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Abelsen, Vernon

From: vernon abelsen

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Eugenia Woo

Subject: OPCD draft MHA Environmental review - comments on Chapter 3.5 Historic Resources
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:24:22 AM

Hello, please see my comments below:

It is interesting that, in the first full paragraph under this chapter refers to older structures as “character structures”
per the Seattle Municipal Code. What does that mean? Why use such a term in a document in which you refer to a
review process that includes the Seattle Landmarks Preservation Board, which refers to the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and not SMC?

1. Clearly, HALA has linked itself to Seattle's plan to expand Urban Villages and Urban Centers. Thus, impacts to
historic and cultural resources in the City will result from future development. Stating otherwise would be
disingenuous. The question is how much, and where. The EIS does nothing to address that except to state the
obvious of typical development requirements of following established rules and regulations.

What is different, and questionable about this EIS, are the potential zoning changes. This not very well explained,
and should be.

2. Please provide a clear and distinct explanation of the gerrymandered outline of each "village™ and "center™ in the
City. Without that information clearly stated, it seems impossible to understand why the City would need, at this
point to expand bounded areas of "villages" tat this point in their young lives. Who will benefit? Developers or
citizens?

3. The Steinbrueck report on HALA noted housing density was proceeding in a positive way as intended, but
commercial success was far from reality. How does the expansion address that factor?

4. In sub-chapter 3.5.1 Affected Environment

I would ask what this title means, as it seems too vague and suggests something much more organic than the reality
of urban villages.

The chapter is specific to historic and cultural resources, and the first paragraph quickly shifts reference to existing
neighborhoods, but by focusing on urban villages — with no reference to why that is important to historic and
cultural resources. It should be the historic and cultural resources that are critical to the success of urban village
development that benefits the community.

In the second paragraph, a rather disingenuous reference to “urban Village”, when the writer refers to “In
1907 eleven more urban villages . . .”. It should be noted that the term urban villages was devised long
after 1907.

It is not until the third paragraph that historic districts or properties are cited. It is in this paragraph that an overlap
of historic districts (pre-existing prior to the emergence of urban villages) by urban villages. That expansion to any
historic district, in a report that already favors urban villages, suggests prejudice toward historic properties being
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expendable.

At the end of the fourth paragraph the writer references “the distribution of” historic properties as being “among
urban villages”, not that the outline drawn for the urban village included historic properties.

What is very obvious is that, when contours of urban villages and urban centers were gerrymandered, our
elected officials, and employees of Seattle did not include consideration of historic (or cultural) properties
at the time these were drawn.

5. Sub-chapter 3.5.2 Impacts
The first sentence in the first paragraph is confusing, or at least the words used seem manipulative,

where it states MHA would not “directly impact” Seattle’s historic and cultural, but its program could.
What? This issue should be reviewed and reconsidered.

The language used does not refer to a discussion, but more a matter-of-fact statement about impacts to historic and
cultural resources that will occur. Yet, at the bottom of page 3.250, rezoning is introduced as a potential impact, in
addition to expansion of urban villages areas shown on the map (Exhibit 3.5-4).

Is it true that “Systematic inventories have been conducted for four of the 10 urban villages”? Or, is it more correct
that of the building surveyed for potential historic status are found in 4 of 10 urban villages?

Thank you for reading and considering my comments as you proceed toward making appropriate revisions to the
EIA statement.

Regards,

Vernon Abelsen, Architect



From: Adams, Scott

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Feedback

Date: Thursday, August 03, 2017 11:42:29 AM
Attachments: image002.jpg

Hello,

A quick note to voice my concern that Seattle Public Schools and those involved with Parks are not
involved in the planning meetings. Currently in neighborhoods such as Magnolia and Queen Anne,
there are serious capacity issues. At the same time, sports fields and other athletic facilities are not
sufficient to support the current population. (As a youth coach, | have experienced frequently the
effects of a lack of adequate field space.)

It is crucial that any planning that would increase density also involve Seattle Public Schools and
others as appropriate to ensure that school and athletic facilities are included in the plans to support
the growth.

As one example, a plan has been put forth for Fort Lawton. This well intentioned, but poorly thought
out plan would increase the density of Magnolia without any regard to the current crisis with school
capacity and athletic field capacity in the neighborhood, resulting in further exacerbation of the
crisis.

When you increase density, there are consequences that need to be considered and planned for
accordingly. Please involve appropriate officials involved with parks and schools to ensure that the
planning is effective and not like the current Fort Lawton fiasco.

Best regards,

Scott Adams | Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 2200 | Seattle, WA 98101
Tel: (206) 757-8002 | Fax: (206) 757-7002

Email: scottadams@dwt.com | Website: www.dwt.com

Anchorage | Bellevue | Los Angeles | New York | Portland | San Francisco | Seattle | Shanghai | Washington, D.C.
Email Signature
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Disclaimer: This message may contain confidential communications protected by the attorney client
privilege. If you received this message in error, please delete it and notify the sender.



Name
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &
Utilities

10 Air Quality & Green

House Gas Emissions

Lisa Alado

I do NOT support MHA in the Green Lake neighborhood!! It
would negatively alter the tone of our neighborhood.

| do NOT support MHA in the Green Lake neighborhood!! It
would negatively alter the tone of our neighborhood.

I do NOT support MHA in the Green Lake neighborhood!! It
would negatively alter the tone of our neighborhood.

| do NOT support MHA in the Green Lake neighborhood!! It
would negatively alter the tone of our neighborhood.

Implementing MHA would make traffic and parking in greenlake
even worse than it is already! No MHA in Greenlake!!!!

Again. MHA will destroy historic resources in the name of
"progress". No MHA in Greenlake!!lafain.

MHA will have a negative impact on biological resources!! No no
no to MHA!!!

| believe MHA will have a negative impact on recreational
resources ! No no no to MHA in Greenlake!!

MHA will have a negative impact on public utilities and
resources!! No no no to MHAU!!!

| believe MHA will have a negative impact on Greenlake's micro
environment. No no no to MHA!!!

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?



Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?
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From: amalalfaiz@juno.com

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Response to DEIS for Madison-Miller Urban Village
Date: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 11:13:20 AM
Attachments: MMRUV-MAP-073117.pdf

As members of the Madison-Miller Park Community Group, we want to personally submit and show our support for
the formal response and map prepared by our community group in response to the DEIS and HALA/MHA proposals
for our neighborhood.

These comments have been compiled, reviewed, and agreed upon by our community group, comprised of 200
members who have been involved in our meetings over the past nine months, and close to 300 househol ds who
participated in additional community outreach efforts and survey.

Overall Comments on MHA Alternatives 1, 2, and 3

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (With Modifications). We recommend that MHA (Mandatory Housing
Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our residential urban village, allow the new
definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’ s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory
Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make
the fund generation for affordable units more equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of
housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of affordable
housing units. These recommendations are based on the following:

*  Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS falsely represents Madison-Miller as*“Low
Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This misrepresentation will result in significant negative impacts
if Alternatives 2 or 3 are adopted. Please see our detailed comments below.

»  Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in Madison-Miller will exceed HALA density goals
without additional proposed zoning changes. Indeed, based on current development and permitted housing units,
Madison-Miller density will exceed MHA goals by the end of 2017 with our current zoning. Other urban villages,
such as West Seattle Junction and Ballard, categorized as“Low Displacement Risk and High Accessto
Opportunity” have 10 — 30% less proposed increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village),
despite being designated for more density as Hub Urban Villages and identified as locations for future light rail
extensions.

*  MHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide zoning changes outlined in Alternatives 2 and 3
reflect adeguate neighborhood and stakeholder input. The current zoning, established by the 2035 Comprehensive
Zoning Plan, was developed with amore inclusive process and was more responsive to neighborhood input.

»  Concernsfor significant negative impacts. Our request for MHA implementation with Alternative 1 zoning
map should not be understood as a resistance to increased density. Aswe've said in previous correspondence, we
embrace increased density in our neighborhood but feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as written):

a) donot adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middle income residents;

b)  do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-wide;

c) will increase racial and economic segregation;

d) do not match increased density with increased access to green space and recreational opportunities;

e)  will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

f)  pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on our narrow streets and heavy pedestrian and
bicycle usage (with Meany Middle School and the pedestrian/bike greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2 with modifications noted in comments bel ow
(and is opposed to DEI'S proposed zoning shown in Alternative 3). Please see our attached Alternate Proposal
Zoning Map for specific zoning modifications. As noted in the DEIS, Alternative 2 generates more housing, jobs,
and affordable housing than Alternative 3. The allocation of growth in Alternative 2 better reflects the existing
character of our neighborhood, and has fewer significant negative impacts on current stakeholders than Alternative
3.

Summary of our detailed comments to follow:

1. Housing and Socioeconomics. Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the “High Access to Opportunity”
designations misrepresent our neighborhood and need further analysis and mitigation. We are concerned about the
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displacement of existing affordable housing, senior and disabled housing, housing for our most vulnerable residents,
(for example, ahalf-way house and along-term transitional home for women), and a number of older apartment
buildings and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller has already had
significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of development.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a%amile or 10 minute walk.

3.  Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3, and we
believe thiswill result in significant public safety hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased
usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

4.  Open Space: We have very little neighborhood park or open space, as the vast mgjority of “Miller Park” is
utilized as aregional playfield for league sports and summer sports camps and is not available for public or
neighborhood use. This playfield will aso be used as the sole recreationa field for Meany Middle School starting
thisfall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, roadways, and overloaded
powerlines are already compromised due to their age and condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow
streets creates traffic backups now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one of the two oldest urban
villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic
housing stock.

7. Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the neighborhood (in some cases
as extreme as SF (Single Family) changing to LR3(Low-Rise3)). Thisisin direct conflict with the stated MHA
principle to maintain and create appropriate transitions (“ between higher and lower scale zones as additional
development capacity is accommodated”). The only proposed DEIS mitigation measures for aesthetic changes to the
character of the neighborhood is the Design Review process. HALA has requested from OPCD (Office of Planning
and Community Development) a determination of non-significance for proposed changes to the Design Review
process. The HALA proposed changes to modify the Design Review process will further erode safeguards already in
place to mitigate these adverse impacts.

Detailed Comments:

#1: Housing and Socioeconomics. “Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity” determination is flawed
and warrants further analysis of impacts and needed mitigation:

»  Based on the DEIS Figure 1., Exhibit 2.1 and 2.2 the Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village clearly hasa
Moderate to High Risk of Displacement and Vulnerability and has been misrepresented.

»  Although Alternative 3 aims to distribute the growth based on the displacement potential and access to
opportunity, the location of future affordable housing within this or any particular neighborhood is highly
improbable as indicated in the DEIS.

»  The DEIS notesthat the increase in units for each unit demolished greatly increases displacement as
established in the 2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan. This displacement further serves to segregate the displaced
population as documented in the 7/2/2017 New Y ork Times article, Program to Spur Low-Income Housing is
Keeping Cities Segregated, by John Elegon, Y amich Alcindor and Agustin Armendariz.

Specific existing Madison Miller Residential Urban Village assets that have been overlooked in the DEIS “low
displacement” determination include the following:

0  SHA (Seattle Housing Authority) and CHIP (Capitol Hill Housing) low income housing complexes;
affordable senior housing apartments,

housing for people with physical and developmental disabilities;

existing, historic, affordable apartment buildings;

a secondary treatment housing (half-way house);

atransitional longer term housing for low income women;

o thehidden density of many large old single family homes inhabited by multiple tenants.

The proposed up-zones threaten the diversity and affordability of every one of these housing sites. This greatly adds
to the High Displacement Risk in Madison Miller.

e Thedesignation of “High Opportunity” is flawed, and warrants further analysis:

o  Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a quarter mile or 10 minute walk shed (see detailed
comments below regarding transportation).

o Madison Miller has woefully inadequate park or open space available for use by the community; this park
should not add to the “high opportunity” rating (see comment #4 below).

O O O O0Oo
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*  Specific Requests:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be categorized as Moderate to High Displacement Risk
based on the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2035 Growth and Equity Analysis.

0  Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies should be conducted to accurately understand
the scale and negative impacts of displacement.

o  Existing low income and affordable housing listed above should be protected and designated for affordable
housing development exclusively.

0  Theblanket labeling our residential urban village as “High Opportunity” should be reconsidered — we believe
we have at most a“moderate access to opportunity” residential urban village, and density increases and mitigation
actions should reflect that.

#2: Transportation: Link Light Rail is not within a 10 minute walk.

*  Nodirect accesstoaLink light rail station within a quarter mile or 10 minute walk-shed. From Madison Miller
the shortest walk to the Capitol Hill Link Station is.8 miles or a 17 minute walk and the longest walk is 1.3 miles, or
a 27 minute walk.

»  Thefuture Madison rapid transit line might improve access into downtown, however two buses are still
required to reach the nearest Link light rail station.

*  Inour community outreach survey 95% of respondents agreed that, “increased transit and transportation
options’, are among most important needs — thisis an indicator that while we are well situated for local transit
connections, faster, more direct options are still required.

*  Specific Request:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be categorized as “Low to moderate-Access to Opportunity”
with appropriate density increases for anon-Hub residential urban village.

#3: Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3.

*  Webelieve thiswill result in unacceptable public safety hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and
increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

*  Meany Middle School will reopen in the fall of 2017 with a population of up to 1,000 students, and no
designated parking lot for parents, volunteers, or staff. School buses will park and travel on our narrow streets. At
lunchtime, throngs of students meander through the streets on their way to Safeway and other lunch destinations on
Madison and 19th.

e Inour community outreach survey at least 72% of respondents indicated they require on street parking.
Included inside our urban village or within afew blocks of its borders are 4 schools: Meany Middle, Holy Names
Academy, St. Josephs k-8th, and Stevens Elementary, which makes this neighborhood very family friendly. In this
family-centric neighborhood, it is unrealistic to think that all new residents, particularly families, will manage
without a car.

*  Miller Playfield isaregional park used almost exclusively for league play. People from al over the city travel
to our neighborhood to utilize the park, and current parking challenges in the neighborhood indicate that many
playfield users drive and park in the neighborhood.

*  The pedestrian/bike greenway travels along 21st and 22nd, and, along with 19th, isamajor bicycle
thoroughfare for families and students biking to the four area schools. Increased traffic and construction vehicles
would pose significant safety hazards, particularly on 21st Ave Eat, asit is aone-way street adjacent to the
playfield and the primary entrance for Meany, as well as the school bus loading zone. Maximized and illegal parking
on the narrow streets causes blind turns at intersections and traffic circles.

e Specific Requests:

0  Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies should be conducted to accurately understand
the negative impacts to traffic, parking, and public safety.

o  Within Madison Miller all new development must include onsite parking to mitigate the impacts of higher
density on the functionality and livability of this neighborhood.

#4: Open Space: We have very little neighborhood park or open space, as the vast majority of “Miller Park” is
utilized as aregional play field for league sports and is not available for public use. This“park” will also be used as
Meany Middle School’ s sole recreational outdoor facilities starting this fall.

e Madison Miller currently has approximate 1.6 acres of open space per 1000 residents, which is below the Parks
Plan standard of 9.34 acres per 1000 residents. Alternatives 2 and 3 further decrease by Madison Miller parks and
open space level of serviceto 1.2 and 1.1 acres per 1000 people, respectively.

e Inour community outreach survey 86% of respondents agreed that, “ accessible public green spaces’, are
highly important.

»  The DEIS assumes the entire acreage of Miller Park and Playfield is our open green space. However, the
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majority of thispark is utilized as avery popular regional playfield, used amost exclusively for league play. The
playfield isNOT acommunity asset and league games are often utilizing the playfield until 10 pm most days of the
week, year-round.

* Inaddition, much of the park space is associated with Meany Middle School. Meany does not meet
Washington State minimum school requirements for on-site outdoor recreational area or on-site parking. Instead it
uses Miller Park for school activities and the neighborhood for staff and parent parking.

»  The DEIS does not take any of these factors into consideration. Mitigation is not provided, only suggested as
potentially addressed under future City planning and analysis efforts.

» Giventhelot sizesinthe areg, it is unlikely that developers will be incentivized to provide open space within
their projects.

*  Specific Requests:

0  The DEIS should be required to calculate the actual acreage of the park that will be open to the public (and
neighborhood) with consideration of Meany Middle School’ s use of the park.

0  Before up-zoning the MMRUV the City of Seattle needsto procure additional open space within the MMRUV
and future development must pay impact fees to cover those costs.

#5: Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, and road ways are already
compromised due to their age, overused condition and our narrow streets. Garbage pick-up causes traffic backups,
and these will increase with the volume of multifamily unitsin Alternatives 2 and 3.

»  TheMadison-Miller arearegularly has flooded street intersections and alleys that will be exacerbated by
dramatic increases in impervious surface. SDOT (Seattle Department of Transportation) and the City of Seattle
provides little to no street cleaning services.

»  Garbage, recycling, and compost pick-up is not discussed in the Draft EIS. Because of the small lots and
extremely narrow alleys that do not allow for garbage truck access, collection for larger buildings will be forced to
the street edge, creating unsightly and unhealthy dumpsters, blocking traffic and parking, and obscuring sight lines.
*  Inour community outreach survey 83% of respondents agreed that, “infrastructure improvements and additions
should be made concurrent with increasesin density.” e.g. upgrade road surfaces, sewer lines, power lines and storm
drainage.

*  Specific Requests:

o  To mitigate the infrastructure impacts from up zones in both Alternative 2 and 3 devel opment impact fees need
to be incorporated into any up-zones to improve existing infrastructure that is in poor condition. Without feesto
mitigate these impacts the functionality and livability of neighborhoods are sacrificed.

#6: Historic Resources: Madison Miller is one of the two oldest urban villages which has experienced some of the
greatest growth by percentage and number of households in the past 20 years and will have over 50% growth
increase under proposed changes. However, the DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic housing
stock to the changing character of this Urban Village.

. The Draft EIS notes the potential for development to indirectly impact the setting of historic areas and the
historic fabric of neighborhoods. Madison Miller is not aformal historic district, so no context statement has been
prepared for this area, which is at the edge of what was known as “Catholic Hill.” In the DEIS Section 3.3 the
Madison Miller Urban Village is stated “as one of the two oldest Urban Villages that is proposed to have over 50%
growth increase’. It is further noted that MM UV will have a 50% density increase in Alternative 1, and higher than
50% in Alternative 2 and 3.

e According to the Preservation Green Lab study “Older, Smaller, Better: measuring how the character of
buildings and blocks influences urban vitality,” neighborhoods with a smaller — scaled mix of old and new buildings
draw a higher proportion of non-chain shops, restaurants, women and minority owned business than new
neighborhoods. The MMRUV hasthis variety.

*  Thevast mgjority of the homes and apartment buildings within this urban village were built before 1930, with
severa built in the 1890's. There is nothing in the DEIS that addresses the impact of losing this historic housing
stock.

e Alternative 3 would have the highest potential for detrimental change to its historic character. DEIS proposed
mitigation measures consist of policiesin the comprehensive plan regarding consistency of new development within
an existing setting. These measures are vague and not supported by regulations. In fact, the recently proposed
changes submitted to OPCD to modify the Design Review process will further reduce safeguards currently in place
to mitigate these adverse impacts.

e Furthermore, most of the projects that would impact the existing SF zones under new MHA zoning changes
would be under Design Review thresholds due to lot sizes and not subject to formal design review. If HALA
proposed changes to Design Review Process are implemented, this effect will be more widespread.
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* RSL (Residential Small Lot) up-zones proposed in Alternative 2 would provide the opportunity for increased
density and infill while also allowing for less actual demolition of existing historic era housing.

*  Specific Requests:

0  Single Family up zonesin Residential Urban Villages should be retained as shown in Alternative 1 or limited
to Residential Small Lot, as shown in Alternative 2, to assist in preserving the historic character and architectural
diversity of this neighborhood.

0  Standards should be proposed that require more not less Design Review for more Development Projectsin
Residential Urban Villages.

#7. Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in dramatic changes to the character of the neighborhood, are not
in alignment with MHA stated principles, and would result in loss of character and livability.

»  Exhibits 3.3-14 and 15 show a dramatic change in character even though they minimize the true effect of
Alternative 3 on Madison-Miller, because the added units are shown adjacent to much bulkier structures than are
currently allowed within the single family areas. Comparable examples for Alternative 2 also have aesthetic
impacts, but to alesser degree than Alternative 3.

«  Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the neighborhood (in some cases as extreme
as SF changing to L3). These are not in alignment with the stated principles of the MHA to maintain and create
appropriate transitions between higher and lower scale zones.

*  “Privacy Standards’ would “address the placement of windows”, but this is vague and does not address overall
aesthetics or privacy.

*  Upper level setbacks and side modulation provide limited relief from a dramatic increase in bulk adjacent to
one and two story homes with pitched roofs and large windows and small side setbacks.

*  Theimpact of these changes represent a“substantial” change, but as disclosed by the DEIS is considered not a
significant impact due to the “urban context of arapidly growing city.” “Urban Context of Rapidly Growing City” is
the cause of this significant impact. This explanation does not make the impact go away and should not release the
preparers of their responsibility to address this significant impact and do they offer any effective solutionsto
develop effective mitigation measures. There are methods to limit, block by block, the total density that can be
constructed or to implement greater requirements for open space to offset density increases. This substantial change
isnot justified or necessary to implement the MHA program. Under the current zoning, as represented in Alternative
1, density goals will be accommodated. The massive increase in units proposed by Alternative’s 2 and 3 will likely
displace existing low income and affordable units and new affordable units are extremely unlikely to be built in the
Madison Miller Residential Urban Village.

»  Proposed DEIS mitigations for aesthetic changes to the character of the neighborhood are vague and
inadequate. M odifications to design review and “ Other Potential Mitigation Measures’ are not required or
guaranteed to occur. Instead the Draft EIS couches the mitigation in very non-committal terms such as, “for
example, design review could include.” The recently proposed changes submitted to OPCD to modify the Design
Review process will further erode safeguards currently in place to mitigate adverse impacts.

e Under the current requirements included in the MHA DEIS proposal many of the devel opments would be
below the threshold for formal design review and do not require SEPA review.

*  Westrongly disagree with the conclusion in Section 3-3 that “ aesthetic impacts should be reduced to less than
significant levels’. Thisisan untrue misrepresentation that is in fact contradicted by the DEIS Growth & Equity
Composite Vulnerability Indicators Figure 4, and Displacement Risk Index Figure 5.

*  Specific Requests:

o0  Neighborhood Community Councils need to be reinstated with Architectural Review Panels that create design
standards consistent with the character of each neighborhood, All development on lots that represent achangein
scale will be required to be reviewed by these neighborhood Architectural Review Panels for compliance with
neighborhood design standards.

Conclusions:

The MHA DEIS reads more as promotional material for the MHA program. It is not an objective evaluation of the
significant impacts of the programs implementation, nor afair attempt to provide measures to mitigate the adverse
impacts of the program. The Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village community has responded to MHA DEIS
proposals by investing alarge amount of time and consideration to provide the most constructive feedback possible
to both preserve that which makesit livable, unique, and a part of what makes Seattle great and at the same time add
density and MHA contribution. After extensive review of the MHA DEIS we have concluded that:

e« TheMadison Miller Residential Urban Village is and will continue to be highly impacted by a growing Seattle.
Both Alternative’s 2 and 3 in the MHA DEIS will put at risk this functional, livable, and unique neighborhood,;
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»  Asacommunity we support Alternative 1, with the modifications stated previously, which could better meet
both density and affordability goals without sacrificing the fabric of this community;

* Residentsin the Madison Miller Urban Village have been displaced and will continue to be at risk in the
future. Residentswill be at an even higher risk for displacement with the proposed

future development shown in Alternative’'s 2 and 3;

»  Given the over burdened and narrow streets within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village on site
parking must be required for al single family and multifamily housing development;

e Current low income and affordable housing options are at risk for demolition without replacement under the
MHA Alternative's 2 and 3 rezones. If affordability is not afalse promise of MHA then these complexes, within the
Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village, need to be protected;

«  MHA would be most fairly, equitably, and effectively implemented as a citywide program and as a fee applied
to al development in the city;

»  All development within areas that are rezoned must include devel oper impact fees to help pay for infrastructure
impacts,

*  MHA should be implemented to all development throughout the city. MHA should also be implemented
without citywide rezones as proposed in Alternative’' s 2 & 3 and without the changes to existing land use zoning i.e.
LR1 throughout the city should become LR1(M);

»  The MHA contribution or percentage of affordable housing should be significantly higher than the current
proposed levels;

»  For these reasons, we prefer implementation of MHA with zoning map of Alternative 1.

Sincerely,
Amal Al Faiz and Stephen Retz in conjunction with all the other members of our community who helped draft this
response.
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ALTERNATE PROPOSAL
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) in the
MADISON MILLER RESIDENTIAL URBAN VILLAGE
DEVELOPED BY
MADISON-MILLER PARK COMMUNITY
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creates disproportionate impact
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SPECIFIC CONCERNS

PROPOSED CHANGES

Equitability Concern -

HALA Draft Proposal lacks density
increase near Community Assets:
Louisa Boren Park, Volunteer Park,

[~

NC1-40(M) - Maintain lower
height NC appropriate for lower
density urban village.

N

RSL(M) - Currently provides

Interlaken Park and Stevens School.
(Extend RUV North to E. Galer St.)

Traffic Concern -
E. Aloha St. provides local access to
15th & 23rd, connection to 520 and

variety of family friendly housing,
RSL(M) maintains the existing scale
and character of Neighborhood, &
scale transition to SF.

W

I-5; Overload concern with no ability
to widen due to Heritage Trees.

Equitability Concern -
Double & Triple upzones
create disproportionate
burden on stakeholders.
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L2 | LR2 (M)

Safety Concern -
Meany Middle School Main
Entrance on Narrow 21st Ave. E.;

LR2(M) - 19th Ave. E
Appropriate for street with Bus
Service, adjacent to community
park resources.

[

RSL(M) - NE edge of RUV is 1 mile
from light rail and over 1/2 mile from
Rapid Transit Bus lines. Family Sized
housing appropriate for adjacency to
middle school and neighborhood.

[

School Bus Loading Zone;
One way vehicular traffic;
SDOT Greenway;

North and South Bike Lanes.

Infrastructure Concern - S—1 1 . — . .

Community Resource is
limited to Community
Center, Tennis Court and
Playground all are

used near capactity.

Infrastructure Concern -
Playfields are a Regional
Resource and not typically
available for community use. | e
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Infrastructure Concern -
Greenspace preserved as
community resource.

Equitability Concern -
Triple upzone from SF to LR3

on existing stakeholders.

Character Concern -
19th Century houses, e
Three of the oldest &1, b
surviving in Seattle.

Character Concern - B S i B P
Award winning Pine Street
Cottages, Unique RSL/
Tandem home Development

== == == = Streets with Bus Service

== === == Proposed - Rapid Transit Bus Service

wemm = mmm  SDOT Greenway, Bike Lanes - North & South

wew u w==_ SDOT Proposed - Greenway, Bike Lanes - North & South
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LR3 | LR3 (M)

RSL(M) - 18th Ave. E. Currently
provides variety of family friendly
housing, RSL(M) is appropriate transi-
tion to SF on West side of Street.

(<))

RSL(M) - Scale Transition to
Neighborhood and Park.
Playfield is not normally
available for community use.
John Frontage has historic
neighborhood home.

N

LR1(M) - Address scale
transition and adjacency to
Greenspace.

LR2(M) - Provides increase of
one story and maintains
transition from adjacent LR3(M).

|Co

o

LR1(M) - Transition in scale
and Frontage on E. 23rd St.

RSL(M) - Example of 10
successful density, providing

variety of affordable family

friendly housing. Serve as a

model for current upzone.
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From: amalalfaiz@juno.com

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Response the MHA DEIS for the Madison-Miller Urban Village
Date: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 12:03:29 PM

Personal Response to MHA DEIS for the Madison-Miller Urban Village

My nameis Amal Al Faiz. My husband, Stephen Retz, and | are teachers. We have lived in the general Madison-
Miller-Capitol Hill neighborhood for almost 30 years, first as renters and then as homeowners. We have seen the
neighborhood change greatly during thistime. We are very concerned about the potential impacts caused by the
zoning changes proposed by MHA/ HALA (not sure which acronym to use) for the Madison-Miller urban village,
especially Alternative 2 (bad) or Alternative 3 (worse) as outlined in the DEIS. We believe that these 2 proposed
aternatives of zoning changes will strongly contribute to the displacement of avibrant ethnically and socio-
economically diverse community without greatly improving the affordability of housing for low and mid-income
familiesin the center of Sezttle.

We understand that the general goal of MHA/HALA isto create more affordable housing by incentivizing
developersto redevelop an areamore densely by increasing the height and density limits at which they can build on
each lot and by requiring these devel opers to include some affordable housing units dedicated for low-income
people (earning 60% of the median income) in the new development or pay afine into afund that would be
dedicated to the creation of affordable housing elsewhere in the city. Although we arein favor of the general goal of
improving housing affordability, we would like to see mid-income earners, especially families, being considered in
the proposals as we know that very few of us mid-income earners can afford housing at market pricein Seattle
today, yet what will Seattle do without its teachers, plumbers, accountants, and so on? Not enough attention is being
paid to maintaining housing for mid-income earners who are quickly being priced out of Seattle. Thisis the major
flaw of the MHA/HALA proposal asit applies to the Madison-Miller Urban Village.

Thefirst problem with MHA/HALA’s aternatives 2 and 3 proposals for the Madison-Miller Urban Village is that
they will not bring about alot more affordable housing in the urban core of the area or generate alot of funds to
support more affordable housing in Seattle because the areas along Madison and between Olive and John have
recently been and are currently being extensively redeveloped. The urban core of the Madison-Miller Urban
Villages area has gone through a tremendous period of redevelopment in the past 15 years, with most of it occurring
in the past 5 years. Many new buildings have been built, are currently being built, or are in the permitting process
(Safeway Building at 23rd and Madison, the Sessions on Madison and 21<t, , the “podments’ on Olive, numerous
buildings between Madison and John on 20th , 21st, and 22nd, a future building where the old Firestone on 21st and
Madison used to be,....). All of these sites constitute the majority of this urban core and are not likely to be
redeveloped any time soon as there isn’t enough incentive for a developer to redevel op a site that has just been
developed. Because of al this redevelopment, MHA/HALA'’s goal of incentivizing devel opers to redevelop and
contribute to the creation of more affordable housing will not be achieved in this urban core. In fact, the current
increase in development has resulted in the fact that the Madison-Miller Urban Village is already well on its way to
meet MHA/HALA targets for 2035 with its current zoning designation. Since 2015, 578 units have been or are being
built, and 543 are expected to be built and occupied before 2018. That isatotal of 1121 new unitsin 3 years under
the current zoning. Clearly, upzoning the whole area does not seem necessary to achieve the desired density for the
Madison-Miller Urban Village by MHA/HALA standards. Furthermore, given al the recent development of this
urban core, its upzoning will not bring about the creation of more affordable housing or generate significant funds
toward affordable housing from new developmentsin this area.

The second problem with the MHA/HALA aternative 2 and 3 proposalsis that upzoning in the Madison-Miller
Urban Village will have the unintended effect of focusing al new future development in the areas adjacent to the
urban core, putting great pressure on the residential areas, with the negative effect of displacing an ethnically and
socio-economically diverse community and limiting housing options for mid-income residents and families. Since
the magjority of the urban core of the areaiswell onits way to being fully redevel oped as we speak, al future new
developments under MHA/HALA'’s proposal (alternatives 2 and 3) will not occur there, but rather in the areas
adjacent to this urban core. MHA/HALA' s proposal for these areasis to change from RSL/Tandem Cottages or
SF5000to LR-1 or LR-2. Thisis not agradual transition in height and density limits from what currently exists. The
heights and density of future new developments will be significantly greater than those of the existing structures.
Thiswill put great pressure on the residents of these areas.

As residents of these areas, we know that the rezoning from RSL/ Tandem Cottages or SF5000 to L R-1(bad) or LR-
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2 (worse) puts our investment of time and money into purchasing, rehabbing, and maintaining our homesin
jeopardy. Our homes will no longer be attractive with looming buildings towering over them and thus they will lose
emotional valueto us as our homes but also resale value as individual homes. Rather, developers will buy properties
asthey come up for sale with the aim of buying many contiguous smaller lots (very few of these homes are on 5000
sg/ft lots) until they can create abig enough lot to redevelop it as LR-1 or LR-2. This, in turn, will displace many of
us with families and with low to moderate incomes through higher taxes and genera unlivability. Because a zoning
changeto LR-1/LR-2 allows developersto build significantly higher in height and density than the heights and
density of our existing properties, thiswill very much stress the livability of our neighborhood as it bringswith it a
decrease in the amount of natural light and green spaces available for al to enjoy. The loss of natural light-
something that allows us to turn on fewer lamps- and the loss of plants and trees- which clean the air and cool our
homes- are not without negative environmental impact. Currently we have green streets that people walk along and
enjoy. The proposed plan would replace al of thiswith taller buildings covering a greater percentage of each lot. It
isironic that 22nd and 21st were just named a Greenway and signed as such last year by city planners. If the rezone
is approved as currently outlined by MHA/ HALAIn aternatives 2 or 3, the Greenway that goes along 22nd and 21st
Avenue will need anew name, for it will not be green any longer.

Itisalso clear that arezone to LR-1 or LR-2 will not generate alot of housing that encourages long term
communities. Nor will it generate alot of housing that is appropriate for families. A rezoneto LR-1 or LR-2 will
bring about the creation of even more small units (averaging 600 sq ft). Such small units are more appropriate for
single people and will likely be rental units that change hands regularly. In fact, in the current development occuring
in the Madison-Miller urban core, of the 1121 new units, fewer than 30 are or will be family-sized with 2 or more
bedrooms. Isthe goal of MHA/HALA to push out long term communities made up of amix of homeowners, renters,
single residents, families with children, young, middle aged, and older residentsin favor of new more temporary
communities of single renters? We hope not, but the current proposals in Alternative 2 and 3 are very likely to bring
this about unless they are significantly amended.

If MHA/HALA wantsto be true to its goal of not discriminating or displacing communities while encouraging more
density and affordability as well as maintaining livability and diversity, it should reconsider the zoning change in
Alternatives 2 and 3 that it proposes for these residential areas. There are other |ess disruptive ways to bring about
more density and affordability in the residential areas of the Madison-Miller Urban Village and beyond.In fact, we
arein favor of Alternative 1 with some modifications to promote density and affordability in addition to
sustainability, diversity, and livability.

First, the current RSL-tandem cottages zone needs to remain unchanged rather than being upzoned to LR-1 or LR-2,
for it promotes density and affordability as well as sustainability, diversity and livability. In fact, the specific
rezoning to LR-1 or LR-2 of the area where we live (the 1600 block of 22nd Avenue, which now is zoned RSL-
tandem cottages in honor of the award-winning Pine Street cottages redevelopment) does not significantly improve
the housing situation in this zone. Its RSL-Tandem/Cottages zone was adopted in order to increase density while
maintaining livability and affordability in the heart of Seattle. We are currently the only area of Seattle zoned
RSL/Tandem Cottages, and we are proof that such zoning works at increasing density without decreasing diversity,
affordability, and livability or displacing the existing community. In the time my husband and | have lived here, this
small approximately 2-block area has added 24 new individual free-standing tandem cottages. This has allowed
more people of various socio-economic backgrounds to move in the neighborhood without totally displacing older
residents. Our block is an example of the diversity that can be achieved and maintained with this type of zoning. Our
1600 block of 22nd Avenue has residents of diverse races, ethnicities, socio-economic backgrounds, ages, marital
status, sexual orientation, and the list goes on. Our oldest resident for many years was Ms. Tatum at 1644 22nd
Avenue, who was over 100 years old when she passed away afew years ago, and whose small home was then
purchased by a young mixed-race couple for amodest price. Our youngest resident is almost a year old. On our
block, there are samesex couples, heterosexual couples with elementary-school-aged children, young couples new to
home ownership as well as older residents who have lived on the block for 30 years or longer as well as renters.
Even the buildings in this small arearepresent diversity. Thereisadiversity of architectural styles with many well-
maintained structures built around the turn of the 20th century (our home was built in 1900) interspersed with
newer structures built between the late 90s and now. However, what all these structures have in common is that they
are al individual free-standing residences that have similar heights and setbacks and many of which are large
enough for asmall family yet on small enough lots to remain affordable in today’ s housing market. Clearly, being
zoned RSL /tandem cottages has hel ped the 1600 blocks of 23rd, 22nd and 21st Avenue keep the general character of
the neighborhood intact while gradually increasing its density without totally sacrificing its affordability, livability,
or diversity.

In the 1600 blocks of 21st, 22nd , and 23rd Avenue, we have been in favor of density and affordability, which is
why we werein favor of our rezoning from single-family to RSL -tandem cottages in the late 90s. We have absorbed
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agreat dea of increased density with the subdivision of many bigger lots into smaller ones with many new tandem
cottages. These smaller cottages have made it possible for more families of moderate income to afford homesin our
neighborhood while maintaining the livability and character of the neighborhood. In an area zoned RSL/ Tandem
Cottages, homes average 1,500 sq. feet, large enough for asmall family to live comfortably. We are a neighborhood
of long term residents who know each other. Changing to LR1 Or LR2 simply means more small rental units
(averaging 600 sq ft) that are more appropriate for single people and that change hands regularly. Rezoning this area
from RSL/Tandem cottagesto LR-1 or LR-2 will bring about the death of our well-established, diverse, and
affordable community.

In fact, at the February 28th , 2017 HALA meeting, we were told that RSL - tandem cottages was one zoning
strategy that MHA/HALA was supporting to increase density, affordability, and livability. When asked why then
there was a proposal to ater the only existing RSL-tandem cottages zoning in the whole city of Seattle which
happens to be located in the Madison -Miller area, the people representing MHA/HALA stated that state law
required an upzone for the city to be able to require the inclusion of affordable housing in future new devel opment
in this area and for the city to have the ability to impose fines on developers for not doing so. Thisisavery
unsatisfactory and unconvincing argument for the need for an upzone to LR-1 or LR-2 from a successful zoning of
RSL -tandem cottage in asmall area that has already created and continues to support the creation of affordable,
livable housing in adense residential environment. Are the funds for affordable housing that could be generated
from developersin afew future developmentsin this small area worth the displacement of a vibrant sustainable
community? If MHA/HALA istrueto its goal of increasing density, affordability, and livability while avoiding
displacing existing communities, it will correct its current proposalsin Alternatives 2 and 3 and maintain RSL/
tandem cottages as a zoning designation for the 1600 blocks of 23rd, 22nd and 21st Avenue asit isin keeping with
MHA/HALA inthat it increases density and affordability while maintaining livability and diversity without
displacing existing communities.

Second, MHA/HALA should consider expanding the RSL/Tandem Cottages zone in the SF5000 residential areas of
the Madison-Miller Urban Village instead of upzoning these areasto LR-1 or LR-2. It should also consider
expanding this zoning option into other SF5000 areas bordering the Madison-Miller Urban Village to spread out the
density over agreater area. Extending the RSL/ Tandem Cottages designation to other areas currently zoned SF-
5000 to increase density and affordability promotes all that MHA/HALA aspires to and more: density and
affordability but also diversity and livability without displacing the community. For instance the plansin
Alternatives 2 and 3 to upzone the area of the Madison-Miller Urban Village currently zoned as SF5000 to LR1,
LR2, or LR3 istoo big of ajump in height and density, so any new development will be a great stress on the
existing properties and their owners/residents due to the difference in scale of height and lot density. A better, more-
gradual plan would be to upzone from SF500 to RSL/Tandem Cottages. Thisis mainly awell-established residential
neighborhood of individual homes that could absorb more density and enhance its affordability while still
maintaining its character by being rezoned RSL/Tandem cottages. Likewise, why isthere anisland in the
MHA/HALA plan of a SF500 zone in the 1500 block of 21st Avenue? That block between Pine and Union on 21st
could be changed to RSL/Tandem Cottages without stressing the area greatly. Furthermore, why are all the areas
adjacent to Madison as we move East toward Lake Washington exempt from being upzoned? All these areas are
near an NC zone of greater density as well as transportation, including the future rapid bus that will move east-west
on Madison. Rezoning all these areas as RSL/Tandem Cottages will have the added benefit of not only increasing
housing affordability for low-income people through MHA/HALA’s plan over agreater areathan simply the
Madison-Miller Urban Village, but also of maintaining and expanding housing options for mid-income earners and
families. Expanding the RSL-Tandem Cottages zone to this greater areawill also demonstrate that the MHA/HALA
plan is not discriminatory in that it does not increase density and affordability only in low- mid-income areas but
also in more affluent areas of the city around the Madison-Miller Urban Village, which are currently exempt of
much of thisincrease in density in the MHA/HALA plan.

MHA/HALA'’s current rezoning proposal ( all alternatives) for the Madison-Miller Urban village should be
amended so as not to have the unintended consequence of discriminating against and displacing an existing well-
established diverse community. The Madison-Miller urban core has absorbed a great deal of density in the past few
years with the addition of numerous taller buildings-many on Madison and Union or between Madison and John.
This increased housing stock has not come with more affordable prices and is not friendly to families, older people,
or Americans with disabilities. The best value continues to be the older smaller homes on smaller lots, which allow
people, including families, of low to moderate incomes with diverse ethnic backgrounds to still be ableto live in the
heart of the city where they work. The new developments being built are plentiful yet not affordable. MHA/HALA
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aimsto incentivize developers to create more affordable housing by alowing them to build more densely and
higher, but it has a clause that allows the developer an out from including affordable housing by paying what
amountsto afine into afund dedicated to affordable housing creation. In the Madison-Miller area, thereislittle
room for alot more redevelopment in the central urban core of the area given that so much redevel opment has
aready occurred, so redevelopment will be pushed into the residential areas of SF 5000 and RSL-tandem cottages.
If those areas are upzoned to LR-1, LR-2, or LR-3, developerswill very likely opt to pay the fine and build only
market value properties. This means that low and moderate income people will be pushed out of the Madison-Miller
areafor good, and it will be the end of an ethnically socio-economically diverse community and neighborhood.

If the purpose of MHA/HALA isto create more affordable housing while avoiding discrimination or displacing
people, the current proposals under aternatives 2 and 3 for the Madison-Miller urban village will not achieve this
goal. We strongly urge you to not approve the rezoning of the Madison-Miller urban village as currently proposed
by MHA/HALA in Alternatives 2 and 3. While we are in favor of the goals of MHA/HALA, the solution they have
proposed for the Madison-Miller areawill not work because it does not take into account all the development and
redevelopment that has already occurred and is currently occurring as we speak. What could work in terms of
zoning changes is the proposed Alternative 1 with some changes: maintaining current height limitsin the urban core
of the neighborhood but extending the RSL/tandem cottage zoning designation to a larger residential portion of the
residential area of the neighborhood and beyond. Thiswould alow more density and affordability while avoiding
discriminating against alow-mid-income diverse community and while maintaining livability, diversity, and
character of agreat neighborhood.

