusm, Ses 2 b unecractured respite from the kind of things
what you can say To keep It the way we hawve 3 that press on ua 1ln sveryday urban life
jmown it Tomorrow she'll be 160 years old L] 80 I would say it preserve as It 18 now,
! wal thaes in 1968 when wé CiTiEsns Char 5 or make minor sdjustmants, yes. Replace a tres
fought the B. H. Thompson expressway that was & hefe or there but I definitely dissgree with
supposed to so calloualy extend & fressay ¥ the overall plan, the Ehrust, tha incent of
checugh that ares. And what we'es Sesing now ] your plan, the proposed plam, Thank you very
im certainly of moch different character in ¥ muach.
tarm of the Bl proposal What I am afeaid of 19 MR. GALT: Thank you, M. Iverson. Carl
i@ thae, umlike the spsaker who pald that, 11 Lipkin.
wall, the percentage of land imvalwed in cthis 1d# H40. Carol
im very small compared o che total size -- it 13 ‘SlatemantHad  STATEMENT OF CARL LIPKIR Llpkln
reminds me of the motion that a bomb placed 14 Ha CAROL LIPKTH: It's Carl with a €,
that corper may omly be & tiny fractiom of the tE L-I-F-E-I-H. Thank you for the opportunicy to H40.1—Comment
size of this mesticmg room, but Lte impact will 16 say a few words. entirely unplanned and aCknOWIedged
ba far grester. 17 imprompty,
I am in favor of using whatewer office B I moved to Seattle nearly LA yeara ago
spacs L8 avallaole in Mohai or any other 13 thinking that Ssattle -- being from Mew York
location., But to buresuvcratize and creats El City, chinking that Seattle had che oppartunicy
clasaroom space, iovicing bua loads of 2l to be one of the most exquisite mid-mimed
palluting bosses of psople, whether it's 21 citims in the world. And growth has passed
tourists, children, whatever, I think im & trus 23 that passibllity by IL"E gooe,
mistake. It wiolates ches very priaciples of 24 The arboretum is an sxguisite gem im which
the Olmsted plan, which have served us oo well 25 it"s seill 4ifficult to a cartain &xbanh Co
van Palt, Corbett & Asscciates vas Palt, Corbett & Asscciaten
101 Tesler Way S05 * Ssatcle, WA * I06-682-9339 101 Yesler Way 505 * Ssaccle, WA ¥ Z06-583-313%
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BRAFT EIS NEARING, €-1%-00

Ha 1
confl

find desp peace, but ic's very closs. I was
wislting a friend today in Bothell on a 40-acre
Eract, whare chey have deep Besuty and guiek
The arboretum could be that, an casis, an
abeclutely imvaluable casia The sffort should
ba Eo remows the craffic and gquist the place
and preserve it, mot to sdd. We have sncugh
leaining ¥ou kaow the Taciste tell e, do

1

5. Let go. Dom'c add. Thers's coo such
now, way btoo woch. Find another place with
cars, LBt it beccew quist, & secens place; and
the menctal health of the cicy will be
profoundly enhanced Thank you.

ME. GALT: Thank you, Me. Lipein. I
thers anybody pressot who has not spoien
tonight, wha wonild like to speak regarding the
adegquacy of the drafc EIS for up to thres
minutes as the other folks hawe? Ho? Okay.

Om bahal? of the Depactment of Parks and
Recreation, I want bo thank you all for coming
tanight I espacially thank thoss of you who
ceatifisd conight. I would like to pemind you,
before we lsave, that chers are commen: sheets
svailable, comments shests on the table by the

back door. If you'we nads soms BOUEE Of FOUER

Van Pelt, Corbett & Assoclaces

101 Tesler Way 505 * Ssattle, WA * J06-682-9119

106
DRAFT EIS HEARING, &-15-00
et

tonight, Wy, Cempbel]l has & box back there, and
you can laave the abest comight with him if
you'd like to. He will ses that Mr. Marshal of
the Parks Department gets iC.

If you want to take them home with you and
write more lengthy comments, &6 that and mail
Lt po the sddress that's oo the back aide
Eamemher, just £lip it over. Ths mailing
addraan in right oa the back.

Again, I chank you all for coming and
participating tomight. FPlease drive safely on
the way homs.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is thers an E-mail
addrean?

ME. GALT: Is chere an E-mall address?

HE. HARRIG: Team,

Peter. Marshal 1eCT . Beactle WA 1.5,

MR. GALT: If you mesd char repsared, I'm
sure we can do that of f the record

This concludas Tomight's hanring.

[Bearing comcluded at 8140 p.m|

Van Palt, Corbect & Associaces

Tesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 306-603-931%
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DRAFT BEIS HERRTHG, &-1%-00 gk
CERTIFICATE
STATE OF WAGHINGTON |
OOTY OF Eing : e
I. Jacqueline L, Bellows, a Notary Public in and

for the Scate of Washingion, do herely cestify:

That the foregoing hearing was taken befors ne
st the Lime and place thereln set Ffarth;

That the scavessnts of che wicnesses and all
remarks mades at the time of the hearing were recordsd
stanographically by ma, and thersafter transcribed under
my directiom;

That the foregoing transcript is a true record
of che statemants glven by ths witnessss and of all
remarks made at the time of the hearing, to the best of

my abiliey,

Witneas my hand and ssal this 3&th day of

June, 1959,

Till; in and for the State
Gf Mashington, residing at
Wrlington. Comm
expires October 1

Van Pale, CorbstE & ARsociates
101 Yesler Way 505 ® Seattle, WA ® I06-682-833%
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