We hope you will seriously consider these concerns and comments. As residents who will be directly impacted by
what gets decided, we hope that we have demonstrated that we are not against the goals of HALA/MHA, but we are
greatly concerned by the proposals put forth by HALA for our community. In particular, we believe that both
Alternatives 2 and 3 as outlined in the DEIS will bring about the death of our community. We believe that thereis
another way. It is not to do nothing, but rather to extend the RSL designation to residential areas greater than just the
urban village. This should allow for greater density and affordability will keeping Seattle green, diverse, livable,
attractive, family-friendly, and the list goes on.

Sincerely,

Amal Al Faiz and Stephen Retz
1636 22nd Avenue
Seattle, WA 98122

PS: The whole process for residents who will be directly affected by HALA/MHA to learn about it, its proposals,
timeline, ...etc has not been easy. As a community, we have been extremely lucky to have residents well-versed in
city-procedures who have helped the rest of us keep abreast of what is going on as well asimportant deadlines. |
hope that a hard look be taken as to how the city communicates with its residents to ensure that al citizens can really
participate and have an impact on the plans that shape the future of our city.
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From: ryan alger

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: DEIS comment period to West Seattle neighborhood
Date: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 9:59:54 PM

Hi

I urge you to consider an extension to the comment period regarding the DEIS statement
issued for the Alaska Junction neighborhood slated to end July 23. Many of us have summer
commitments including spending time with our children and families and making these
deadlines for entire neighborhoods is unrealistic.

Ryan Alger
206 734 6691
5050 42nd Ave SW
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Office of Housing Affordability and Livability -

My understanding is the Seattle Public Schools is looking to secure a location for a new high

school. Please use the land at Fort Lawton for a high school instead of additional housing. The majority
of households in Magnolia are families. Our student population is growing rapidly. Families in
surrounding neighborhoods like Queen Anne, Ballard, Fremont and even downtown would benefit from
this use as well. Please work with Seattle Public Schools and include them in all future
discussions/meetings pertaining to the land use at Fort Lawton. Additionally, | encourage you to
transfer the land to SPS at no cost. This would be a win for the currently underfunded schools and our
children.

Thank you,

Craig

(h

CRAIG ALLEGRO | BEROKER

" 7 JOHN L. SCOTT REAL ESTATE
206-683-6620 | CRAIGALLEGRO.COM

Seattle Magazine Best in Client Satiqfaction Recipient



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Demi Allen

This is by far the most important aspect of the analysis, and it
should be expanded. Impacts on people and housing choices
should be the driver of this analysis. There's a "wildfire" of
displacement happening in Seattle, and we need to act fast to
address it. | want people to be able to stay in the neighborhoods
where their cultural and historic connections exist. Upzones and
urban village expansion will help slow the wildfire, but they aren't
enough. | disagree with the notion that upzones should be
limited in areas with high risk of displacement. I'd like to see
upzones and urban village expansion throughout the city.

It seems flat out wrong to suggest that upzones will increase the
risk of displacement - the opposites seems to be true. Yes, there
will be more physical displacement, but people may be able to
stay in their chosen neighborhoods.

This should not even be part of the analysis. The pain people
are suffering from displacement is far more significant than
someone's view of what is aesthetically pleasing. We can deal
with aesthetics through design review, etc.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?



What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Eric Andersen

As a homeowner, living in a single family neighbourhood, and
near an Urban Village, | oppose any action that would implement
MHA in the study.

Until you address how the DEIS affects each individual Urban
Village and how the Urban Village affects the adjoining single
family neighbourhoods, you need to stop and analyze the
neighborhoods surrounding these Urban Villages and establish
their own ESI.



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Transportation

Kim Anderson

While the Draft EIS mentions a lack of sidewalks in some areas,
and discusses parking increases that will result from the
proposed rezoning, there is no discussion of how the increased
parking demand in areas without sidewalks might impact
residents on nearby blocks. We have seen parking demand
increase in our neighborhood (Crown Hill) as a result of new
developments in the Urban Village. This issue in and of itself is
manageable. However, without sidewalks, we still have mail
delivery by postal truck (the mailman drives to our mailbox, puts
the mail in, and drives away). Many of our mailboxes are located
at or near the fence line. This type of mail delivery service is not
compatible with increased parking demand, as mailboxes (or
their access routes) take up parking spots (or cars park in front
of them and mail is not delivered). | have called the post office
and asked about moving my mailbox and was told that | could
not. The only option given to me was to ask my neighbors to
pitch in for a mailbox cluster (paid for by us). If we are truly going
to have high density on-street parking in neighborhoods without
sidewalks, it should not be at the expense of mail being
delivered to residents. The City must plan a better solution
(either by providing mailbox clusters or addressing the problem
some other way).

The EIS should also discuss the pedestrian safety issues
associated with on-street parking in residential neighborhoods
without sidewalks. If all of the road shoulder is taken up by cars,
pedestrians who currently walk on the road shoulder will be
pushed into the road, increasing the risk of being struck by a car.
This issue should be addressed along with other safety impacts.
While the EIS looks at issues singly, it does not do a good job
discussing the way that these issues compound one another.
Lack of sidewalks is one issue, increased parking is another.
However, there is a synergistic effect when both issues are
considered together.



Name

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Anonymous

Upzones are ruining neighborhoods and the livability of Seattle.
We should not aspire to be like SF or NYC.

Existing affordable housing is not being preserved. Developers
are controlling the situation - knocking down a small house on a
large lot to build 2 McMansions. Creating micro-housing (people
pens) to maximize profit.

Developers should be required to pay impact fees. Developers
should be required to put in parking. Limiting parking availability
does not make the problem go away.

HALA was supposed to require every building to build affordable
housing onsite, but developers got that removed. If it is not built
onsite, where are you going to put the affordable housing? On
what land?

Creating the density without putting in infrastructure does not
make our problems go away- how do you manage the traffic?
where are the kids going to go to school?

| disagree with HALA and cannot support it.



If you are

commenting here on

behalf of a larger

organization which

you represent (e.g. CID-based community and advocacy group
community group,

advocacy group,

etc.), you may

indicate so here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

1 Where is the CID listed on Exhibit 2-4 on page 2.10 in the
Alternatives section of the report?

Demographic Survey (optional)

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?



Comment Form

1 Please require these buildings to add parking!! Replacing a
single home with multiple (up to 14?!) units will GREATLY
increase the number of cars needing to park even if public
transit is nearby. In the real world few people can actually go
carless. Parking is already a nightmare in Seattle. Raising
rates will not increase availability; it will just hurt people with
the least money. Please don't add to the already terrible
parking problem.

Transportation

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?



How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

1 Please adopt Alternative 3 not Alternative 2 in all south seattle
neighborhoods. Don't drive us out! Only developers will own
the land. The Residential Small Lot zoning should be used
MORE. Poorer and lower middle class people like me can
make that work and hold onto our properties. Don't
concentrate all the wealth of ownership in the hands of
developers!

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?



How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Aesthetics

Historic Resources

A proper range of alternatives was not considered. Existing
zoning and urban village boundaries allows for extensive
development as evidenced by all of the units under
construction now. Developers are profiting wildly under
existing conditions. Alternatives that include no zoning
changes but add requirements and/or fees for developers (with
the goal of creating affordable housing) need to be considered.

Seattle's single-family neighborhoods need to be preserved
and cherished.

They make our City desirable. Alternatives 2 and 3 destroy
more single family residential neighborhoods. This is
completely unnecessary. Existing zoning allows ample new
development. Alternative 3 creates the worse adverse effects
in neighborhoods north of downtown.

Alternatives 2 and 3 destroy historic single-family structures
and the character of their neighborhoods in urban village
expansion areas. The EIS does not clearly summarize the
number of single family homes that will be lost or the acreage
of neighborhoods that will have fundamental and adverse
changes caused by the expansion and other zoning changes
under alternatives 2 and 3

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?



How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Comment Form

1 | prefer Alternative #3 as | feel it best captures the intent of the

Description of the MHA that was originally laid out by providing the most
Proposed Action affordable housing options in high density areas/Urban
and Alternatives Villages but also addresses displacement risks which is a

large concern.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you



resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the 1 The DEIS is not suffienct, as each Urban Village is unique and
Proposed Action should have it's own EIS. It is irresponsible (and in my opinion
and Alternatives unlawful) for the DEIS to be city-wide.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total



number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Neither Alternative 2 or 3 is acceptable to me, so at this point
in time the only answer would be No Action. Trying to foist off
all growth into the artificial boundaries of the "urban villages" is
completely unfair to the people who live and especially to
those who own homes in those areas. Given that proposals
were made to allow growth in all areas of the city and so
roundly rejected by voters | can only see this a play by city
officials to save their votes by pushing all the growth onto the
fewest number of voters possible... You want me to believe
you have the best interests of the city in mind and not your
own? Upzone your own neighborhoods first....

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

Do you own or rent
your residence?



How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



If you are
commenting here on
behalf of a larger
organization which
you represent (e.g.
community group,
advocacy group,
etc.), you may
indicate so here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Self/Resident

| support the No Action Alternative. Furthermore, | am not
pleased that Uptown is not included in this EIS. Despite being
included in the HALA/MHA community forum, Uptown has
been eliminated from this zoning plan. This is unacceptable.
The City has misled the residents in Uptown by suggesting
that they would be a "Medium Density" region and then,
without sufficient notice, removed Uptown from the study and
slated it for increased density. This inequitable conduct on the
part of the City draws into question all other administrative
decisions the City has undertaken regarding the scope of this
EIS project

The City has proposed increasing density and through
upzoning and other methods for the purpose of increasing
community diversity and providing low-income residents with
homes closer to their places of work in the more urban regions
of the city. However, the City has COMPLETELY and
TOTALLY undercut this goal by allowing developers to pay a
fee to opt out of providing low-income housing in their
buildings. The City argues that the fees obtained in this way
will allow for federal and state matching of funds, thus
increasing the total utility of the fees by allowing for more units
to be built. The City seems to be actively hiding the fact that
new housing paid for in this way will be entirely or almost
entirely low-income units and that the new housing will be
located further from the urban centers and jobs that the City
purports it will help low-income residents reach. Thus, the City
is promising more opportunity, socioeconomic integration, and
access to jobs and is INSTEAD allowing developers to build
even more expensive units in the urban regions of Seattle,
pricing out even more residents from those areas and shoving
the displaced middle- and low-income residents even further
from the services and resources that they need in the city. The
upshot is that the developers make a lot of money and then
move on to the next city, while we are left with a gentrified city
and even more problems with racial and socioeconomic
integration in the city. Lastly, there is no guarantee that prices
for units in the city will relax with increased inventory. We
cannot know how demand for housing will be in the future, as
Seattle's high-tech industry grows, so there's no guarantee
that wealthy young professionals won't continue to drive prices



Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

upward, no matter how many new units are built.

The fact that Uptown was invited to take part in the HALA
discussions as a Medium Density region and then was
suddenly, and without sufficient warning, reclassified as an
Urban Center. This is totally unacceptable. At worst, this is
evidence that the City has lied to the public in order to
circumvent public discourse, and, if this is the case, the City
and its officers should be held corporately and individually
accountable.

| support gradual transitions from regions of tall buildings to
regions of low buildings.

The increased traffic flow into Uptown from increased density
and the arrival of Expedia will be an absolute catastrophe for
the region. The City has already made a debacle of the Mercer
Street renovations and is planning to compound this problem
by failing to sufficiently prepare Mercer Place for the increased
traffic. As part of this EIS, it is absolutely imperative to rebuild
Mercer Place. As a resident in the area, | can feel my building
shaking from even small trucks driving up and down Mercer
Place from 15th/Elliott to Mercer Street. There is a major dip in
the surface of Mercer Place below Kinnear Park that
contributes to these vibrations and may be indicative of
structural deficiencies beneath Mercer Place. Mercer Place
was never meant to take the traffic that it is asked to bear at
the present time, and the traffic will only increase in the future.
| know that the sewers under the street have already failed this
year, and it is entirely possible that the heavy traffic on Mercer
Place is responsible for that failure. Furthermore, the
dip/pothole in Mercer Place exacts a great deal of wear on the
cars and trucks travelling from 15th/Elliott to 1-5 and Seattle
Center. Should the sewers, streets, or structures along Mercer
Place fail, | would imagine that lawyers will not have to work
too hard to put together convincing cases of culpable
negligence against the City.

The City is leaving open the possibility that developers will be
able to knock down historic structures and facades that
provide Seattle's neighborhoods with their distinct charms. If
developers are allowed to proceed in this fashion, Seattle will
lose aspects of its history forever. | propose that developers
only be allowed to increase height in historic buildings if the
developer preserves the facade of the existing building and
pays for all preservation, permitting, and inspection of the
facade preservation.

As mentioned in the Transportation section, Mercer Place is
not designed to handle the heavy traffic that it is currently
tasked with carrying. Mercer Place comprises an
Environmentally Critical Area, as it has a steep slope that



Biological 7 could slide onto the roadway. The poor condition of Mercer

Resources Place and the heavy traffic on the road, which causes
tremendous vibration through the slope in and below Kinnear
Park, is likely to cause the slope to fail at some point. It may
not be difficult to show that the City is negligent and liable for
such an occurrence if Mercer Place is not fixed and the slopes
are not reinforced by the City.

8 The City is not doing enough to provide parks for areas of low-
income residents and minorities. | was in Magnolia the other
day, and | ran across three parks with a total of six baseball
fields, several tennis courts, and a children's playground in
about thirty minutes. This is not the case in other regions of
the City. It is the City's responsibility to provide these
resources in all neighborhoods.

Open Space &
Recreation

9 As mentioned above, the plan proposed by the City aims to
leverage developer opt-out fees and federal and state
matching to build low-income units strewn far from the
services and resources that low-income residents need, which

Public Services & are largely located in the more urban regions of the city. By

Utilities opting-out, developers will be free to build more and more
luxurious units, driving housing prices even higher. This is not
equitable. This is not compassionate. If the City proceeds with
its current plan, it will have committed a grave injustice against
the most vulnerable people it was created to protect.

Air Quality & Green 10 Increased greenery on ground level and on tiered buildings are
House Gas a good way to improve air quality. This approach should be
Emissions implemented.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?



Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?






Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Actionand 1 NotoAlt3
Alternatives



Comment Form

Land Use

Aesthetics

Open Space &
Recreation

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

| hope that whatever you decide to do, you will consider
implementing "people friendly" street level corridors that
maintain enough space for lots of landscaping and wide
walkways, bike paths, seating, etc. to minimize the impact of tall
"faceless" buildings.

| hope that whatever you decide to do, you will consider
implementing "people friendly" street level corridors that
maintain enough space for lots of landscaping and wide
walkways, bike paths, seating, etc. to minimize the impact of tall
"faceless" buildings.

| hope that whatever you decide to do, you will consider
implementing "people friendly" street level corridors that
maintain enough space for lots of landscaping and wide
walkways, bike paths, seating, etc. to minimize the impact of tall
"faceless" buildings.

| hope that whatever you decide to do, you will consider
implementing "people friendly" street level corridors that
maintain enough space for lots of landscaping and wide
walkways, bike paths, seating, etc. to minimize the impact of tall
"faceless" buildings.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?



What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

My proposals (below) are a lot more radical, and | guess
impractial. The proposed alternatives don't seem to me like they
will accomplish any of the goals of either environment or
affordability.

When you displace affordable housing you ought to have to put
it back in essentially the same place. Admittedly this may mean
that its economically unfeasible to redevelop older buildings, but
that might be a good thing.

Alternatively maybe asking developers to build affordable units is
the wrong solution, but if they don't then their impact fees have
to be much higher than proposed. Consider also that when the
city does an upzone, the existing landowners get a windfall in
that the land value goes up. Really this windfall ought to belong
to the city. However it does seem like it makes more sense to
have builders that know how to do affordability do it, rather than
rely on builders who don't.

The crisis here is really driven by a change in attitude about city
living: young people in particular are finding it appealing and
companies (particularly tech) are responding by building office
here. Building lots of office space without building corresponding
housing it like building in areas where there is no water, ie it
makes no sense, unless you accept widespread displacement,
but that makes no sense because you need diversity, ie you
need housing for lower wage earners. To me this implies that the
impact fees need to be highest on office buildings, although
clearly they can't be too high or none get built at all (which in the
short term could be a good thing--I don't have enough data).

In any case its not possible to build enough housing to keep
costs down if office building (or whatever the connection to high
wage job creation is) are built at an equally high rate. While off
topic, | fear that having such a concentration of jobs in one
industry is a bad thing economically. We need more of
something besides tech.

While we're not looking at single family neighborhoods in terms
of affordable housing, we're essentially losing large quantities of
"affordable" single family housing to developers who buy small
houses, destroy them, build mansions and don't include an
ADU/DADU. My thought here is to change zoning to
substantially downsize the footprint in single family zones unless
the unit also includes an ADU/DADU.

As you increase the number of people, the demand for parks
goes up. While we often ignore parks as being non-essential
(and in some sense they are), without parks, people disconnect
from nature and it has a negative health consequence. So for
every big dense building we build, we need to plan for green
space somewhere, even if all we do is narrow the street and
make a wide green park along it (say take 10' or so out of the
street by making it one way if necessary and using it as a
planting strip.)

Also, if we're so worried about stormwater, buildings that cover



Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

the entire lot are clearly a bigger problem than single familly
which is limited to 35% lot coverage. Clearly they can do
retention ponds, but those are horrible environments usually
surrounded by a big fence. Better to do some kind of constructed
wet land. We need to be creative here.

BTW, it seems to me that rather than (or maybe in addition to)
doing rain gardens, the big impact on storm water is having very
porous soil, ie the kind that used to be here when the land was
forested--12-18" of soil with high organic content. Give people
incentive to add 6+ inches of compost to their yards. It hold a lot
more water than the glacial sand/clay mix that is all that is left in
most places.

Tall (more than 3-4 stories) buildings cast long shadows and are
hence undesirable to their neighbors, although this can be offset
somewhat by setting the upper stories back (as in Vancouver BC
eg). While it can make sense to cover the entire lot, doing so
removes all green space, creates heat island effects and
increases runoff...and is often too imposing on the street level.
We often talk about creating a vibrant street level environment,
but it seems like it rarely gets accomplished. The reality is that
its very hard to dictate aesthetics when the builder is not
interested (ie doesn't see financial benefit or fit in their personal
belief system)...and it seems like builders are rarely interested.
There is certainly a question here of what we want the city to
look like in the future given that there are multiple ways to add
density, and that we as a country need to figure out how to
balance the economics of prosperous cities with shrinking ones.
In looking for a better density model, old European cities seem
like a better model than NYC--focus on lowrise, pedestrian
friendly , but admittedly this is hard given our grid of city streets
constrains what we do.

The other issue with big boxes is that they have lousy daylight--
ideally every room should have light coming from two sides.

While | like mass transit and bicycling as alternative, currently
they don't seem like they'll ever represent a majority of trips. The
big fix is to make neighborhoods more self contained, but given
that our country's economic model favors big stores and big
employers this is hard. Also, any transition away from cars will
be difficult. Lack of parking, for example can kill a small
business.

As a regular bicyclist, the main barrier to using my bike is the
risk of having it stolen. The second barrier is weather/hills,
although that can be solved by good gear and an e-bike. Still its
not clear to me that we'd ever get beyond maybe 15% of total
trips on bike.

Needless to say while BRT is good, its only "rapid" if it doesn't
end up sitting in traffic.

| love old buildings, but admit they are often hard to re-purpose
and without upgrades are often energy pigs. Still we need to
preserve some sizeable chunk of them.

Its hard to have much bio diversity in parks when there really



Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &
Utilities

Air Quality & Green

House Gas Emissions

isn't enough green space in the city in the first place. its a
problem for all cities. The denser you get the more city-like you
become and the more separated from habitat. Trees are
wonderful, but they also interfere with solar and daylight and
many tall trees are not adapted to live along both in terms of
wind and soil conditions. Really the emphasis should be away
from turf grass in single family neighborhoods, but that does
have a summer water demand impact unless one is extremely
careful in plant selection and or have rainwater storage on site.
The focus needs to be on how we can get nature and people to
coexist--not just confine nature to natural areas in parks. Nature
needs to be everywhere, even if much of it isn't all that natural--it
still potentially sequesters carbon, creates oxygen and reduces
the heat-island.

I'd like to see a greater focus on open space and less on sports
fields. | once played sports, and they are certainly a good outlet
for some, but the percentage of the population that participate is
just too small to justify how much space they occupy. A huge
percentage of the population walks or is capable of walking and
so we need to make place for that, and certainly there is still
room for sports.

I'd like to look at converting the greenways into actual
greenways--ie very narrow streets with a lot more green that
control speed by being narrow and curvy rather than speed
bumps that rattle my bones when | bike over them.

While its easier for large buildings to reduce their energy
demand for heating, sometimes they need additional cooling and
its far harder to be net-zero with on-site generation (although I'm
not sure | think on-site energy production is all that critical). Alas,
they still have the same or greater plug loads and sometimes
greater lighting loads due to lousy daylighting, although LED
technology reduces that impact significantly. Still there seems to
be a sweet spot where its possible to cover a substantial part of
a buildings energy use on site.

Hydro is great, but there really isn't any more of it and its not
without impacts. WInd is great, but its all external--the resource
is far away. We don't have great solar, but its pretty much all we
have on the local generation side unless we're going to start
putting wind turbines out in the sound. So really conservation is
our best friend.

10 Build energy efficient. Don't use crappy materials that off gas.

Put services and jobs near where people live to reduce transport
demand. We've known all this for many years.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are



you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

1 What about people who make just enough not to be able to rent
income restricted housing, but can't afford "market rate."
Because developers have shown they are not going to offer low-
income options in new developments.

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Land Use 2 Too little, too late.
Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?



What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

1 Prefer Alternate 1, but if required to upzone, Alternative 3 map is
more appropriately zoned. A hybrid approach between these two
would be best. For both alternates 2 and 3, especially in many
named "High impact low access areas", the zoning is too
aggressive and risks putting out the younger generations moving
out of nearby more expensive neighborhoods. This is due to
drastic increase in encroachment on single family

Land Use neighborhoods where younger families have already started
investing in their properties and a neighborhood resurgence is
taking place. This would negatively impact these families who
could risk significant displacement or financial loss due to
decreases in the value of homes from to encroachment and lack
of privacy created by larger scaled neighboring buildings and
increased pedestrian traffic. This would harm the most
significant group investing directly in the neighborhood core.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of



Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and 1 Please implement MHA.
Alternatives

Transportation 2 Please encourage transit use.
Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?



What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

| think that mha doesn't go far enough in increasing the supply of affordable housing. Developers don't
include affordable housing options, so make the fines greater to encourage them to include affordable
units. The current system is creating a stratification and eliminating mixed income housing in the city



Comment Form

1 Comment 2-1: Seattle 2035 Comp Plan Assumptions and

Growth estimates that serve as a basis for planning are
underestimated; Growth assumptions in CHUV exclude current
development in the pipeline, and therefore are unrealistically
low.

* Seattle 2035 Comp Plan Assumptions that are applied to Alt 1
conclude that CHUV will grow by 700 new housing units by
2035. In June of 2017 the City of Seattle Permitting process
identified 21 development projects already under permit that
include over 600 new housing units. Planning estimates
improperly omit projects under permit now and produce
inaccurate growth estimates.

Comment 2-2: DEIS Growth Projections in Alt 2 and Alt 3 in
CHUV, and potentially other Urban Villages, are unrealistically
low; planning assumptions that they are based on exclude
current development in the pipeline, and therefore are
unrealistically low.

 Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3 scenarios should be re-assessed with
growth projections that are in line with the development
occurring now and readjusted throughout the DEIS for their
impact.

Comment 2-3: The DEIS Underestimates the mobility challenges
and the limitation of Urban Villages that will get light rail
investments and those that will not.

» Urban Village Expansion Areas are defined as a 10-minute
walkshed from high frequency transit, yet there is no delineation
between Urban Villages that will get light rail compared to those
that will not. Urban Villages without light rail should not be
expanded beyond the capacity of current or funded infrastructure
to keep residents mobile.

* MHA zoning within urban villages with no light rail should
reflect the limits of future mobility due to lack of multi-modal
transit.

Comment 2-4: All maps in Appendix A should show boundaries
of urban villages and expansion areas to properly assess data
and Displacement/ Opportunity designations.

Comment 2-5: The final EIS should include data to explain
where the "line was drawn" between High and Low
Displacement Risk and High and Low Access to Opportunity.
The final EIS should better classify “borderline” Urban villages in
the Displacement Risk analysis to reflect realities and better
protect residents. The current analysis is a broad
oversimplification.

Comment 2-6: Crown Hill Urban Village is deemed High
Opportunity in the DEIS, but Appendix A Figure 7 shows Crown
Hill almost exactly at the mid-point of the Access to Opportunity
axis, and as only slightly higher than Morgan Junction, which is
categorized as low opportunity.
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Comment 2-7: The DEIS relies on the Growth and Equity
Analysis as its primary parameter to group and apply broad re-
zoning principles and evaluate MHA, yet the topology maps in
Appendix A do not show specific, numerical figures or the
weighting of each category. This makes it impossible to truly
weight each Urban village and the impacts within the Urban
Village.

* No data is provided as to how each “score” affects the overall
designation.

* As noted under Limitations "The indices and maps in the
Growth & Equity Analysis should be used with caution. This is a
first attempt to understand equity effects of broad City policies,
and results of the analysis depend on the selection and
weighting of indicators." and "Greater historical and qualitative
context is needed to avoid simplistic conclusions." By
designating urban villages only high/low, the analysis is drawing
“simplistic conclusions,” and thus being improperly applied
throughout the DEIS.

Comment 2-8: Conclusions drawn in the context of the Growth
and Equity Analysis simplistically characterize Crown Hill Urban
Village. Applying broad, simplistic assumptions over a large,
diverse area with several demographic and economic areas
yields inaccurate assumptions and assessments of impacts
applied throughout the DEIS.

* CHUV is assigned as a High Opportunity/Low Displacement
urban village; however, the composition of CHUV varies greatly;
CHUV includes low-income areas with a high proportion of
housing costs mixed in with single-family areas. Areas lacking in
basic infrastructure like sidewalks and drainage are intermingled
with established areas with typical amenities.

* CHUV is borderline in all the classifications used to define High
Opportunity and Low Displacement, making this definition
unsuitable and undercutting meaningful displacement analysis,
impacts and potential future infrastructure mitigations and
investments.

Comment 2-9: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator People of
Color: Per Attachment A, POC in Crown Hill Urban Village
increased from 12% to 26% of the population from 1990 to 2010,
or growth of 14%. CHUV is colored on the heat map [Figure 5]
the same as neighborhoods with as low as 5% growth. CHUV
growth of POC is closest to Aurora/Licton Springs with a 17%
increase, which was heat-mapped with the hottest colors. Per
Figure 2, the cut-off was set at 15%. CHUV is "borderline."

Comment 2-10: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator
Educational Attainment: Crown Hill shows multiple degrees of
"heat,” depending on the quadrant within the UV. In some areas
of CHUV, up to 60% of residents do not have a Bachelor’'s
degree. It is unclear how this data affects the overall evaluation
of displacement risk for CHUV.

Comment 2-11: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Housing
Tenancy: Crown Hill shows multiple degrees of "heat,”
depending on the quadrant. In some areas of CHUV, up to 70%
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of the population are renters. It is unclear how this data affects
the overall evaluation of displacement risk for CHUV.

Comment 2-12: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Severely
Housing Cost-Burdened Households: Crown Hill shows multiple
degrees of "heat,” depending on the quadrant. In some areas of
CHUV, up to 15% of households are severely cost-burdened. It
is unclear how this data affects the overall evaluation of
displacement risk for CHUV.

11
Comment 2-13: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Household
Income: Crown Hill shows multiple degrees of "heat,” depending
on the quadrant. In some areas of CHUV, up to 35% of the
population has income below 200% of the Federal poverty level.
It is unclear how this data affects the overall evaluation of
displacement risk for CHUV.

Comment 2-14: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Proximity
to Light Rail: It is unclear in the rendering of the map whether
lack of access to light rail is included in the evaluation of
Displacement Risk.

Comment 2-15: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Proximity
to regional job center: The heat map shows travel time from
Crown Hill to a “regional job center” between 5 and 15 minutes.
Provide criteria for definition "regional job center." Crown Hill
transit to downtown is in excess of thirty minutes, and adjacent
neighborhoods (e.g. Ballard, Greenwood) should not be
considered regional job centers as they do not provide adequate
employment opportunity for residents of multiple urban villages.

Comment 2-16: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator
Development Capacity: The heat map appears to show only
current zoning in analysis of parcels that allow residential uses
as likely to develop. Most of the area of CHUV is not colored as
likely to develop, which is not an accurate representation of
displacement risk under rezone Alternatives 2 or 3. The final EIS
should re-analyze development of parcels that are currently
omitted.

Comment 2-17: Displacement Risk Analysis Indicator Median
Rent and Housing Tenancy: The DEIS only considers rental
properties with apartment complexes of 20+ units when
analyzing rentals at risk of displacement. Smaller buildings and
single-family housing rentals (housing multiple individuals in a
family or sharing a house) are more typical in Urban Villages like
Crown Hill UV. The threshold of 20 or more units ignores this
common type of housing and minimizes displacement impacts.
The Final EIS should consider smaller buildings and single
family rental homes in analysis.

Comment 2-18: The Displacement Risk Index, Exhibit 2.2
illustrates that CHUV has a varying degree of risk, including hot
spots of substantial risk, which clearly compromises the validity
of categorizing CHUV as "low displacement risk."

* Note that based on this map, CHUV looks to have a higher
displacement risk than Queen Anne, West Seattle Junction and
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Ballard, yet Appendix A, Figure 7 places CHUV at lower risk of
displacement.

Comment 2-19: The Access to Opportunity Index, Exhibit 2.3
illustrates that CHUV has a varying degree of access to
opportunity and substantial differences North or South of 85th
Street; it appears that much of the area in CHUV is colored mid-
to low-access. From this graphic, it is clear that CHUV should be
designated with “medium” Access to Opportunity, not high. The
final EIS should consider “medium” in its assessments of
displacement risk and environmental impacts.

Comment 2-20: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Proximity to Transit: It is unclear in the rendering of the map
whether lack of access to light rail is included in the evaluation of
Access to Opportunity. For the four urban villages without light
rail, dependence on bus-only transit creates clear differences.
The City should evaluate the difference in transit quality and
capacity in the final EIS.

Comment 2-21: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Sidewalk Completeness: Completeness in this index is defined
as "percentage of block faces within a quarter mile of sidewalk,"
which is an inaccurate definition of completeness, and does not
take into account the ability of the disabled, children, or the
elderly to travel safely and without obstacles to their mobility
within their neighborhoods. The City should evaluate pedestrian
mobility criteria for communities with and without sidewalks in
the final EIS. Analysis should include expectations of additional
residents moving to the neighborhood without cars who will be
dependent on safe pedestrian mobility and proximity on foot to
services.

Comment 2-22: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Proximity to Healthcare Facility: The map indicates that much of
CHUV is within a mile of a healthcare facility; this is not
accurate. The Ballard Swedish Hospital is approximately 2 miles
from the center of CHUV, and Northwest Hospital is 3 miles from
the center of CHUV; there are no other major health care
institutions in the area.

Comment 2-23: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Proximity to a Library: Crown Hill is one of only a few urban
villages without proximity to a library. It is unclear how this data
affects the overall evaluation of access to opportunity for CHUV.

Comment 2-24: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Property Appreciation: Crown Hill shows multiple degrees of
"heat,” depending on the quadrant. The NE quadrant of Crown
Hill shows substantial area substantial below city average home
value. It is unclear how this data affects the overall evaluation of
displacement risk for CHUV and other urban villages where
income, housing value, and other economic indicators vary
greatly within urban village boundaries.

Comment 2-25: Access to Opportunity Analysis Indicator
Proximity to a Community Center: The majority of Crown Hill is
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not proximal to a Community Center, particularly north of NW
85th Street. It is unclear how this data affects the overall
evaluation of access to opportunity for CHUV and similar urban
villages that have no planned urban center.

Comment 2-26: Seattle 2035 Comp Plan (page 30 of Growth
Strategy) estimates a 50% growth in CHUV, which is lower than
the projected growth in Alternative 2 of 61%. Given the Growth
Strategy, Alternative 2 meets the criteria of an "over-estimated"
option. Alternative 3 vastly exceeds the Comp Plan estimated
growth with 155% growth in Crown Hill, and should not be
considered a viable alternative.

Comment 2-27: Appendix G: Technical Memorandum. DEIS
Growth Estimates. This memorandum describes how growth
estimates were calculated, the modeling method and the
assumptions, but does not provide specific data for each urban
village. The number of homes estimated to be demolished was
based on historical demolition trends, averaged across the city,
and all UV’s appear to be estimated using the same, averaged
trends. The final EIS should establish growth estimates specific
to each urban village.

Comment 2-28: The Growth and Equity Analysis was conducted
based on existing status of each Urban Village (UV) within the
study area per the four typologies. This model is used to inform
how and where to distribute additional housing growth to bring
about more equity across the city. The limitation of this model is
that it does not track the progress toward equity. For example,
the proposed upzone or expansion of a given UV may result in
the UV transitioning from the Low Displacement Risk/High
Opportunity quadrant to High Displacement Risk/Medium-Low
Opportunity quadrant after full implementation. The final EIS
should include analysis of the impact upzoning on Equity
categories.

Comment 2-29: MHA dis-incentivizes preservation of existing
affordable housing and incentivizes tear-down to build new
rental housing units. The result of this strategy would be
displacement of households currently living in existing housing
units to make way for new multi-family rental housing. The final
EIS should account for this result in assessment of Equity
categories.

Comment 2-30: Zoning suffixes should indicate the same level of
impact in all affected areas; e.g. as noted on page 3.127, in
“higher-intensity zones, height increases associated with (M)
zoning changes exceed a single story (30 feet or more).” Over-
simplification of these designations bely the significance of
zoning changes. Zoning suffixes should be revised or a separate
nomenclature developed to accurately and transparently
communicate what the changes will be:

» “M” category changes in many instances allow one or more
additional stories, with height changes of 15’ or even 30’ or
more. This is not a “no-change” definition.

* Zoning suffixes should be expanded to provide additional
categories for rezones that allow additional stories, or for
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changes of more than 2 category levels (additional “M”
designations — M3, M4 etc., or a separate naming convention
from the payment structure system).

Comment 2-31: The DEIS should analyze the Current M
classifications that impose higher fees on higher growth areas to
evaluate whether higher fees for higher capacity will serve to
suppress development in the NC areas, where there is a bigger
capacity for growth that needs to be incentivized, not
suppressed by the MHA policies.

Comment 2-32: Maps and tables should more clearly
differentiate between M1 and M2 zoning changes. Hatched
pattern is the same for both categories and therefore does not
adequately communicate significance of change.

Comment 2-33: Exhibits 2.11-2.14 are misleading, in that they
show areas of more intense development in a lighter color. Data
analysis should be shown for each Urban Village, not by
Displacement/ Opportunity category.

Comment 2-34: Data analysis should differentiate between Hub
Urban Villages and Residential Urban Villages when assessing
impact on infrastructure and support services, and determining
the area’s ability to accommodate growth.

» Crown Hill Urban Village is designated a Residential Urban
Village, but per annotations on Appendix H maps, CHUV is
assigned more M2 zoning changes under Alternative 2 than all
but one of the six Hub Urban Villages.

* Per annotations on Appendix H maps, CHUV is assigned more
M2 zoning changes under Alternative 3 than all but two of the six
Hub Urban Villages.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?



Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Comment 3.1-1: CHUV is classified in the DEIS as High
Opportunity/Low Displacement risk. Per the City’s classification,
CHUV is “borderline.” The analysis in the DEIS is misleading
and treats disparate areas within the urban village as a single
entity.

* The overly simplistic classification of CHUV as High
Opportunity/Low Displacement risk masks displacement risk in
the urban village, and exaggerates opportunity and the capacity
to handle increased growth. CHUV needs to be reclassified, or
the DEIS needs to break out analysis for Urban Villages like
CHUV to better represent the realty of Displacement and
Opportunity.

Comment 3.1-3: Appendix G: Technical Memorandum. DEIS
Growth Estimates. This memorandum describes how growth
estimates were calculated, the modeling method and the
assumptions, but does not provide specific data for each urban
village. The number of homes estimated to be demolished was
based on historical demolition trends, averaged across the city,
and all UV’s appear to be estimated using the same, averaged
trends.

Comment 3.1-4: Data in Exhibit 3.1-20 cannot be used to
properly assess affordability specific to each Urban Village, as
the real estate market areas studied do not align with the Urban
Villages included in the DEIS study area. For example, CHUV is
partly in the Ballard area and partly in the North Seattle area;
while Ballard’s average rents are 4% higher than the overall
Seattle rents, North Seattle’s average rents are 23% lower.
Thus, the information in this study is not applicable to CHUV.
The Final EIS should more accurately represent Urban villages
that span multiple traditional evaluation boundaries, rather than
rely on assumptions.

Comment 3.1-5: In general, studies in this section should be
broken down per Urban Village, not per displacement/
opportunity category. The information is not communicated in
such a way as to be able to determine accuracy of which units/
areas are at an elevated risk of demolition.



Comment Form

Comment 3.2-1: Seattle 2035 Comp Plan Assumptions and
Growth estimates that serve as a basis for planning are
underestimated; growth assumptions in CHUV exclude current
development in the pipeline, and therefore are unrealistically
low.

* Seattle 2035 Comp Plan Assumptions that are applied to Alt 1
conclude that CHUV will grow by 700 new housing units by
2035. In June of 2017 the City of Seattle Permitting process
identified 21 development projects already under permit that
include over 600 new housing units. Planning estimates
improperly omit projects under permit now and produce
inaccurate growth estimates.

Comment 3.2-2: DEIS Growth Projections in Alt 2 and Alt 3 in
CHUV, and potentially other Urban Villages, are unrealistically
low; planning assumptions that they are based on exclude
current development in the pipeline, and therefore are
unrealistically low.

 Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3 scenarios should be re-assessed with
growth projections that are in line with the development
occurring now and readjusted throughout the DEIS for their
impact.

Comment 3.2-3: Page 3.81 references Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan goal LUGY, which states that “successful
commercial/mixed-use areas [shall]... promote neighborhood
vitality, while also accommodating residential development in
livable environments.” Current development does not support
this goal; ground-floor requirements for retail/ pedestrian-friendly
commercial in NC zones are not enforced.

* Along arterials in CHUV and adjacent areas, most sites zoned
for “mixed-use” are occupied by residential tenants on the
ground floor. Residential spaces with windows covered at all
times create an unwelcoming pedestrian experience that
discourages foot transit and provide no destinations. Regulations
must be enforced for “vitality” and “livability” to be promoted in
our neighborhoods.

Comment 3.2-4: Page 3.85 references Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan goal LU1.3, which states that residential
urban villages shall have a low to moderate density and scale of
development. Alternative 3 does not support this goal.

+ Alt 3 indicates that CHUV will have zoning limits of up to 75’,
which is just short of the definition of a high-rise.

» Without light rail, this scale of development is inappropriate and
inadequately supported. MHA zoning within urban villages with
no light rail should reflect the limits of future mobility due to lack
of multi-modal transit.

Comment 3.2-5: Page 3.86 references Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan goal LU1.4, which is to “Provide gradual
transition in building height and scale inside urban centers and
urban villages where they border lower-scale residential areas.”
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Alternative 3 does not support this goal.

* In Alternative 3 for CHUV, M2 category zones abut M category
zones, sometimes on the same block.

* In Alternative 3 for CHUV, M2/M transitions create height
differences of up to 45’, separated by only an alley or narrow
street.

* In Alternative 3 for CHUV, M2/M1 transitions create height
differences of up to 45’, separated by only an alley or narrow
street.

Comment 3.2-6: Page 3.86 references Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan goal LU8.4, which states that the urban
village strategy shall be to “create desirable multifamily
residential neighborhoods, maintain compatible scale, respect
views, enhance the streetscape and pedestrian environment,
and achieve an efficient use of the land without major impact on
the natural environment.” Alternative 3 does not support this
goal.

* In CHUV, Alt 3 shows M2 category zones abutting M category
zones, in particular NC-75 abutting LR1 or LR2 zones,
sometimes on the same block. This does not maintain
compatible scale nor does it respect views. Without clear policy
and enforcement, the pedestrian and natural environments will
have major impact.

Comment 3.2-7: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-
P9 is to “strive to overcome [15th Avenue NW] as a barrier that
isolates the neighborhood areas to the east and west from each
other and to improve its contribution to the visual character of
Crown Hill ....” Alternative 3 does not support this goal. M2/M
transitions create height differences of up to 45’ from 15th
Avenue NW to adjacent neighborhood access streets 16th Ave
NW and Mary Ave NW. This height differential means that
buildings along 15th Ave NW will be a physical and visual barrier
from the arterial to the neighborhoods.

Comment 3.2-8: Exhibit 3.2-6 should be broken down per Urban
Village, not per displacement/ opportunity category. The
information is not communicated in such a way as to be able to
determine equity amongst urban villages.

Comment 3.2-9: Exhibit 3.2-7 should be broken down per Urban
Village, not per displacement/ opportunity category. The
information is not communicated in such a way as to be able to
determine equity amongst urban villages.

Comment 3.2-10: The EIS does not study the economic
displacement risk of rezoning from residential to commercial.

» The EIS should consider the following criteria specifically as
they relate to changing from residential to commercial/ mixed
use: tax increases, traffic patterns, increased cost of and
reduced access to parking, utilities, street access/width, garbage
collection, noise, licensing associated with the establishment of
new commercial district.

Comment 3.2-11: On page 3.114/3.115, the following description
is included regarding Crown Hill UV:



Land Use

11

12

13

"Where commercial zones are extended, density, use, and scale
impacts could occur, creating significant land use impact. The
potential for use impact is notable here, as commercial uses
would be allowed to abut streets with existing residential
character and use patterns. Additionally, all areas of existing
single family zoning in the urban village would be changed to
various Lowrise multifamily zones, creating potential for use,
density and scale impacts. ... More intense impacts, including
significant impacts, would occur along 16th Ave NW. and Mary
Ave. NW."

The changes in these areas are acknowledged to be “significant”
and “notable” but are not addressed with an appropriate level of
gravity elsewhere in the DEIS, and are downplayed in all
displacement risk analyses.

Specifically, the change from SF to NC-55 or NC-75 along 16th
and Mary would affect over 120 single family parcels and some
existing low-rise. (59) single family parcels along the East side of
16th and the West side of Mary would change from SF to NC in
Alternative 3. (64) additional single family parcels on the West
side of 16th and East side of Mary would be directly affected by
having commercial zoning on the street.

Comment 3.2-12: Mitigation measures indicate that Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan goals LU1.3 and LU1.4 are incorporated in
MHA and will be implemented upon its adoption. Alternative 3
does not support either of these goals.

* Zoning in CHUV will have limits up to 75’, which does not
constitute a “low to moderate density and scale of development.”
* Zoning in CHUV includes M2 category zones abutting M
category zones, sometimes on the same block, and height
transitions may be up to 45’, separated only by an alley or 25’
wide street. This does not provide “gradual transition in building
height and scale inside urban centers and urban villages where
they border lower-scale residential areas.”

Comment 3.2-13: Intensity of development and building scale
should be consistent with street scale. Development should be
planned so that roadways can accommodate passenger
vehicles, pedestrian traffic, and emergency/ services vehicles, all
while maintaining safety for residents and protecting the
character of neighborhoods. Development needs to comply with
City of Seattle Right of Way requirements. Neither DEIS Action
Alternative complies with minimum pavement widths for
moderate-to-high levels of development at non-arterials streets.
* Seattle 2012 Right-of-Way improvement plan article 4.6.2 table
indicates minimum pavement width of non-arterial streets at L2,
L3, L4, and NC2-30-65 zones is 32'.

a. 16th Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 2 locates LR2 zoning on this
street; Alt 3 locates LR2, NC2-55, and NC3-75 zoning on this
street.

b. Mary Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 2 locates LR2 and NC2-55
zoning on this street; Alt 3 locates LR2, NC2-55, and NC2-75
zoning on this street.

c. 17th Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 3 locates LR2 zoning on this
street.

d. 14th Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 2 locates LR2 zoning on this
street; Alt 3 locates LR2 and NC2-75 zoning on this street.
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* Seattle 2012 Right-of-Way improvement plan article 4.6.2 table
indicates minimum pavement width of non-arterial streets at NC3
and higher zones is 36’.

a. 16th Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 2 locates NC3-55 zoning on this
street; Alt 3 locates NC3-75 zoning on this street.

b. Mary Ave NW is 25’ wide; Alt 2 locates NC3-55 zoning on this
street; Alt 3 locates NC3-40 zoning on this street

Comment 3.2-14: Upzoning in Alternatives 2 and 3 assumes that
increasing capacity in residential and commercial land uses by
increasing allowed intensity, bulk, and scale of new
developments, and expanding the Urban Village areas, will
provide greater quantity of affordable housing within the study
area. Using this one method of increasing development capacity
in housing and commercial uses in all UVs, without thorough and
detailed analysis of its impact on other land uses, without
analysis of its contribution toward appropriate quantity and
quality mix of uses, and without assessment of infrastructure and
services required to support the new growth in each individual
UV will reduce the effectiveness of the mitigation measures
included in the Draft EIS.

Comment 3.2-15: The majority of the mitigation measures
intended to address land-use impacts under Alt 2 and Alt 3 look
at the land use impacts in isolation. More subtle cumulative land-
use impacts from Alt 2 and Alt 3 over time have not been
examined, such as impact on neighborhood cohesion, identity,
and character, displacement rate of current residents, price of
housing, availability and price of commercial rental space -
especially for neighborhood-level small businesses - and other
land uses that in combination with housing and commercial
space create synergy for successful UVs.

Comment 3.2-16: It is premature to expand the Crown Hill UV
boundary before successfully building out the original
Comprehensive Plan vision within the current UV boundary.
Within the current Crown Hill UV boundary, there is significant
development capacity remaining, particularly along arterials and
within the change from Commercial to Neighborhood
Commercial, to meet the adopted Seattle 2035 Comprehensive
Plan growth estimate for the village.

Comment 3.2-17: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan anticipates
that urban centers and villages function as “compact, pedestrian-
friendly areas... at scales that respect Seattle’s character and
development pattern.” Expansion of Crown Hill UV into well-
established single-family residential blocks would counter this
vision residential UV by dispersing the development and abruptly
changing the well-established neighborhood character.

Comment 3.2-18: In Crown Hill UV, Alt 2 would increase
residential growth/development capacity by 60% (428 units) and
Alt 3 would increase residential development capacity by 154%
(1,084 units) more over the next 20 years than the planned
residential development capacity of 700 units in Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan. Analyses of displacement risk and access
to opportunity are based on current conditions, and even now
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CHUV has an incomplete sidewalk network, crowded transit,
schools operating at full capacity, and severe storm water
drainage problems in some areas. Full utilization of housing
growth/development capacity plus the MHA increase - without
funding and programmatic commitment to address infrastructure
and transportation deficiencies - would result in lowering access
to opportunity for newcomers and current residents, and
significantly increase displacement risk for existing residents.

Comment 3.2-19: A detailed Crown Hill Neighborhood Plan and
Crown Hill neighborhood-specific urban design framework and
guidelines are needed to address and mitigate land-use impacts
on neighborhood- specific character under all Alternatives.

Comment 3.2-20: Outcome-based analysis is needed to track
the success of this MHA program, to monitor progress toward
the goal of providing good and equitable quality of life for all
residents and businesses within the study area.

Comment 3.2-21: Appendix F: Summary of Changes to Land
Use Code: Proposed changes to the Municipal Code including
removing the requirement to implement a neighborhood plan
prior to rezoning SF and LR zones. However, suggested
mitigation measures in DEIS Chapter 3.2 include “create and
codify neighborhood design guidelines [to] mitigate localized
aesthetic impacts for urban villages that do not currently have
them.” The final EIS should present mitigation suggestions that
comply and are coordinated with city ordinances.

Comment 3.2-22: The Final EIS should address and comply with
the SEPA Cumulative Effects Policy, which addresses the
phenomenon that “a project or action which by itself does not
create undue impacts on the environment may create undue
impacts when combined with the cumulative effects of prior or
simultaneous developments; [and] may directly induce other
developments, due to a causal relationship, which will adversely
affect the environment.”

* SMC 25.05.670.B.1 directs that “analysis of cumulative effects
shall include a reasonable assessment of ... the present and
planned capacity of such public facilities as ... streets... to serve
the area affected by the proposal; ... [and] The demand upon ...
facilities ... of present, simultaneous and known future
development in the area of the project or action."

* Per SMC 25.05.670. B.2., "a project may be conditioned or
denied to lessen or eliminate cumulative effects on the
environment:

a. When considered together with prior, simultaneous or induced
future development (i.e., complete rezone of an entire urban
village); or

b. When, taking into account known future development under
established zoning, it is determined that a project will use more
than its share of present and planned ... facilities...."

Comment 3.2-23: The HALA agenda includes preservation as
well as construction of new affordable housing units. Various

measures to incentivize preservation of existing housing stock
should be implemented with MHA. Incentives may include tax
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provisions and others, and should also include increased options
for property owners to add affordable housing units (detached or
attached) on the property, while keeping the existing housing on
site without being penalized for doing so.

Comment 3.2-24: Action Alternatives 2 and 3 are inconsistent
with the following Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

* LU 7.2 Use range of single-family zones to:

o Maintain the current low-height and low bulk character of
designated single-family areas;

o Limit development in single-family areas or that have
environmental or infrastructure constraints;

o Allow different densities that reflect historical development
patterns; and

o Respond to neighborhood plans calling for redevelopment or
infill development that maintains the single-family character of
the area but also allows for a a greater range of housing types.
* H 2.3 Consider Land Use Code and Building Code regulations
that allow for flexible reuse of existing structures in order to
maintain or increase housing supply, while maintaining life-
safety standards.

* H 2.6 Seek to identify affordable housing at risk of demolition
and work to mitigate the displacement of residents ahead of
planned upzones.
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Comment 3.3-1: Exhibit 3.3-1 should be expanded to provide
comparative maps of allowed heights under each Action
Alternative. The map shows current maximums in CHUV being
mostly less than 30’. Under either alternative, significant portions
of CHUV will increase by two category levels to 51-85’.

Comment 3.3-2: Page 3.126 notes that a comprehensive
summary of building form is not possible due to the extensive
study area. Seattle is a city of diverse neighborhoods with
unique character. To evaluate all neighborhoods under the same
criteria using “common built form conditions” and to discuss
impacts to aesthetics and urban design “in a qualitative and
generalized manner” is inappropriate.

Comment 3.3-3: Page 3.126 incorrectly characterizes proposed
action as primarily concerning “infill development of new
buildings in already-developed neighborhoods.”

* Alternative 3 indicates that CHUV will have zoning limits of up
to 75, which is just short of the definition of a high-rise. A zoning
increase of this magnitude will not read as “infill.”

* In Alternative 3 for CHUV, M2/M transitions create height
differences of up to 45’, separated by only an alley or narrow
street. A transition of this magnitude will not read as “infill.”

* In Alternative 3 for CHUV, M2/M1 transitions create height
differences of up to 45’, separated by only an alley or narrow
street. A transition of this magnitude will not read as “infill.”

Comment 3.3-4: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-
PS5 is to “Accommodate the majority of new housing units and
increases in density in the central areas of the Ballard and
Crown Hill urban villages.” Alternative 3 does not support this
goal, as significant “upzoning” is indicated throughout CHUV —
not just in the central area — and stretches of the main arterial
NW 85th Street are zoned less intensely than neighborhood
access streets 16th Ave NW and Mary Ave NW.

Comment 3.3-5: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-
P6 is to “Maintain the physical character of the single-family-
zoned areas in the Crown Hill/ Ballard plan area.” Alternative 3
does not support this goal, as all existing single-family zones in
the current CHUV boundary are upzoned to LR or higher zones;
this will effectively eradicate all single-family character within the
UV boundary.

Comment 3.3-6: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-
G2 is to create “A community with housing types that range from
single-family to moderate-density multifamily.” Alternative 3 does
not support this goal, as all existing single-family zones in the
current CHUV boundary are upzoned to LR or higher zones.

Comment 3.3-7: Exhibits 3.3-2, 3, 4, and 5. Imagery of existing
conditions is selective and not representative of the full range of
scale of existing single-family and low-rise multi-family buildings.
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The photographs and 3D illustrations overestimate the height of
single family homes in CHUV. lllustrations exclude examples of
LR2 units being built right next to single story cottages, and
other adjacencies that are already being seen in CHUV and
other developing neighborhoods.

Comment 3.3-8: Pages 3.128-130 reference the current City of
Seattle Design Review Process. The study should be revised to
include pending changes to the Design Review Process that are
currently under consideration.

Comment 3.3-9: If the proposed revised thresholds for Design
Review are accepted as noted on page 3.120, significant
portions of Urban Villages being rezoned to Lowrise would no
longer require Design Review. The study needs to address the
aesthetic impact of decreased design oversight for LR
development in each individual Urban Village.

Comment 3.3-10: Seattle Municipal Code should mandate
Neighborhood-specific guidelines for all Urban Villages prior to
implementation of any MHA Action; as noted they “identify
priority design issues and seek to ensure that new development
is compatible with specific local neighborhood character,” and
thus are crucial to support Seattle 2035 Comp Plan Land Use
Goals. Only roughly half of the urban villages in the study area
currently have neighborhood design guidelines.

Comment 3.3-11: Impacts of increased “building bulk and visual
prominence due to greater height” and the “[reduction of] the
amount of direct sunlight reaching ground level” should not be
underestimated. Design standards will be crucial to maintaining
and supporting Comp Plan Land Use Goals.

Comment 3.3-12: Impact to neighborhood character by M2
development should not be underestimated, as noted on Page
3.139 “(M2) zoning changes would enable new development
types that could differ from existing development and could mark
a transition to a different neighborhood character where applied.”
Individual neighborhood impacts must be studied in order to
assess the risk of loss of character.

Comment 3.3-13: Exhibits 3.3-9-14, and 3.3-16-17 are
misleading. All existing housing stock is shown as 1 %2 or 2
stories, which overestimates the scale of existing SF
development in many areas and minimizes the impact of larger
scale infill development. Images should accurately represent the
full range of existing conditions in the study area.

Comment 3.3-14: Exhibits 3.3-9-14 and 3.3-16-17 are
misleading. They do not show the full range of development
scenarios based on proposed upzoning. Conditions such as RSL
on one side of a street and LR on the other, and LR on one side
with NC on the other should be represented to accurately
represent the aesthetic impact.

Comment 3.3-15: Page 3.142 references “privacy standards” as
a potential mitigation of the effects of increased bulk and height
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on neighborhood character. Privacy standards should be defined
and their specific impacts assessed, since privacy measures
(closed window treatments, lack of transparent openings) often
have a negative impact on aesthetics (blank facades or ones
with obscured glass are unwelcoming and difficult to incorporate
into a neighborhood identity), interior air quality and environment
(no windows or windows that cannot open increase the need for
mechanical cooling and ventilation), and quality of life (spaces
without daylight/ views can be damaging to wellness).

Comment 3.3-16: Page 3.144 notes that as infill development is
built, streets would become more “urban” in character. A
standardized definition of “urban” should be developed. Many
areas in CHUV indicated to be upzoned currently do not have
sidewalks, municipal storm drainage, or adequate transit
support. These are essential components for any “urban”
environment that will support this level of growth.

Comment 3.3-17: Narrative description of Exhibits 3.3-16 and 17
is limited to a singular condition, in which “due to the width of the
right-of-way [shadows from buildings] extend only a short
distance into the public [open] space.” Crown Hill is listed as a
relevant urban village, but it is not clear where in CHUV this
would apply. The impacts on open space should be studied at
conditions where ROW is not wide enough to negate shadow
impacts, as well as those with wide ROW’s.

Comment 3.3-20: Per Exhibits 3.3-22 and 3.3-23, no areas of
M2 are applied to Eastlake, Upper Queen Anne, or Fremont
UV’s under Alternative 2. No explanation is included of why
these UV’s have not been determined to be able to support M2
increases, though they have more comprehensive transit
support than Urban Villages such as Crown Hill, and Fremont is
designated as a Hub Urban Village.

Comment 3.3-21: It is noted on page 3.160 that “overall, height
increases would be lower under Alternative 3 than under
Alternative 2.” The averaging of height increases is misleading
and inaccurate; in CHUV, the greatest height increase under
Alternative 2 is 15’; under Alternative 3, the greatest height
increase in CHUV is 35’. This difference is not insignificant in a
Residential Urban Village currently zoned primarily single-family
residential and mid-rise NC, and should be assessed separately
from Hub Urban Villages which have higher transit and
infrastructure support.

Comment 3.3-22: Suggested mitigation measures for aesthetic
impacts include modifying design review thresholds to “require
design review for more types of development in the study area,”
specifically “multi-family developments in areas rezoned from
single family.” The proposed revisions to the Design Review
process currently under consideration would lower thresholds for
Design Review, and require design review for fewer types of
development. Significant portions of Urban Villages being
rezoned to Lowrise would no longer require Design Review, thus
this mitigation is moot as it is in direct conflict with the proposed
revisions.
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Comment 3.3-23: Suggested mitigation measures for aesthetic
impacts include “create and codify neighborhood design
guidelines [to] mitigate localized aesthetic impacts for urban
villages that do not currently have them.” This is crucial and
should be included as mandatory under MHA.

Comment 3.3-24: Suggested mitigation measures for aesthetic
impacts include “require detailed shading/ shadow and view
studies for new development in areas where the proposed MHA
height limit increase is 30 feet of more to protect streetscapes
and publics open spaces from excessive shading.”
Shade/shadow and view studies should be required for all height
increases of one story or more, as even a single-story increase
coupled with decreased setbacks from adjacent structures could
cause significant shading.
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Comment 3.4-1: The DEIS omits analysis and mitigation of
impacts to mobility and safety due to lack of sidewalks in areas
of concentrated growth.

* Ten-minute walksheds may not be the same as in urban
villages with safe pedestrian walkways.

* Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-P7 is to “Improve
mobility for people using all modes of transportation to, within,
and around the Crown Hill Urban Village to serve the residents
and businesses there.” This goal will not be supported without
adequate sidewalk infrastructure.

Comment 3.4-2: The DEIS omits analysis and mitigation of
impacts due to storm-water flooding that hampers pedestrian
mobility and safety during rains.

Comment 3.4-3: The DEIS omits analysis of the impact on
pedestrian and bike safety and mobility for greenway users in
areas that lack sidewalks and have narrow streets.

Comment 3.4-4: The DEIS omits analysis of the impact of
growth on greenway routes, and omits consideration for
additional mechanical signaling for pedestrian and bicycle
safety.

Comment 3.4-5: Pedestrian Crossing of Arterials: The DEIS
omits impact analysis and mitigation on pedestrian safety on
Urban Villages bisected by highways and major freight routes.

Comment 3.4-6: Transit: The DEIS omits from its analysis
differences in mobility needs and bus dependency between
Urban Villages that will get access to Light Rail and Urban
Villages that will be dependent on bus transit only.

» The Final DEIS should apply measures to differentiate between
this access to public transportation and adjust the final zoning
maps or the realistic mitigations required to handle transit needs.

Comment 3.4-7: TDM requirements: DEIS omits analysis of this
suggested mitigation applied to CHUV and its impact on the
already over-capacity transit system and the mobility of busses
on 15th Avenue NW north of Market Street at Peak Hours.

» The DEIS omits analysis on the impact of this mitigation on
available parking and the impact on seniors and those with
disabilities, and their ability to live unassisted in their homes, and
associated displacement risks. The DEIS omits analysis of the
impacts on those needing a car for work where overstretched
transit is either not feasible or not available.

Comment 3.4-8: Page 3.187 references Seattle’s Performance-
Based Parking Program; among the Program’s goals are to
make available “adequate street parking” and encourage
“efficient use of off-street parking facilities,” as well as “enhanced
use of transit and other transportation alternatives.”

» Mitigation strategies on page 3.239 address only ways to



decrease parking availability, and do not promote any of the
goals of the Performance-Based Parking Program. The
mitigations all operate under the apparent assumption that
people will forgo buying or using cars if parking availability is
decreased; this is invalid if an increase in transit service is not
provided concurrently.

9 Comment 3.4-9: The DEIS omits Crown Hill from analysis of on-
street parking occupancy in Exhibit 3.4-17.
* The DEIS notes that in 2016, 75% of surveyed locations
experienced parking occupancy above the 85% target. The
assessment of impact on residents’ ability to park is incomplete
and inaccurate without individual analysis of every Urban
Village.

10 Comment 3.4-10: The DEIS omits 15th Avenue NW north of NW
Market Street from analysis in Exhibit 3.4-22 and subsequent
exhibits on Travel Corridors.

* 15th Avenue / Holman Road is the primary arterial and freight
route providing access to and through Crown Hill Urban Village,
as well as a major freight corridor, therefore analysis of impacts
on travel time to Crown Hill Urban Village is incomplete and
inaccurate.

11 Comment 3.4-11: Appendix J Exhibit J-5 shows that the Metro D
line boarding was studied at Ballard, but NOT at transit stops
serving CHUV. Information in this figure for the D line is
misleading, as the figures show NO difference in the Passenger
Load to Crowd Threshold ratio between Alternatives 1, 2 and 3
on the D, apparently relying on the assumption that SDOT will
have the resources to increase bus service to alleviate crowding.

12 Comment 3.4-12: The DEIS omits the 15 Express Metro Bus
from analysis in Exhibit 3.4-26 and subsequent exhibits on
transit crowding.

» The Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan defines “very good
transit” as provided with either a light rail station or a RapidRide
stop plus at least one other frequent bus route. Crown Hill and
Ballard Urban Villages do not have light rail service. Access is
provided by the RapidRide “D” line and the 15X. As noted on
page 3.196, “Overcrowding ... is an indicator of whether or not
adequate transit service is provided to support the planned
growth.” The 15X is currently overcapacity, so analysis of
impacts on access to Crown Hill and Ballard Urban Villages is
incomplete and inaccurate.

13 Comment 3.4-13: The DEIS omits 15th Avenue NW north of NW
Market Street from analysis in Exhibit 3.4-27/28 and subsequent
exhibits on travel times.

» 15th Avenue is the primary arterial route providing access to
Crown Hill Urban Village, as well as a major freight corridor,
therefore analysis of impacts on travel time to Crown Hill Urban
Village is incomplete and inaccurate.

14 Comment 3.4-14: Appendix J Exhibit J-8: Auto Corridor Travel
Times. 85th between 32nd NW and Greenwood indicates that in
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Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, travel time increases by only 30
seconds. The final EIS should provide a clear explanation for
why the 3 versions would produce the same results, and why
this increase is so small.

Comment 3.4-15: The Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan defines
“very good transit” as provided with either a light rail station or a
RapidRide stop plus at least one other frequent bus route.

» The DEIS omits from its analysis the length and efficiency of
trips, therefore ignoring the fact that transit from Northwest
Seattle to Downtown Seattle often takes longer than transit from
Renton to Downtown or Lynnwood to Downtown.

Comment 3.4-16: The Growth and Equity analysis includes
proximity to transit as an indicator both of Displacement Risk
and Access to Opportunity, but omits length and efficiency of
trips; therefore, the accuracy of this indicator is compromised
since it considers only one component of access.

Comment 3.4-17: The DEIS neglects to acknowledge that
existing transit from CHUV to downtown during rush hour takes
50 min to move 7 miles on average, and therefore people are
unlikely to choose public transportation over personal vehicles
that are faster.

* Per King County Metro Transit 2016 System Evaluation Table
8, the D Line (serving Crown Hill/Ballard/Seattle Center/Seattle
CBD weekdays) is the route with the highest need, requiring
1,050 additional hours.
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/pdf/2011-21/2016/service-
guidelines-full-report.pdf

* Per King County Metro Transit 2016 System Evaluation Table
8, the 15EX (serving Blue Ridge/Ballard/Seattle CBD weekdays)
requires 400 additional hours.
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/pdf/2011-21/2016/service-
guidelines-full-report.pdf

* Per King County Metro Transit 2016 System Evaluation Table
8, the 18EX (serving North Beach/Ballard/Seattle CBD
weekdays) requires 350 additional hours.
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/pdf/2011-21/2016/service-
guidelines-full-report.pdf

* These three routes that provide service to CHUC have a
combined need of 1,800 hours, or 14% of all needs identified for
Metro’s service area, just to accommodate current demand.

Comment 3.4-18: The suggested mitigation measure to
complete a feasibility study of a Ballard Bridge replacement must
be accompanied by a proposal for how to fund both the study
the potential implementation.

Comment 3.4-19: The suggested mitigation measure to
“purchase additional bus service from King County Metro along
the 15th Ave NW corridor” is necessary but insufficient.

* It does not address the congestion and basic inability for more
busses to travel North and South on 15th at peak travel times.

* No proposal is made as to how this would be funded.

20 Comment 3.4-20: Capital Improvement Plan: The DEIS
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highlights Complete Streets and Capital Improvement program
as addressing safe and efficient movement of people; yet
Greenways which the Plan invests in do not offer Complete
Streets because of their failure to provide safe pedestrian
walkways (i.e. complete sidewalks and crossings).

Comment 3.4-21: Although the DEIS references Move Seattle,
Transportation Strategic Plan, Transit Master Plan, Pedestrian
Master Plan, Seattle Bicycle Master Plan, and the Seattle
Freight Master Plan, it appears that the DEIS has not aligned
these planning processes with the growth goals within the urban
villages which are impacted by the MHA and Seattle 2035.

Comment 3.4-22: The DEIS grossly underestimates the impact
of the action alternatives on vehicle trips, suggesting that a 2%
increase in vehicle trips will occur. This suggested increase is
utilized to indicate a minor uptick in vehicle collisions and
decrease in vehicular safety.

* In June 2017, Crown Hill Urban Village had 21 development
projects in the pipeline that include over 600 housing units, and
is on track to exceed the 700 total new units the City has
projected over the next 20 years through 2035 in a fraction of the
time. If only half of the new residents have vehicles, growth in
trips by vehicle in CHUV will be well over the estimated 2%.
http://crownhillurbanvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/QA-
from-Nov-5th-Community-meeting.pdf

Comment 3.4-23: The DEIS fails to acknowledge the SEPA
Cumulative Effects Policy, which addresses the phenomenon
that “a project or action which by itself does not create undue
impacts on the environment may create undue impacts when
combined with the cumulative effects of prior or simultaneous
developments; [and] may directly induce other developments,
due to a causal relationship, which will adversely affect the
environment.”

* SMC 25.05.670.B.1 directs that “analysis of cumulative effects
shall include a reasonable assessment of ... present and
planned capacity of such public facilities as ... parking areas to
serve the area affected by the proposal ... [and] The demand
upon facilities ... of present, simultaneous and known future
development in the area of the project or action."

* Per SMC 25.05.670. B.2., "a project may be conditioned or
denied to lessen or eliminate cumulative effects on the
environment:

a. When considered together with prior, simultaneous or induced
future development (i.e., complete rezone of an entire urban
village); or

b. When, taking into account known future development under
established zoning, it is determined that a project will use more
than its share of present and planned facilities ...."

Comment 3.4-24: The DEIS does not address impacts on safety
and congestion due to increased cut-through traffic on side-
streets and alleys as a result of increasing density.



Comment Form

1 Systematic historical inventories should be conducted for all
individual urban villages. Per Exhibit 3.5-6, only 4 of the 10
urban villages anticipated to have growth greater than 50%
under Alternate 2 have systematic inventories; per Exhibit 3.5-7
only 3 of the 8 urban villages anticipated to have growth greater
than 50% under Alternate 3 have systematic inventories done.
Furthermore, Crown Hill, Green Lake, Morgan Junction, and
Wallingford are anticipated to have growth greater than 100%
under Alternate 3, and only one — Wallingford — has had a
systematic inventory conducted. All urban villages included in
these exhibits contain properties listed in historic resources
survey databases.

Historic Resources
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Comment 3.6-1: Tree impact assessment for CHUV is inadequate.

* There is no specific analysis of the impact on the tree canopy in Alt 2 or Alt 3 scenarios beyond application of the
general citywide assumption. CHUV has an 80-acre boundary expansion to existing single family, and significant
additional rezoning of single family within the Urban Village Boundary. Given acknowledged existing storm water
drainage issues and ROW work that will be required to mitigate those issues (necessitating removal of trees), the
current DEIS analysis of tree canopy loss given the expansion and extensive redevelopment under Alt 3 and Alt 2 are
inadequate.

Comment 3.6-2: The DEIS fails to provide information for properties shifting from single family to RSL.

» Most of these properties are categorized as 5,000 feet by MHA. Tree removal for lots under 5,000 square feet is
exempt from the city’s tree ordinance. http://invw.org/2017/06/27/as-more-buildings-go-up-how-many-of-seattles-trees-
will-come-down/.

Comment 3.6-3: The DEIS analysis does not adequately address the impact on the tree canopy when converting
residential neighborhoods to multi-family, particularly when looking at Alternative 3.

+ Current single-family zones contribute 63% of Seattle’s tree canopy, while multifamily residential areas contribute
only 9%. The tree canopy will be significantly impacted under both Action Alternatives.
http://www.seattle.gov/trees/docs/Seattle2016 CCAFinalReportFINAL.pdf

Comment 3.6-4: The DEIS does not account for the impact on Piper’'s Creek watershed, which is Seattle’s third largest
watershed and which drains a total of 1,835 acres into the Puget Sound at Carkeek Park.

« In Exhibit 3.6-3, the watershed, which surfaces on Holman Road at the base of CHUV, is not well demarcated.
http://www.seattle.gov/util/EnvironmentConservation/Education/UrbanWatersheds/PugetSound/PipersCreek/index.htm

Comment 3.6-5: There is no mitigation suggested in the DEIS for managing increased runoff into major watersheds
and consequently into the Puget Sound.

Comment 3.6-6: The DEIS does not evaluate the impact of tree removal and replacement with impermeable surfaces
in areas that will experience rezoning from single family to RSL zones. Currently RSL has no requirements for storm
water management.

Comment 3.6-7: The final EIS should acknowledge and comply with the SEPA Cumulative Effects Policy, which
addresses the phenomenon that “a project or action which by itself does not create undue impacts on the environment
may create undue impacts when combined with the cumulative effects of prior or simultaneous developments; [and]
may directly induce other developments, due to a causal relationship, which will adversely affect the environment.”

» SMC 25.05.670.B.1 directs that “analysis of cumulative effects shall include a reasonable assessment of ... the
capacity of natural systems-such as air, water, light, and land-to absorb the direct and reasonably anticipated indirect
impacts of the proposal; ... [and] The demand upon ... natural systems ... of present, simultaneous and known future
development in the area of the project or action.”

» Per SMC 25.05.670. B.2., "a project may be conditioned or denied to lessen or eliminate cumulative effects on the
environment:

a. When considered together with prior, simultaneous or induced future development (i.e., complete rezone of an
entire urban village); or

b. When, taking into account known future development under established zoning, it is determined that a project will
use more than its share of present and planned ... natural systems."
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Open
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Comment 3.7-1: According to Seattle Parks Department maps, Greenways
are, by definition, walking corridors. Greenways developed in areas without
sidewalks are not providing any mitigation for pedestrians.
http://www.seattle.gov/ArcGIS/SMSeries_GapAnalysisUpdate2017/index.html

Comment 3.7-2: The DEIS fails to acknowledge the SEPA Cumulative Effects
Policy, which addresses the phenomenon that “a project or action which by
itself does not create undue impacts on the environment may create undue
impacts when combined with the cumulative effects of prior or simultaneous
developments; [and] may directly induce other developments, due to a causal
relationship, which will adversely affect the environment.”

» SMC 25.05.670.B.1 directs that “analysis of cumulative effects shall include
a reasonable assessment of ... the present and planned capacity of such
public facilities as ... parks ... to serve the area affected by the proposal; ...
[and] The demand upon facilities ... of present, simultaneous and known
future development in the area of the project or action."

» Per SMC 25.05.670. B.2., "a project may be conditioned or denied to lessen
or eliminate cumulative effects on the environment:

a. When considered together with prior, simultaneous or induced future
development (i.e., complete rezone of an entire urban village); or

b. When, taking into account known future development under established
zoning, it is determined that a project will use more than its share of present
and planned ... facilities...."

Comment 3.7-3: The DEIS does not address how policy will be implemented
that will be necessary to comply with Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Goal
CH/B-P2, to “Improve the attractiveness of the business areas in the Ballard
Hub Urban Village and the Crown Hill Residential Urban Village to
businesses, residents, and shoppers through creation of pleasant
streetscapes and public spaces.”

Comment 3.7-4: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goals CH/B-P13, 14, and
15 address increasing the range of and access to recreation opportunities,
open spaces, and views. Alternative 3 does not support these goals, as all
existing single-family zones in the current CHUV boundary are upzoned to LR
or higher zones; this will greatly reduce the opportunity and requirement for
providing open spaces and maintaining views.

Comment 3.7-5: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan goal CH/B-P18 is to
“‘Encourage the development of indoor and outdoor facilities in which cultural
activities can take place.” Alternative 3 does not support this goal, as all
existing single-family zones in the current CHUV boundary are upzoned to LR
or higher zones; this will greatly reduce the opportunity and requirement for
providing cultural facilities and spaces.
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Public Services &
Utilities

Comment 3.8-1: Page 3.297: Alternative 2 has the potential to
add a total of 4,465 housing units (965 more than under
Alternative 1) to urban villages that Fire Station 31 serves. Fire
Station 31 is the second busiest engine company in the city, and
additional fire resources may be necessary to address current
and projected growth (City of Seattle, 2015). The report notes
that the Seattle Fire Department currently is not meeting its
goals of complying with NFPA standards 90% of the time. With
increased demand, more service will need to be provided to
maintain a standard of service. The DEIS omits mitigation
measures to accommodate this burden.

Comment 3.8-2: The DEIS omits impact analysis on EMS ability
to access properties on narrow streets with parallel street
parking on both sides.

Comment 3.8-3: The DEIS analysis is not specific enough to
address mitigations for current slow response times, or the
impacts increased development will have on response times.
The North Precinct has the lowest recorded response times in
Seattle.

Comment 3.8-4: The DEIS analysis relies on the outdated
assumption that increased staffing in the North Precinct over the
next 20 years will be accommodated at a new facility at N 130th
Street and Aurora Ave N, and that this station will provide
sufficient building area to meet the needs of both existing and
future staff. The DEIS should be updated to reflect that this
project is on hold indefinitely and that its increased capacity for
service cannot be relied upon.

Comment 3.8-5: The DEIS omits analysis and mitigation of
impacts to mobility and safety due to lack of sidewalks in areas
of concentrated growth and storm-water flooding that hampers
pedestrian mobility during rains.

Comment 3.8-6: Page 3.298 includes a list of sectors analyzed
in the Comprehensive Plan. Crown Hill Urban Village is omitted
from that study list.

Comment 3.8-7: Page 3.299 includes a list of public schools in
Urban Villages that lack full sidewalk infrastructure and therefore
are out of compliance with the Safe Routes to School program.
The list is incomplete, since Whitman Middle School in CHUV is
omitted from this list, as are safe walking paths from Whitman
down connecting Greenways on 17th and the proposed N.
Seattle Greenway.

Comment 3.8-8: The DEIS does not offer sufficient mitigations
on the impact of rezoning on Seattle Public Schools in terms of
capacity. Marcus Whitman Middle School in CHUV already
requires 16 portable classrooms to meet current needs.
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Comment 3.8-9: The DEIS mitigation recommendations are
inadequate to address the current flooding and drainage
problems in Crown Hill Urban Village.

* The informal drainage system cannot withstand increased
demand anticipated under Action alternatives. The City must
consider additional mitigation measures to address storm water
drainage impacts in areas of informal drainage. Specific policies
to improve storm water systems in CHUV should be
implemented with MHA.

* The suggestion of a “latecomer agreement mechanism”
whereby homeowners will pay for sidewalk / drainage
improvements over and above city taxes is inappropriate, as it is
the City’s duty and policy to provide basic infrastructure that will
protect the health, safety, and welfare of the public.

Comment 3.8-10: The DEIS fails to acknowledge the SEPA
Cumulative Effects Policy, which addresses the phenomenon
that “a project or action which by itself does not create undue
impacts on the environment may create undue impacts when
combined with the cumulative effects of prior or simultaneous
developments; [and] may directly induce other developments,
due to a causal relationship, which will adversely affect the
environment.”

* SMC 25.05.670.B.1 directs that analysis of cumulative effects
shall include a reasonable assessment of ... present and
planned capacity of such public facilities as ... sewers, storm
drains, solid waste disposal, parks, schools, and parking areas;
... public services such as transit, health, police and fire
protection and social services to serve the area affected by the
proposal. ... [and] The demand upon facilities [and] services ...
of present, simultaneous and known future development in the
area of the project or action.

* Per SMC 25.05.670. B.2., "a project may be conditioned or
denied to lessen or eliminate cumulative effects on the
environment:

a. When considered together with prior, simultaneous or induced
future development (i.e., complete rezone of an entire urban
village); or

b. When, taking into account known future development under
established zoning, it is determined that a project will use more
than its share of present and planned facilities ...."

Comment 3.8-11: The final EIS should include how the City will
commit to and implement specific steps to mitigate overcrowding
and increase school capacity under MHA.
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Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and

Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Transportation

Public Services &
Utilities

There are better areas to allow for upzoning in Ballard with 40' -
75' tall buildings. Allowing this to merge into residential
neighborhoods destroys the sense of neighbors and community.
Other areas of the city would be a better use of the space and
with the structures already in existence. Tearing down run-down
buildings on main streets to revitalize the area. Allowing these
proposed buildings on a nice, quiet residential street is a bad
idea for community.

Allowing the upzoning to come into the Crown Hill area to add
multiple affordable housing options is not beneficial to the
neighborhood and its security. Build affordable housing in a
more dense, commercial area (U-District, Interbay, even off
Market Street in Ballard or off Leary) and not in residential areas.

| do not want to walk out my back door to enjoy my yard and be
surrounded by tall buildings. | want to walk down the street and
see a neighborhood with homes and activity and not feel like |
live downtown.

The maijority of people have personal vehicles. | do not see that
changing, even if public transportation is more prevalent and
easier for all to use. Our street already feels the effects of two
low-rise condominiums built one block away. Parking was either
not incorporated into these new condos or only one spot per unit
is provided. Those tenants need to park somewhere and that is
on our residential streets, taking parking from the homeowners
on that street. Bigger buildings with more units will just increase
the difficulty in parking for everyone. Just because parking is
hard to find does not mean someone is going to give up their car
and take the bus. People are not giving up their cars.

There was an article recently discussing the dire need of the
waste management plant on Magnolia. It needs urgent
repairs/fixes and is going to have difficulty handling the waste
provided by all of the current plumbing in the city. Building more
and more units is only increases the amount of waste and run-off
that the plant cannot handle.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?



Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

Sierra Club

i am glad to see Alternative 3, with development focused on
stable urban areas that have good infrastructure and relatively
low displacement risk.

Housing costs are at an unsustainable high level in Seattle,
leading to displacement of long-term residents of areas such as
the Central District.

The city forester's lack of support for retention of exceptional
trees is lamentable. The fines for landowners or developers to
log their property are infinitesimal ($300) and unenforced. There
is currently very little opportunity for the public to weigh in on
proposed removal of large shade trees. This loss of large trees
is negatively impacting quality of life and carbon sequestration.

Fines for landowners or developers to log their property are
infinitesimal ($300) and unenforced. There is currently very little
opportunity for the public to weigh in on proposed removal of
large shade trees. This loss of large trees is negatively impacting
quality of life and carbon sequestration.

There is currently very little opportunity for the public to weigh in
on proposed removal of large shade trees. This loss of large
trees is negatively impacting quality of life and carbon
sequestration.

Loss of large trees is negatively impacting quality of life and
carbon sequestration. Fines for landowners or developers to log
their property are currently infinitesimal ($300) and unenforced.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?



Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Aesthetics

Transportation

Alternative 2 for Northgate

Alternative 2 for Capitol Hill

Alternative 3 for Wallingford, Fremont, Ballard, and Crown Hill
Alternative 3 for West Seattle Junction and Morgan Junction

Can we please do something to limit the hideous apartment
buildings that have a hodgepodge of random materials and
colors smattered all over them, and that will look wildly outdated
five years after being built, thus creating terrible eyesores in our
neighborhoods for decades to come? (E.g. Rubix Apartments
515 Harvard Ave E.) This isn't a "style" we should tolerate, just
because it somehow made it through the permitting process.
There are some styles that are timeless, and if we are trying to
build for the future, we should learn a lesson from our most
architecturally beautiful neighborhood Pioneer Square.

More woonerfs for pedestrians, please.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?



How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

| am against the expansion of the North Ranier hub into the Mt
Baker neighborhood. There is still a lot of underdeveloped areas
closer to Ranier Ave and doesn't need to be expanded into a
historic neighborhood.

Land Use

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?



What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

No action should be taken until the empty contaminated lots are
cleaned and built on Rainier Ave

It seems the area around Mt Baker light rail is only getting new
low income housing. | think new apartment buildings near it
should be more inclusive of all incomes. It's not just low income
people who like to take light rail.

I'm against expansion of N Rainier HUB into historic Mt Baker
neighborhood. There is plenty of undeveloped space on and
around Rainier Ave already

Tearing down historic houses to build large box homes is
detrimental to aesthetics of some neighborhoods

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you



resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

This reads like a justification and statistical back up of what the
city's agenda for money making without addressing the concern
of how HALA seriously impacts the Admiral neighborhood.

People who live in Admiral dish out the money to live in our
quaint neighborhood. This does not address the hard change
from neighborhood into metropolitan center that this HALA
impact is creating. The big bucks people here pay is for the
quaint neighborhood and if you bothered to look the census
there are lots of kids living here. The walk-ability is the drive for
many of our families to live here. Multi-unit housing would
seriously detriment the ability to have kids and families walking,
biking, and living in a quaint environment here. Too many
accidents have already taken place after and around the
Safeway remodel. Cars are crunched in and people are already
busting at the seams here. These statistics the city is citing is
just another justification in the cog to roll over everyone here into
living in urban city which is not what our neighborhood is here.

Policy 1.4 provides insight into what is already happening in the
Admiral neighborhood. Cars are crunched, people are being hit
on Admiral Way and California. A busy and active schools are
already having to deal with security in our present neighborhood
changes where more security is having been placed at Lafayette
Elementary. Zoning upgrades are going to fall downward into a
slippery slope where more developers are going to develop
more and more without taking into account on the harsh reality
here that during the summer months the crazy frenetic and
hectic happens here in Admiral from the Alki traffic during the
summer months here. This is is not properly assessing how to
create more public safety where old people, children and adults
alike to be afraid of being hit or run off the road with cars who
are muscling around in our neighborhood. Bigger in going to turn
to more bigger without finding solutions but keeping to the
agenda of bigger without addressing the large public safety
impact of the public safety of so many children and walking
neighborhood that is what makes this neighborhood so great.
The city would be destroying forever what draws us into this
neighborhood and forcing people out. The people who are being
forced out would be the people who could not afford to come
back into this neighborhood whereby the city just wants to turn
around and house more and more people just vertically without
the concern of anyone's live-ability. Residential urban is the
ultimate oxy moron here. No residential has a chance as the
city's already enforced laws to protect developers and not
residential land owners in Seattle. This here is all City coffers
and City urbanization all the way. Metropolitan is not what
makes this this area livable. City is destroying everything that
makes Admiral livable here. People here choose to live here to
get away from the city and not to bring Metro Seattle downtown
in here. Once we start this the whole area is going to be urban
and we cannot go back to what is great here already.



5
Aesthetics
6
7 Transportation
8 Historic Resources
9 Biological Resources

10 Open Space &

Yes, you take this zip code 98116 and look the census you will
find people here are healthy. But, no longer with HALA upzoning
here. Less trees and green space will directly affect the health
and lives here. Either we will run over by the car or die from the
adverse affects of towering building over trees. City has already
set into affect for developers to chop down anything in place to
put tinder box housing. Developers come here to build and build
because they know this is attractive financially. What you are not
taking into to regard is the City will in effect destroy what is the
essentially special and wonderful here by creating HALA Admiral
here. There is not turning back in the health effects of population
density clear regard to the public safety by crunching people and
cars into a tight space not taking into the increased traffic during
summer months here. It an aggregate recipe for disaster.
Residential blocks are being encroached by developers already
and the City is turning blind to what is really happening. People
cannot live healthy being squeezed in without being able to
breathe or cross a street. Traffic is a huge problem already here.
A lot the residences here have people parking in the street
events at Hiawatha have more people parking in the streets. The
aggregate is just tip of the iceberg here. How are kids supposed
to walk to school here? How ugly does the City want it? Why do
you think the Olmstead brothers were called into Seattle to
create parks? No, it is sad that the City is not taking the health of
our neighborhood into consideration here or for that matter the
health of our children.

This is a justification of what is happening all around Seattle too
many cars and lack of public transportation and huge push for
more population density. A recipe for disaster that is all around
us. Buses in Admiral only run in high commute times. Not
enough buses which are packed already. You want more people
here? Also, no regard to understanding how Admiral is deal
physically with more cars when meter maids already run around
here trying to ticket cars parked on streets here in
neighborhoods and so you want to have it more difficult to find
parking in residential neighborhoods by making it URBAN
thereby be able to ticket more cars? It is just illogical but the
greatest money making schemes with developers working with
the city. Where is the impact on how much Admiral can actually
take?

A clear rationalization for how development can protect the
cultural and historic. How is this again? Once the urban is
allowed in then all we have is urban and no longer historical or
cultural. Big ugly Vancouver, BC.

Once again the trees in Admiral are over a hundred years old
and the canopy is being taken over by tall, taller, and tallest
buildings. Also, the tree's roots filter the water that spill
downward to the sound. Lots of animals here are affected as
well which is not stated. Please keep Admiral green.

Please keep our Admiral neighborhood quaint. Once upzoning is
allowed then everything will keep going that way and there is no
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Recreation

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

turning back.

Once again, our air in Admiral is impacted by Airplanes which fly
over to Boeing field increasingly and the Steel Mill here pumping
out steel particles . So why not add more people in the mixture
with cars. Yes, the health of the people here and why we choose
to be is just going to decline that take much. Let's cut all the
trees down and build the biggest tallest buildings to cram more
and more people with cars here as soon as possible. Are you
kidding? | don't think money can any way beat the actual healthy
and safety of the people here now.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your



employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

The costs of the two alternatives you have presented are greatly
understated and will act contrary to many of your stated goals
and indeed even to some of your stated findings through out the
report. Major flaws include:

-No protection for existing persons who will be displaced (these
displaced people have to live somewhere and will put upward
pressure on affordable rentals as they seek to relocate)

-A gross understatement of significant cost impacts for utilities
-No protection for elderly or retirees who own but are forced to
relocate due to property tax evictions

-Allowing developers to pay out of affordable housing

-Not equitably applying the upzone to all areas of the city (this
largely benefits the wealthy)

-Not having developers pay their share of the new infrastructure
which ends up getting spread upon rate payers unfairly

-Lack of investigations of other alternatives and in many cases
lacking proposed solutions to the problems created by your plan.
-No consideration of existing areas being upzoned and what has
and has not worked in those areas

-lInadequate studies/analysis for infrastructure requirements and
costs

These are just the things | see. | feel like there are much more
problems here in a plan that appears to largely benefit
developers, pass costs for their growth and their development on
to (us) little people (unfairly), a pattern of continued
mismanagement and a largely glossing over of flaws with this
plan. As a long time resident of the area, this pains me.

Alternative strategies like rent control should be considered and
are not mentioned. Allowing developers to build higher and pay
their way out of low income housing is a fatal flaw in your plan.
When developers opt for the buy out, what happens then? There
is no detail or commitment in this plan that says how these funds
will be used. There is no commitment to use the funds to provide
affordable housing in these same areas. Without this safety net
here is what will happen:

-Existing affordable housing will be the first to be bought by
developers for large scale development displacing present
residents who will go where?

-Developers buy out to increase their profit

-The City builds affordable housing in some area where it can
build more housing for less funding to help address the need.
-The result is the City becomes an overt player in the forced
gentrification and discrimination of disadvantage persons by
fostering the elimination of affordable housing in these areas and
thus forcing people to be displaced and move to lower cost
areas



Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Where is the social justice in this? | did not see where your
displacement analysis indicates what happens to the unfortunate
people who will be displaced for these large new developments.
These new developments make more money for developers and
destroy our vibrant neighborhoods - look at how sterile SLU was
and still is. The existing zoning can be implemented with more
limited displacement (but with improved protections) but there
are other tools that would protect social justice:

-Rent control

-Incentives for small time land lords as opposed to big
developers

-Protection for all people who are displaced by developers
-Eliminating the buyout for developers

-Increasing the affordable requirements for new development
-Implementing the upzone in all parts of the city so that it is
equitable and fair

-Adding late comer agreements to SCL and upping those of SPU
to cover the true costs of increased development

Your report even finds that older housing is more affordable than
newer housing. So why encourage new building on a large scale
- this is contrary to your stated purposes.

Increasing building heights and bulk and allowing destruction of
older buildings sterilize our neighborhoods. These things
combine to make Seattle a less desirable place to live. Allowing
highrises around parks destroys the benefit they provide to the
public.

Is it fair that long time owners or renters will have their daylight
or views blocked by new tall and bulky buildings allowed by the
upzone? My two story town house which is what your report
claims to be desirable to add is being upzoned to high rise. Even
if our community holds out, we will be surrounded by monster
buildings. Who will want to live there anymore.

"Water System, Sewer, and Drainage—Seattle City Light
Future development under any of the alternatives would likely
result in

greater demands on localized areas of the water supply, sewer
system,

distribution system, and electric power. However, SPU and SPL
have

methods in place that ensure development is not endorsed
without

identification of demand and availability of utilities, including
meeting fire

code requirements for new developments and redevelopments.
Some

development is required to improve stormwater and drainage
systems.

However, small scale development in areas of informal drainage
could

have an impact on localized stormwater drainage. All projects



must

comply with the minimum requirements in the Seattle
Stormwater Code

(SMC 28.805), even where drainage control review is not
required.”

Your finding is significantly flawed. SPU have been raising rates
at alarming levels

As reported by KING 5 on April 25, 2017: "Seattle Public Utilities
wants to raise rates by more than 30 percent in the next six
years.

That was one of the headlines from a presentation of the
Strategic Business Plan pitched to Seattle Council members on
Tuesday.

SPU says the increases are needed in order to pay for a multi-
million dollar mandated project on the North Queen Anne Ship
Canal, to prevent storm water from getting to Lake Union, as
well as important transportation and infrastructure
improvements."

In Strategic Business Plan 2015-2020 the projected growth rate
for 2015-2020 is much lower than (4.6%) than the past ten years
up to 2014 (6.8%). Doing nothing with this growth and low
inflation rates should result in a 4.1% increase in rates per year
according to the report. The report also says that even if there is
no growth costs will still rise by this amount. But what happens
when there is more growth than forecasted? Enter the significant
30% projected rate increase over the next six years reported by
King 5 in April 2017 that sites several major capital projects
(many mentioned in the 2015 report) and "infrastructure
improvements" as drivers for the increase. While it is fully
unclear for the reason for the increase and to sift through the
political speak, it is very possible that the aforementioned 2015
forecast under-represented the impacts of growth which
accelerates infrastructure improvements is a significant driver in
the extra increases are necessary.

Someone outside the Clty that is fully independent with expertise
needs to investigate this and correct the findings of this draft
EIS. The work in the draft EIS is poor as it does not even
mention these issues and consider that localized growth will tax
the local and larger systems. Increases in growth cause higher
costs - both operation an maintenance and capital improvements
Look at South lake Union - dumping storm water into the lake is
aggravated by growth as areas that would absorb water now
become paved and provide more run off into the system (along
with the significant increase in water use and waste water
caused by the recent upzoning there). The report makes no
mention of how SPU has done with it's late comer agreements in
having the late comers truly pick up the cost for the extra
demand for water and sewer increased usage. The lack of
attention in this area leads me to consider strongly an
ommission of this data from the draft EIS because it doe snot
support the mayor's goal. | don't think the City council is much



Public Services &
Utilities

more on the ball - | feel that the City Council believes it can
manage utilities but the reality appears to be otherwise with cost
over runs on major projects and poor oversight by council
subcommittees that appear more interested in REI unionizing
than oversight on hundred's of millions of dollars of infrastructure
improvements ongoing in SLU.

I'm just a little guy with some expertise in utilities and the things |
have mentioned above do not pass the sniff test for a finding of
no significant avoidable impacts to utilities. The impacts will be
higher rates for the growth to handle the over all volume and
quite possibly significant regional improvements would be
necessary to handle the growth in the targeted areas for
upzoning. The draft EIS basically agrees with me that there will
be some problems but then turns around and says that there will
be no significant unavoidable impacts - these things do not add
up or make sense. If SPU is behind in these improvement
projects they will be forced to accelerate these improvements
resulting in much higher rates. Sounds like where we are now
mirrors where we were not that long ago... and SPU will be back
for more money and higher rates.

The report mentions SPL, what is that? seattle public library? Do
they mean SCL?

The report fails to mention that SCL does not in fact have a
latecomer agreement and that capital improvements at the
substation evenly are spread across the entire rate base. So the
roughly $250M plus that the Denny substation and its associated
projects(l find it very difficult to determine the true cost of the
substation as there are multiple capital projects that appear to be
going on at the same time but are ambiguously worded in public
documents which appears to hide the true cost - look at the
transmission line project for a future Denny line which includes
all transmission related costs for teh construction of Denny and
has significant cash flows that are concurrent with substation
construction - this is obvious as the line was deferred. A regional
project also appears to be a contributing funding source as do a
few other projects at some level or another as best as can be
told from the public documents. So where is the oversight? The
talking heads at SCL say the substation cost basically matches
the single project budget of roughly $210M but what about these
other items? Where is the oversight - more interested in REI
unionizing? it looks like another in a long line of city projects -
north precinct, NCIS...) - | digress as the main point is the cost
for Denny will be spread across the entire service area.
Eventhough the substation is primarily supporting growth caused
by late comers that wee encouraged by the slu upzone. The
council makes noise that these latecomers should pay - which
would be fair and is how most utilities operate but makes no
move to update SMC to make this happen. So expect more of
the same. That is - no oversight, you the individual Seattle-ite
paying for this growth that is a sweet deal for developers. | don't
see how it can be possible that the maximum upzone being
considered will not lead to additional infrastructure costs for
SCL. This upzone looks like the SLU up zone and the results will
be the same or worse for all utility rates. Don't be fooled - the
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11

12

developers are the ones who will win with this upzone and the
impacts to the individual who will have to unfairly bear these
costs are not even close to being accurately reported by a team
of high priced consultants and the very people who pro-port to
watch out for the little guy. If you look at all the Denny related
projects funding must be somewhere between $350-$500M.
How much does this capital funding hit rates? This will all be
spread across all network customers and all utility customers
and the late comers not have to pay. Further the late comers
bring additional electrical load that must be served by SCL. Just
as with water and sewer, the additional unit of power is the most
expensive. So even if the load increase can be avoided due to
conservation or other initiatives, this is again unfair to the rest of
the utility as that savings of energy should be used to hold all our
rates down. So we the little guys get the double hit. So again the
report by not referencing impacts fro the SLU upzone and how
they have been handled by the council and SCL is a serious
omission by the draft EIS prepares and City reviewers. | suspect
this is not included in the report because the costs make the
mayor's plan look much more rosier than it is.

In my opinion this portion of the draft EIS is so seriously flawed
that it is fatal. At the very least real costs are not accurately
reported. I'm just a little guy with some expertise. | would be
happy to work with someone who could really provide a detailed
and accurate report in these areas.

It would be some work but a detailed study of the load growth
and the existing power distribution system (as well as sewer
water and SPL?) could be analyzed and cost for small and large
capital improvements estimated. This is not rocket science but is
the sort of thing that should be studied. Would new substation(s)
need to be built? Another Denny substation? More distribution
improvements? How much of the system would go
underground? Would there need to be a network? How much
rate pressure would another $250M to $450M investment in any
utility infrastructure cost the rate payer? If you have driven in
SLU in the past few years, get ready for that to come in your
upzoned area.

To summarize the following finding (as detailed above) is fatally
flawed:

"3.8.4 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
No significant unavoidable impacts to public services or utilities
are

anticipated at this time for any of the proposed alternatives.
Existing

local or statewide regulatory framework would apply at the time
of

development that would identify any specific project-level
impacts and

would be addressed on a project-by-project analysis."

More traffic in areas that are already extremely congested like



Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

Capitol Hill will result in more delays, more carbon emissions
and/or capitol costs to improve roads and traffic flow. The air
quality will deteriorate. Public transportation in Seattle is so poor
(in reach, schedule and cost performance) when compared to
other world class cities that Seattle like to think it is.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?



What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

1 The DEIS did not study or even acknowledge the inequity

between urban villages that are slated to have light rail by 2035,
and those with only bus service. It is unreasonable to equate the
convenience and aesthetics of a light rail system with the

Transportation limitations of bus service. Comments similar to this were
repeatedly raised during the HALA Focus Group process, but
they appear to have been ignored in the DEIS. The EIS should
individually study neighborhoods without light rail and target
them with less density than neighborhoods with light rail.



Comment Form

1 The DEIS is built on a insufficient Growth and Equity Analysis

which categorizes Urban Villages as either and only Low or High
Risk of Displacement and Low or High Access to Opportunity.
Specific rankings and numerical figures are not provided to show

Housing and the weighting of each category used in the Analysis or the rating

Socioeconomics of each village. The composite heat maps subjectively assign
"high" or "low" status to Villages. The DEIS should include the
specific numerical weightings for categories AND offer an
appropriate sliding scale of density for Villages that are better
categorized as "medium".



Comment Form

1 The DEIS did not study the true displacement risk of each,
discreet urban village related to the the action alternatives
proposed in the rezoning maps. Action alternatives will result in

Housing and differing amounts of physical, economic and cultural

Socioeconomics displacement within each urban village. The displacement risk
within each urban village should be based upon the rezones
proposed in each action alternative and be presented separately
for each urban village.



Comment Form

1 In the displacement risk analysis, the median rent and housing
tenancy category was based on multi-family buildings of 20 or
more units. This does not include duplexes, town houses, single
family houses, or accessory dwelling units, which could
comprise the maijority of rental units in some neighborhoods,

Housing and particularly Crown Hill where currently small, older and naturally

Socioeconomics affordable apartment buildings and duplexes comprise most of
the rentals. This is an enormous oversight that deserves special
attention. The DEIS should include a broad and thorough
analysis of actual rental units for each urban village, including
duplexes, town houses, single family homes, and accessory
dwelling units.



Comment Form

1 The DEIS does not present a broad range of action alternatives.
Alternatives 2 and 3 consist of approximately the same volume
of rezoning across the city and thus produce the same average
impacts. They are not discreet action alternatives; they are

Description of the simply re-arranging the proposed density.
Proposed Action and
Alternatives 2 The DEIS then presents the overall studies as a whole, which

diminishes the impacts in individual neighborhoods. The lesser
and greater volumes of density should be such that in every
village, one alternative presents less density than another
village. The EIS should present the impacts consistently, and
specifically by neighborhood.



Comment Form

Land Use

1 On page 3.114/3.115, The rezoning from SF to NC-55/75 in

Crown Hill is acknowledged to be “significant” and “notable” but
is not addressed thoroughly elsewhere in the DEIS. The change
from SF to NC-55 or NC-75 along 16th Ave and Mary Ave in
Crown Hill would affect over 120 single family parcels and some
existing low-rise. The EIS should consider tax increases, traffic
patterns, increased cost of and reduced access to parking,
utilities, street access/width, garbage collection, noise, and
licensing associated with the establishment of a commercial
district. The EIS should also specifically present the economic
displacement risk of rezoning from residential to commercial,
such as is proposed in Alt 3 in Crown Hill.



Comment Form

Public Services &
Utilities

1 Public schools are significant enough to warrant their own

category, and should not be lumped with utilities.

But also, the mitigations offered regarding potential capacity
increases in Seattle Public Schools is entirely inadequate.
Section 3.8 page 15 reads: "SPS would respond to the
exceedance of capacity as it has done in the past, by adjusting
school boundaries and/or geographic zones, adding or removing
portables,

adding/renovating buildings, reopening closed buildings or
schools, and/or pursuing future capital programs." These are
NOT viable mitigations. Changing boundaries does not add
classroom space or funding. Portables are not a permanent
solution and fail to address overcrowding in common areas such
as lunchrooms, playgrounds and gyms. All available SPS
schools and buildings are in the process of being opened to
manage the districts CURRENT capacity crisis.

The EIS should study exactly if and where there is room for
growth at the elementary, middle school AND high school levels.
The EIS should then consider which neighborhoods are suitable
for enrollment growth and NOT rezone for more density until
appropriate locations and funds for new buildings are secured in
those neighborhoods.



Comment Form

1 The DEIS fails to provide examples of the typical development
that is currently taking place in LR zones in Crown Hill, and that
we can assume will occur with rezones. One specific example is
that of residences, either single family or LR being built in the
backyards of existing structures with alley access. Along 90th St.

Aesthetics and 85th St. NW in Crown Hill, there are numerous examples of
3 story town homes with added height via roof decks being built
in the backyard of existing 1 and 1.5 story houses. The result is
not aesthetically cohesive, and arguably undesirable. The EIS
should provide examples of extreme and likely juxtapositions,
not just the idealistic scenarios that were presented.



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

1 We are generally more supportive of the zoning changes

proposed in Alternative 3 for the Madison-Miller Urban Village.

As identified in the DEIS, Madison-Miller is a very high
opportunity Urban Village. It has great transit service to
Downtown (bus routes 11 and 12), South Lake Union (8) and the
U District (48). Madison-Miller is close to great schools (Meany,
Stevens, St Joes, Holy Names), parks and open space (Miller
Playfield, Volunteer Park, Interlaken, Washington Park
Arboretum), and a fantastic community center. This
neighborhood provides a welcoming home for many families with
kids and the added lowrise zoning will allow townhouses that
can provide more moderate-cost family housing options. As
fewer households have large yards, the city should mitigate the
loss of these play spaces by finding ways to slow traffic and
create more play streets.

Madison-Miller is already home to several affordable housing
properties that help keep this part of our neighborhood
economically and racially diverse. These buildings are a great
asset for our community because they protect their residents
from the risk of displacement. Alternative 3 would result in 177
new affordable units rather than only 133 under Alternative 2,
and far more than Alternative 1. This is true not only because
increased development capacity will allow for more on-site
performance of affordable housing, but also because it will
create more zoning under which the Seattle Office of Housing
can make cost-effective investments leveraging federal low
income housing tax credits.

As our infrastructure ages, some of it will need to be replaced
and repaired. Increasing the number of households in urban
villages like Madison-Miller can help lower the cost per
household of these expensive investments. Alternative 3 will
provide the best opportunity for achieving infrastructure
investments with lower per household costs.

New residents spur concerns about insufficient off-street
parking. We believe that Madison-Miller deserves its own
restricted parking zone (RPZ) to better manage on-street
parking. We also hope that the Seattle Department of
Transportation will continue to look at reforms to the RPZ system
that address oversubscription, which can make the zones
ineffective.

Finally, we do not support the M2 changes from single family to
LR3 just east of Miller Park. We believe an M1 change to LR2
would be more appropriate given the location adjacent to the
edge of the urban village.

We are disappointed that an urban village boundary expansion is
not being considered for the areas immediately north, west, and
south.



Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?



Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Transportation

Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &
Utilities

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of
things

like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account
impact of

other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5, ST3

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable
housing in exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss
of light and air on ground floor of existing buildings and fails to
identify protected public views or private views that will be lost or
to propose meaningful mitigation.

DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data. DEIS
fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support
proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already
lacking neighborhood.

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access
emergency services and impact of increased density on
response times, etc. DEIS fails to note existing lack of school
capacity and impact of increased density thereon.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in



your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

First, | don't see an analysis of the impacts to schools that HALA
would have. This seems to me to be an important criteria to be
considered and properly funded. The school district can ill afford
additional financial impacts in serving a larger community
without proper planning and capital funding.

Secondly, the DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban
Villages and the City overall. Each Urban Village is unique, with
different housing types, cultural traditions, businesses,
resources, and growth needs. This DEIS fails to recognize and
examine these differences.

Each Urban Village and Surrounding Area needs to be analyzed
separately, thoroughly and accurately via their own individual
EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will
be impacted by the changes both in this DEIS and the other
SEPA analyses combined. Seattle residents live in both their
own neighborhoods and in the City at large, yet this DEIS has
failed to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and accurately.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?



Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Anonymous-48

To the OFFICE OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / Attn. MHA EIS / PO Box 34019/
SEATTLE, WA 98124-4019

I am a resident of South Park and request that your office complete an Environmental Impact Statement
pertaining to just the South Park Neighborhood addressing MHA. The EIS you have released does not
study the impacts to South Park. South Park has serious environmental issues that can’t be overlooked.

Furthermore we request the new South Park EIS be sent to all the residents and businesses in the
community. Very few people have access to the internet in their homes in South Park.

Thank you.
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Anonymous-49

To the OFFICE OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / Attn. MHA EIS / PO Box 34019 /
SEATTLE, WA 98124-4019

@&m@m\?bv

| am a resident of wbmm._.ﬂm%..m:a request that your office complete an Environmental Impact Statement
pertaining to just the South Park Neighborhood addressing MHA. The EIS you have released does not
study the impacts to South Park. South Park has serious environmental issues that can’t be overlooked.

Furthermore we request the new South park EIS be sent to all the residents and businesses in the
community. Very few people have access to the internet in their homes in South Park.

Thank you. WE
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8/7/2017 23:58:48
Artemis Antipas, Ph.D. Environmental Scientist

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

| have lived at my current Wallingford home for 28 years and before that at a location less than 2 miles
from my current address for 16 years thus a total of 44 years in the inner Seattle. | am an environmental
scientist, Ph.D. from University of Washington again in the same area. Due to the time constraint ( we had
requested for an extension from the City) my two limited comments are as follows:

1. The EIS does not meet EPA requirements

2. The EIS is carried out in general and does not address neighborhood specifics.



Appelman,ira

From: EastlakeFairGrowth

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Comments on Mandatory Housing Affordability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (MHA-DEIS)
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 1:34:37 PM

Attachments: Eastlake Fair Growth Response to MHA-DEIS.docx

Geoff Wentlandt

City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
600 4th Avenue, Floor 5

PO Box 94788

Seattle, WA 98124-7088

206.684.3586

MHA .EIS@Seattle.gov

Dear Mr. Wentlandt:

Please find attached the comments of Eastlake Fair Growth, a neighborhood group, on the
Mandatory Housing Affordability Draft Environmental Impact Statement (MHA-DEIS).
These comments are timely filed on August 7, 2017 before the 5PM deadline.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact me at the following email
address, street address, or phone number.

Sincerely,

IraB. Appelman for

Eastlake Fair Growth

2226 Eastlake Avenue East, #304
Seattle, WA 98102

eastlakefairgrowth@gmail.com
206-235-4953



Appelman,ira

Response to:

CITYWIDE IMPLEMENTATION OF MANDATORY
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY (MHA)

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
June 8, 2017

3.4 Transportation:

The DEIS does not seriously address or mitigate the current neighborhood parking crisis that is
exacerbated by MHA upzoning.

1. The City admits that in many neighborhoods street parking demand is above 100%.

DEIS, p. 3-188

“In 2016 three-quarters of the 32 surveyed locations experienced parking occupancy above
the 85 percent target during either the daytime or evening periods. A quarter of the total
locations experienced occupancy of 100 percent or more in at least one of the studied time
periods.

“The eight locations in which parking demand currently exceeds supply (i.e. occupancy of
100 percent or more) are:

e 12t Ave (evening)

e Ballard (evening)

e Capitol Hill—South (evening)

e Green Lake (daytime and evening)

e Pioneer Square—Core and Edge (evening)

e Uptown—Core and Edge (evening)”

The DEIS goes on to describe the “significant adverse parking impacts” caused by the studied
projects:

DEIS, p. 3-213

“As stated in the Affected Environment section, there are currently some areas of the city
where on-street parking demand exceeds parking supply. Given the projected growth in the
city and the fact that the supply of on-street parking is unlikely to increase by 2035, a parking
deficiency is expected under the no action alternative. With the increase in development

1



Appelman,ira

expected under Alternatives 2 and 3, particularly in urban villages which already tend to have
high on-street parking utilization, parking demand will be higher than the no action
alternative. Therefore, significant adverse parking impacts are expected under Alternatives 2
and 3.

“The location and severity of impacts would vary by alternative depending on the
concentrations of land use. The degree of the parking supply deficiency and impacts
experienced in any given neighborhood would depend on factors including how much off-
street parking is provided by future development projects, as well as varying conditions related
to on-street parking patterns, city regulations (e.g. how many RPZ permits are issued,
enforcement, etc.) within each neighborhood.”

Response: Of course, with all the construction going on in Seattle, it’s likely parking has gotten
worse since this City parking study.

2. Proposed “mitigation” will make the parking crisis worse, providing no mitigation.

DEIS p. 3-239

“The specific measures described below are all potential projects that the City could consider
to modify or expand current strategies:

e Parking maximums that would limit the number of parking spaces which can be built
with new development.

e Review the parking minimums currently in place for possible revisions.

e Unbundling of parking to separate parking costs from total property cost, allowing
buyers or tenants to forgo buying or leasing parking spaces.

e Increased parking taxes/fees.

e Review and revise transit pass provision programs for employees.

e Encourage or require transit pass provision programs for resident—King County Metro
has a Passport program for multifamily housing that is similar to its employer-based
Passport program. The program discounts transit passes purchased in bulk for
residences of multifamily properties.”

Response: The City admits the parking crisis, including a number of neighborhoods where
parking demand is ABOVE 100% even before the proposed projects are built! The projects
will only make the crisis worse.

Reducing parking maximums for developers who elect to provide parking in their
developments will exacerbate the parking crisis, reducing the number of parking spaces
available in the neighborhoods.

Reviewing parking minimums will NOT create any additional neighborhood parking. In 2012,
the City Council removed the parking requirements for new development in the urban

2
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villages. The answer is to increase, not review, the parking minimums, which the City
Council has steadfastly refused to do.

Tenants are NOT currently required to lease parking spaces so unbundling has no affect. A
major problem caused by the City Council’s decision to eliminate parking requirements for
new development in the urban villages, is small efficiency dwelling unit developments
(SEDUs) with no parking to unbundle.

The City has no evidence that its failed “transit pass” program will increase available parking
in the neighborhoods. This “mitigation” doubles down on the failed theory behind the SEDUs
that in neighborhoods with adequate transit, residents of SEDUs wouldn’t need cars. But, in
fact, studies have shown that 30-40% of SEDU residents have cars, greatly increasing the
demand for on-street parking compared to the single-family residences the SEDUs usually
replace.

3. Instead of specifically showing the level of parking demand the City must mitigate, the City claims
that magically there will be no significant parking impacts. The claim of no significant parking
impacts is totally inaccurate.

DEIS p. 3-242

“The parking impacts are anticipated to be brought to a less-than-significant level by
implementing a range of possible mitigation strategies such as those discussed in 3.4.3
Mitigation Measures. While there may be short-term impacts as individual developments are
completed (causing on-street parking demand to exceed supply), it is expected that over the
long term with expanded paid parking zones, revised RPZ permitting, more sophisticated
parking availability metrics, and continued expansion of non-auto travel options, the on-
street parking situation will reach a new equilibrium. Therefore, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts to parking are expected.”

Response: The City has NOT seriously considered the parking crisis and the effects of
upzoning on that parking crisis. Here are the question that need to be studied and answered:
What is the current excess demand for parking spaces in the neighborhoods? What
additional excess parking space demand will be created by the upzoning projects? Which
neighborhoods will the upzone projects add to the listed category of neighborhoods with over
100% demand for parking? How many parking spaces will each of the City’s proposed
“mitigations” create (or eliminate)? In short, this DEIS is a superficial look at the parking crisis
that the City Council continues to exacerbate with policies like eliminating the parking
requirements for new development in the urban villages
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4. By exacerbating the parking crisis, MHA upzoning creates a safety problem because those coming
in late will have the most difficulty and have to walk in the dark.

So far, the practical effect of the parking crisis is that residents spend more and more time
trying to find parking and end up parking farther and farther away from their residences.
Especially in the autumn and winter months, that means that later-arriving residents, after
parking, must walk farther and farther to their residences alone IN THE DARK. This creates a
safety problem for women and for men.

Ira B. Appelman for

Eastlake Fair Growth

2226 Eastlake Avenue East, #304
Seattle, WA 98102
eastlakefairgrowth@gmail.com
206-235-4953




From:
To:
Date:

Arnett,Bill

Bill Arnett
PCD_MHAEIS
Sunday, July 02, 2017 9:17:38 AM

PLEASE EXTEND THE DRAFT EIS COMMENT PERIOD TO 90 DAYS. THE EIS
IS MASSIVE. THE CITY TOOK MONTHS TO PREPARE IT. WE NEED MORE
TIME TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE CONTENT. EXPECTING
RESIDENTS TO REVIEW THIS IN 45 DAYS IS RIDICULOUS AND ESSENTIALLY
SHUTS US OUT OF WHAT IS SUPPOSED TO BE A PUBLIC PROCESS.



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Land Use

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of

Ofer Avnery

Ballard P1 LLC

1 We fully support HALA and encourage creation of as many units
in Seattle. We would like to recommend considering zoning the
entire eastern Market St in Ballard to the NC-85 ft to allow more
mixed use and justify the steep construction costs,

2 and to extend the urban village as much as possible to the east.



Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Land Use

Ofer Avnery

Up-zone from 85ft to 95ft next to light rail not enough. | own two
parcels zoned NC3-85 just next to the Othello light rail. The
current plans are to build 7 story (70ft) apartment building as it is
not feasible financially speaking to go above 70ft - unless you go
up to 120ft+. the suggested up-zone to 95ft is not enough to
justify going higher so my development will still have to be 70ft.
This is a missed opportunity, there aren't that many parcels just
next to light rail station and going 120ft instead of 70ft will allow
adding 50-70 more units easily.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)



Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Land Use

Ofer Avnery

I'm the owner of 2608 S Delappe Place and 3302 Cheasty Blvd
S, Seattle, WA 98144, two adjacent lots in Rainier Valley urban
village right next to the light rail station.

The lots, a 16,000 sqgft lot combined, although minutes walk from
transit and right next to LR3 and commercial zones, are being
considered for RSL.

If it is up zoned to RSL | will be only able to develop 6-8 units.
But if it goes as little as LR1 | could do almost 45 units.

| strongly encourage considering going higher to LR3 or LR2 the
least — and | think it is in a perfect place to do so.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you



resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Avnery,Ofer

From: Ofer Avnery

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: DEIS feedback - Central and Jackson
Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 5:10:07 PM
Attachments: Zoning Comments 23rd and Jackson.pdf
Hi.

My name is Ofer Avnery, the owner of 2026 S Lane St in Central — 23" & Jackson urban village, and |
strongly support HALA!

The property | own, a 6600 sqft lot, although minutes walk from transit and right next to LR3 and
commercial zones, is being considered for RSL.

If it is up zoned to RSL | will be only able to develop 3 units. But if it goes as little as LR1 | could do
almost 22 apartments.

| strongly encourage considering going higher to LR2 or LR1 the least —and | think it is in the right
place to do so.

Please find attached the research I've done to support my suggestion.

Thank you,
Ofer
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The Location — 23 & Jackson



LR1| LR1 (M)

SF | LR1 (M1)

C1-40| C1-55 (M)

LR2 | LR2 (M)

RSL MHA

RSL MHA

NC3-65 | NC3-75 (M)

RSL zone adjacent to
LR3 and Half a block
south from C1-55. LR2
strip to the north is only

half a block thick.

LR3 | LR3 (M)

Avnery,Ofer



LR1| LR1 (M)

SF | LR1 (M1)

C1-40| C1-55 (M)

RSL MHA

NC3-65 | NC3-75 (M)

Two parcels, 2029 S
Weller St and 604 Ave S,
are splitinto two
different zones

LR3 | LR3 (M)

Avnery,Ofer



Close to Schools:
“Access to child care, public
schools, play areas, and
open space is also very

important in supporting C1-40| C1-55 (M)

LR housing for families.”

SF | LR1 (M1) LR2 | LR2 (M)

RSL MHA

NC3-65 | NC3-75 (M)

Only 7 Min walk for
Frequent Transit Station
(Bus 7)

Close to Parks

LR3 | LR3 (M)

Avnery,Ofer
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NC3-65 | NC3-75 (M)

C1-40| C1-55 (M)
LR1| LR1 (M)

Option 1: update the
half Block to LR1 or LR2

SF | LR1 (M1) LR2 | LR2 (M)

SF5000| LR1/2 (M/1)

RSL MHA
LR3 | LR3 (M)



LR1| LR1 (M)

SF | LR1 (M1)

C1-40| C1-55 (M)

RSL MHA

LR2 | LR2 (M)

LR1/2 (M)

NC3-65 | NC3-75 (M)

Option 2: update just
the eastern parcels to

LR1/LR2

LR3 | LR3 (M)

Avnery,Ofer



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Dara Ayres

| have helped the Madison-Miller Park Community Group
develop their group response to the DEIS, and | respectfully
submit similar comments as my own personal response to the
DEIS.

My neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (With Modifications). We
recommend that MHA (Mandatory Housing Affordability)
requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our
residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise
zones, allow more ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and
DADU’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require
developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to
urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units
more equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-
11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased
to generate a significantly greater quantity of affordable housing
units. These recommendations are based on the following:

* Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS
falsely represents Madison-Miller as “Low Displacement
Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This misrepresentation will
result in significant negative impacts if Alternatives 2 or 3 are
adopted. Please see our detailed comments below.

* Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in
Madison-Miller will exceed HALA density goals without additional
proposed zoning changes. Indeed, based on current
development and permitted housing units, Madison-Miller
density will exceed MHA goals by the end of 2017 with our
current zoning. Other urban villages, such as West Seattle
Junction and Ballard, categorized as “Low Displacement Risk
and High Access to Opportunity” have 10 — 30% less proposed
increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban
Village), despite being designated for more density as Hub
Urban Villages and identified as locations for future light rail
extensions.

* MHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide
zoning changes outlined in Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect adequate
neighborhood and stakeholder input. The current zoning,
established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan, was
developed with a more inclusive process and was more
responsive to neighborhood input.

» Concerns for significant negative impacts: Our request for MHA
implementation with Alternative 1 zoning map should not be
understood as a resistance to increased density. As we’ve said
in previous correspondence, we embrace increased density in
our neighborhood but feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as written):

a) do not adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middle
income residents;

b) do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-



Housing and
Socioeconomics

wide;

c) will increase racial and economic segregation;

d) do not match increased density with increased access to
green space and recreational opportunities;

e) will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

f) pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on
our narrow streets and heavy pedestrian and bicycle usage (with
Meany Middle School and the pedestrian/bike greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2
with modifications noted in comments below (and is opposed to
DEIS proposed zoning shown in Alternative 3). Please see our
attached Alternate Proposal Zoning Map for specific zoning
modifications. As noted in the DEIS, Alternative 2 generates
more housing, jobs, and affordable housing than Alternative 3.
The allocation of growth in Alternative 2 better reflects the
existing character of our neighborhood, and has fewer significant
negative impacts on current stakeholders than Alternative 3.

Housing and Socioeconomics: “Low Displacement Risk/High
Access to Opportunity” determination is flawed and warrants
further analysis of impacts and needed mitigation:

» Based on the DEIS Figure 1., Exhibit 2.1 and 2.2 the Madison-
Miller Residential Urban Village clearly has a Moderate to High
Risk of Displacement and Vulnerability and has been
misrepresented.

* Although Alternative 3 aims to distribute the growth based on
the displacement potential and access to opportunity, the
location of future affordable housing within this or any particular
neighborhood is highly improbable as indicated in the DEIS.

* The DEIS notes that the increase in units for each unit
demolished greatly increases displacement as established in the
2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan. This displacement further
serves to segregate the displaced population as documented in

the 7/2/2017 New York Times article, Program to Spur Low-

Income Housing is Keeping Cities Segregated, by John Elegon,
Yamich Alcindor and Agustin Armendariz.

Specific existing Madison Miller Residential Urban Village assets
that have been overlooked in the DEIS “low displacement”
determination include the following:

o SHA (Seattle Housing Authority) and CHIP (Capitol Hill
Housing) low income housing complexes;

o affordable senior housing apartments;

o housing for people with physical and developmental
disabilities;

o existing, historic, affordable apartment buildings;

0 a secondary treatment housing (half-way house);

o a transitional longer term housing for low income women;

o the hidden density of many large old single family homes
inhabited by multiple tenants.

The proposed up-zones threaten the diversity and affordability of
every one of these housing sites. This greatly adds to the High
Displacement Risk in Madison Miller.

* The designation of “High Opportunity” is flawed, and warrants
further analysis:

o Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a quarter



Land Use

mile or 10 minute walk shed (see detailed comments below
regarding transportation).

o Madison Miller has woefully inadequate park or open space
available for use by the community; this park should not add to
the “high opportunity” rating (see comment #4 below).

* Specific Requests:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be
categorized as Moderate to High Displacement Risk based on
the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2035 Growth and Equity
Analysis.

o Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies
should be conducted to accurately understand the scale and
negative impacts of displacement.

o Existing low income and affordable housing listed above
should be protected and designated for affordable housing
development exclusively.

o The blanket labeling our residential urban village as “High
Opportunity” should be reconsidered — we believe we have at
most a “moderate access to opportunity” residential urban
village, and density increases and mitigation actions should
reflect that.

My block (21st Avenue E between John and Thomas streets) is
currently all single-family structures which are two stories high.
Alternative Three would allow LR 3; a 5 story structure next to
my two story single family home (which currently has two units,
so two households). As per the DEIS (under 3.2.2 Impacts)
large-scale changes that alter building form in a more
fundamental manner could create land use impacts. These scale
impacts would decreased access to light and air at ground level,
reduce privacy, and create public safety hazards with increased
traffic on our street, which is adjacent to a play field, park, and
school, and is currently a one way street that also doubles as a
two-way bicycle and pedestrian greenway.

This block has been identified as "high opportunity" because it is
adjacent to Miller Park, but the DEIS analysis of the impacts or
proposed mitigations do not adequately address the impacts of
up zoning from a block that currently has only two story
structures with front and back yards, to L3 or L2 zoning. Further
analysis needs to be conducted, and allowable heights need to
be lower.

Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in dramatic
changes to the character of the neighborhood, are not in
alignment with MHA stated principles, and would result in loss of
character and livability.

» Exhibits 3.3-14 and 15 show a dramatic change in character
even though they minimize the true effect of Alternative 3 on
Madison-Miller, because the added units are shown adjacent to
much bulkier structures than are currently allowed within the
single family areas. Comparable examples for Alternative 2 also
have aesthetic impacts, but to a lesser degree than Alternative
3.



Aesthetics

* Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the
character of the neighborhood (in some cases as extreme as SF
changing to L3). These are not in alignment with the stated
principles of the MHA to maintain and create appropriate
transitions between higher and lower scale zones.

* “Privacy Standards” would “address the placement of
windows”, but this is vague and does not address overall
aesthetics or privacy.

* Upper level setbacks and side modulation provide limited relief
from a dramatic increase in bulk adjacent to one and two story
homes with pitched roofs and large windows and small side
setbacks.

* The impact of these changes represent a “substantial” change,
but as disclosed by the DEIS is considered not a significant
impact due to the “urban context of a rapidly growing city.”
“Urban Context of Rapidly Growing City” is the cause of this
significant impact. This explanation does not make the impact go
away and should not release the preparers of their responsibility
to address this significant impact and do they offer any effective
solutions to develop effective mitigation measures. There are
methods to limit, block by block, the total density that can be
constructed or to implement greater requirements for open
space to offset density increases. This substantial change is not
justified or necessary to implement the MHA program. Under the
current zoning, as represented in Alternative 1, density goals will
be accommodated. The massive increase in units proposed by
Alternative’s 2 and 3 will likely displace existing low income and
affordable units and new affordable units are extremely unlikely
to be built in the Madison Miller Residential Urban Village.

* Proposed DEIS mitigations for aesthetic changes to the
character of the neighborhood are vague and inadequate.
Modifications to design review and “Other Potential Mitigation
Measures” are not required or guaranteed to occur. Instead the
Draft EIS couches the mitigation in very non-committal terms
such as, “for example, design review could include.” The
recently proposed changes submitted to OPCD to modify the
Design Review process will further erode safeguards currently in
place to mitigate adverse impacts.

» Under the current requirements included in the MHA DEIS
proposal many of the developments would be below the
threshold for formal design review and do not require SEPA
review.

» We strongly disagree with the conclusion in Section 3-3 that
“aesthetic impacts should be reduced to less than significant
levels”. This is an untrue misrepresentation that is in fact
contradicted by the DEIS Growth & Equity Composite
Vulnerability Indicators Figure 4, and Displacement Risk Index
Figure 5.

» Specific Requests:

o Neighborhood Community Councils need to be reinstated with
Architectural Review Panels that create design standards
consistent with the character of each neighborhood, All
development on lots that represent a change in scale will be
required to be reviewed by these neighborhood Architectural
Review Panels for compliance with neighborhood design
standards.
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9 Transportation: Link Light Rail is not within a 10 minute walk.

* No direct access to a Link light rail station within a quarter mile
or 10 minute walk-shed. From Madison Miller the shortest walk
to the Capitol Hill Link Station is .8 miles or a 17 minute walk and
the longest walk is 1.3 miles, or a 27 minute walk.

* The future Madison rapid transit line might improve access into
downtown, however two buses are still required to reach the
nearest Link light rail station.

* In our community outreach survey 95% of respondents agreed
that, “increased transit and transportation options”, are among
most important needs — this is an indicator that while we are well
situated for local transit connections, faster, more direct options
are still required.

* Specific Request:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be
categorized as “Low to moderate-Access to Opportunity” with
appropriate density increases for a non-Hub residential urban
village.

Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking
impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3.

* We believe this will result in unacceptable public safety
hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased
usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

* Meany Middle School will reopen in the fall of 2017 with a
population of up to 1,000 students, and no designated parking
lot for parents, volunteers, or staff. School buses will park and
travel on our narrow streets. At lunchtime, throngs of students
meander through the streets on their way to Safeway and other
lunch destinations on Madison and 19th.

* In our community outreach survey at least 72% of respondents
indicated they require on street parking. Included inside our
urban village or within a few blocks of its borders are 4 schools:
Meany Middle, Holy Names Academy, St. Josephs k-8th, and
Stevens Elementary, which makes this neighborhood very family
friendly. In this family-centric neighborhood, it is unrealistic to
think that all new residents, particularly families, will manage
without a car.

* Miller Playfield is a regional park used almost exclusively for
league play. People from all over the city travel to our
neighborhood to utilize the park, and current parking challenges
in the neighborhood indicate that many playfield users drive and
park in the neighborhood.

* The pedestrian/bike greenway travels along 21st and 22nd,
and, along with 19th, is a major bicycle thoroughfare for families
and students biking to the four area schools. Increased traffic
and construction vehicles would pose significant safety hazards,
particularly on 21st Ave East, as it is a one-way street adjacent
to the playfield and the primary entrance for Meany, as well as
the school bus loading zone. Maximized and illegal parking on
the narrow streets causes blind turns at intersections and traffic
circles.

* Specific Requests:

o Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies
should be conducted to accurately understand the negative
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impacts to traffic, parking, and public safety.

o Within Madison Miller all new development must include onsite
parking to mitigate the impacts of higher density on the
functionality and livability of this neighborhood.

Madison Miller is one of the two oldest urban villages which has
experienced some of the greatest growth by percentage and
number of households in the past 20 years and will have over
50% growth increase under proposed changes. However, the
DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic housing
stock to the changing character of this Urban Village.

* The Draft EIS notes the potential for development to indirectly
impact the setting of historic areas and the historic fabric of
neighborhoods. Madison Miller is not a formal historic district, so
no context statement has been prepared for this area, which is
at the edge of what was known as “Catholic Hill.” In the DEIS
Section 3.3 the Madison Miller Urban Village is stated “as one of
the two oldest Urban Villages that is proposed to have over 50%
growth increase”. It is further noted that MMUV will have a 50%
density increase in Alternative 1, and higher than 50% in
Alternative 2 and 3.

* According to the Preservation Green Lab study “Older,
Smaller, Better: measuring how the character of buildings and
blocks influences urban vitality,” neighborhoods with a smaller —
scaled mix of old and new buildings draw a higher proportion of
non-chain shops, restaurants, women and minority owned
business than new neighborhoods. The MMRUV has this
variety.

* The vast majority of the homes and apartment buildings within
this urban village were built before 1930, with several built in the
1890’s. There is nothing in the DEIS that addresses the impact
of losing this historic housing stock.

* Alternative 3 would have the highest potential for detrimental
change to its historic character. DEIS proposed mitigation
measures consist of policies in the comprehensive plan
regarding consistency of new development within an existing
setting. These measures are vague and not supported by
regulations. In fact, the recently proposed changes submitted to
OPCD to modify the Design Review process will further reduce
safeguards currently in place to mitigate these adverse impacts.
* Furthermore, most of the projects that would impact the
existing SF zones under new MHA zoning changes would be
under Design Review thresholds due to lot sizes and not subject
to formal design review. If HALA proposed changes to Design
Review Process are implemented, this effect will be more
widespread.

* RSL (Residential Small Lot) up-zones proposed in Alternative 2
would provide the opportunity for increased density and infill
while also allowing for less actual demolition of existing historic
era housing.

* Specific Requests:

o Single Family up zones in Residential Urban Villages should
be retained as shown in Alternative 1 or limited to Residential
Small Lot, as shown in Alternative 2, to assist in preserving the
historic character and architectural diversity of this
neighborhood.
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12

o Standards should be proposed that require more not less
Design Review for more Development Projects in Residential
Urban Villages.

Open Space: We have very little neighborhood park or open
space, as the vast majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a
regional play field for league sports and is not available for public
use. This “park” will also be used as Meany Middle School’s sole
recreational outdoor facilities starting this fall.

» Madison Miller currently has approximate 1.6 acres of open
space per 1000 residents, which is below the Parks Plan
standard of 9.34 acres per 1000 residents. Alternatives 2 and 3
further decrease by Madison Miller parks and open space level
of service to 1.2 and 1.1 acres per 1000 people, respectively.

* In our community outreach survey 86% of respondents agreed
that, “accessible public green spaces”, are highly important.

» The DEIS assumes the entire acreage of Miller Park and
Playfield is our open green space. However, the maijority of this
park is utilized as a very popular regional playfield, used almost
exclusively for league play. The playfield is NOT a community
asset and league games are often utilizing the playfield until 10
pm most days of the week, year-round.

* In addition, much of the park space is associated with Meany
Middle School. Meany does not meet Washington State
minimum school requirements for on-site outdoor recreational
area or on-site parking. Instead it uses Miller Park for school
activities and the neighborhood for staff and parent parking.

» The DEIS does not take any of these factors into consideration.
Mitigation is not provided, only suggested as potentially
addressed under future City planning and analysis efforts.

* Given the lot sizes in the area, it is unlikely that developers will
be incentivized to provide open space within their projects.

* Specific Requests:

o The DEIS should be required to calculate the actual acreage of
the park that will be open to the public (and neighborhood) with
consideration of Meany Middle School’s use of the park.

o Before up-zoning the MMRUYV the City of Seattle needs to
procure additional open space within the MMRUYV and future
development must pay impact fees to cover those costs.

13 Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers,

sanitary sewers, and road ways are already compromised due to
their age, overused condition and our narrow streets. Garbage
pick-up causes traffic backups, and these will increase with the
volume of multifamily units in Alternatives 2 and 3.

» The Madison-Miller area regularly has flooded street
intersections and alleys that will be exacerbated by dramatic
increases in impervious surface. SDOT (Seattle Department of
Transportation) and the City of Seattle provides little to no street
cleaning services.

» Garbage, recycling, and compost pick-up is not discussed in
the Draft EIS. Because of the small lots and extremely narrow
alleys that do not allow for garbage truck access, collection for
larger buildings will be forced to the street edge, creating
unsightly and unhealthy dumpsters, blocking traffic and parking,
and obscuring sight lines.



* In our community outreach survey 83% of respondents agreed
that, “infrastructure improvements and additions should be made
concurrent with increases in density.”e.g. upgrade road surfaces,
sewer lines, power lines and storm drainage.

* Specific Requests:

o To mitigate the infrastructure impacts from up zones in both
Alternative 2 and 3 development impact fees need to be
incorporated into any up-zones to improve existing infrastructure
that is in poor condition. Without fees to mitigate these impacts
the functionality and livability of neighborhoods are sacrificed.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?



What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?
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Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Claudia Bach

| believe Alternative 2 best meets the needs of the larger
community.

Encouraging retention of existing residential housing and
increases in creating backyard cottages and mother-in-law
apartments is important in retaining the character and
experience of our communities, in addition to new multifamily
construction. Commercial use should be focused on arterials
with more limited use on more residential blocks, and should
favor businesses that accommodate neighborhood interaction
such as restaurants.

Encouraging backyard cottages and mother-in-law apartments is
important in creating density while retaining the residential
aesthetic character of the Crown Hill neighborhood.

It is critical to improve mass transit from the Crown Hill area to
accommodate the increase in population that Alternative 2 will
result in. The current bus service is deeply flawed as a viable
form of timely transit. It is likely that permitted street parking will
be important in the surrounding residential area since we are
already seeing daytime parking by those taking the Rapid D.

Retaining existing mature trees, and city-sponsored planting of
new trees should be included in the plan, to meet or exceed
current levels.

It is critical to protect all existing open space, and explore
opportunities for new "pocket" parks and other green space and
recreation options for area residents. The increase in dogs
suggests more options for dog excercise as well.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced



homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?
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From: Judith Bader

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Judith Bader; Jack Baker

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments from a member of the Madison-Miller Park Community
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 3:12:16 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group dated August 2,
2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community.

| have lived in the Madison Miller Park Community since 1976. Starting off as arenter in one of the first

apartment houses to be converted to condominiums on 20t Ave E and then as a homeowner on 215 East. |
am aretired educator who worked for the Seattle Schools for 28 years. | live with my husband who isa
retired architect and disabled daughter. We have built aDADU on our property and intend to have our
home be available to several people with disabilitiesin the future. We are part of what one might call the
“hidden density” in the Madison-Miller Park Community. We are also very vulnerable to this
neighborhood becoming a place we can no long afford to live due to the environmental impact of the
upzoning and increased taxes as the property valuesincrease. Our intention has been to agein place and 3-
4 story town houses do not provide such options for the elderly or the disabled.

The*“Conclusions’ below quoted from the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Miller-Park Community
Group express my concerns with the Draft EIS for our neighborhood. | attended numerous HALA
workshops and the Madison-Miller Park community meetings. | support the group’s conclusions.

Conclusions:

The MHA DEIS reads more as promotional material for the MHA program. It is not an objective
evaluation of the significant impacts of the programs implementation, nor a fair attempt to provide
measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of the program. The Madison-Miller Residential Urban
Village community has responded to MHA DEIS proposals by investing a large amount of time and
consideration to provide the most constructive feedback possible to both preserve that which makes it
livable, unique, and a part of what makes Seattle great and at the same time add density and MHA
contribution. After extensive review of the MHA DEIS we have concluded that:

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->The Madison Miller Residential Urban Village is and will
continue to be highly impacted by a growing Seattle. Both Alternative’s 2 and 3 in the MHA DEIS
will put at risk this functional, livable, and unique neighborhood;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->As a community we support Alternative 1, with the
modifications stated previously, which could better meet both density and affordability goals without
sacrificing the fabric of this community;

--[if 'supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Residents in the Madison Miller Urban Village have been
displaced and will continue to be at risk in the future. Residents will be at an even higher risk for
displacement with the proposed

future development shown in Alternative’s 2 and 3;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Given the over burdened and narrow streets within the
Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village on site parking must be required for all single family and
multifamily housing development;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Current low income and affordable housing options are at risk
for demolition without replacement under the MHA Alternative’s 2 and 3 rezones. If affordability is
not a false promise of MHA then these complexes, within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban
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Village, need to be protected;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->MHA would be most fairly, equitably, and effectively
implemented as a citywide program and as a fee applied to all development in the city;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->All development within areas that are rezoned must include
developer impact fees to help pay for infrastructure impacts;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->MHA should be implemented to all development throughout
the city. MHA should also be implemented without citywide rezones as proposed in Alternative’s 2 &

3 and without the changes to existing land use zoning i.e. LR1 throughout the city should become
LR1(M);

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->The MHA contribution or percentage of affordable housing
should be significantly higher than the current proposed levels;

--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->For these reasons, we prefer implementation of MHA with
zoning map of Alternative 1.”

Sincerely submitted,
Judith Bader
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Shannon Bailey

While it is obvious that thought has gone into the propbosed
actions, , what is not obvious is the bias against a neighborhood
that is already taking on higher density. Expanding the
boundaries (alt 2 and alt 3) would place even further
infrastructure stress on a neighborhood that will be dealing with
upzoning issues . | support alternative 1 and would marginally
support alternative 2. Alternative 3 is a boon for developers that
care nothing about neighborhoods.

Under the current upzone there should already be plenty of
"affordable" housing. | would suggest that if affordable housing is
the concern, then address the issue of gouging by landlords
(look at the price of apodments), allowing housing prices to soar
because of the influx of out of of country money (money coming
from china), and the tearing down of smaller, more affordable
homes to make way for larger, million dollar homes. Once more,
it is the builders that are benefitting at the loss of Seattleites...

Expanding the urban village beyond its original boundaries, at
least at this time, goes beyond the spirit and the intention of all
the work that the community has done up to this point. Again,
the Roosevelt area is taking a huge amount of density through
upzoning. To try and move the boundaries may be necessary,
but there is no need for it at this time.

Whatever alternatives are chosen, please have the developers
always put in new sidewalks and pay for street improvements.
Walking and biking in the Roosevelt area is a safety hazard
while construction is going on. If the repairs are not made after
the buildings are built, then the hazards remain. And if we are
adding more population to the area then the sidewalks and
streets should be made safe to use.

Given the fact that we cannot get support from the City Council
to expand our Northend precinct, it seems a joke to expect that
there would be anymore capacity for added police for the north
end. By implementing alternative 2 or alternative 3 the potential
issues are obvious. Also, there is no specific plan for adding fire
or medics to the area with the proposed density increase. This is
of concern. Again - | would support option 1 since the necessary
fire and police infrastructure would not be enough for the
increased density of alt 2 or alt 3.

The expectation is that because people are living next to Light
Rail that they won't need cars - at least as much. Good idea.
Most likely not to happen. Due to increased traffic there will be
decreased air quality.



Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

6 But there is also another reason why will the green house
gasses will increase - the cutting down of our trees. Because
trees uptake CO2 their losses will add to the increase of green
house gasses. The loss of tree canopy through out Seattle, the
"Emerald city", means not only increase in green house gasses,
but less wildlife and more urban blight. Under Alt 2 and Alt 3 the
loss of trees is greatly expanded. Again - | support not
expanding the boundaries.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?



What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?
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From: Jack Baker

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments from a member of the Madison-Miller Park Community
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 4:14:59 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I have lived with my family at 404 21st Ave. E. for 37 years.
When we moved here the neighborhood was a red-lined high crime
area with lots of problems. On the other hand i1t was racially
and ethnically diverse and we could afford the little 530
sq.ft. house and we felt we could make things better if we
tried. With our neighbors, we formed a block watch and with
lots of commitment over a period of 20 or so years we managed
to reduce break-ins and drug dealing significantly. We joined
neighbors to plant street trees and to plan and build a new
community center. We connected with all of the neighbors and
developed abiding friendships with them. We continue to have
those deep connections.

We have always been a low and moderate income neighborhood. We
are teachers, midwives, ship scalers, social workers, small
business owners and city workers. Over the years we maintained
our houses and yards and ultimately made what was an i1ffy
neighborhood a desirable one. As the area became more
desirable our real estate taxes began to escalate. We paid
them with little complaint and in fact supported every
initiative and levy that came our way to improve all of the
services that the city needed. Those initiatives often
supported housing projects and even though some could barely
pay their taxes, most voted for those projects.

There came a day however when once again property taxes began
to rise ominously and for those who were retired, on fixed
incomes or underemployed, the taxes became more and more
burdensome.

About this time the city passed the Cottage Ordinance which
allowed homeowners to build a rental cottage near their primary
residence. Several of us saw an opportunity to meet the rising
real estate taxes and create a small cushion between our
families and rising cost of living in Seattle. We heard as
well the City’s concern about providing more housing and were
pleased to participate. We stepped up and built cottages in a
scale that was appropriate to the neighborhood and still
accomplished the desired results of increasing the density of
the area. My family and 1 built a cottage on our lot (see
photo above) less than a year ago. It has been rented since
September.

So one might imagine our surprise when a neighbor relayed an
invitation to a community meeting about our street being slated
for a significant up zone: L-2 and L-3, 1.e. 40 and 50 feet in
height with few limits on the number of apartments that can be
built within the 40 and 50 foot height limits.

Here is the dilemma for us and our neighbors. When just one
person builds to Low Rise 40 all of a sudden the value of the
land under every adjacent house is raised significantly and
taxed accordingly making it unlivable for retired folks or iIn
the our case our disabled daughter who depends on the very
connected community for acceptance.
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So HALA i1s moving out the very people they purport to help,
artists, teachers, nurses, social workers, massage therapists,
city workers out of our community. We have invested our very
lives in this community. We have raised children here and are
raising children here. We are connected to one another in the
best ways.

We are multi-ethnic and multi-racial. As a community we not
only get along, we have evolved and continue to evolve deep and
abiding friendships. We are deeply concerned about losing the
fine community that we have worked so hard and long to burld.

We understand the need to house more Beogle in the city and we
have and are responding to that need by building cottages and
putting in ADU’s in our houses. 1 personally have volunteered
for ten years at St. Martin de Poores, a homeless shelter. For
12 years after my work at St. Martin’s I joined the board at
MHCP, a non-profit housing provider with about 500 housing
units In five communities serving as board president for six of
those years. 1 hope you understand that we care deeply about
our community and about affordable housing.

Alternative’s 2 and 3 in the MHA DEIS will put at risk this functional, livable, and unique
neighborhood;

HALA’S proposal for up zoning our block to L-2, for all of its
good intentions, would destroy our much loved community, put a
wedge between neighbors and ultimately displace young families
many of whom just rebuilt their homes and added ADU’s in an
attempt to provide more housing and adapt to a growing city.
This 1s a community that works extraordinarily well. My sense
is that we are willing to accept three units per lot as long as
the metric maintains a scale and density that allows us to
connect to one another and to the larger community

consciously.

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community.

The *““Conclusions” below quoted from the MHA Draft EIS Comments
from the Miller-Park Community Group express my concerns with
the Draft EIS for our neighborhood. 1 attended numerous HALA
workshops and the Madison-Miller Park community meetings. |1
support the group’s conclusions.

Conclusions:

The MHA DEIS reads more as promotional material for the MHA program. Itis not an
objective evaluation of the significant impacts of the programs implementation, nor a fair
attempt to provide measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of the program. The Madison-
Miller Residential Urban Village community has responded to MHA DEIS proposals by
investing a large amount of time and consideration to provide the most constructive
feedback possible to both preserve that which makes it livable, unique, and a part of what
makes Seattle great and at the same time add density and MHA contribution. After
extensive review of the MHA DEIS we have concluded that:

The Madison Miller Residential Urban Village is and will continue to be highly impacted by

a growing Seattle. Both Alternative’s 2 and 3 in the MHA DEIS will put at risk this
functional, livable, and unique neighborhood,;
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As a community we support Alternative 1, with the modifications stated previously, which
could better meet both density and affordability goals without sacrificing the fabric of this
community;

Residents in the Madison Miller Urban Village have been displaced and will continue to be
at risk in the future. Residents will be at an even higher risk for displacement with the
proposed

future development shown in Alternative’s 2 and 3;

Given the over burdened and narrow streets within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban
Village on site parking must be required for all single family and multifamily housing
development;

Current low income and affordable housing options are at risk for demolition without
replacement under the MHA Alternative’s 2 and 3 rezones. If affordability is not a false
promise of MHA then these complexes, within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban
Village, need to be protected;

MHA would be most fairly, equitably, and effectively implemented as a citywide program
and as a fee applied to all development in the city;

All development within areas that are rezoned must include developer impact fees to help
pay for infrastructure impacts;

MHA should be implemented to all development throughout the city. MHA should also be
implemented without citywide rezones as proposed in Alternative’s 2 & 3 and without the
changes to existing land use zoning i.e. LR1 throughout the city should become LR1(M);
The MHA contribution or percentage of affordable housing should be significantly higher
than the current proposed levels;

For these reasons, we prefer implementation of MHA with zoning map of Alternative 1.”

Respectfully submitted,
Jack Baker
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From: dbaldner@comcast.net
To: PCD_MHAEIS; esseca.brand@seattle.gov; Staley, Brennon; Welch, Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel;

Herbold, Lisa; Johnson, Rob; Williams, Spencer; Harrell. Bruce; Sawant. Kshama; Juarez. Debora; O"Brien, Mike;

Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena
Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 10:46:52 AM

support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications). We recommend

that MHA (Mandatory Housing Affordability) requirements be implemented into the
existing zoning in our residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise
zones, allow more ADU'’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached
Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide
(not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more
equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 -
$32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of
affordable housing units. These recommendations are based on the following:

e Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS falsely represents
Madison-Miller as “Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This
misrepresentation will result in significant negative impacts if Alternatives 2 or 3
are adopted. Please see our detailed comments below.

e Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in Madison-Miller will
exceed HALA density goals without additional proposed zoning changes.
Indeed, based on current development and permitted housing units, Madison-
Miller density will exceed MHA goals by the end of 2017 with our current zoning.
Other urban villages, such as West Seattle Junction and Ballard, categorized as
“Low Displacement Risk and High Access to Opportunity” have 10 — 30% less
proposed increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village),
despite being designated for more density as Hub Urban Villages and identified
as locations for future light rail extensions.

e MHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide zoning changes
outlined in Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect adequate neighborhood and stakeholder
input. The current zoning, established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan,
was developed with a more inclusive process and was more responsive to
neighborhood input.

e Concerns for significant negative impacts: Our request for MHA
implementation with Alternative 1 zoning map should not be understood as a
resistance to increased density. As we’ve said in previous correspondence, we
embrace increased density in our neighborhood but feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as
written):

1. do not adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middle income
residents;

do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-wide;

will increase racial and economic segregation;

w N
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4. do not match increased density with increased access to green space and
recreational opportunities;

5. will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

6. pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on our narrow
streets and heavy pedestrian and bicycle usage (with Meany Middle School and
the pedestrian/bike greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2 with modifications
noted in comments below (and is opposed to DEIS proposed zoning shown in

Alternative 3). Please refer to the Alternate Proposal Zoning Map that was included
with MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group dated
August 2, 2017, for specific zoning modifications. As noted in the DEIS, Alternative 2
generates more housing, jobs, and affordable housing than Alternative 3. The
allocation of growth in Alternative 2 better reflects the existing character of our
neighborhood, and has fewer significant negative impacts on current stakeholders
than Alternative 3.

Summary of our detailed comments to follow:

1. Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the
“High Access to Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and
need further analysis and mitigation. We are concerned about the
displacement of existing affordable housing, senior and disabled housing,
housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a half-way house and a long-
term transitional home for women), and a number of older apartment buildings
and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller
has already had significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of
development.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a %2 mile
or 10 minute walk.

3. Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety
hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller
Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the
vast majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports
and summer sports camps and is not available for public or neighborhood use.
This playfield will also be used as the sole recreational field for Meany Middle
School starting this fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary
sewers, roadways, and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to
their age and condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets
creates traffic backups now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will
increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one
of the two oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet
the DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic housing stock.
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Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the
neighborhood (in some cases as extreme as SF (Single Family) changing to
LR3(Low-Rise3d)). This is in direct conflict with the stated MHA principle to maintain
and create appropriate transitions (“between higher and lower scale zones as
additional development capacity is accommodated”). The only proposed DEIS
mitigation measures for aesthetic changes to the character of the neighborhood is the
Design Review process. HALA has requested from OPCD (Office of Planning and
Community Development) a determination of non-significance for proposed changes
to the Design Review process. The HALA proposed changes to modify the Design
Review process will further erode safeguards already in place to mitigate these
adverse impacts.

Thank you,
Dan Baldner

314 21st Ave. East
Seattle, WA 98112
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From: Jason Barber

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: HALA

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 9:40:08 PM
Greetings,

Asalifelong resident of Sesttle, the latest density re-zoning proposals put forthin HALA's
DEIS statement are of great concern to me. While an increase in urban density and lack of
affordable housing is now an unavoidable issue of living in Seattle, | feel the problem needs to
be approached with more nuance than what has been proposed, especially given HALA's
stated goal s of increasing housing affordability.

| ask the city to please consider the proposals being put forth by the Madison-Miller Park
Community Group, specifically:

A. Re-evaluate our status as "L ow Displacement Risk" and "High Access to Opportunity”.
The DEIS already documents a history of displacement in the Madison-Miller Residential
Urban Village (MMRUYV), and the latest upzone proposal would undoubtedly continue this
trend.

B. Recognize that designated urban villages are being forced to bear alivability cost that most
other Seattle neighborhoods are not, even though any revenue generated from proposed
upzoning would not be earmarked specifically for the neighborhoods being impacted, and
would instead go into a general fund for housing affordability. It isimperative to understand
that increased density also requires corresponding upgrades to sewer lines and other
infrastructure, parking availability, public safety measures, and other aspects of city living.

C. Urban density can be easily accommodated with structures that do not sacrifice aesthetics
or otherwise compromise the feel of the neighborhood. At a minimum, sufficient setbacks
from sidewalks and adjacent lots need to be required for all new residential structures.

D. Consider amore liberal use of the "Residential Small Lot" designation for Madison-Miller,
especialy since the existing lots are in fact quite small, and this would help preserve more of
the historic-era housing.

Thank Y ou,
-Jason

| 7] Virus-free. www.avast.com
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August 7, 2017

TO: MHA.EIS@seattle.gov

RE: MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Morgan Community Association (MoCA)

The following comments are respectfully submitted on behalf of the Morgan Community Association
(MoCA). MoCA is a grassroots association of residents, business persons, property owners and other
stakeholders focusing on the future of the Morgan Junction neighborhood, including the Morgan
Junction Urban Village. Our primary purpose is to make Morgan Junction a better place to live, work,
shop and enjoy. MoCA began community outreach on the MHA/HALA proposals with our October 2016
meeting, and sponsored the first West Seattle-wide HALA/MHA workshop in November 2016.

Overall comments on MHA Alternatives 1, 2, and 3

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1. We recommend that any MHA (Mandatory Housing
Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning of our residential urban village
through measures that include retention of the previous definition RSL; require developer impact fees
for traffic, schools, parks and affordable housing to be collected citywide, not just from urban villages, in
order make the funding of these basic function more equitable; increase MHA percentage requirements
when any displacement occurs to generate significantly more affordable housing units, and abandon the
“one urban village size fits all” mentality.

These recommendations are based on the following:

2 e 2.0Flawed Typology: We are concerned that the DEIS misrepresents Morgan Junction Urban
Village as “Low Displacement Risk” and “Low Access to Opportunity”, and accordingly assigns
growth increases (from NC3-30 jumps to NC3-75) that are out of proportion with the size of this
Urban Village. The only other UV with this typology (Aurora/Licton Springs) has a population
that is two thirds larger than that of Morgan Junction and includes the four lane Aurora Avenue
which is larger than roadways of California Ave SW or Fauntleroy Way SW. Morgan Junction and
Aurora/Licton Springs are not similar urban villages and should not be lumped into the same
typology with the same “solutions.”

3 e 2.0 Growth Assignment impacts: The current zoning in Morgan Junction will exceed HALA
density goals without additional proposed zoning changes. We accept that this brings density to
an Urban Village that lacks a library, a community center, or light rail. What we do have is
affordable housing on scales both large and small. Yet, we realize that the proposed up-zoning
will affect and ultimately displace our large existing low income resources such as the 26-unit
Marnae apartments, affordable senior housing apartments, and Seattle Housing Authority’s Cal-

1 Morgan Community Association Mission Statement
® Provide information to the community.
® Provide opportunities to participate in projects.
® Monitor and provide oversight on progress of the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan.
® Provide community forum to coordinate with the City of Seattle.

MHA/DEIS comments by Morgan Community Association Pagé
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Mor Complex. This contradicts the “low displacement” categorization assigned to Morgan
Junction. The categorization should be changed to High Displacement Risk.

4 o 2.0 Affordability going elsewhere: Morgan Junction has already seen a “rare 7 parcel
assemblage” marketed as a “development opportunity in advance of rezoning” from SF to LR3
offered for $5.6 Million - resulting in 148 apartments or 30 townhomes where there are
currently seven modest single family homes. There is no guarantee that the replacement units
will maintain the affordability quotient that now exists. Instead of being created in our Urban
Village, affordable housing is being pushed out of the Morgan Junction Urban Village by the
proposed MHA alternatives.

5 e 2.0 The MHA process was not inclusive: We do not feel that extensive neighborhood and
stakeholder input was incorporated on proposed zoning changes outlined in Alternatives 2.
Proposed zoning changes in Alternative 3 were never disclosed until issuance of the DEIS. The
zoning established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan reflects the zoning adopted through
extensive public outreach and participation as the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan was
adopted in 1998. Furthermore, Morgan Junction has written letters and met with the City a
number of times to attempt to convey our already codified “neighborhood design guidelines”
included in our Neighborhood Plan, to no avail. The proposed heights are in violation of the
Morgan Junction Urban Village Neighborhood Plan, and are now more so with the newly
introduced, undiscussed and previously undisclosed higher proposed limits in Alternative 3. For
any “Assessment” to introduce the concept of “work(ing) with neighborhood groups“, and then
not include a scheduled strategy to reconcile the existing Neighborhood Plan conflicts with the
‘Grand Bargain’, makes that Assessment inadequate.

6 o 2.0 Neighborhood Plan Conflicts: With the proposed (MHA) zoning changes, some of the
adopted goals and policies of the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan are in conflict with the
zoning changes proposed by the MHA program. It has been the position of the Office of Planning
and Community Development (OPCD) that the MHA zoning changes are in line with the current
Comprehensive Plan 2035 policies, but they acknowledge that our Neighborhood policies are in
conflict with those “fresh policies” (OPCD presentation at the Morgan Junction Design
Workshop March 6, 2017). However, the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2035 is very clear about
conflicts: in the Community Involvement Element, policy Cl 2.11 “Maintain consistency between
neighborhood plans and the Comprehensive Plan. In the event of a possible inconsistency
between the Comprehensive Plan and a neighborhood plan, amend the Comprehensive Plan or
the neighborhood plan to maintain consistency.” In letters and verbal communications, MoCA
notified the HALA team of the existing conflicts and requested City action. We believe that a
formal Community/Neighborhood Planning process is required to address the conflicts
introduced by the MHA proposal, and further believes that the current MHA outreach has not
risen to the level of full planning activity, nor did that outreach rise to the level of an Urban
Design Workshop or Action Plan, which are other tools used by the OPCD to review and revise
Neighborhood Plan goals and policies. As a result, the Morgan Community Association
submitted a Comprehensive Plan Amendment in May 2017 in order to ensure that our existing
Neighborhood Plan Policies are maintained until such time as a Community Planning effort can
take place.? On July 10, 2017, OPCD announced plans to make amendments to specific
neighborhood plan policies if they would clearly and directly conflict with draft MHA
implementation. Those neighborhood plan policies included Morgan Junction. As far as
outreach, “additional community engagement will occur prior to a final recommendation by

2 This Comprehensive Plan Amendment has been docketed by the Seattle City Council as of this date.

MHA/DEIS comments by Morgan Community Association Pag@
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OPCD”. A conflict that has not been acknowledged or addressed by OPCD in the past seven
months is unlikely to achieve the level of proper community outreach and vetting procedures
requested by Morgan Community Association. The DEIS is focused on a one-size fits-all Urban
Village concept, and is therefore disconnected from existing Neighborhood Plans, fails to
recognize MHA program inconsistencies with Neighborhood Plans, and fails to identify tools and
methodology used by the OPCD to review and revise Neighborhood Plan goals and policies.

7 o 3.1 Significant negative impact concerns: This request for MHA implementation within the
Alternative 1 Morgan Junction zoning map should not be viewed as resistance to increased
density. We embrace increased density within our neighborhood, but believe that as presented,
Alternatives 2 and 3 do not adequately mitigate for low and middle income displacement, fails
to fairly distribute the density and cost of MHA through-out the city, fails to link increased
density with supporting services, over burdens fragile infrastructure, and poses significant public
safety hazards included but not limited to increased traffic and poor air quality.

8 o 3.2 Land Use: Both Alternatives 2 and 3 depict stark transitions of low density uses next to high
density uses, including NC3-75 next to RSL zoned property. At every outreach opportunity,
Morgan Junction residents provided comments about the need for zoning and associated height
density to reflect the topography in order to avoid canyon-like effects on California Ave. SW and
maintain view corridors. This means locating the greatest height adjacent to the slopes east of
Fauntleroy Way SW. Neither Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 reflect this preference but instead
maintain the height and density into the already congested California Ave corridor. In addition,
the current Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan does not contain any RSL zoning, so anything
built under zoning in the Urban Village will be a change from the status quo Single Family
zoning. Unfortunately, this zoning designation has expanded greatly since inception in the late
1990’s, with smaller lot averages and narrower setbacks. As a result, the proposed RSL
development standards proposed under MHA are affiliated more with Low Rise zoning than
Single Family. If it comes to pass that RSL zoning is used in Morgan Junction, the original version
should be implemented.

9 e 3.3 Aesthetics and Cumulative Effects: Regarding Aesthetics and the DEIS section “Mitigation
Measures”, page 1.22: Use of three noted “features intended to reduce the effects associated
with increased development intensity” in West Seattle has not proved successful, resulting in
the dark tunnel known as California Ave SW. It is not appropriate for this EIS to present this as
the only mitigation option to mitigate development intensity. Appropriate Assessment should
document the existing public views, sunlight to the sidewalk and existing shadow effects and
THEN assess and present the loss of public views, loss of sunlight to the sidewalk and increased
shadow effects to ALL impacted public spaces including two blocks away for proposed high-rises.
This is not presented in this DEIS, and therefore this assessment is inadequate. Additionally, on
page 1.23 for the discussion of hypothetical measures that “could” be implemented, there is no
guantitative, analytical plan for adopting these measures; therefore this paragraph falls short of
an Assessment, and is inadequate. Further, we challenge this statement: “The proposal includes
a variety of features and development regulation amendments to minimize these impacts. In
combination with the City’s adopted development regulations, Design Review process, aesthetic
impacts should be reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts are anticipated. In the urban context of a rapidly growing city, such changes are
substantial but are also subjective in nature and are not necessarily significant impacts pursuant
to SEPA.” Firstly, upper level setbacks do not mitigate street level impacts of density. Secondly,
to dismiss the residents’ persistent complaints about overbuilding introducing unacceptable
aesthetics as “less than significant” is not only closed minded, but unprofessional. It is our
empirically founded opinion that “Significant Adverse Impacts” are anticipated, including loss of

MHA/DEIS comments by Morgan Community Association Pag8
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light to the sidewalk and corresponding loss of business, higher crime rates, and demoralized
and less diversified populations.

10 o 3.3 Affected Environment: While this section describes existing height and floor-area-ratio
generalizations for City planning, no analysis is cited for statements such as, “Taller buildings are
a common development form that use urban land more efficiently.” Efficiency is not discussed
or defined in this section. Many urban planning studies have been documented which present
data that show that taller buildings (denser populations) lead to less sunlight reaching the
sidewalks, higher crime rates, demoralized and less diverse populations.
[https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2015/05/04/in-the-shadows-of-booming-
cities-a-tension-between-sunlight-and-prosperity/?utm term=.a37776246fdc], “Shadows even
turn light into another medium of inequality — a resource that can be bought by the wealthy,
eclipsed from the poor.” We disagree with your statement about “efficiency”. Additionally,
page 3.139, where the M1 zoning is discussed it is stated, “These changes would potentially
include smaller building setbacks and more visually prominent building forms, which could
reduce the amount of direct sunlight reaching ground level...” This is an improper use of the
word “could”. Larger volume buildings do, factually, reduce the amount of sunlight reaching the
ground. The use of incorrect and misleading language in the document does not lend credence
to it as an “Assessment”.

11 o 3.3 Design Guidelines: Morgan Junction as a whole has benefited from Design Guideline
standards and processes during past redevelopment phases. However, at a time when most
public design review processes are proposed to be eliminated, the “losers” will be those
property owners adjacent to upzoned areas. As Design Review Board advocacy vanishes, so too
will the quality of life along a street until full redevelopment occurs. Therefore, where Design
Review is cites as mitigation, the EIS should clearly indicate the thresholds under which projects
are exempt from Design Review. This becomes most significant as areas that are upzoned from
Single Family Residential to Low Rise categories become exempted from design review process,
meaning that there really isn’t any mitigation available in the end.

12 o 3.4 Transportation: The heart of Morgan Junction is as the intersection of California Ave SW and
Fauntleroy Way SW, which is served by the Rapid Ride C buses, Metro routes 128, 22, 116, 118,
119, and 773, in addition to being a bike corridor and a school walking route. This corridor is also
impacted each year by the averaged 1.6 million vehicles that pass through the Washington State
Ferry (WSF) Fauntleroy dock onto Fauntleroy Way SW. The majority of these trips through
Morgan Junction are the weekdays as drivers head to jobs east of the Duwamish River. WSF
plans to increase the size and vehicle capacity of the boats using the Fauntleroy dock, adding to
the already overburdened AM and PM peak hours of the Morgan Junction California and
Fauntleroy Way intersection. The DEIS only covered the areas of impact resulting from auto and
transit, pedestrian and bike, safety and parking, and fails to address Washington State Ferry
related impacts on the existing transportation grid of the Morgan Junction Urban Village. It
should also be noted that the intersection of Fauntleroy Way SW at SW Alaska Street in the
West Seattle Junction Triangle Urban Village is also affected by this same ferry-related traffic.

13 o 3.5 Historic Resources: Proposed upzone areas in Alternatives 2 and 3 are ground zero for the
few remaining early 20™ Century culturally significant artifacts in Morgan Junction. The listed
mitigation measures are simply naive in the face of 55 foot to 75 foot-tall building heights.

14 e 3.7 Open Space and Recreation: The DEIS fails to offer implementation of any form of
Developer Impact Fees as a mitigation measure to open space and recreation deficits. Density
proposed under Alternative 3 will effectively destroy many park resources without draconian
measures enacted. Morgan Junction has open space deficits, and there is no funding available
for land-banked future park properties.

MHA/DEIS comments by Morgan Community Association Pagé
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15 In summary, please do not misinterpret these Morgan Junction Urban Village comments as a desire to
prevent even more affordable housing in Morgan Junction. To the contrary, our Neighborhood Plan
supports continued growth in a fashion compatible with the existing community. We want to make
Morgan Junction a place that discerning, urban folks want to live. We want to attract them with our
businesses, character and livability — including light and air. To quote a NY Central Park user,
“Laws can be changed. Even trees and traffic patterns can be changed. But once you have
buildings of that caliber and that height and that massing, there’s nothing we can do to save the
park any more. Those shadows are there in perpetuity.”

Let’s learn from other cities’ mistakes, and not repeat them. Morgan Community Association supports

DEIS Alternative 1 for the Morgan Junction Urban Village.

For the Morgan Community Association (MoCA)

President - Deb Barker

Vice President - Phillip Tavel

Secretary - Natalie Williams

MHA/DEIS comments by Morgan Community Association Pagh
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From: Deb Barker

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Deb Barker"s e-mail; Phil Tavel; Natalie Williams - MoCA
Subject: DEIS comments from Morgan Community Association
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 4:51:15 PM

Attachments: EIS Comments MOCA.pdf

Attached please find DEIS comments from the Morgan Community Association (MoCA).
Sincerely,

Deb Barker, President

Morgan Community Association
206-940-2255 (m)
djbl24@earthlink.net

Deb Barker
206-940-2255 (m)
djb124@earthlink.net



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

Bruce Barnett

Please limit density increases to a 10-minute walking radius
around currently existing light rail and streetcar stations along
with rapidride stops. Increasing density away from transit
increases car use and living in West Seattle, the bridge is
nearing capacity during rush hour.

Can we get a pilot project for dial-a-bus or local commuter bus
for West Seattle neighborhoods more than 5-minute walk from
Rapid ride?

With the housing crisis, would the city consider requiring
developers to move and renovate existing housing (if not unsafe)
instead of allowing demolition?

If increased density is not close enough to reliable rapid transit, it
will increase car usage that will increase greenhouse gases and
degrade air quality and the environment

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
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From: Sybil Barney

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: ATTN: Geoffrey Wentlandt re: Up - zoning of 11th Avenue East (between Aloha and Prospect)
Date: Monday, July 31, 2017 8:29:36 PM

Attachments: 2017_EIS Map.jpa

2017 921 11th Avenue East.JPG
2017_ 931 11th Avenue East.JPG
2017 941 11th Avenue East.JPG

NAME: Sybil Barney
ADDRESS: 926 11TH Avenue East, Seattle 98102

I live on 11th Avenue East between Prospect and Aloha across the street
from the proposed up-zoning of the west side of the block, and have for a
number of years. (Please see the attached EIS map.)

It was my understanding that the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Policy LU 1.4
states that the city is to: “Provide a gradual transition in building height
and scale inside urban centers and urban villages where they border
lower-scale residential areas” The up-zoning of this half block does the
opposite. It would be a very abrupt transition extending the Urban Village
character into the single family homes on the east side of the street.

AND, the gracious old brick buildings and some single family homes on the
west side of 11th Avenue East. There is no strategic geographic reason to
up-zone this half-block (or other random spots on HALA maps.) Please
stick to your development strategy: don't up-zone just because there are
grandfathered condo buildings on this 11th Avenue East block.

Please maintain Seattle’s commitment to the distinction between urban
centers / villages (UVs) and single-family neighborhoods.

P.S. For those of you who have not driven down this block, I have
attached photos (3 of the 4) of the lovely old buildings (two were built in
the 1920's) on the west side of the block. Please note, the landscaping
and old trees in front. It is really a nice "entrance™ to the west side of
Volunteer Park. These buildings have parking spaces/garages in the back.
Even with those garages, we have had to restrict parking on 11th Ave East
for residents only. People outside the neighbor were using "our" street to
park while they hopped a bus to work.

Regards
Sybil Barney
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Barrer,Carole

To whom this concerns,

The DEIS needs to address how the entire City will be impacted by the changes in this DEIS and
the other SEPA analyses combined.

Seattle residents live in both their own neighborhoods
and in the City at large.

DEIS has FAILED to analyze the impacts to both neighborhoods and the city at large.

More thorough study is a must for a well run plan.
Thank you for your serious attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Carole Barrer
Colorcurrents@gmail.com
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From: Tawny Bates

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Herbold, Lisa; Johnson, Rob; O"Brien, Mike; Sawant, Kshama; geoff.wentlandt@seattle.gov; sally
bagsh (sally.bagsh@seattle.gov); Burgess. Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena; Juarez, Debora

Subject: Please extend MHA DEIS public comment period

Date: Sunday, July 30, 2017 10:57:56 PM

The DEIS is a legal requirement for the city to identify and consider the environmental impacts of the
Mandatory Housing and Affordability program, before making decisions, and to identify mitigation
measures, as required by SEPA per chapter 43.21RCW.

There are gaps in how the MHA DEIS responds to SEPA. Limiting the public comment time to only 2
added weeks, prevents the full range of feedback the city should consider. Please extend the
deadline by a meaningful amount of time, such as 4 weeks into Sept. so the full range of comment
can be collected. If gaps, oversights, and weakness are not addressed at this stage it has
ramifications into the future. There are major subject fields required by SEPA that were not included
or passed over lightly, such as noise, electrical grid system impacts, light pollution, and glare, to
name a few. Other less tangible subjects require added time to respond intelligently on the

oversights encountered.

The DEIS should not be considered a legal obstacle to be overcome, it requires a comprehensive
response to identify impact and mitigations. A responsible DEIS is critical to ensure that MHA lives up
to it commitment to provide density and livability.

This is a very long document and a lot of effort was involved by everyone to produce it. Please show
respect for the time involved and the extensive size of the documents, by extending the comment
period too allow diligent and meaningful review. A poorly completed DEIS will not add to the city’s
ability to increase housing. Thank You.
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From: Tawny Bates

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA EIS Comments

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 1:25:49 AM

Attachments: COMMENTS LIGHT POLLUTION AND HEALTH HAZARD- MHA DEIS - Bates.docx

COMMENTS UTILITIES - MHA DEIS - Bates.docx
COMMENTS HUMAN HEALTH MHA DEIS - Bates.docx

Enclosed are comments on the MHA EIS — attached are supplemental WORD docs. Under SEPA chapter 43.21c RCW an EIS is
required to assess environmental concerns very specifically. As part of your obligation to perform an EIS, you are required to

fully and clearly call out impacts, identify mitigation, and improvements, to ensure the upzones do not result in negative or

harmful consequences. | have the following concerns with the DEIS:

The DEIS does not consider multiple alternatives, relying on only one approach to increasing affordable housing, the
MHA upzones, with alternative 2 and 3 being slight variations of the same alternative. SEPA requires more than one
alternative. Upzones are not necessary to accommodate growth, and only make marginal contribution to affordability for
small numbers of people, review real alternate plans.

The DEIS does not address the full range of health and environmental impacts mandated by SEPA for an EIS in relation
to people and animals, such as impacts of; noise, utilities, toxins, light and glare, (material comments are attached WORD
files titled HUMAN HEALTH, LIGHT POLLUTION, UTILITIES)

The DEIS does not evaluate extended daily exposure to toxins and pollutants and overlapping impacts of multiple
construction sites adjacent one another, or in close proximity. Urban Villages could be in a state of constant demolition
& construction, every day for years. Constant construction will occur in residential areas where seniors, small children,
and people who work from home live. OSHA and right to know programs do not exist for “neighborhoods”. Mitigation
appropriate to the situation is required. Per Impacts Section 3.2.2 page 18 .”.the greatest potential for significant
adverse land use impact occurs in SF areas rezoned to higher intensities... urban villages with greater quantities of
existing single family could experience more local impact than urban villages with little single family.”

The DEIS combines lightly impacted areas, with heavily impacted areas, then averages impacts, to conclude impact
overall is equal, and not significant, this dilutes and falsely minimizes the actual impact on areas experiencing huge
changes. Impacts are not distributed equitably from one Village to another, Queen Anne is projected for 5% change in
land use, Greenwood at 1%. While South Park and Crown Hill and Wallingford are near 60%. Rolling all the villages into
the same EIS, waters down the enormous diversity and falsely represents the actual impacts. Separate EIS statements
which recognize the unique aspects of each UV are required to provide the micro level of planning needed, and
effectively identify and respond to actual impacts per SEPA.

The DEIS does not identify mitigation strategies appropriate to the intensity of the zone change, per the WAC SEPA
checklist part D Supplemental Sheet for non project actions “...if (the proposal results in) a greater intensity or a faster
rate than if the proposal were not implemented.. “this must be responded to..” The DEIS approach is not a valid
method to establish impact, since it does not respond to rate of change and presumes through the DEIS changes will be
gradual. Example; Land Use 3.2.3 pg 20 Rate and Pattern of Growth “..the city anticipates housing growth will occur
relatively evenly over the course of the 20 year planning horizon... if a faster or more concentrated pattern of growth
occurs greater land use impact could occur.” Mitigation methods must ramp upward in accordance with rate and
intensity, the change we are seeing now is not gradual.

The DEIS does not identify mitigation which actually exists and relies on strategies which are conceptual, Example:
Land Use 3.2.3 pg 44 “The following tools are available if the city wishes to proactively mitigate identified land use
impact. Example: Biological Resources- Section 3.6.3 Mitigation measures, nine ideas for protection of trees are listed,
most only in discussion phase. NO upzones without appropriate mitigation measures in place!

The DEIS identifies as mitigation methods ordinances which are at times outdated or unrelated codes, this does do
not provide mitigation ( see attached WORD documents on noise and utilities). The DEIS does not identify how
referenced codes mitigate impacts, when the code was last updated, and why it renders impact to be not significant.
Codes and ordinances are part of city infrastructure and must be updated and enforced to be effective. The DEIS also
identifies as mitigation strategy measures which are being reduced or eliminated: items like Design Review or
development standards setbacks, these are the opposite of mitigation, and this produces negative impacts on building
bulk and aesthetics
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. In closing, itis irresponsible for the DEIS to arrive at a conclusion of no significant impact for Chap 3.6 Biological
Resources: re Tree Canopy. The DEIS does not have sufficient data to proclaim impact of MHA on tree canopy will be
insignificant.

® There is limited historical data on tree canopy; it has been collected in inconsistent methods; impacts of
converting SF zoned areas to RSL and LR have not been studied, particularly RSL; no actual field data on trees in
UV’s has been collected.

® The 2016 Tree Canopy survey concluded; most trees, 72%, are in the SF zones, in particular the most desirable
coniferous trees; once lost these are not replaced with the same type or size tree; and tree canopy is currently
decreasing. MHA proposes to rezone large amounts of SF in 30% of the UV’s, to RSL and LR, and relax standards
for height and required setback

e The DEIS claims mitigation will be achieved by relying on existing Tree Protection Ordinances. The Tree
Protection Ordinances depend on allowing developers to utilize departures to development standards, in
exchange for preserving trees. Typical departures depend on allowing developers to reduce parking, increase
height or make adjustments to reduce setbacks, as concessions to retain trees.

e However, Urban Villages are not required to have parking, and under MHA heights will already be increased and
setbacks reduced. This will significantly limit the ability to negotiate with the developer to save trees, as all
“bargaining chips” have been given up.

e |f departures cannot be found which allow the developer to achieve the maximum density allowed, even
exceptional trees may be removed.

® Design Review will also be removed in UV’s, a process which typically provided oversight and support for trees
on the parcel to be developed, and the adjacent parcels.

® Most large trees will need to be removed under MHA, unless some very lucrative benefit can be provided to the
developer not to do this. Even an allowance to opt out of MHA in exchange might not be sufficient. It is likely
even street trees will be sacrificed to build under MHA, as large trees typically require 10 feet minimum for
branches and roots. If construction will occur on multiple sides of the tree, it may be deemed a hazard to retain
it.

® The DEIS does not accurately assess the value of trees as environmental machines, it is possible to estimate
environmental benefit to air quality, noise level, cooling impacts, stormwater runoff, etc, This should be

identified so loss of trees can be correctly valued.

Tawny Bates 8-6-17 tawny.bates@outlook.com Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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UTILITY IMPACTS - Comments MHA DEIS — Tawny Bates 8-6-17

The DEIS also excluded the following impacts called for by SEPA, or did not address them in a
meaningful way.

Broadband access- Communications city wide in the UV needs to be addressed and consider rates,
access, and speeds, as part of increased density. Faster more expansive options will be provided to high
opportunity- high growth areas. With lessor internet options to low income- high displacement areas,
where service will not be as robust, this disadvantages them. Internet speed is key to future success. An
example: | live in Wallingford, my extended family are in Rainer Valley. | can afford more than $100 a
month for internet cable speed needed for tech workers who live in my DADU. Fiber optics will be here
soon. It will be a long time before my relatives south of Rainier see similar service. With the density
comes improved buses, and better internet, more opportunity they could benefit from. Please address
inequity in all directions. All neighborhood need good services, including grocery stores, bus routes and
a robust commercial zone to provide the resident with equity and opportunity, distribute growth
broadly enough to serve all areas well, and reduce impact of overbuilding in some places.

Electric Utility— The DEIS does not address energy impacts of increased growth on the electrical grid
system. An analysis should be included which evaluates electrical and gas infrastructure in locations
proposed for significant upzones. Energy use for these zones should be forecasted per household, and
impact on lines, feeders, and substations, and distribution capacity of the electrical grid system
determined as well, and gas distributions system.

A new substation was constructed on Denny to handle South Lake Union growth, this was a huge
expense to ratepayers. Identify how the added loads of upzones will be handled, and include possible
renewable energy generation in the analysis. Shading of existing solar is Section 6 B Energy and Natural
Resources RCW 43.21c and relates to considering if the project would impact solar on adjacent
properties, there are properties in the UV’s that will be impacted. In addition new structures may
prevent other new structures from using solar. There are currently no underlying codes or standards to
mitigate impact on solar investments. An environmental impact statement should address this.

Two mitigation strategies are identified under electricity, (and nothing for gas usage.) For electricity
Benchmarking is listed as a mitigation strategy; Benchmarking involves improving information about
performance in the built environment; it is not a mitigation strategy, and it won’t apply to buildings less
than 20,000 square feet. Energy Codes are the second strategy for mitigation. Energy codes are part of
the building code system, code minimum requirements. Code minimum requirement cannot be
considered mitigation for increased growth. Mitigation relates to what will be done beyond what is
typical, to prevent the increased growth from being so impactful.

SPU- Waste disposal - Significant amounts of demolition and removal of toxic hazards will be produced
by the upzones increasing debris going into landfills. This subject of waste disposal and recycling is not
discussed in the DEIS. Seattle could mitigate its impact by mandating deconstruction, as Portland
recently did for homes built prior to 1916. This creates jobs and salvages materials which are no longer
available, such as old growth, and reduces carbon impacts of producing new materials, and reduces
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landfills. The EPA estimates that over 250,000 homes are demolished in the US each year, adding
124,670,000 tons of construction and demolition debris, if even a portion of those homes were
deconstructed, thousands of tons of waste would be diverted from landfills. Seattle could implement
similar ordinances to Portland and also pursue a greener approach to demolition.

By Dirk Wassink, BMRA Newsletter June 2016 - ““On October 31 of this year Portland plans to
implement a policy requiring deconstruction on any demolition of a house or duplex which was
built in 1916 or earlier. Pre-1917 houses currently account for approximately one-third of the
300+ demolitions taking place in the city each year. We are excited by the opportunity presented
by the deconstruction ordinance to create meaningful, well-paying jobs, and by the opportunity
to reduce waste to the landfill and to provide some really spectacular old growth lumber to our
customers.”
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MHA DEIS COMMENTS - LIGHT POLLUTION, GLARE AND HEALTH HAZARDS -

Tawny Bates - 8-6-17 tawny.bates@outlook.com

The DEIS does not address the issue of light pollution, glare, and associated impacts of excessive
outdoor lighting. Bright high contrast light that is not shielded, is frequently used on building exteriors,
decks and rooftops, and is left on all night. Excess exterior lighting is a safety concern, and also a health
concern. Impacts may be extensive. To address SEPA lighting impacts must be considered, no section in
the DEIS addresses ramifications or mitigation for increased light levels the proposal will produce.

Certain types of lighting interfere with normal night vision, and result in hazards for pedestrians, drivers,
and bicyclists on the street. Contrary to what many think the brightest light is not the best light. The
Seattle Streetlight Dept. knows this, which is why all streetlights are fully shielded and directed down
onto the street surface, at a very low level about 1 footcandle using 4000 kelvin light sources.

Comparatively the new residential apartments down the street utilize overly bright surface mounted
lights which are not shielded in any way, often producing 4 time as much light, and throwing light
outward vertically. This vertical light output pictured below is 7 times higher than a typical sidewalk (I
measured).

This is a safety hazard from glare as it interferes with vision, replaces less intense residential uses with
high levels of lighting, and wastes energy. It also is being increasingly implicated in a variety of health
problems and impacts on humans and wildlife, such as migratory birds, particularly as lighting trends
toward LED sources (light emitting diodes), which utilize a 450-480 blue wavelength spectrum. Allowing
unshielded exterior fixtures that produce excessive amounts of light not useful to the intended need
and exceeding IES (llluminating Engineering Society) code requirements is common for new residential
buildings, on buildings facades, rooftops, and decks. If there is a code restriction related to this in Seattle
it is apparently not enforced. In response to growing concern, in 2013 Paris imposed restrictions
requiring much commercial lighting to be off at night.

Below are excerpts from 1. Wikipedia 2. American Medical Association, 3. International Dark Sky, on
varied impacts of different aspects of light pollution. Also some photos of typical Seattle streets
illustrating impacts.

From Wikipedia under light pollution- Effects on animal and human health and psychology—Medical research
on the effects of excessive light on the human body suggests that a variety of adverse health effects may be caused
by light pollution or excessive light exposure. In 2007, "shift work that involves circadian disruption™ was listed as a
probable carcinogen by the World Health Organization's International Agency for Research on Cancer. (IARC Press
release No. 180).[451461 Multiple studies have documented a correlation between night shift work and the increased
incidence of breast and prostate cancer BAMBIAASOISLBA A more recent discussion (2009), written by Professor
Steven Lockley, Harvard Medical School, can be found in the CfDS handbook "Blinded by the Light?".58l Chapter
4, "Human health implications of light pollution™ states that "... light intrusion, even if dim, is likely to have
measurable effects on sleep disruption and melatonin suppression. Even if these effects are relatively small from
night to night, continuous chronic circadian, sleep and hormonal disruption may have longer-term health risks". The
New York Academy of Sciences hosted a meeting in 2009 on Circadian Disruption and Cancer.[2 Red light
suppresses melatonin the least. ...In June 2009, the American Medical Association developed a policy in support of
control of light pollution. News about the decision emphasized glare as a public health hazard leading to unsafe
driving conditions. Especially in the elderly, glare produces loss of contrast, obscuring night vision.24

From the American Medical Association REPORT OF THE COUNCIL ON SCIENCE AND PUBLIC
HEALTH CSAPH Report 2-A-16 — “Not all LED light is optimal, however, when used as street lighting. Improper
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design of the lighting fixture can result in glare, creating a road hazard condition.4,5 LED lighting also is available
in various color correlated temperatures. Many early designs of white LED lighting generated a color spectrum with
excessive blue wavelength. This feature further contributes to disability glare, i.e., visual impairment due to stray
light, as blue wavelengths are associated with more scattering in the human eye, and sufficiently intense blue
spectrum damages retinas.6,7 The excessive blue spectrum also is environmentally disruptive for many nocturnal
species. Accordingly, significant human and environmental concerns are associated with short wavelength (blue)
LED emission. ..... In human studies, a short-term detriment in sleep quality has been observed after exposure to
short wavelength light before bedtime. Although data are still emerging, some evidence supports a long-term
increase in the risk for cancer, diabetes, cardiovascular disease and obesity from chronic sleep disruption or
shiftwork and associated with exposure to brighter light sources in the evening or night.25,

The above pictures demonstrate the difference between the light level on a typical current residential
street on N. 42" St, with LED streetlighting. The middle photo is taken with a flash as existing light level
is too low to photograph well. Far right is the type of lighting of allowed in a new building. Building
setbacks affect lighting impact, as does vegetation, acting as a buffer. Lights at far right on all night.
Below from International Dark Sky (IDA) are examples of acceptable fixtures and ones to avoid.
http://www.darksky.org/light-pollution/
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Continue on for the IDA Lighting Basics page

Outdoor Lighting Basics

Modern society requires outdoor lighting for a variety of needs, including safety and
commerce. IDA recognizes this but advocates that any reguired lighting be used wisely. To
minimize the harmiul effects of light pollution, lighting should

 Only be on when needed

« Only light the area that needs it

* Be no brighter than necessary

* Minimize blue light emissions

* Be fully shielded (pointing downward)

The illustration below provides an easy visual guide to understand the differences between
unacceptable, unshielded light fixtures and those fully shielded fixtures that minimize skyglow,
glare and light trespass.

Glossary of Lighting Terms

Examples of Acceptable / Unacceptable Lighting Fixtures
Unacce h!:tal:.'fller." Discouraged A:naﬂtahle

Frdurnis thal produce glare and lght tressass Fioiuriss Ul bk thes bght source (o minimicen plies and bght e
B i acinnle Dalber @S & mghil

E _“._ Full Cuncll Filurnes
Linshigited Floodligrs %:l
o Poosty-shialted Floodlights

@@m m“;"f“&

Miguint Fistunes -

o
—

S :@@ I =
Orpem 8 Sagers s A__LL_

ﬁ i 3‘"“‘5‘"‘" Full Cutefl Streatign
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Fulty Shuesdud Wénlicwny
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COMMENTS MHA DEIS — HUMAN HEALTH , NOISE - TOXINS

Tawny Bates 8-6-17 tawny.bates@outlook.com

NOISE-

The DEIS did not address impacts neighborhood residents will be exposed to with multiple
construction sites producing varied levels of noise, which can continue 7 days a week, and could
continue under different projects, in close proximity, for years

The DEIS did not address the large areas of some Urban Villages which are residential in
nature, and did not acknowledge possible impacts on seniors at home, disabled people at home,
young children at home, or people who work from home, or people who are employed or visit
business nearby

The DEIS did not acknowledge that noise is a significant stressor and impacts the health of the
residents, see the DCl website, nor that it appears there are 3 inspectors to enforce rules for the
entire city

The DEIS did not address the suggestions made in the 2035 Comprehensive plan to update
noise ordinances to best practices controls, to use pre drilling, sonic drives, and cushion
technology to reduce impacts of noise

The DEIS does not address construction techniques likely for zero lot line or reduced setback
construction in the upzoned residential zones, where pile driving is increasingly likely to
provide support for larger taller structures.

The DEIS did not acknowledge that the 2035 Comprehensive Plan identified moderate to
adverse impacts associated with construction work noise, and this was not affiliated with the
density levels proposed in MHA

The DEIS did not acknowledge that certain kinds of construction techniques can have negative
impacts on older historic structures.

The DEIS did not indicate what level of monitoring is planned, if any in areas proposed for
MHA density increases at the accelerated pace.

The DEIS did not acknowledge that noise ordinances are apparently antiquated, and rely on
standards abandoned by other cities long ago, see article from crosscut below. Crosscut title
(crosscut.com/2016/12/seattle-construction-noise-code-outdated-development-boom/)

“The current ordinance allows noise-producing construction activity in non-commercial residential areas
7 a.m. to 10 p.m. on weekdays, and 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. on weekends and holidays. Noise levels cannot
exceed 75 decibels, averaged over a one-hour period and measured 50 feet away.” “ We compared
Seattle’s noise ordinance to 33 other cities, and several points became immediately apparent: 1. Of the
cities we’ve examined across the country, only Seattle and Houston allow construction to continue as late
as 10 p.m., on any day of the week. In most cities construction must stop by 7 p.m. or earlier. This is
generally a restriction on any after-hours construction activity.”

“Most cities do not allow construction on Sundays, and Saturday construction must stop by 6 p.m. 3.
Only Seattle and San Diego measure averaged noise levels. Every other city on this chart with a noise
limit uses a maximum level of 75-85 decibels produced by a single construction activity. For reference,
commonly used belt sanders generate sound above 85 decibels at 50 feet away.”
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TOXINS —

o The DEIS does not consider the full range of contaminates and provides only an assessment of
vehicles air pollutants and asbestos, yet indicates cancer due to proximity to transit pollutants is
already greater and impacts are moderate to adverse

e The DEIs does not provide a robust assessment of the full range of possible air borne
contaminates including lead, and coal dust entrenched in houses from the early 1900’s

e The DESI does not acknowledge other contaminants resulting from new construction such as
silica, and impact of construction equipment fumes on public health, in particular whether
there should be a limitation to number of sites underway at one time.

e The DEIS does not acknowledge toxins in these older neighborhoods zones may be very
different from one UV to another, bulldozing of century old houses rather than deconstructing,
and digging down, may expose chemicals such as benzene, or other hazardous waste,

e The DEIS should assess impact on areas of a higher, medium and low rate of development,
and implement mitigation which scales up based on intensity, and relates to multiple sites in
close proximity.

e The DEIS should consider mitigation related to deconstructing older homes rather than
demolishing, such as Portland, which requires houses built before 1916 to be deconstructed,
which reduces pollutants, recycles material, saves old growth lumber, land creates jobs.

e The DESI should advocate for increased air pollution monitoring and enforcement to mitigate,
especially, where simultaneous projects are underway in close proximity to residential zones,
to ensure new contaminates are not introduced which will add to the already moderate to
adverse impact of air pollution and increased cancer risk.

e The DEIS did not address the large areas of some Urban Villages which are residential in
nature, and did not acknowledge possible impacts on seniors at home, disabled people at home,
young children at home, or people who work from home, or people who are employed or visit
business nearby



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Land Use

Greg Beams

Photographic Center Northwest

| am supportive of the proposed changes.

| am supportive of the proposed changes and request that the
City combine four adjacent parcels of property under common
ownership into one parcel and so request NC2P-75 zoning for all
4 parcels that comprise the Photographic Center Northwest. This
will allow us to develop the property in a manner consistent with
this proposal and meet the goals and objectives laid out within
this document,

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?



Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Jennifer Beetem

| support either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. | still feel that 7%
MHA performance requirement is far too low to generate the
amount of affordable housing low-income residents need.

On one hand, Alternative 2 accommodates more total affordable
housing and would better alleviate displacement in my high-
displacement-risk, high-access-to-opportunity neighborhood
(Capitol Hill). However, | also want to see dense low-income
housing distributed throughout all Seattle neighborhoods, which
seems to be a goal of Alternative 3.

The analysis admits that it does not include data for the most
recent years. Yet, we all know friends and colleagues who have
become rent-burdened after steep rent hikes or left town due to
economic displacement. The actual current state of income
disparity and insufficient new affordable housing is likely worse
than the graphs indicate. The struggle of low-income Seattle
residents to afford housing here is acute and must not be
shrugged off just because the most recent data is not in yet.

I am in favor of more multi-family housing in all Seattle
neighborhoods and a 10-minute walkshed to transit corridors.

Alternatives 2 and 3 do an adequate job of balancing increased
building heights.

Increase in density will make current parking congestion worse,
making Alternative 3 more attractive for spreading out increases
in density across the city. It may also be helpful for the city to
limit residential street parking permits to require residents with
garages to use that space for car storage instead of general
storage.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced



homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Ben

From: Benita B

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Hala

Date: Sunday, July 30, 2017 2:39:11 AM

After looking over the documents provided I'm adamantly opposed to HALA.

Nowhere do you address the possibility of SFR owners having to pay taxes based on the
possible new use of their property.
This is a significant oversight and blatantly unfair and discriminatory.

In addition, most of the burden is placed on SFR owners because they are easy targets. HALA
is in bed with the developers as is obvious from even a cursory look at the people who made
up these stupid suggestions. The HALA committee was comprised of mostly developers and
their paid lobbyists or other cronies. This level of inside dealing is disgusting. | really thought
Seattle was better than this, but here we are.

People in the proposed upzone areas should have veto power. Stop forcing people out of their
homes by over-taxing them or destroying their neighborhoods. There is a reason why people
chose to purchase homes where they did. | realize change is inevitable, but can't it be done
with more community input and consideration?

There has been significant development throughout the city already with little to no additional
infrastructure. Remember the overflowing, decrepit treatment plant? It spewed thousands of
gallons of untreated wastewater into our local waters. The focus should be on getting the new
construction to pay for the additional infrastructure needed. Get your priorities straight!!

There is a housing crisis in Seattle but stealing the homes of current residents isn't going to fly.
No matter how you try to "spin" HALA, it's only good for construction companies and
developers.

| have a lot more to say, but this will do for now.

Toss HALA in the trash where it belongs and start over. I'm watching and recruiting others
against HALA.

Ben
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From: Judy Bendich

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Williams, Spencer

Subject: Response to MHA Draft EIS

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 9:01:07 PM

Dear Persons:
This letter addresses some of the issues in the HALA MHA DEIS.

1.Accessibility, Style and Size: The DEIS is 462 pages long, and the Appendices are 364 pages
long. Itisimpossible to meaningfully read and digest this document in electronic form. | am
an educated reader with a post-graduate degree, whose career involved voluminous reading
and writing. | found trying to read this on-line to be impossible. For example, in print, one can
easily flip the pages to view the main text and then refer to the appropriate appendix. Or,
even within the appendix, there are multiple charts on the same issue, and on line one cannot
easily compare them and analyze them. When trying to "flip" back to an earlier or later page,
the little wheel goes round and round just to get the print on the screen. It has been
frustrating (to put it mildly) to even try to read this. It is impossible in this format to
comprehend and synthesize the information.

There are approximately 28 public libraries in the City of Seattle. | went to my local library so
that | could read a printed version, but there was none. This DEIS is perhaps the most
important DEIS ever prepared involving a major overhaul of the entire City. Yet, while there
were many EIS's and DEIS’s on the shelf, none for this DEIS. | asked the librarian to obtain a
copy. The librarian found that the only print DEIS was at the Central Library. In effect,
because the City did not distribute print copies to the libraries in this region, the City has
effectively discouraged and impeded residents' ability to meaningfully comment.
(Parenthetically, | had even requested help from one of our City Council member's staff to get
this on library shelves. It never happened.) For this reason there is a real issue whether there
has been adequate ability for the public to meaningfully comment.

2. The DEIS Fails to Address At All the Impact on Businesses. This is a significant omission.
The DEIS goes on at some length to discuss the importance of neighborhood businesses to the

well-being and livability of the community. Yet, the DEIS ignores this issue entirely. How, with
the boom in land prices, will the City assure that community businesses survive and thrive to
make the neighborhoods/urban villages livable? It is not enough to require that certain tall
buildings include some space for businesses. None of the current pre-building plans require
developers to consider the businesses that might occupy them, consult with businesses and
the community in the first instance — before the plans are developed. Nor, if specific
businesses were identified, to require the developer to include plan specifications to include
such businesses as the community needs. None of present spaces or design is at present large
enough for a grocery store or automotive parts store (businesses that were displaced in the
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Roosevelt/Ravenna neighborhood). As light rail is anticipated in some areas, local businesses
have already been displaced, with no replacement possible due to increased land values and
rents. The DEIS offers no comment how to mitigate these losses or prevent them from

happening in the first place. The DEIS is insufficient because it omits this issue in its entirety.

3. The DEIS Fails to Address in Any Meaningful Way How Affordable Units Will Be Built Within
the Urban Villages. The whole point of this DEIS is to assure that Seattle neighborhoods are

racially diverse and affordable. First, the data used are not necessarily reliable, particularly in
the middle north-end. The charts and tables sometimes identify race, but do not correlate
this with economic data. For example, the DEIS lumps a broad class as Asian, which can
include every conceivable Asian ethnic background, such as Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Indian,
Pakistani, Philippino, Laotian, Vietnamese. Studies indicate that certain Asian ethnicities are
highly-educated and in the high middle to upper middle income level, and others are not. The
DEIS fails to distinguish among them and cannot, therefore, make any categorical statements
or assumptions. The DEIS points out that data are most likely skewed in the north end due the
student population at the UW. But acknowledging these data, the DEIS makes no attempt to
explain how to target different socio-economic groups and to include those who are truly in
need of affordable housing within the Urban Villages that have good transportation and urban
amenities.

Second, the DEIS assumes that upzoning in present single family neighborhoods is essential in
order to bring affordable housing to that community:

LOW DISPLACEMENT RISK/HIGH ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY (App. A, p. 24) Neighborhoods with low risk
of displacement and high access to opportunity are desirable and have fewer marginalized populations. These areas
generally offer good access to economic and educational opportunities. In these neighborhoods, housing costs tend
to be high, housing choices limited, and market-rate housing unaffordabl e to lower-income households. With
relatively few marginalized populations, these areas may also lack the cultural services and community
organizations geared to those populations. An equitable approach to development in these places expands pathways
into the neighborhood for people who currently cannot afford to live, work, or operate a business there and leverages
market demand to welcome new residents, jobs, and businesses. This approach calls for allowing the private
market to meet the high levels of demand for housing in these neighborhoods by increasing the supply and variety of
housing options available. Because they have lower displacement risk and higher access to opportunity, these urban
villages can welcome higher levels of growth in order to expand access for marginalized populations without
displacement. Incentives for private market housing that serves arange of incomes and household sizes could make
it possible for marginalized populationsto live and work in these areas and take advantage of the opportunities that
exist there. This means allowing and encouraging a denser and broader range of housing types, such as duplexes,
triplexes, rowhouses, flats, and other forms appropriate for arange of incomes and household sizes, within and
adjacent to these urban villages beyond what current zoning allow.

This is a fallacious assumption, particularly in areas where land costs are rapidly escalating.
Under the present "grand bargain" - where developers either pay a fee or include affordable
housing units - developers have no incentive to include affordable units. The fee is ridiculously
low and is based solely on construction cost. The comparator should be the both the building
cost of the unit and the cost a unit rents/sells for at market rate amortized over the expected
life-span of the building less actual costs to maintain the property. (That calculation is the
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actual value to the developer.) For example, currently, the land/housing costs in the
Roosevelt/Ravenna area have skyrocketed to close to or over the one million dollars range per
parcel. Unless developers are required to include affordable housing within the development,
there will be no affordable housing in the very Urban Villages where they are most needed in
terms of equity. And certainly, the upzoned duplexes, skinny lots, multiplexes, and extra
stories in the neighborhoods contiguous to the Urban Villages will not be "affordable" unless
the EIS/City requires developers to include affordable housing within the development. The
only real beneficiaries of the upzoning are the developers. The "fee" is a pittance compared
to the overall project's profits, and the fees will not be used in the communities which have
the greatest amenities because the land values are too high. Or, alternatively, if the City can
find parcels to build affordable housing within these communities, this housing will be
socioeconomically segregated. The DEIS fails to address this issue - how to assure that
affordable housing is actually included within the upzoned area. Additionally, the DEIS fails to
address or explain how to mitigate the probable segregation which would result in the event
no affordable housing is included within the development.

4. The DEIS Fails to Address Impacts and Mitigation for Each Urban Village Individually.
Seattle has many neighborhoods; each has different housing patterns, and different physical

and topological locales. The DEIS failsto address each of these Urban Villages separately,
but lumps them together. For example, the DEIS has an alternative upzone for Roosevelt
Urban Village which is outside the boundaries of the recently adopted Comprehensive Plan
and extends to the east of 15th Avenue NE (in one aternative to 16th NE and in the other to
17th NE) between NE 65th St. and NE 62nd St. This area has perhaps the largest number of
intact Craftsman and bungalow housing in the City. Although the criteria state that areas of
architectural uniqueness should be examined, that significant issueis not addressed at al. See
SMC 25.05.330 C-3. "In determining an impact's significance (Section_25.05.794), the
responsible official shall take into account that: The same proposal may have a significant
adverse impact in one location but not in another. The DEISfails to evaluate the unique
impacts on each neighborhood, each Urban Village, and the contiguous neighborhoods. See
also comments of Historic Seattle, which addresses this deficiency in more detail.

Additionally, the DEIS fails to state that the alternatives are not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and provide alternatives that are consistent with the Plan.

5. The DEIS Fails to Include Mitigation Requirements Congruent With Upzoning. Both the
DEIS and the City's Comprehensive Plan stress the need for mitigation. These include. but are

not limited to, green spaces, community centers, schools, libraries, cultural amenities,
affordable facilities for seniors and families (senior centers, day care centers, etc.). The DEIS
fails to include concrete plans for these required amenities. Most of the Urban Centers and
contiguous neighborhoods are upzoned for development but include no identifiable parcels
for these spaces. Nor does the DEIS examine how these requirements can congruently be
included such that development cannot occur unless the mitigating criteria are also in place.
With parcels in Seattle at a premium, there must be a congruent plan or mitigation will
not/cannot occur.
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6. The DEIS Fails to Include How the Cost of Mitigtion and Basic Services Will Be Paid.
Nowhere in the DEIS does the City discuss specific mitigation needs in specific Urban Villages.

But, in addition, there is no discussion of the financial resources required to pay for and
provide not only mitigation expenses, but basic necessities — police, fire, sewer lines, water
supply, schools. Additionally increased density requires upgrades to all services; it requires
mitigation for communities, including displaced housing and displaced businesses, in order to
make the City livable — green space, community centers, etc. The impact on the City from
increased development has already been enormous. The DEIS needs to examine alternatives
to cover these costs, including, but not limited to impact fees on developers.

7. The DEIS Fails to Consider Alternatives to Upzoning in the Ravenna Area Contiguous to the
Roosevelt Urban Village. There are alternatives to the alternative upzones proposed in the

DEIS, which the DEIS does not address. The DEIS does not address adding affordable housing
in single-family neighborhoods, such as mother-in-law apartments, creating apartments by
authorizing subdividivision of the interior of existing large single-family houses, using
accessory buildings such as garages to build units. None of these options are explored in the
DEIS as a substitute for upzoning existing single-family parcels. These options should be
addressed before any determination is or can be made whether upzoning should occur that is
outside the boundaries of Urban Villages. Similarly, neighborhoods have specific knowledge
as to where upzoning might be most appropriate. In the Roosevelt/Ravenna neighborhood,
the parcels north of NE 65th St. for two blocks between 15th Ave. NE and 16th Ave. NE, have
been suggested but are not addressed in the DEIS.

8. The DEIS By Its Own Admission Has Failed to Take Into Account Public Comments That

Were Made at Public Meetings Before the DEIS Was Issued. Before the DEIS was issued, the
City held a series of public meetings and solicited comments from those in attendance, from

surveys, and from community organizations. Many ordinary people from all over the City
attended and, spent time they could have been spending on other things, to share their
concerns and suggestions. The DEIS has a generic list of some of those comments but
candidly states it did consider them at all in its analysis and proposals. The DEIS states that it
is deferring responding until the FEIS when it will respond to concerns, suggestions and
comments made before the DEIS was written, as well as the comments made after the DEIS
was written:

The alternatives studied in the MHA Draft DEIS are not a direct reflection of public feedback received on the
draft MHA zoning maps published in October 2016. Why not? Because the Draft EIS studies a much wider range
of options and uses the results of the analysis to better understand the potential impacts of afinal proposal. We
developed the alternatives with public input about what we should study, but none of them represents a specific
preferred aternative. Our Final DEIS will include a preferred alternative that reflects public input.

The zoning maps the DEI S refers to are the same zoning maps that the public commented on
before the DEIS issued. The fact that the City studied a "wider range of options" should have
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no bearing on its addressing in the DEIS the comments, suggestions, and alternatives which
involve the same maps. The expansion alternatives in Ravenna, contiguous to the Roosevelt
Urban Village, are but one example. The people who attended the public meeting | attended

were quite clear there should be no expansion from the east side of 151 Ave. NE between NE

65! St. and NE 62" St. The group came up with many suggestions including increased
density nearer to the freeway within the Urban Village, greater community input into the
location of upzones, and consideration of derelict and vacant properties, such as the parcels

north of NE 65" St.

This process the City used turns the whole statutory and regulatory scheme on its head. The
purpose of public input before the DEIS is issued is so that those concerns and alternatives can
be meaningfully addressed in the draft. This then gives the public the ability to understand
the City's thought-process and permits the public to meaningfully agree or reject the DEIS's
proposals, or to raise new alternative proposals. By ignoring the suggestions and concerns in
the first instance, the DEIS has disregarded alternatives that were previously suggested and
disregarded concerns that were previously raised. These should have been included in the
DEIS. For this reason alone, the City should start all over and do it properly.

Sincerely,
Judith E. Bendich
1754 NE 62nd Street

Seattle, WA 98115
(206) 525-5914



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Carol Benedick

Congregation Beth Shalom

Dear City Planners,

| am the Executive Director of Congregation Beth Shalom,
located at 6800 35th Ave NE. | have looked over the MHA plan
and am struck by the inconsistency of zoning along 35th Ave NE
that is not addressed by the plan. | am writing to ask you to
address the inconsistency and rezone the 6800 block for mixed
commercial and multi-family use,

Creating a mixed use core along this major arterial not only
enhances the walkability and the already established character
of 35th Ave NE, it would also buffer the single-family areas east
and west of 35th Ave NE. This plan of creating a more vibrant
35th Ave NE has been outlined in the Wedgwood Community
Council Vision Plan.

Historically, the zoning of the 6800 block of 35th Ave NE is an
anomaly when compared to the blocks to the north and south.
The 6500 block is zoned as Low-Rise 2 except for the
commercially zoned apartment buildings at the south corner of
the block. Despite the variance in zoning, the 6500 block and the
6800 block are very similar in terms of actual usage of the
buildings. There is a church along with several rental homes
owned by the church. Likewise, the 7000 block of 35th Ave NE
has a church which is zoned as Low-Rise 2 and several
commercial buildings at the south end of the block.

Not only is the 6800 block zoned differently from the 6500 and
7000 blocks, our own synagogue is zoned inconsistently. The
south half of our building is zoned as Low-Rise 2. The north half
of our building is zoned as single-family. Just north of us on the
6800 block are four houses. We own three of them and are in
the process of buying the fourth house. They are zoned as
single-family homes. We use the first home (6830 35th Ave NE)
for classes. The other two are rented to families. When the
purchase of the fourth house is finalized, we will use that as a
rental as well. The homes were all built in the 1930s, and they
show their age. They are accessible by an alley. We have
invested a significant amount of money in renovating them



(replacing the furnace, windows, roofs, etc.), but there is only so
much we can do to improve their street side appearance.
Eventually we would like to replace the houses with one or
several new structures to accommodate the growing demands of
our congregation, including our Religious School and Early
Childhood Center. We are interested in mixed-use buildings,
possibly with some commercial-use and apartments. Our vision
for our properties complements the vision of the Wedgwood
neighborhood, and | believe it fits in with the overall concept of
the Mandatory Housing Affordability zoning changes.

We will all benefit from maximizing the housing and small scale
commercial zones along 35th Ave NE. Please help us by
changing the 6800 block zoning to be consistent with the rest of
the arterial.

Sincerely,

Carol Benedick

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of



Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Transportation

Open Space &
Recreation

Vernon C Bennett

1 32nd Ave SW and SW Genesse are all single family homes, you
can not dump 5 story apartments in the middle of it, please give
us some smaller steps, alternative 2 is the best, but not great...

2 32nd ave SW is only a single lane that is two blocks long with no
other outlets, how can you put in 5 story apartments on a street
like that, it will be gridlocked all the time!!!

3 We have NO open spaces close by, unless your going to allow
people to walk their dogs and have their children play on the
fairways of the golf course ....

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you



resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Transportation

Max Benson

| am supportive of either proposal 1 or 2, the city of Seattle
needs more affordable housing and the status quo is
unacceptable.

While the focus of the EIS is on areas within the urban growth
boundary there are impacted areas outside of it. Those areas
do not currently require sidewalks to be installed and
substantial townhouse developments have occurred without
sidewalks in the N. Greenwood area. Given the increased
density of converting L-1 and L-2 lots to (r), The inclusion of
sidewalks makes sense.

While the focus of the EIS is on areas within the urban growth
boundary there are impacted areas outside of it. Those areas
do not currently require sidewalks to be installed and
substantial townhouse developments have occurred without
sidewalks in the N. Greenwood area. Given the increased
density of converting L-1 and L-2 lots to (r), The inclusion of
sidewalks makes sense.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?



Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?
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From: Dan Berger

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Herbold, Lisa

Subject: Draft EIS comment period extension
Date: Sunday, July 02, 2017 4:35:54 PM

Please extend the draft EIS comment period to at least 90 days. The EIS is a massive
document that the City and staff too months to prepare. The citizens of Seattle (especially
those directly impacted by the EIS and HALA) need more time to review and comment on
the content of the draft EIS. Expecting residents to review and understand such a massive
document in 45 days is unacceptable and undermines this being a truly open and public

process.
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From: Dan Berger

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Dan Berger

Subject: HALA Rezone Proposal DEIS Comments Section 3.1
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:38:42 AM
Attachments: DEIS Social and Economic Analysis 3.1.pdf

Please accept these comments related to the HALA Rezone DEIS.
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COMMENTS ON DEIS SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The DEIS fails to provide a comprehensive study of the social and economic impact to
the impacted neighborhoods. The magnitude of the project should not absolve the City from
providing a substantive analysis. Rather, the thousands of individuals that will be directly
affected by the proposed action are entitled to a meaningful effort by the City to provide
information.

The DEIS acknowledges the likelihood that “there is ample zoning capacity to
accommodate the minimum amount of household growth anticipated in the Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan.” See DEIS at § 3.45. Given that reality, it is critical for constituents to be
able to effectively analyze whether the affordable housing projected to be added as a result of the
proposal outweighs the elimination of existing affordable housing and displacement of existing
residents.

A. Data Clearly Establishes Significant Potential for Net L oss of Affordable Housing
and Displacement in West Seattle Junction Urban Village.

Even a cursory analysis shows the potential for significant displacement in the West
Seattle Junction Urban Village as a result of the likely elimination of existing affordable housing.

Exhibit A is a list of the West Seattle Junction Urban Village (and proposed expansion)
single family parcels proposed to be up zoned, as well as an indication of those houses currently
publicly disclosed to be rentals and well as the estimated rental value of each, per Zillow. As can
be seen in Exhibit B, approximately 22% of the existing units are rentals with an average
estimated monthly rent of approximately $2,700. 100% of these homes are suited for family
living, with 2+ bedrooms. A majority, 62% are suited for larger families with 3+ bedrooms.

The DEIS does not consider this displacement. It does not consider families of this size
and/or those with children. Overall the MHA program is biased towards production of studio
and 1 BR units. We conclude that implementing MHA in the Junction SF zones will have an
unacknowledged and significantly negative impact by displacing family-sized households, and
further, it will decrease our housing diversity.

In addition, this does not take into account the myriad of other situations present in single
family areas in which affordable housing is provided through existing owner occupied homes
providing affordable housing for housemates, extended family and others.

B. Critical Information Missing from DEIS

The DEIS should provide the following information so that impacted residents can
adequately evaluate the likely social and economic to their neighborhoods.

1. Identification of the current use of each of the impacted sites and the adjacent properties;

2. Description of the extent to which the proposal affects current land use of each of the
impacted sites and nearby or adjacent areas;

3. Description of the structures that will be demolished as result of the proposal;
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4. Identification of the current Comprehensive Plan designation of each of the sites
impacted by the proposal;

5. Identification of any part(s) of any impacted site that is classified as critical area by the
city or county;

6. Identification of the approximate number of people that would reside or work in each of
the sites impacted by the proposal.

7. Identification of the approximate number of people that the proposal, if implemented,
would displace;

8. Identification of proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:

9. Identification of any proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with
existing and projected land uses and plans;

10. Identification of the approximate number of units that the proposal would provide;

11. Identification of whether the units provided by the proposal will be high, middle, or low-
income housing;

12. Identification of the approximate number of units that would be eliminated by the
proposal;

13. Identification of whether the units to be eliminated are high, middle, or low-income
housing;

14. Identification of any proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts.
DEIS Findings Reflect Insufficient Data and Analysis of Proposal.

Type of Impact Significant DEIS Proposed Mitigation Issue
Impacts/Finding

Housing Supply “...lesser amounts of certain No mitigation proposed. Net family housing in
types of housing units.” Only impacted areas will likely
2% increase of proposed decrease
housing units in Alt 2 and Alt
3, are qualified as “better
suited to families with
children and larger
households. (Exhibit 3.1-34)”

Commercial Development | “...this EIS does not N/A These commercial projects
quantitatively analyze the are directly responsible for
additional need for low- increased need of
income housing from affordable housing but in
commercial development in no way are responsible for
each alternative...it is a mitigation.

consequence of commercial
development and a
contributing factor to the need
for rent and income restricted
housing...(DEIS, 3.47)”
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Type of Impact

Significant DEIS
Impacts/Finding

Proposed Mitigation

Issue

Housing Affordability “...affordability of market No mitigation proposed Affordability will continue
rate housing would continue to be an issue regardless of
to be a burden for many the proposed rezones with
residents under all three their significant negative
alternatives, notwithstanding impacts; Insufficient
implementation of MHA. analysis provided to

enable decision makers to
weigh benefits and costs.

Housing Affordability Zoning changes have the “Local property tax Tax burden on residents
potential to increase the cost exemption for exiting will increase. Proposed
of living burden of existing rental homes. .. The bill mitigation is based purely
owners or tenants.(3.48) was reintroduced and on speculation as to future

retained in the preset status | legislative process.
and will presumably be

picked up again in the

future.(DEIS, 3.72)

Housing Affordability “...the most positive impact N/A DEIS forecasts that over
on housing affordability will 20 years in Alt 2 and Alt
be through the production of 3, only 6 and 10 new
new affordable units through affordable units
MHA...(3.49)” respectively would be

built in the West Seattle
Junction (WSJ) Urban
Village study area
through performance.
While the up zoning and
development of WSJ will
potentially generate
payments equal to 37-45
additional affordable units.
The DEIS falsely assumes
that the payments
generated from up zoning
and developing WSJ will
result in a meaningful
number of affordable units
built in the area.

Housing Affordability “...developers may No mitigation proposed. The study incorrectly

experience some financial
impact. Whether such costs
are absorbed by the
developers or passed along to
users will depend on complex

circumstances that...cannot be

estimated.” “Seattle will
continue to experience face
significant challenge in the
area of housing affordability.
This condition is a result of
market and economic forces
and not an impact of MHA.”

concludes that MHA
won’t contribute to
housing costs. The EIS
should study the impact of
developers passing on the
cost of MHA to users. It
should study how many
current residents will
move into the ‘severely
burdened’ category when
comparing income to
housing costs due to the
passed through costs.
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Type of Impact

Significant DEIS
Impacts/Finding

Proposed Mitigation

Issue

Displacement

WSI is classified as high
opportunity low displacement
risk study area (DEIS 3.51).

N/A

The DEIS incorrectly
assesses WSJ as low risk
for displacement. The
assessment doesn’t align
with the fact that in the
WS1J is comprised of 31%-
45% of households that
are at or below 60% AMI,
the City’s definition of
low or very-low income
(DESI, 3.12).

Displacement

No data presented with
respect to West Seattle
Junction Urban Village.

N/A

The DEIS fails to collect
or analyze parcel level
analysis of existing
housing stock including
rentals, seniors, or
families. 24% of SF
parcels in the proposed
West Seattle Junction
Urban Village MHA up
zone are non-owner-
occupied units (aka
rentals). 100% of these
properties are suitable for
families (2 bedrooms) and
62% are suitable for large
families (3+bedrooms).

Affordability/Displacement

The DEIS assumes a rate of
affordable unit development
exchange agreed to by the
mayor and special interests
which hasn’t been audited,
vetted, or tested against
alternatives that have the real
possibility of generating
substantial new affordable
units without displacing
existing residents.

None.

The DEIS fails to analyze
in any meaningful way the
opportunity to maximize
the MHA proposed upzone
and the affordable unit
exchange rate. The current
assumed exchange rate
was proposed and refined
by special interests who
are incentivized to
maximize their own
development profit.
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From: Dan Berger

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Re: HALA Rezone Proposal DEIS Comments Section 3.1

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:46:21 AM

Attachments: Alaska Junction SF Non-Owner Occupied 7.25.17 Summary 2.pdf

Alaska Junction SF Non-Owner Occupied 7.25.17 Summary.pdf
Alaska Junction SF Non-Owner Occupied 7.25.17.pdf

Attached is the analysis and summaries for West Sesttle Alaska Junction Single Family
parcels.

22% of al single family zoned parcels in the Junction are non-owner occupied. Thisisa
conservative estimate of rental properties not including owner occupied rentals. Of these
100% are 2+ bedrooms suitable for small families and 62% are 3+ bedrooms suitable for large
families.

The DEIS fails to account and analyze the current housing stock in the proposed up zone areas
and thus is unable to provide mitigation for displacement of families with children and
housing diversity.

On Mon, Aug 7, 2017 at 8:38 AM Dan Berger <berger.dan@gmail.com> wrote:
Please accept these comments related to the HALA Rezone DEIS.



Street Address

4717 35th Ave SW
4721 35th Ave SW
4725 35th Ave SW
4731 35th Ave SW
4735 35th Ave SW
4741 35th Ave SW
4745 35th Ave SW
4747 35th Ave SW
4755 35th Ave SW,
4718 36th Ave SW,
4722 36th Ave SW
4724 36th Ave SW
4728 36th Ave SW,
4736 36th Ave SW
4740 36th Ave SW
4746 36th Ave SW,
4750 36th Ave SW
4754 36th Ave SW
4755 36th Ave SW,
4751 36th Ave SW
4747 36th Ave SW
4745 36th Ave SW
4739 36th Ave SW
4735 36th Ave SW
4731 36th Ave SW
4727 36th Ave SW
4725 36th Ave SW
4721 36th Ave SW
4715 36th Ave SW
4714 37th Ave SW
4722 37th Ave SW
4724 37th Ave SW,
4730 37th Ave SW
4734 37th Ave SW,
4738 37th Ave SW,
4744 37th Ave SW,
4750 37th Ave SW,

Units (#)

R R R R RPRRRRBRNRRPRRPRRRPRRRPRRRPRRRPRRPRRRARRRRPRRPBRRBNR R

Non-Owner
Occupied
(1=yes)

1

P OO0 0O 00O FRPORFRPOOFRPROOODOOFRPRORFRPRPFPOOODOOOOPFRPROOOOUPRFR o

RentZestimate

2,850
2,900
2,700
2,325
2,800
3,000
N/A
2,695
2,950
2,950
2,250
3,200
3,200
2,900
2,950
2,695
2,000
3,000
2,800
2,795
2,850
3,150
2,995
2,700
2,850
2,950
2,800
2,950
2,200
2,900
2,950
2,500
2,800
3,400
3,841
2,900
3,000

R V20 Vo i Vo i Vo BV BV 8
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Bedrooms
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4754 37th Ave SW,
4709 37th Ave SW,
4715 37th Ave SW,
4717 37th Ave SW,
4721 37th Ave SW,
4725 37th Ave SW,
4729 37th Ave SW,
4733 37th Ave SW,
4737 37th Ave SW,
4741 37th Ave SW,
4745 37th Ave SW,
4749 37th Ave SW,
4753 37th Ave SW,
3700 SW Edmunds St,
4714 38th Ave SW,
4718 38th Ave SW,
4724 38th Ave SW,
4728 38th Ave SW,
4732 38th Ave SW,
4736 38th Ave SW,
4740 38th Ave SW,
4744 38th Ave SW,
4748 38th Ave SW,
3718 SW Edmunds St,
4727 38th Ave SW,
4731 38th Ave SW,
4731 38th Ave SW,
4755 38th Ave SW,
4807 38th Ave SW
4811 38th Ave SW,
4817 38th Ave SW,
4823 38th Ave SW,
4823 38th Ave SW,
4831 38th Ave SW,
4837 38th Ave SW,
4841 38th Ave SW,
4847 38th Ave SW,
4853 38th Ave SW,
4857 38th Ave SW,
3719 SW Edmunds St,
4808 38th Ave SW,

R R R R R R R RRRRPRRBRRRRRRPRRRRRRPRRPBRRWRRRPRRRRRRRRERRR R

O rRrFPOPFPOOOOORFR PP OORFRPRPFPOOPFPROOOOFRPRORFPRORFPLPOOOOOOOOOOODOoO

B2 0 Vo S Vo S Vo B V0 S U Y ¥ Vo Y 0 RV Ve RV R Vo T Vo S Vo VRV I Vo S Vo T Vo T ¥ B ¥ RV V2 I Vo S Vo eV R ¥ R Vo RV

w

3,200
2,325
2,650
2,900
2,900
2,550
2,500
2,400
2,800
3,000
3,200
2,900
2,800
3,873
3,200
2,800
2,650
2,795
2,950
3,150
2,500
2,650
2,995
3,400
2,695
2,590
3,000
3,000
3,000
2,500
2,650

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
2,995

N/A
2,900
3,000

W N UV W NN WNDNPPWWWWOULEENWWWWNWNDPEWDNODNDNDW

=
~ N
>

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
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4814 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4818 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4822 38th Ave SW, 1 1 S 2,500 2
4828 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4832 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4836 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4842 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4846 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4850 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4856 38th Ave SW, 1 0

4803 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4807 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4811 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4817 37th Ave SW, 1 1 S 2,899 4
4817 1/2 37TH Ave SW, 1 1 S 2,395 2
4821 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4827 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4833 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4837 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4841 37th Ave SW, 1 1 S 2,900 3
4847 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4853 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4857 37th Ave SW, 1 0

4424 41st Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4426 41st Ave SW 1 1 S 2,650 2
4430 41st Ave SW 1 0 S 3,250 3
4434 41st Ave SW 1 0 S 3,100 N/A
4436 41st Ave SW 1 1 S 2,500 2
4440 41st Ave SW 1 0 S 2,595 3
4446 41st Ave SW 1 0 S 2,700 3
4452 41st Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4456 41st Ave SW 1 0 S 2,650 2
4401 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4403 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4405 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4407 40th Ave SW 1 0 S 3,213 3
4409 40th Ave SW 1 0 S 3,200 3
4411 40th Ave SW 1 1 S 3,200 3
4413 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4415 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 3
4421 40th Ave SW 1 0 N/A 4



4429 40th Ave SW
4433 40th Ave SW
4437 40th Ave SW
4441 40th Ave SW
4449 40th Ave SW
4453 40th Ave SW
4457 40th Ave SW
4402 40th Ave SW
4414 40th Ave SW
4416 40th Ave SW
4418 40th Ave SW
4422 40th Ave SW
4426 40th Ave SW
4432 40th Ave SW
4438 40th Ave SW
4442 40th Ave SW
4446 40th Ave SW
4452 40th Ave SW
4456 40th Ave SW
4403 39th Ave SW
4409 39th Ave SW
4413 39th Ave SW
4417 39th Ave SW
4421 39th Ave SW
4427 39th Ave SW
4433 39th Ave SW
4437 39th Ave SW
4441 39th Ave SW
4447 39th Ave SW
4451 39th Ave SW
4457 39th Ave SW
4402 39th Ave SW
4406 39th Ave SW
4414 39th Ave SW
4416 39th Ave SW
4420 39th Ave SW
4424 39th Ave SW
4428 39th Ave SW
4434 39th Ave SW
4436 39th Ave SW
4440 39th Ave SW

R R R R R R R R RRRRRRRRRRPERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRBR R

O rP OO0 000 O0ORFRPRORFRPRPFPPFPOOOPFPROOPFPROOOOOOOOOODOODOOoOOERr OO0 o oo

wvrrmvu;:;: Dy n

v n

vrnmnu;:;: Dy n

R 02 0 Vs S Vs SR Vs BV BV BV BV BV AVl

v unununun

v N

2,500
2,600
2,550
2,350
2,600
2,400

N/A
2,800
2,600

N/A

N/A

N/A
2,495
2,450
2,500
3,050
2,100
2,900

N/A

N/A

N/A
2,995
2,700
3,200
2,500
2,995
3,000
3,000
2,195
2,600
2,500

N/A
2,900
2,950
3,200
2,600
2,500

N/A

N/A
2,850
2,500
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4442 39th Ave SW
4446 39th Ave SW
4448 39th Ave SW
4452 39th Ave SW
4456 39th Ave SW

3812 SW Oregon St.

4403 38th Ave SW
4407 38th Ave SW
4411 38th Ave SW
4417 38th Ave SW
4423 38th Ave SW
4427 38th Ave SW
4433 38th Ave SW
4437 38th Ave SW
4441 38th Ave SW
4451 38th Ave SW
4453 38th Ave SW
4457 38th Ave SW
4402 38th Ave SW
4406 38th Ave SW
4412 38th Ave SW
4416 38th Ave SW
4420 38th Ave SW
4422 38th Ave SW
4426 38th Ave SW
4432 38th Ave SW
4436 38th Ave SW
4442 38th Ave SW
4446 38th Ave SW
4403 37th Ave SW
4407 37th Ave SW
4413 37th Ave SW
4417 37th Ave SW
4421 37th Ave SW
4427 37th Ave SW
4400 37th Ave SW
4406 37th Ave SW
4410 37th Ave SW
4414 37th Ave SW
4811 42nd Ave SW
4817 42nd Ave SW

R R R R R R R R RRRRRRRRRRPERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRBR R

P P OORFRPOO0OO0OO0ORFRPRF OO0OO0ODO0ODO0ODO0ODO0DO0DO0DO0DO0DO0OO0OFrRPRORFRP, PP OOOODOOORr OO oo

wn

vrrmv;:;: ;s n

B2 Vo S Vo TR Vo S Vo S Vo R VR Vo B Vo 8

R 72 0 Vo R Vo b Vs SEE V0 BV BV B V2 w

v N

2,600
N/A
2,400
2,450
2,695
2,400
2,900
2,700
N/A
3,150
2,700
2,695
2,950
2,950
2,495
2,750
3,200
2,100
N/A
N/A
2,395
N/A
2,495
2,950
N/A
2,900
3,000
N/A
N/A
2,700
2,450
2,350
3,300
2,600
2,700
2,700
2,500
N/A
N/A
2,295
2,950
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4823 42nd Ave SW
4827 42nd Ave SW
4833 42nd Ave SW
4837 42nd Ave SW
4843 42nd Ave SW
4847 42nd Ave SW
4853 42nd Ave SW
4857 42nd Ave SW
4812 42nd Ave SW
4816 42nd Ave SW
4822 42nd Ave SW
4828 42nd Ave SW
4832 42nd Ave SW
4836 42nd Ave SW
4840 42nd Ave SW
4846 42nd Ave SW
4852 42nd Ave SW
4856 42nd Ave SW
4811 41st Ave SW

4815 41st Ave SW

4823 41st Ave SW

4827 41st Ave SW

4837 41st Ave SW

4843 41st Ave SW

4847 41st Ave SW

4853 41st Ave SW

4857 41st Ave SW

4811 40th Ave SW
4815 40th Ave SW
4817 40th Ave SW
4823 40th Ave SW
4827 40th Ave SW
4831 40th Ave SW
4837 40th Ave SW
4843 40th Ave SW
4845 40th Ave SW
4849 40th Ave SW
4859 40th Ave SW
3237 SW Genesee

3229 SW Genesee

3227 SW Genesee

R R R R R R R R RRRRRRRRRRPERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRBR R

O OO0 0000 O0ORFrRPRF OO0OO0OPFRPFOOOFRPRF P OOODODODODODODODODODOLODOORFr OoOOoOOoOEFr oo oo

wn

wvrn nn

wvrn unn

B2 0 Vo S Vo Sk Vo S Vo SR Vo AV I V2 S Vo RV V2 B Vo SR Vo S Vo T V0

v N

w

v nunmnunun

2,350
N/A
2,750
2,650
2,700
2,600
N/A
2,700
2,800
3,200
2,700
N/A
3,000
3,200
2,650
3,200
2,700
2,600
2,950
3,600
3,200
2,950
4,546
4,542
2,700
2,695
3,095
N/A
3,250
2,200
N/A
2,650
2,500
N/A
N/A
2,800
3,300
3,250
2,550
2,650
N/A
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3225 SW Genesee

3221 SW Genesee

3215 SW Genesee

3211 SW Genesee

3205 SW Genesee

3201 SW Genesee

3127 SW Genesee

3119 SW Genesee

3166 SW Genesse

4150 32nd Ave SW
4144 32nd Ave SW
4140 32nd Ave SW
4136 32nd Ave SW
4134 32nd Ave SW
4130 32nd Ave SW
4126 32nd Ave SW
4122 32nd Ave SW
4118 32nd Ave SW
4114 32nd Ave SW
4110 32nd Ave SW
4106 32nd Ave SW
4104 32nd Ave SW
4100 32nd Ave SW
4046 32nd Ave SW
4044 32nd Ave SW
4040 32nd Ave SW
4036 32nd Ave SW
4030 32nd Ave SW
4026 32nd Ave SW
4022 32nd Ave SW
4018 32nd Ave SW
4014 32nd Ave SW
4012 32nd Ave SW
4008 32nd Ave SW

3021 SW Andover Street

R R R R R R R R R RRRRRRRRRPBRRRRRRRRRRRRRBRRBR R R

O 0O 00000 PFRPOO0OPFRPRF OO0OO0ODO0ODOPFRPROPFPF OOODODODODODODODODOFrOoOFr OO0 o -

R V2 Vo B Vo R V0 R V0 RV R VT

wvrn unn

2,650
2,495
2,095
2,600
2,400
2,900
2,695

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
2,500
2,395
2,700
2,695

N/A
2,700

N/A
2,950
2,600

N/A
2,995

N/A
2,300
2,195

N/A

N/A
2,200

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
2,325

N/A

N/A
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Notes

Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
Edmonds Slope
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Edmonds Slope
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Edmonds Slope
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West Seattle Alaska Urban Village SF Parcel Summary

Total SF Total NOO Median Rent
) Total NOO .
Units Bedrooms Zestimate
277 61 182 S 2,702

Total Urban Village SF Parcel NOO Units by Bedrooms

Non-Owner Median Rent
# of Occupied SF | % of Total |Zestimate $
Bedrooms ) .
Units SF Units
NOO

0 0 0% N/A
1 0 0% N/A
2 23 38% S 2,543
3 22 36% S 2,743
4 10 16% S 2,734
5 6 10% S 3,106

Berger,Dan-3
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Edmonds Slope SF Parcel Summary

Total SF Total NOO SF |Total NOO [Median Rent
Units Units Bedrooms |Zestimate
91 27 77 S 2,742

Edmonds Slope SF Parcel NOO Units by Bedrooms

Total Non- Median Rent
# of Owner Zestimate $
Bedrooms | Occupied SF % of Total Edmonds Slope
Units NOO

0 0 0% N/A

1 0 0% N/A

2 12 44% S 2,630

3 9 33% S 2,727

4 4 15% S 2,936

5 2 7% S 3,100

Berger,Dan-3



Berner,Miranda-1

From: Miranda Berner

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Wentlandt. Geoffrey; Morris, Geri; Herbold, Lisa; Sawant, Kshama; O"Brien, Mike; Gonzalez
Lorena

Subject: Please extend DEIS comment period to September

Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 12:49:22 PM

Dear Mr. Assefa,

Thank you for extending the comment period two weeks.

As there are over 800 pages to review; it would be nice to have additional time.
Many of us are working parents, with full schedules, and a month and half is not a lot
of time to give this the consideration that it deserves.

Please extend the comment period until at least September.

Thank you for your consideration,

Miranda Berner



Berner,Miranda-2

From: Miranda Berner

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: DEIS - every urban village should have its own EIS
Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 12:52:05 PM

The DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban Villages and the City overall. Each
Urban Village is unique, with different housing types, cultural traditions, businesses,
resources, and growth needs. This DEIS fails to recognize and examine these
differences.

Each Urban Village and Surrounding Area needs to be analyzed separately,
thoroughly and accurately via their own individual EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will be impacted by the
changes both in this DEIS and the other SEPA analyses combined. Seattle residents
live in both their own neighborhoods and in the City at large, yet this DEIS has failed
to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and accurately.

Regards,
Miranda Berner
Wallingford, Seattle
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From: Keiko Budech

To: Wentlandt, Geoffrey; PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Assefa, Samuel; Feldstein, Robert; Maxana, Sara; Dan Bertolet
Subject: Sightline Institute MHA DEIS Comment Letter

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 12:25:35 PM

Attachments: Sightline Institute MHA DEIS Comment Letter 08.07.17.pdf

Dear Mr. Wentlandt,

Please accept Sightline Institute’s attached comments on the DEIS for citywide MHA. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Keiko

Keiko Budech | Senior Communications Associate
Sightline Institute | 1402 Third Avenue, Suite 500 | Seattle, WA 98101

www.sightline.org | T 206.447.1880 x114 | @keikoanya

Take advantage of our news service, and find us on Eacebook and Twitter.

Sightline Institute is a think tank providing leading original analysis of energy, economic, and
environmental policy in the Pacific Northwest.



Budech,Keiko

1402 Third Avenue, Suite 500
Seattle, WA, 98101

www.sightline.org
206 447 1880

Sightline

INSTITUTE

August 7, 2017

Mr. Geoff Wentlandt

City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
600 4th Avenue, Floor 5

PO Box 94788

Seattle, WA 98124-7088

Email: MHA.EIS@Seattle.gov

Re. Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Mandatory Housing Affordability-Citywide
Dear Mr. Wentlandt:

The Sightline Institute would like to thank the City of Seattle for giving us the opportunity to submit
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the citywide implementation of
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA). Sightline is a public policy think tank, and I lead our research on
affordable housing policy. Sightline’s founder and executive director Alan Durning served on Seattle’s
HALA committee, and was an early supporter of MHA.

Over the past 14 months | have written a series of technical articles assessing MHA, including the

(link). All of these articles are attached as integral components of this comment letter. My research
shows that MHA has the potential to improve access to affordable housing by increasing the production
of both market-rate and below-market rate housing, but only if the cost of the affordability
requirements is fully offset by the value of the upzones.

The DEIS for citywide MHA suffers from a fundamental, critical flaw: it does not analyze the impact of
the MHA affordability requirements on the future production of housing. MHA would implement
upzones coupled with requirements on developers to include below-market-rate units in their projects
or pay a fee in lieu. As demonstrated in the Sightline articles cited above, these requirements alter the
financial feasibility of private development projects, and thus can change the rate of market-rate
housing development. The DEIS provides no analysis of this potential impact. It estimates future housing
production based on historic trends, ignoring whether the MHA requirements might change those
trends. Because analyses of so many of the environmental elements of the DEIS rely on the estimated
number of additional housing units under the action alternatives, this is a fatal omission.

The DEIS cites a city feasibility study (link) that found that under MHA some housing development
prototypes would likely be feasible, and some likely not. In other words, the study indicates that MHA
would change the rate of housing production in different areas of the city, yet this information was not
included in the DEIS projections of housing unit growth. Furthermore, the study did not compare
feasibility under MHA with feasibility under existing regulations. The basic purpose of a DEIS is to
compare a “no action” alternative to “action” alternatives. Because it lacks an assessment of feasibility



Budech,Keiko

under existing conditions to establish a baseline for comparison—that is, the no action alternative—the
city’s feasibility study cannot properly inform the DEIS.

Financial impacts are typically beyond the purview of Environmental Impact Statements. However, the
missing analysis | describe above does not concern direct financial impacts on private developers or any
other individual or environmental element. Because the action alternatives alter housing development
feasibility, careful consideration of real estate development economics is necessary to yield a reliable
projection of the number of new households that will be added to the city under the action alternatives.
Without financial analysis of housing development, the DEIS is flying blind.

In the majority of cases analyzed in the Sightline articles cited above, housing development projects
subject to MHA as proposed would be significantly less financially viable than projects subject to existing
regulations. These results indicate that there could be fewer market-rate housing units developed under
the two DEIS action alternatives compared to the no action alternative. Under this scenario, in many
cases potential adverse environmental impacts would be less severe compared to what is estimated in
the DEIS, because there would be less household growth.

However, more importantly, under this scenario MHA would fail in its intended purpose to help solve
Seattle’s housing affordability crisis, and in fact, could make affordability even worse.

With such a gaping hole in its analysis on the effects of the action alternatives on housing production,
the DEIS for citywide MHA cannot accurately assess the potential adverse environmental impacts. This
shortcoming must be addressed in the Final EIS with robust economic analysis comparing financial
feasibility of housing development under the no action and action alternatives. This is not a technicality.
The housing security of thousands of Seattle residents—both current and future—depends on the city
getting MHA right.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dan Bertolet
Senior Researcher
Sightline Institute
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SEATTLE'S HOUSING FUTURE DEPENDS ON A MATHEMATICAL AND
POLITICAL BALANCING ACT

The Mandatory Housing Affordability program, explained.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on June 1, 2016 at 6:30 am

This article is part of the series Legalizing Inexpensive Housing

The centerpiece of Seattle’s Housing A. ordability and Livability Agenda (HALA) is an innovative policy called
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA). Exemplifying HALA's core principle of leveraging growth for
affordability, MHA promises to fulfill almost a third of the city’s ten-year goal to produce 20,000 affordable
homes.

To get there, though, MHA must play nice with the unpredictable and dynamic world of private real-estate
development, and that calls for a cautious approach to setting the program’s parameters. Getting it right will
be like shooting an apple off someone’s head with a shotgun: you'd better aim ~~". Oh, and the person with
the apple is also dancing. Menu —

At the same time, the populist impulse to demand more affordable units, combined with the anti-growth

impulse to oppose larger buildings, will create political pressure for more stringent MHA requirements—as if
someone’s pulling down on the barrel of that shotgun as you're trying to aim. Hyperbole? Read on.

What is MHA?

MHA couples affordability mandates on private
development with zoning changes that allow the

construction of taller buildings. If it works, the city Seattle’'s MHA a pproa ch can
scores a win-win of more market-rate housing and become a model for gI’OWi ng

mo.re subsidized affordable -housmg. But if cities in Cascadia and beyond.
policymakers push the requirements beyond what -

homebuiding economics can support, they risk the
lose-lose outcome of no new housing at all.

Seattle Mayor Ed Murray recently unveiled the MHA framework, which lays out preliminary targets for the
number of apartments affordable to low-income households that developers must include in new housing
projects. It also proposes fees that developers can pay in lieu of providing those units that Seattle’s Office of
Housing would then use to fund affordable housing built elsewhere. Over the next six months, planners will

http://www.sightline.org/2016/06/01/seattles-housing-future-depends-on-a-mathematical-and-political-balancing-act/ 1/10
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Beyona te metrics, tne IVIHA alalogue Nas alreaay begun to catalyze an unpreceaentea politcal aliance
between the social justice community and urbanists, along with a corresponding marginalization of those
advocating for tighter limits on new housing. Over the long run, this cultural shift may prove more important
than the policy itself. But the success of both will hinge on implementation driven by data, not politics. If
policymakers can pull that off, Seattle’s MHA approach can become a model for growing cities in Cascadia
and beyond.

The balancing act, part 1: Feasibility vs. affordability

Creating new affordable housing through MHA completely depends on risk-taking private developers—no
private development means no new subsidized homes. And the catch is, restricting rents to below the
market rate reduces a building’s revenue-generating potential, undermining the feasibility of development.
This isn't about greedy developers getting mad, taking their ball, and going home. Banks won't grant the
large loans needed to fund apartment construction if the projected returns are too low.

Accordingly, city policymakers aim to set up a balanced system in which a zoning change that allows the
construction of a larger building—an “upzone”—offsets the financial burden of fulfilling the affordability
mandate. A larger building makes room for additional market-rate rentals that generate extra revenue to
cover the losses on the below-market-rate units (or the cost of the in-lieu fee if the developer chooses that
option).

If policymakers can strike this balance, MHA will have no impact on feasibility. Development projects will
move ahead at the same pace as they would have without MHA, but they will yield subsidized housing as
well as additional market-rate housing. Matching the cost of the mandate with the value of the upzones will
also keep MHA on the right side of the law: by most interpretations, Washington prohibits such financial
penalties on private property without compensation.

But the balance is extremely delicate. Development feasibility depends on numerous factors, including
interest rates, real-estate cycles, neighborhood market strength, land values, building type, site-specific
conditions, permitting uncertainties, and construction costs such as wages and materials. These factors shift
over time, sometimes quickly.

Given this unpredictable morass of variables, Seattle would be prudent to err on the side of lower mandates.
Because when feasibility is close to the brink, the financial hit caused by a requirement for too many below-
market-rate units could tip the scales and kill a project altogether, which, it's worth repeating, means no new
market-rate or affordable homes for anyone. The city's challenge will be to resist the inevitable political
pressure to escalate the affordability mandates, so as to avoid killing the golden goose of private
development.

LIKE WHAT YOU'RE READING? STAY UP TO DATE WITH TOP NORTHWEST HOUSING NEWS TODAY.

The balancing act, part 2: Upzones vs. upset
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starting point, the 2015 HALA report included recommendations for upzones, most of which raise allowed
building heights by one story.

Untangling the complexities of MHA and establishing a system that keeps the golden goose alive will not be
easy. Most critically, policymakers must not overlook the basic fact that private development is a game of
risk and probability, and any financial penalty that reduces the potential return on investment will reduce
the likelihood of new housing getting built—market-rate or affordable. In a city with an affordability crisis
caused by a housing shortage, imposing new regulations that impede the construction of housing is like
cutting off a farmer’s water supply during a famine.

On the other hand, if Seattle can strike the right balance and enact upzones that otherwise would never have
passed political muster, the payoff will be big: much more housing, and more of it affordable.

New Development

30 housing units

No affordable housing
17,100 sq. ft.

4 stories
el

Today (no MHA)...

40’ height limit
FAR limit 3.25 ‘

Existing four-story building built
to allowed zoning maximum

Existing two-story building
built below allowed zoning r--

New Development
* 39 hcuslng units
+ 3 dedicated affordable housing units or
in-lieu payment of $300,000-400,000

with MHA...

50" height limit . 21,40!) sq. ft.
FAR limit 3.75 *_5 stories ~_‘%
e i Existing four-story bunaing tait=
E):iztll-:?i;?t FIal to allowed zoning maximum

Existing two-story building|
built below allowed zoning|

City of Seattle diagram illustrating how MHA would allow the addition of a fifth floor to a four-story building in exchange for the provision of three
below-market-rate units or an in-lieu fee payment in the range of $300,000 to $400,000. A measure of development intensity, FAR (floor-area-ratio)
is the ratio between the total floor area in the building and the area of the property it is built on. By City of Seattle, used with permission.

The MHA weeds

For those readers comfortable crawling deeper into the weeds of MHA, it's safe to keep reading. Others, you
have been warned.
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If yes, then feasibility is not compromised and the enlarged project will yield below-market-rate apartments,
as well as a greater number of market-rate units than the base building would have included. If no, then the
policy is likely to do more harm than good by impeding the development of new housing.

Penciling out the on-site affordable units option

As a test case, let's try the example project described on page 20 of the Director's Report on the MHA
framework. It's a 255-unit apartment building for which an upzone granted an increase from five to six
stories. The proposed mandate is that 6 percent of the building’s total units must be affordable to
households earning up to 60 percent of area median income (AMI), for a period of 50 years. That translates
to 15.3 below-market-rate units, leaving room for an additional 27.2 market-rate units in the remainder of
the new space created by the upzone (for this estimate we can ignore that the unit counts are fractional).

The feasibility modeling requires the inputs given in the table below (see the notes at the end of the article
for definitions and sources). Applying these assumptions, rent revenue from the added units minus the cost
of operating them—the “net operating income” (NOI)—is $557,000 per year. The annual cash flow to both
cover the expense of building the additional floor's worth of units and also achieve a 6 percent return on
investment is $554,000, or just 0.6 percent less than the NOI. In other words, under this scenario the MHA
parameters are almost perfectly balanced. The project remains feasible—it's in the policy’s sweet spot.

MHA Feasibility Modeling Assumptions

Market Rent $2.80/sf
Rent for 60% AMI $1.60/sf
Operating Expense $0.92/sf
Turn-key Development Cost of Added Floor $236/gsf
Rentable Floor Area Efficiency 0.82
Required Project Yield 6.0%
Inclusionary Unit Requirement 6.0%
In-lieu Fee $12/gsf

However, modest changes can push the project out of that sweet spot. For example, if construction costs
rose by 20 percent—common during boom times—the annual cash flow needed to cover construction of the
extra units is $107,000 more than the NOI from those units. If instead, the below-market-rate requirement
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If on top of that, the rent restriction was deepened to provide affordability for 30% AMI households ($0.80/sf
rent), the NOI would take a total hit of $385,000, equivalent to a 9 percent reduction of NOI for the whole
building. For any such scenario in which the MHA requirements cause the dollar signs to go substantially
negative, developers will be less likely to pursue the project, jeopardizing the production of any housing at
all.

Penciling out the in-lieu fee option

If the developer of our example project opted to pay the in-lieu fee instead of building the below-market-rate
units, the proposed fee of $12 per square foot translates to a total fee of $2.8 million. In this scenario, the
NOI and the annual cash flow necessary cover the cost for construction—which now includes the $2.8
million fee—remain very closely matched. That is, the choice between building the below-market-rate units
and paying the in-lieu fee is a financial wash.

The merits of including subsidized units in a market-rate building versus collecting in-lieu fees that fund
subsidized units built elsewhere is the subject of ongoing debate. But either way, their relative cost to a
project under MHA depends on a sensitive equation. In our example, with an increase in market rent to
$3.25 per square foot, the bottom line for the in-lieu fee scenario is about $60,000/year better than including
below-market-rate units in the project.

Ready, aim...

Remember that apple target at the start of this article? The shotgun metaphor ought to make more sense
now. Now to explain why | said the person is dancing: The example project analyzed above is complicated
enough in itself, but it's only one permutation among myriad building types and upzones for which the city
must define MHA requirements. The task of setting these parameters in the stone of Seattle's land use code
is rife with the risk of oversimplification and loaded with potential for unintended consequences.

For example, small-scale projects are particularly problematic. How does a developer provide 6 percent
affordable units in a project that only has eight apartments? And granting an additional floor on a
townhouse isn't likely to add much value because it won't increase the number of homes that a builder can
erect on a site. Small efficiency dwelling units, too, need their own set of unique requirements.

On top of the variability of the buildings themselves, to account for how market rents vary by location,
planners have divided up the city geographically into three tiers. Based on the premise that higher market
rents can support a bigger mandate, preliminary below-market-rate unit targets for the three tiers are five,
six, or seven percent of total units. But this system introduces fairness issues at the boundaries between
tiers and needs frequent updating to reflect evolving market conditions.

High-rise construction is another special case. To mesh with Seattle’s existing incentive zoning program, the
MHA upzone cannot grant additional height. Instead it must allow buildings to have larger cross-sectional
area—that is, to get bulkier. Furthermore, to make the math balance out with the higher construction costs
of high-rises, planners are proposing below-market-rate unit percentages in the range of 2 to 5 percent,
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approach would be to adopt the same upzones recommended by HALA but replace the MHA affordability
mandates with a citywide land-value tax. The land-value tax would capture the property value boost from
the upzones, and its proceeds could pay for subsidized housing. Unfortunately, in our non-ideal world, land-
value taxes face daunting legal barriers, while on the political side, few constituencies are likely to mobilize
for such an approach.

...Fire!

I've been harping on the risky shot before the
architects of MHA not because | believe it's

hopeless. Rather, my intent is to emphasize that an An ai m_high approa ch to
aim-high approach to setting the affordability setti ng the aﬁorda bil ity
mandates is the key to MHA's success. mandates is the key to MHA's

Yes, if the mandates are too small—that is, if they SUCCESS.

are less demanding than they could have been
without dampening development—the city will end
up with somewhat fewer below-market-rate apartments. That outcome would be unfortunate though not
disastrous, because the city would still get more market-rate apartments that absorb pent-up demand for
housing and relieve upward pressure on prices. (HALA also has a ten-year goal of 30,000 market-rate units.)

L

But if the mandates are too large—if they are more onerous than the ever-shifting economics of housing
construction will tolerate—the city stands to lose both new subsidized apartments and new market-rate
apartments. And that outcome truly would be a disaster in a city where a shortage of housing is driving
prices sky-high.

With MHA, Seattle has an unprecedented opportunity to create affordable housing while simultaneously
building a new political bridge between two worlds: that of social justice advocates and non-profit housing
developers and that of pro-density urbanists and private developers. If Seattle can successfully overcome
both the technical and political challenges of implementation, MHA will not only put more housing on the
ground but will also lay the cultural and political groundwork for ongoing progress towards growth with
affordability.

READ: EIGHT WAYS EXCLUSIONARY ZONING MAKES OUR CITIES MORE EXPENSIVE AND LESS
JUST.

Notes

The assumptions used in the feasibility model are based on input from local real estate development
professionals.
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bedroom, assuming a unit with 650 square feet of rentable 'space.

Rent for 30% AMI is based on Seattle’s rent limit of $504 per month for a one-
bedroom.

Operating expense is based on typical new Seattle apartments; subtracting
operating expense from rent revenue yields the net operating income (NOI).

The turn-key development cost of an added . oor is the cost of building a sixth
woodframe floor on a five-story project; the cost is lower than the typical
development cost for an entire building mainly because it does not include the
cost of land.

Rentable floor area efficiency is the ratio of the building's rentable square feet
(doesn't include floor area not used by specific tenants such as utility spaces) to
gross square feet (the floor area of everything in the building).

Required project yield is the return on investment lenders need to justify risking
money on a project. For a project to “pencil,” the NOI must cover the yield. In
Seattle’s current hot market, yields in the range of 5.5% are not uncommon, but
we use 6% percent to represent more typical market conditions.

sf = rentable square feet; gsf = gross square feet

Thank you to Kristin Ryan, Maria Barrientos, Ben Broesamle, Gabriel Grant, and Matt Hoffman for vetting the
assumptions and results.
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CHECKING SEATTLE'S MHA MATH
Fixing first draft errors can fulfill the city’s housing affordability promise.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on January 10, 2017 at 1:00 pm

Since the release of Seattle’s Housing Affordability and Livability (HALA) planin July 2015, city
policymakers have been plugging away at defining its most ambitious policy, a type of inclusionary
zoning called “Mandatory Housing Affordability” (MHA). MHA couples zoning changes that allow larger
buildings—"upzones"—with mandates on developers to provide affordable homes or pay into the city's
affordable housing fund. With MHA, Seattle has an opportunity to become a model for Cascadia and
beyond for embracing growth and supporting affordability in concert.

But as | have written previously (here and here), the success of MHA hinges on striking the right balance
between upzones and mandates. If they balance, MHA will propel progress toward a more economically
integrated and inclusive Seattle—the kind of city where people from all income levels find housing
options where there are great schools and close job opportunities. If they do not, Seattle will get the
opposite: less housing overall and less lower-cost housing, too. The housing shortage will worsen,
competition will stiffen for what's available, and prices will escalate, displacing more low-income
residents. As more cities consider inclusionary zoning, they too will face the risk of its potential backfire.

The theory of MHA is exactly right, but its
implementation was always going to be the hard
part. It's a technically difficult policy to The theory of MHA is exa Ct|y
operationalize, because not only is real-estate right, but its

development a complicated process in itself, but
the MHA program parameters must also be
custom tailored for a vast range of building
types and zones throughout the city. Defining
MHA affordability requirements that work well
under such a huge variety of conditions is a monumental urban planning challenge.

implementation was always

going to be the hard part.
W

Last month Seattle’s Office of Planning and Community Development released the last in a series of
reports that lay out its proposals for MHA. This article first provides a brief overview of the program
followed by a theoretical discussion of value exchange—that is, what builders trade for investing in
subsidized, below-market-rate housing. It then evaluates the city’s proposed MHA upzones and
mandates, identifies problems, and recommends fixes.
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Fixing some first draft errors can ensure the city delivers on its housing affordability prom%uéjg?hl'ﬁeeik?nain
findings are that (1) the MHA program as proposed would create serious inconsistencies in the balance
between the value created by the upzones and the cost of the affordability mandates, and (2) in many
cases that balance is tilted toward mandates that are too onerous relative to the value of the upzones.
The resultant added costs imposed on homebuilding will suppress development, jeopardizing the
program'’s goal of 6,000 new affordable homes. To avoid that failed outcome and get the MHA program
back in balance, additional real estate development feasibility analysis is the critical missing ingredient.

An overview: What the planners have been cooking up and
where it's headed

Although Seattle’s MHA program applies to both residential and commercial development, this article
addresses only the residential side, wherein lies the greatest risk of unintended, counterproductive
consequences for affordability in Seattle neighborhoods. The city projects that residential MHA will
produce 4,080 affordable homes over 10 years. To hit that number, planners have proposed a
stretching set of MHA upzones and associated affordability mandates throughout the city. The scale of
the upzones varies, but most are relatively modest (for example, maximum height raised from six to
seven stories). Each upzone is assigned a performance requirement and payment requirement, and
developers can choose one or the other.

Under the performance option, building developers must rent or sell a specified percentage of a
building’s housing units at prices affordable to households earning 60 percent of area median income
(AMI), currently $54,180 for a family of four. Under the payment option, builders pay a per-square-foot
fee based on the total floor area of residential use in the building, and the city uses that money to fund
separate affordable housing projects. The city sets the payment amounts roughly equal to the monetary
loss builders would incur if they had chosen the performance option. (Details on the calculation are
here, and projections on performance versus payment are here.)

The draft MHA applies to all property within the city's urban villages and centers and to all property
zoned for multi-family elsewhere in the city (excluding designated historic districts), as illustrated in the
map below. Nearly all single-family and industrial zones are excluded from the program. The areas
subject to MHA get assigned upzones and corresponding performance and payment amounts. The
specifics of each upzone depend on the existing zoning and other city planning priorities. Maps detailing
the proposed MHA upzones in each of 21 different neighborhoods are here and here.
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The first neighborhood likely to see MHA implemented will be the University District, where a rezone
process began way back in 2011. Approval by Seattle City Council could come as early as mid-February
2017. Getting the MHA numbers right in the University District rezone would set a precedent for other

parts of the city.

The city plans to implement MHA next in downtown and South Lake Union (SLU) in April - May 2017. For
the remainder of the city, the Office of Planning and Community Development is currently preparing an
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Environmental Impact Statement and expects to complete it in May 2017. The city is also c%lﬁjacﬁt}%lepfﬁ an

extensive outreach process to educate residents and get feedback on the 21 proposed neighborhood
upzones noted above. The mayor hopes to have MHA implementation completed as early as late
summer 2017.

The core principle of MHA is equal value exchange

As proposed in Seattle’s HALA recommendation R.1, MHA is grounded in the concept of an equal
exchange of value: upzones would allow developers to make more money, but they would dedicate
most of that money to housing low-income families:

Amount of affordable housing required (and in-lieu fees) is based on value of upzones, and varies by
market and construction type.

Implementing this principle consistently across Seattle’s dozens of different zones and dozens of
different building types is essential. First, an inconsistent value exchange will have capricious effects on
housing development. Without consistency, in one zone MHA might cause, say, a five to ten percent net
increase in the total cost of building—enough to kill feasibility. Meanwhile, the owner of a property
around the corner in a different zone with balanced MHA requirements might see no net increase in
development costs at all. An imbalance in the opposite direction could leave affordable units “on the
table,” that is, construction would have remained feasible under higher requirements.

More importantly, the biggest risk to the success of MHA is if inconsistency leads to affordability
mandates so onerous that homebuilding diminishes. In this lose-lose outcome, the city not only gets
fewer new rent-restricted homes, but also ends up with a lot less market-rate housing. And when
market-rate homes don't materialize in a high-demand city such as Seattle, competition for what
housing remains intensifies through a cruel game of musical chairs in which the poorest families always
lose. The loss of market-rate housing eliminates affordable housing through the process of economic
displacement—by far the most common cause of displacement in Seattle, when rising rents force
tenants to move.

To put things in perspective, the production goal for the residential portion of MHA averages about 400
rent-restricted units per year. Just two 200-unit apartment buildings rendered infeasible by MHA per
year would effectively negate most of the subsidized units produced by the program. And suppressing
construction of two 200-unit buildings per year could easily result from poorly balanced MHA rates in a
city where thousands of apartments are built per year. When that housing doesn’t get built, the would-
be tenants will instead bid up the prices of existing city apartments, setting in motion the musical chairs
dynamic all the way down the market, where the people with the least are most likely to get pushed out.
In the end, close to 400 low-income families and individuals could have no options but cheaper homes
outside of the city or to double up with friends. The very solution intended to help these families winds
up driving them away from their community, schools, and jobs.

On the other hand, if the mandate/upzone
tradeoff errs on the side of incentives rather
than disincentives for homebuilding, the only
downside is that the number of rent-restricted
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units per building would be slightly lower. But Just two 200-unit a pa rFlf%?cehﬁe(iko

because under these conditions MHA would buildi ngs rendered

improve feasibility, the city would expect to see infeasible by MHA per year

an uptick in homebuilding projects, each of .
P . & prel . would effectively negate the
which would deliver rent-restricted homes. So in .
benefits of all of the

fact, a lower mandate could actually lead to more
subsidized, lower-cost housing, not to mention subsidized units produced
the indirect affordability benefits of supplying by the program.

more market-rate housing—and that means
getting closer to the important city goal of plenty
of homes of all kinds for more people of all
walks of life.

Given the complexities of zoning and real estate development, it is unrealistic to expect MHA to provide
a perfectly equal value exchange in all cases. But given the lose-lose unintended consequences of
excessive affordability requirements, the architects of MHA would do well to err on the low side when
setting the mandates: aim high with the upzones, aim low with the requirements!

Lastly, if the costs imposed by MHA are greater than the upzone’s value, and especially if the value
exchange varies widely, the program may be more vulnerable to a legal challenge. Washington state law
bans affordability mandates outright unless they are balanced through value exchanges.

Equal value exchange starts with a proportional relationship
between affordability requirements and the increase in building
size

The value of an upzone is determined by the extra rent or sales income derived from the additional
market-rate homes permitted by the upzone. At the most basic level, equal value exchange necessitates

a proportional relationship between the number of subsidized housing units mandated (or the in-lieu
fee) and the number of market-rate units gained.

For example, a simple formula for maintaining that balance is a stipulation that for every three
additional apartments allowed by an upzone, one unit must be reserved as affordable for families at 60
percent of AMI. An upzone that allows just three extra units yields one rent-restricted apartment. An
upzone that yields 300 extra units produces 100 rent-restricted apartments.

In contrast, Seattle defines the MHA performance and payment amounts in relation to the entire
building, not to the size of the upzone. This approach makes Seattle’s MHA math more complicated than
it needs to be, though it's still just math. The value exchange can still be balanced and consistent as long
as the whole-building requirements are derived from the extra capacity granted by the upzone.

For example, consider a 6-story apartment building with 12 units per floor, subjected to an MHA upzone
that allows one additional floor and mandates that one-third of the extra units be subsidized. The
resulting enlarged building would provide four rent-restricted units out of 84 total, or about 5 percent.
Boost the upzone to two floors, and the building would have to provide eight rent-restricted units out of
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96 total, or about 8 percent. The value exchange can be kept consistent by adjusting the W%ugfgbbKL?ilfaing
requirement as the size of the upzone varies.

The increase in building size is governed by multiple factors

The simplest metric for gauging development capacity is “floor-area-ratio” (FAR), which expresses the
total floor space of a building relative to the area of the property it's built on. For example, a one-story
building that completely covers its property has an FAR of one: for every square foot of property, there
is one square foot of floor. A four-story building that covers half its property has an FAR of two. An
upzone from four to five full stories corresponds to a 25 percent increase in allowed FAR. In Seattle,
most multi-family zones are regulated through FAR, though some are not (many zones in downtown, for
example).

Cities can also control building capacity with regulations such as height limits, density maximums,
setbacks from property lines, and open space and parking requirements. In some cases, variation in the
cost of different construction types may also act as a restraint on development capacity. For example, if
building codes mandate expensive concrete or steel construction for buildings exceeding a given height,
it may be cost-prohibitive for developers to use all of the height allowed by zoning (more on this later).
In other cases, market demand for certain unit sizes or inherent dimensional constraints on unit layouts
may limit the usability of capacity granted on paper. Depending on the specifics of a zone, in addition to
FAR, any or all of the above factors may play a role in determining the value developers can derive from
an MHA upzone.

Value exchange is also determined by rents, but rents don't sit
still

The value of an upzone also depends on the market rent (or price) of housing. All else being equal, the
higher the rent, the more valuable every extra increment of building capacity that zoning allows, and the
higher the affordability mandate can be without jeopardizing feasibility. But here’s the challenge:
market rents vary continuously over both location and time. Like a stopped clock that tells the correct
time twice a day, MHA mandates are static and cannot track changing rents. That's an inherent
drawback—there is simply no way that an MHA system can be defined to accurately and consistently
account for the endlessly churning variability of real estate economics.

To help compensate for the effect of varying rents on value exchange, Seattle planners have proposed
three location-based tiers of “market strength” that reflect typical rents in different parts of the city, as
shown in the map below. The proposed performance amounts increase along with market strength: 5,
6, and 7 percent for the low, medium, and high tiers, respectively. Places with higher rents get higher
requirements. For example, new housing in Capitol Hill must provide 7 percent affordable units; in
Ballard, 6 percent; in Rainier Beach, 5 percent.

The proposed market-strength areas are well aligned with the general variation in typical rents across
Seattle. But the geographical delineation of the market areas has such a low level of granularity, the
inevitable result will be requirements that hit or miss equal value exchange depending on the exact
location and unique features of individual development projects. This moving target highlights the
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importance of erring on the low side with affordability requirements to avoid the lose-lose feutt of°
suppressed housing production when the determining factors are so fluid.

MHA area
B High
B Medium
B Low
[ powntown / South Lake Union

7/, Revised Cost Area

[ urban Center or Village

¢====1 Approximate Potential
t....2 Urban Village Expansion

Map of proposed MHA low, medium, and high market-strength areas. Map by City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
(used under public domain).
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Getting MHA right depends on the right kind of feasibilfty
analysis

Quantitative assessment of the MHA value exchange requires real estate development feasibility
analysis. Feasibility analysis seeks to answer this fundamental question: does homebuilding pay for
itself plus enough return on investment to induce builders to risk their money?

In particular, evaluating the impact of Seattle’s proposed MHA program on feasibility necessitates a
before-and-after comparison. “Before” means the status quo existing zoning conditions, and “after”
means subject to the new rules of MHA, including the upzone and the affordability mandate. This two-
part, “all else being equal” feasibility analysis can answer the question that matters most: compared to
doing nothing, would the implementation of MHA compromise feasibility and result in fewer new
homes produced?

Seattle’s planners hired a consultant to conduct a feasibility study on MHA and published the final
report last month. For the purposes of assessing value exchange, though, the city’s study has a critical
shortcoming: the analysts did not assess feasibility under the “before” conditions, and therefore the
study provides no information on how MHA would change development feasibility.

Instead, in brief, the study did a static analysis. It imagines a scenario in which MHA upzones and
mandates are already in place. It assumes an array of things about rents, construction costs, interest
rates, and the like. And it calculates, based on these assumptions, that housing development under
MHA would mostly be feasible in high-market areas, mostly infeasible in low-market areas, and a mixed
bag in medium-market areas. So even ignoring the lack of before-and-after comparison, the report still
signals big problems with the current draft of MHA because it imposes a larger encumbrance on
housing construction feasibility in lower-rent areas of the city.

But a static analysis is largely irrelevant. It doesn’t test the principle of value exchange, which is the
foundation of a successful MHA program. And without an understanding of how implementing MHA
would or wouldn't impact development feasibility, any projections of home production are just
guesswork.
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Both of these apartment buildings in Seattle’s Central Area were developed by the non-profit Low Income Housing Institute and provide
subsidized housing affordable to seniors and families earning less than 50 to 60 percent of area median income. In-lieu fees collected
through MHA would be used to help fund similar buildings throughout the city. Photo by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

How does the MHA proposal measure up on value exchange?

The city has proposed two separate systems of MHA affordability requirements: one for downtown and
the South Lake Union (SLU) neighborhood and one for everywhere else in the city. This article addresses
only the “everywhere else” system. (An initial look indicates that the proposed MHA requirements for
downtown/SLU are partially based on a proportional relationship to the added capacity granted by the
upzone but that there are also inconsistencies.) Outside downtown and SLU, MHA is projected to
produce 3,080 rent-restricted homes over ten years.

The proposed performance and payment amounts for outside of downtown/SLU are shown in the
matrix below, and they apply uniformly to all proposed upzones. On the horizontal axis of the matrix,
the requirements vary according to three geographically based market-strength areas, as described and
mapped above. On the vertical axis of the matrix, the requirements vary in very rough proportion to the
scale of the upzone, as designated by an “M” suffix (definitions here). For example, a zone that currently
allows four-story buildings upzoned to five stories is classified as “M”; if upzoned to seven stories, it's
“M1”; and if upzoned to high-rise, it's “M2” (more on this later).
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Proposed MHA performance (%) and payment ($) amounts
Low Area Medium Area High Area

% 5 % 5 % 5
Standard M suffix 5% | $7.00 | 6% | 51325 | 7% | $20.75

Zones with M1suffix | 8% | 511.25 | 9% | $20.00 | 10% | $29.75

Zones with M2 suffix 9% | 512,50 | 10% | 522.25 | 11% | 532.75

Source: City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development

Scale of
upzone

Original Sightline Institute graphic, available under our free use policy.

Within each “M suffix” tier, the affordability requirements apply uniformly to a wide variety of upzones.
It follows that planners must be assuming that the value created by each upzone is fairly consistent. But
is it?

As a first measure, the table below shows FAR and height increases for proposed MHA upzones with the
“standard M suffix.” The FAR boosts for these upzones range greatly, from just 4 percent to as much as
41 percent. In other words, based on raw FAR alone, the value exchange is severely inconsistent.

And how close to equal are these value exchanges? As noted above, the city has not conducted the kind
of before/after feasibility study necessary to answer that question with any precision. The original HALA
report describes the typical MHA upzone as adding one floor to apartments with four to six stories.
Assuming a full added floor, that translates to FAR boosts ranging from about 17 to 25 percent. Based
on analysis conducted by HALA committee members, upzones in this range are likely to create a value
exchange that is reasonably balanced with the proposed affordability mandates shown in the table
above. Likewise, in a previous article, | presented a simple before-and-after feasibility analysis for a
hypothetical MHA upzone that granted an increase in FAR of 20 percent, and it indicated that the value
exchange would be roughly equal.

As a preliminary rule of thumb for equal value exchange under the proposed MHA affordability
requirements, in general, a FAR increase of 20 percent is a reasonable target. As shown in the table
below, many of the proposed MHA upzones provide lower FAR boosts, and therefore risk rendering
some homebuilding projects less feasible. The two most powerful levers for restoring balance are the
FAR boost and the affordability requirements: either raise the former or lower the latter, or both. But in
addition, as discussed above, factors other than FAR may also influence the value of an upzone. In the
following sections, I'll take a closer look at some of these unique conditions and their implications on
value exchange.
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FAR and height increases for proposed MHA “M” upzones

Max
FAR FAR Height
Designations for | Before After FAR After Height
"M" Upzones | Upzone | Upzone | Increase | Upzone | Increase
LR1( Lowrise 1) 1.2 1.3 8% 30 0’
LR2 (Lowrise 2) 1.3 15 15% 40 10'
LR3 (Lowrise 3) 2.0 2.2 10% 50° 10
NC-40 2.5 3.0 20% 40 10
NC-55 3.25 3.75 15% 55' 18’
MR (Midrise) 3.2 45 41% 80" 20'
NC-75 4.75 5.5 16% 75' 10
S5M-U-85 575 6.0 4% 85' 20'
NC-95 6.0 6.25 4% 95' 10
NC-145 6.0 7.0 17% 145' 20'
NC-200 7.0 8.25 18% 200" 40'

Source: City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development L.j"'-

Sightline

..........

Original Sightline Institute graphic, available under our free use policy.

The “NC” upzones generally reflect the original intent of HALA,
but lean toward compromising feasibility

With the exception of NC-95, the “NC” upzones shown in the FAR table above have FAR boosts from 15
to 20 percent. Based on the 20 percent rule of thumb discussed above, these upzones are likely to be
close to a balanced value exchange—though if anything they are likely erring on the high side of
requirements.

However, new requirements for upper-level setbacks take a bite out of the value of both the NC-55 and
NC-75 upzones. Such rules insist that upper stories of a building have a smaller floor plate than lower
stories, to make them less visible from the street. The problem is that the irregularities in building form
introduced by setbacks increase construction costs, negating some of the added value. The NC-75
upzone suffers from an additional hit on upzone value because the extra floor is built in the base of the
building out of concrete, which is more expensive than the wood used in the upper floors.

The FAR boosts for the NC-55 and NC-75 upzones are already on the low end of the rule-of-thumb
target, and these additional value-reducing factors heighten the risk that the value exchange will tilt too
far against feasibility. In both cases the risk could be mitigated by removing the setback requirement
and raising the FAR to allow the addition of a full floor.

Upzones from 85 to 95 feet will suppress development

The NC-85 to NC-95 upzone stands out with a paltry 4 percent FAR increase. What's more, a jump from
85 to 95 feet is probably worthless anyway, from a builder’s perspective. Raising a building’s height from
85 to 95 feet requires a change of construction type from wood (relatively cheap) to concrete or steel
(expensive) and also crosses the high-rise height threshold, triggering costly building code
requirements. These structural and building code barriers explain why vanishingly few new apartments

http://www.sightline.org/2017/01/10/checking-seattle-mandatory-housing-affordability-math/ 11/24



2/6/2017 Checking Seattle’s MHA Math | Sightline Institute

. . : : . : Budech,Keik
are nine to eleven stories tall. Either you frame in wood and stop at eight, or you switch to SRV E%and

steel and build much taller—typically at least twelve—to recoup the cost.

Given that developers will rarely, if ever, use the additional 10 feet of height, what matters is how much
value the upzone grants without that height bump. The worst-case before-and-after MHA scenario is
mixed-use apartment buildings of similar construction type that both maximize FAR, yielding only that
miniscule capacity increase of 4 percent, and a corresponding diminutive increase in value (this is the
case analyzed in the city's feasibility study).

Here again, though, the raw FAR boost doesn't tell the whole story because this particular zone reserves
1.5 FAR for non-residential use only, and typical mixed-use apartment buildings don't include enough
retail or office space to take advantage of that FAR. The likely best-case scenario for value creation is a
70-foot-tall “5-over-2" building at FAR 5 before MHA, compared to an 85-foot tall “5-over-3" building at
FAR of 5.5 after MHA. That's an FAR boost of only 10 percent. But the third floor of concrete and the
required more expensive fire-retardant wood negates some of the 5-over-3 building's added value. (See
notes at the end of the article for details on these building types.)

In sum, MHA upzones that raise heights from 85 to 95 feet will likely function as downzones. No one will
build to nine stories because of the extra construction cost. Eight-story buildings will bear the brunt of
the MHA costs because the upzone provides relatively little value. Consequently, fewer eight-story
buildings will be erected than if MHA had never been introduced.

The city could fix this flaw by reverting to the upzone proposed in the original HALA report: 85-foot
zones would increase to 125 feet, thereby creating value sufficient to cover the affordability
requirements. Removing the unusually high FAR requirement for non-residential use would also help.

Low-rise upzones have relatively low capacity increases and are
further compromised by unique constraints

The FAR boosts for LR1, LR2, and LR3 upzones are 8, 15, and 10 percent, respectively. So right off the
bat, two of the zones are well below the 20 percent rule-of-thumb FAR boost, while the third is at best
getting close.

On top of that, the value of upzones is compromised by unique aspects of townhouse or rowhouse
projects. First, developers can't derive much extra value from an upzone unless it allows the addition of
a full extra unit. At the same time, homebuyer preferences limit the range of marketable unit sizes.
Extra capacity applied only to enlarging units typically reduces the per-square-foot value of the building,
eroding the value of the upzone. Also, larger units will have a higher price tag when sold.

The city's townhouse prototypes for the LR2 zone described here (page 30) illustrate the diminishing
returns of enlarged unit size. The MHA upzone yields the same number of units, but the

prototypes’ average size rises from 1,500 to 1,750 square feet. Even worse, the units get a fourth floor,
which undermines marketability because it's not desirable to walk up and down four stories in a home.
It also bumps the project out of the residential code and into the more expensive building code
intended for commercial structures. Required setbacks on the fourth floor would also tend to increase
construction costs.
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Second, density is typically limited by restrictions other than FAR, such as setback, open sp%uggf%ﬁ?y@
parking requirements. Without relaxation of the various development standards that limit density, the
additional FAR is unlikely to result in more homes getting built. Accordingly, the proposed LR1 upzone,
for example, includes the removal of the current limit on housing unit density (one unit per 1,600 or
2,000 square feet of lot, depending on type). Similarly, the LR3 upzone removes currently required

design standards for enclosed parking and alley access improvements in exchange for added FAR.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

Other potential design standard fixes that the city could consider include reduced setbacks, longer
maximum facade lengths, and FAR exemptions for partially underground portions of the structure. In
any case, even with relaxed design standards that add value by enabling better use of the additional
FAR, the value of the LR1 and LR3 upzones is still ultimately limited by their relatively small 8 and 10
percent FAR boosts.

All told, the net effect of the draft MHA values would likely be to suppress housing construction in low-
rise zones, yielding little in-lieu fee revenue for subsidized housing projects and further tightening the
supply of “missing middle” housing in Seattle—that is, cheaper options like duplexes, triplexes,
rowhouses, and small apartment buildings, and in particular family-friendly homes affordable to first-
time buyers. Again, the solution is to either lower the mandates or raise the value of the upzones. And
to compensate for the quirks of low-rise, planners should consider erring even more on the side of
lower mandates.

Complicated intermeshing with existing regulations creates
outliers

The MR and SM-U-85 upzones are outliers on either end of the FAR spectrum shown in the table above.
The 41 percent FAR boost for the MR upzone is so high because the MHA upzone is incorporating the
FAR bonus currently available through the city’s Incentive Zoning Program. Several other proposed
upzones absorb capacity from Incentive Zoning in the same way, including High-rise (HR) zones in the
North Rainier and Dravus Urban Villages, and many zones in downtown and SLU.

Meanwhile, the proposed upzone in the University District from NC-65 to SM-U-85 is complicated by the
additional FAR granted through the city’s Station Area Overlay. The overlay already raises the allowed
FAR to 5.75 in the existing NC-65 zone, even though typical buildings in that zone can't use that much
FAR anyway. So in practice, the proposed upzone’s FAR of 6.0 represents a boost bigger than the 4
percent shown in the table above, since the two added floors can actually consume the extra FAR. But
on the downside, building to 85 feet requires a more expensive construction type that knocks down the
value of the upzone.

These two cases, along with the NC-95 and low-rise upzones described in the previous sections,
illustrate how the city’s proposal to set uniform affordability requirements on the whole building for a
variety of different upzones is an ill-suited method for consistently creating equal value exchange. As
suggested above, planners could minimize the inconsistency by instead setting requirements specific to
each upzone, based on the specific upzone's estimated value.
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The value exchange for larger upzones is inconsistent

As noted above, the draft MHA loosely reflects the scale of upzones by assigning higher mandates for
cases in which an upzone increases the allowed building size by more than one standard zoning change
increment, as designated by M, M1, and M2 suffixes. This refinement helps balance the affordability
mandate with the extra value of these larger upzones, but it still falls far short of delivering a consistent
value exchange because here again, the FAR increases vary enormously.

Budech,Keiko

The table below illustrates the inconsistency among larger-scale upzones classified as “M1.” The
increase in FAR is all over the map for different upzones, but the performance and payment amounts
are the same for all of them, regardless. For example, the upzone from 65 to 320 feet is far more
valuable than the upzone from 65 to 95 feet, yet both bring the same affordability requirements.

To avoid the inevitable inconsistency caused by three categories (M, M1, and M2), here again, the
solution is individual calculation of performance and payment amounts for each upzone. For example,
applying the rule-of-thumb baseline standard | proposed above (5 percent inclusion for a 20 percent
FAR boost) the mandate would be 18 percent inclusion for the upzone from 65 to 320 feet and 7 percent
for the upzone from 65 to 95 feet.

That is not to say those should be the final numbers, though, because, as discussed above, FAR is not
the only determinant of value. But such customization would also allow adjusting the mandates down to
reflect unique conditions that reduce the value of the upzone. The leap in construction costs above the
high-rise threshold of 85 feet is one such condition. Another threshold above 240 feet triggers
requirements for time-consuming and costly structural peer review, reducing the net value of upzones
that cross that height, such as the one from 65 to 320 feet—and this particular upzone crosses both
thresholds, such that a hefty reduction in mandate would likely be appropriate.

FAR and height increases for proposed MHA “M1” upzones

Max
Before > After FAR FAR Height
Designations for | Before After FAR After Height

"M1" Upzones | Upzone | Upzone | Increase | Upzone | Increase

LR3 > NC-55 2.0 3.75 88% 55' 15!

LR3 > MR 2.0 4.5 125% 80' 40'

NC-30 > NC-55 25 3.75 50% 55' 25'

NC-40 > NC-75 3.25 5.25 62% 75' 35

NC-65 > NC-95 475 6.25 32% 95' 30'

NC-85 > SM-U-240 4.75 10.0 111% 240 175

NC-65 > SM-U-320 4.75 12.0 153% 320' 255’
Source: City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development ch

sightline

Original Sightline Institute graphic, available under our free use policy.

Upzones to high-rise may warrant reduced mandates to
support other city goals
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As shown in the table above, upzones to high-rise (SM-U-240 and SM-U-320) grant reIativeR/u?g?ggeﬁ(RR
boosts, and, based solely on the principle of equal value exchange, would justify relatively high
affordability mandates. However, in the case of high-rise, other city planning goals may warrant
departing from an equal exchange by scaling back the mandates.

Built of concrete or steel, high-rises are typically about 20 percent more expensive to construct than
mid-rise buildings (less than 85 feet tall) that can be framed in wood. For that reason, high-rise
construction is typically only feasible in areas that command high rents, such as downtown and SLU, but
usually not in medium market-strength areas such as the University District or Northgate. However, in
both of those medium-market centers, the city hopes to focus high-density housing growth to meet
Comprehensive Plan targets and to leverage the region’s investment in light rail. High-rise housing
development is key to achieving those goals.

In a medium market-strength area, a straight upzone without MHA might be enough to make high-rise
feasible. Compared to that baseline, the larger the financial encumbrance imposed by MHA, the less
likely a high-rise building will pencil out. This increases the risk not only of stymied projects outright, but
also of under-building: in areas where rents aren’t high enough to support high-rise, developers may
opt to construct lower-cost, non-high-rise buildings even though zoning would have allowed them to go
taller. The result is permanently underutilized land that could have provided more housing—both
market-rate and affordable—if not overly encumbered by MHA requirements.

A second reason that may warrant scaled-back requirements on high-rise derives from an inherent
quirk in the whole MHA scheme: properties that got upzoned before MHA will invariably have lower
affordability requirements than properties subject to the exact same upzones implemented under MHA.
That's because the city cannot impose new affordability requirements against the value of upzones that
happened in the past. This built-in inequity of MHA will tend to precipitate lower fees in zones that
already allow the largest buildings in the city—downtown and SLU in Seattle, for example. And that
imbalance would shift production away from the areas upzoned to high-rise under MHA to areas that
already allowed high-rise.

As they work toward finalizing the MHA requirements, planners could conduct further analysis to
determine if competing city priorities could be better met with pared-back affordability requirements on
upzones that allow high-rise construction where it is desired but has not occurred historically.
Fortunately, as discussed above, erring on the side of lower affordability mandates is the lower-risk path
for MHA.

Raising affordability requirements will increase, not decrease,
displacement

In a recent update to the original MHA proposal, policymakers raised the performance and payment
amounts in certain parts of Seattle in response to community concerns about displacement. These
changes were focused on areas the city previously identified as having high risk of displacement,
including the Central Area, North Beacon Hill, North Rainier, Columbia City, Northgate, Crown Hill, and
Chinatown/International District (the areas are highlighted with crosshatching on the map above).
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Community concerns are genuine and important. Displacement is a serious problem in Se%lf%fnggﬁiéocity
leaders should explore all possible avenues for minimizing it and for mitigating it. Unfortunately, setting
higher MHA requirements will not help achieve these objectives and in fact is likely to have the opposite
effect. Raising the mandates shifts the value exchange against development feasibility, and the result
will be fewer new homes—both subsidized and market-rate—built in the targeted areas. But contrary to
popular belief, the best available evidence shows that the construction of market-rate housing reduces
displacement. In fact, the city’s own study of the University District showed that the proposed upzones
would accelerate housing development yet would result in less displacement than if the zoning was left
unchanged.

The goal of reducing displacement would be best accomplished by rescinding these elevated MHA
requirements and implementing a suite of separate, targeted anti-displacement measures in areas with
high displacement risk. Seattle’s Equitable Development Implementation Plan is a great example, with
successful anti-displacement projects underway. Targeted preservation of existing, privately owned,
low-cost housing is another complementary strategy.

Delivering on Seattle’s affordability housing promises means
getting the math right

Seattle policymakers have so far made good progress on developing a complicated program that must
establish upzones and corresponding affordability requirements for a vast range of conditions
throughout the city. However, the success of MHA under the current proposal is jeopardized by major
inconsistencies in the balance between the upzones and affordability mandates, and in many cases, by
what is likely an imbalance that will suppress development and undermine the program’s goals.

Correcting these flaws will rely on more rigorous feasibility analysis that will vet the current MHA
proposal against existing zoning to ensure that on balance the program does not create a net
encumbrance on homebuilding that would worsen Seattle’s housing shortage, exacerbate displacement
trends rather than curb them, and potentially negate the program'’s expected housing affordability
benefits.

To review, here's a rundown of the key findings and conclusions:

To avoid the lose-lose outcome of suppressed homebuilding, policymakers
should err on the side of lower affordability mandates and larger upzones.

Overall, the proposed MHA value exchange is inconsistent, and on net, the
balance leans toward a value exchange that would reduce homebuilding
feasibility.

Several of the proposed upzones would likely achieve a value exchange more
or less in line with the spirit of the original HALA proposal, though some are
compromised by construction-related factors.

MHA upzones from 85 to 95 feet are likely to be worthless to most builders and
will suppress construction in these zones.
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Peculiar aspects of low-rise building types call for a revised, unique setBf HA
requirements if the city hopes to avoid quashing the production of “missing
middle” housing (affordable options like duplexes, triplexes, rowhouses, and
small apartment buildings).

The MHA value exchange is inconsistent for larger upzones (those designated
“M1” and “M2") and could be corrected with individual calculations for specific
characteristics of each upzone.

For MHA upzones that enable high-rise, additional reductions in affordability
requirements may be justified to meet other important planning goals in the
city, such as the need to focus high-density housing development near high-
capacity transit.

The proposal to raise affordability requirements for mitigation against
displacement contradicts the city’s own analysis and will slow housing
production in the targeted areas—an outcome that is more likely to aggravate
displacement than to curb it.

Yes, there is still work to be done on MHA. | plan further research and articles to more deeply explore
MHA's effects on feasibility. Given what's at stake—thousands of affordable homes and tens of
thousands of market-rate homes desperately needed to provide plenty of homes and plenty of housing
options to address Seattle’s housing shortage—getting it right is worth the time and effort it takes.

By linking affordability to growth, Seattle’s MHA program has the potential to protect people who call
this city home and set Seattle on a path to being a more equitable and sustainable city. And Seattle still
has a chance to show cities in Cascadia and beyond inclusionary zoning done right.

Notes

In Seattle, mid-rise apartments in the four- to seven-story range are almost always constructed of a one-
or two-story concrete base topped with multiple floors framed in wood. Because in building code lingo
concrete is known as “Type |” and the most economical wood is known as “Type V,” construction
professionals often refer to this building type as “5-over-1.” To confuse things, though, in popular jargon
the same terminology is commonly used to indicate the number of concrete floors and the number of
wood floors. For example, a building with a two-story concrete base and five wood floors above is called
a “5-over-2." In this article | employ the popular usage.

Building codes dictate that any building constructed of Type V wood cannot exceed 70 feet in height. But
because Type V wood is so cheap developers often opt to underbuild a 5-over-2 even if the zoning
would allow 75 or 85 feet of height. The next cheapest option for buildings exceeding 70 feet is Type IlI
wood, which is more fire resistant. On January 15t this year the city of Seattle adopted new building code
from the International Building Code that allows five stories of Type IlIA wood on top of a three-story
concrete base—"5-over-3"—enabling mixed-use apartments up to 85 feet tall. Previously, reaching 85
feet required more expensive concrete or steel, so the code change will allow for more efficient
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construction in Seattle’s 85-foot zones. However the code change will not help in the propggge?ﬁ\ﬁﬂlﬁ 95-
foot zones because Type IlIA wood is cannot exceed 85 feet.
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HIGHER PRICES, FEWER AFFORDABLE HOMES?

Seattle’s draft MHA numbers don’'t pencil: case studies of two apartment
zones.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on January 23, 2017 at 2:45 am

Last time, | broadly assessed the math behind Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability
(MHA) program and found it flawed but repairable. This time, | take a closer look at the thing | said
Seattle policymakers most need to do if MHA is going to deliver on its promise—a promise to build
more homes for everyone and more affordable homes for low-income residents, a promise to become
a new North American model of blending housing choice with equity. Here, | analyze whether the
current draft MHA proposal will impede housing development or not.

Specifically, I do a simple “feasibility analysis.” That is, | estimate whether construction of homes will turn

enough of a profit to justify the risk investors and builders take—I see if projects “pencil.”

The essential notion of MHA is that it compensates builders for constructing reduced-price homes for
low-income families by giving them something in exchange: allowing them to build larger buildings.
Done right, MHA will never stop housing construction projects from proceeding that would have
penciled without MHA. Instead, it will turn every currently feasible planned building into a bigger
building with affordable apartments in it.

So the test of MHA's effects on feasibility is “do
housing projects that are currently profitable

remain roughly as profitable, neither markedly The f[awed MHA math the
more nor less, after MHA?" It's a before-and-after city is currently proposing

test. Unfortun.ately, t'he City _Of Seattle has yet to may be worse than doi ng
do any analysis of this question, though the .
nothing at all.

feasibility study it commissioned does provide
much of the data needed to conduct such a

check.

For this article, | studied two zoning categories, and what | found is troubling. In one of the city’s most
common types of apartment construction in one of its critical zones for moderately priced apartments,
the current MHA draft would impose a loss of return on investment big enough to render a substantial
share of projects infeasible. It would suppress construction of a key source of new housing in urban
villages across the city.
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As I've laid out in detail elsewhere, problems with the current MHA draft are not unique to THELREAR

zones. Unfortunately, this new analysis compounds the implication of the previous one: unless MHA is
corrected, the hindrance it imposes on homebuilding will not only worsen Seattle’s housing shortage
and accelerate rising rents throughout the city but may also fail to achieve the city’s goals for subsidized
affordable homes. That is, the flawed MHA math the city is currently proposing may be worse than
doing nothing at all. Conversely, by correcting the current MHA draft in ways | discuss below, Seattle can
have more housing choice, lower rents, and more apartments affordable to low-income families.

Six-story mixed-use apartment building located in Seattle’s Ballard neighborhood, by Dan Bertolet (Used with permission.)

How feasibility is assessed

The routine method that developers and investors use for feasibility analysis is a spreadsheet called a
“pro forma.” To do the math, the main things you need to know are:

the expected rent (or sale price),

the expenses of operating the building,

the costs of land and construction, and

the interest rates on the loans that fund the project.

Pro formas provide two fundamental feasibility measures: yield and return. I'll focus on return here,
which rarely leads to different conclusions than yield, and document the parallel results for yield in the
appendix.
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Return is the difference between the price for which a completed building could be sold and BRI
cost of developing it. The more value created, the more attractive the investment. As a rough guideline,
the bare minimum return for feasibility is 10 percent (here and here, for example). Given all the risk and
uncertainty, however, most developers and the banks funding them need to see the potential for

returns greater than 10 percent to get interested—closer to 15 or 20 percent is a more realistic target.

Evaluating MHA’'s impact on feasibility

The vital question for assessing MHA is this: would the policy make housing development more or less
feasible than the status quo? More pointedly, compared to doing nothing, would the implementation of
MHA slow or speed construction of the new homes desperately needed in Seattle’s current housing
shortage?

Answering these questions necessitates a feasibility analysis that does a before-and-after comparison
—"before” meaning under current zoning and “after” meaning subject to the new rules of MHA,
including the upzone and the affordability mandate. Seattle city planners recently released a feasibility
study of MHA, but it does not assess existing zoning and therefore provides no insight on how MHA
would alter the feasibility of various types of homebuilding projects.

The city's report calls out the wide variability of market factors and the uncertainty that injects into
feasibility projections. Fortuitously, a before-and-after comparison reduces potential inaccuracies
arising from imprecise pro forma assumptions, because the same variables apply to both scenarios. The
crucial result is the difference in return on investment.
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Pro formas for two MHA upzones

| developed a simple, static pro forma model to compare feasibility before and after the implementation
of MHA. In practice, developers usually apply a more complex pro forma, but again, because for MHA
the important result is the before-and-after difference in return, a simple pro forma is sufficient here.
For input assumptions and development prototypes, | used the city’'s MHA feasibility study and Urban
Design study. Zoning regulations, building prototype metrics and assumptions, pro forma model inputs,
and raw data are provided in the appendix below.

| selected two of the city’s proposed MHA upzones to illustrate the effect of value exchange on
feasibility: NC65 to NC75, and NC85 to NC95. (“NC” stands for “neighborhood commercial” and the
number indicates the maximum allowed building height in feet.) As | described previously, Seattle’s MHA
proposal establishes a tiered set of affordability requirements based on three market-strength areas
corresponding to the typical rents found in different neighborhoods. Based on what is typically built in
Seattle, | analyzed the NC75 upzone in low and medium market-strength areas and the NC95 upzone in
medium and high market-strength areas. For each upzone, | assumed land prices that provide a return
of 13 percent on a mixed-use apartment building conforming to existing zoning. These land prices fall in
the range of existing land prices in Seattle, according to the survey in the city’s feasibility study. | then
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applied the same land price, parking ratio, and other inputs to a building conforming to the-RAEA "
upzone.

The pro forma results are summarized in the table below, which shows the estimated return on
investment without and with MHA. The upshot: MHA undermines feasibility for NC75 and obliterates it
for NC95. (Full pro forma tables are in the appendix, including returns under the in-lieu fee option,
which are similar to the results shown here.)

Effect of MHA on returns for NC75 and NC95 upzones

Return Reduction

MHA Mandate of Return

MHA Market (share low- Existing [ With | caused by
Zone |Strength| income units) Zoning MHA MHA
Low 5% 13% 8.3% 36%

NC75

Medium 6% 13% 9.0% 31%
NCO5 Medium 6% 13% 1.3% 90%
High 7% 13% 2.2% 83%

The NC75 upzone

Compared with the existing NC65 zone, under the MHA NC75 upzone, returns are 36 and 31 percent
lower in the low and medium market-strength areas respectively. Clearly, MHA does not provide an
equal value exchange: the cost of including the below-market-rate units exceeds the value of the
upzone, causing a hefty drop in the return on investment.

In addition to the added expense of providing the affordable units, higher construction costs also cut
deeply into the value of the NC75 upzone. Going from six to seven stories entails adding a second story
constructed of concrete to the base of the building, and concrete is 25 percent more expensive than
wood.

The proposed NC75 upzone also adds a new requirement for 10-foot setbacks on the top two floors.
Setbacks drive up construction costs for reasons including offsets in vertical circulation, breaks in
plumbing and mechanical stacking, and expensive load-bearing transfer beams. Builders estimate that
such setbacks introduce a 1 to 2 percent cost premium to the entire building. | applied the more
conservative 1 percent. With the extra concrete floor and setbacks, on a per-square-foot basis (not
including parking), under MHA, the seven-story building costs an estimated 3.4 percent more than the
six-story building.

Seattle policymakers have two options for bringing the NC75 upzone into balance: raise the value of the
upzone or reduce the affordability requirements. To maintain the baseline 13 percent return on
investment for the NC75 building in a medium market-strength area, the city could make the following
three changes:
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1) increase useable floor-area-ratio (FAR) from 5.5 to 6.0, Budech,Keiko

2) remove the upper-level setback requirement to reduce construction cost, and
3) lower the required affordable unit percentage from 6 percent to 4 percent.

The first two fixes are straightforward with minimal drawbacks, but the third—reducing the mandate
from 6 to 4 percent—might at first appear to result in fewer affordable homes built. Paradoxically,
though, if one-third of projects were rendered altogether infeasible by the 6 percent mandate and so
weren't built, the city would end up with the same number of new affordable homes under a 4 percent
mandate that didn’t harm feasibility. Plus, crucially, it would also get 50 percent more market-rate
homes, which would relieve rent inflation pressure overall. In this scenario, a lower mandate actually
delivers a better outcome for affordability.

Even more pressing than correcting the flawed math in the citywide MHA draft for NC75 is fixing it in the
currently proposed counterpart upzone in the University District, which is there called SM-U 75, and
which the Seattle City Council plans to vote on in February. Adopting this upzone without first correcting
this flaw would not only suppress housing choices and therefore raise rents in that neighborhood but
also set a precedent for counterproductive policy in NC75 zones throughout the city.

Lastly, the NC75 pro forma results also indicate that MHA imposes a greater encumbrance—a bigger hit
on returns—on housing construction feasibility in low market-strength areas than in medium market-
strength areas, corroborating the findings of the city’s feasibility study. This inequity could be corrected
by reducing the affordability mandates in low market-strength areas. Otherwise, MHA will
disproportionately discourage homebuilding in lower-rent areas of Seattle such as the Rainier Valley.

Eight-story mixed-use apartment building located in Seattle’s Ballard neighborhood, by Dan Bertolet (Used with permission.)
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The NC95 upzone Budech,Keiko

For the NC95 upzone, returns under MHA drop to nearly zero in both market-strength areas. The
combination of the affordability mandates and an 8 percent bump in costs for high-rise construction
eats up almost all of the return on investment. Under MHA as currently proposed, 95-foot-tall
apartment buildings will never happen.

If any new homes are built in the NC95 zone, they will likely come in two forms. Some will be 85-foot
apartment buildings constructed of five stories of wood-frame on top of three-story concrete bases, and
others will be a cheaper alternative: 70-foot buildings constructed of five stories of wood over two
stories of concrete. In either scenario, compared with existing zoning, MHA would knock down return on
investment by 40 percent or more. In practice, MHA's proposed NC95 upzone provides so little value
that it is likely illegal under the State of Washington statute that authorizes affordable housing
mandates only if “incentives” are also granted by the jurisdiction.

As with the NC75 upzone, removing the setback requirement would help add value to the NC95 upzone.
But since it is so far in the red, it would also need a lot more of both FAR and height to pencil. For
reference, the original HALA plan recommended increasing the allowed height to 12 stories. If such
heights are unacceptable politically, the NC95 upzone would be better removed from the MHA program
entirely.

The impact on homebuilding

What happens when a city enacts a land use policy that inflicts 30 percent or greater losses of return on
investment in homebuilding? That city gets fewer new homes.

These cuts in return on investment are not trivial. If you were deciding where to invest your retirement
nest egg and the city imposed a new policy that slashed the return on investment for one of the options
you were considering by say, a third, you would likely put your money somewhere else. Same goes for
investors in housing development.

How many new homes would be lost? The governing rule is simple: the lower the potential return on
investment, the less likely a homebuilding project is to happen. For most typical feasible planned
projects, an unforeseen change that imposes a 30 to 40 percent hit on return is usually a dealbreaker.
And as | spelled out in a previous article, it does little good if developers try to compensate by bidding
less for land: in most cases, that, too, holds back homebuilding. (The city’'s MHA feasibility study is based
on the same principle: MHA upzones are categorized as infeasible if they push residual land value below
market prices.)

NC65 is one of the most prevalent zones in Seattle’s Urban Villages, and the six-story apartments that
are typically built there are the city's bread-and-butter form of new high-density housing. According to
Dupre + Scott Apartment Advisors, Seattle currently has some 4,300 apartments in 44 buildings in NC65
zones that are either proposed or under construction. Over the past 20 years, these six-story buildings
have yielded almost one-quarter of all the new multi-family homes built outside of downtown and South
Lake Union.
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Diminished return on investment under the proposed NC75 upzone jeopardizes the produBgfil%CH’% ko

thousands of new homes over the next ten years. Historically, Seattle’s NC85 zones have yielded only
about one-seventh the housing units of NC65 zones, but here still, the current MHA draft could
eliminate many hundreds of new homes.

What it means for affordability

The city's failure to conduct before-and-after feasibility analysis on MHA implies that city policymakers
do not appreciate the negative impacts on affordability caused by the suppression of market-rate
homebuilding. Would MHA extinguish all housing development? No. But even a single project killed—to
say nothing of the many of projects MHA appears likely to doom—makes a big difference.

A hot housing market is like a giant game of musical chairs, with players joining faster than new chairs
can be added. In the housing version of the game, instead of the slowest players landing on the floor,
it's the people with the emptiest bank accounts that always lose. Those with fatter wallets can secure a
spot on a chair by offering more money for it. As soon as someone sets out a newly built chair, though,
no matter how luxurious it may be, once it's taken, there will be one more open chair to keep a family or
individual with lower income off the floor.

The prototype | analyzed for NC75 has 250
apartment homes. Factoring in the existing

housing that could be lost to demolition to make Ki||ing OfijSt one 250-unit
one project like that infeasible, that's a net loss about half of the MHA

of at least 225 new homes. And through the .
musical chairs competition that cascades all the annual p.ro-ductlon goal of
way down to the bottom of the housing market, 400 subsidized homes.

the inevitable end result is some 225 families at
the low-end of the income spectrum who are left
without housing options in Seattle. Because the housing market is a fluid, interconnected system, as
long as demand is outstripping supply, homes sacrificed anywhere in the market transmute to a loss—
through accelerated rent increases—of the city’s cheapest, non-subsidized homes.

To put it in perspective with the proposed MHA program, killing off just one 250-unit housing project
negates about half of the MHA annual production goal of 400 subsidized homes. Now multiply that loss
by the potential elimination of many, perhaps even most NC75 and NC95 homebuilding projects across
the whole city and you can see why the draft MHA may be worse than doing nothing. It could not only
fail to produce many new subsidized apartments, it might make the city’s musical chairs even crueler,
eliminating so many new homes that hundreds of existing cheap ones at the bottom get snapped up by
middle-class tenants.

Too important for guesswork

Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program is a quintessential instance of “the
devil's in the details.” MHA has great potential to unite growth and equity. But if the city gets the details
wrong, it could do more harm than good. The problem is, city policymakers have not yet done the
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necessary homework of a comprehensive before-and-after analysis, and so they can't know It they're

getting the MHA details wrong or right.

My previous analysis raised multiple red flags that the MHA draft could indeed backfire by imposing a
burden on homebuilding that works against the city’s goals for both subsidized affordable homes and
market-rate homes. In the current article, pro forma analysis of two case studies verifies that my red
flags about MHA were warranted.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

Compared to the city's existing NC65 zoning, the proposed MHA upzone to NC75 yields a roughly one-
third lower return on investment in a typical apartment building. That loss of profitability would render
infeasible a substantial share of homebuilding projects in a zone that has historically been one of the
biggest sources of new multi-family housing in the city.

For the proposed upzone from NC85 to NC95, MHA would actually obliterate almost all of the return on
investment, such that the upzone would never be utilized in practice. The production of new homes
would take a big hit because anything built in the NC95 zone would bear the full cost of the affordability
mandate while gaining little to nothing from the upzone.

The city cannot hope to get MHA right without conducting thorough, before-and-after feasibility
analyses and following them with fixes where necessary. The stakes are too high to play a guessing
game.

Next time: The current draft MHA proposal for the city's low-rise and high-rise multi-family zones appears as
worrisome for affordable and market-rate homebuilding as do the NC75 and NC95 upzones. I'll examine these
zones in my next two articles.

WANT MORE? GET OUR LATEST HOUSING RESEARCH RIGHT TO YOUR INBOX.

Appendix

Pro forma input assumptions were taken from the city’s MHA feasibility study and are summarized in
the two tables below. The capitalization rate, or cap rate for short, is the ratio of the building’s net
operating income (NOI) to its sale price. NOI is the building's total rent revenue minus the total
operating expenses. Return on investment is extremely sensitive to the cap rate. Cap rates vary
depending on local conditions as well as national financial trends such as the Federal Reserve discount
rate, and typically fall between five and six percent—perhaps less than five percent in unusually hot real
estate markets.
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MHA pro forma inputs

60% AMI Monthly Rent (1-bedroom unit) $1,017
Vacancy Rate 5%
Floorspace Efficiency (NSF/GSF) 80%
Operating Expenses (percent of rent revenue) 30%
NC65 Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per G5F) $168
NC75 Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per GSF)* $174
NC85 Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per G5SF) $208
NC95 Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per GSF)* $225
Construction Soft Costs (percent of hard costs) 28%
Parking Construction Cost (per stall) $35,000
Parking Vacancy Rate 25%

GSF = gross sgaure feet; NSF = net square feet
*includes 1% cost premium for upper-level setbacks

MHA mandates and pro forma market assumptions

Market Strength
Weak |Medium | Strong
MHA Inclusion Rate 5% 6% 7%
MHA In-lieu Fee (per GSF) $7.00 | $13.25 | $20.75
Monthly Market-rate Rent (per NSF) $2.39 $2.88 $3.34
Monthly Retail Rent (per NSF) $1.67 $2.08 $2.83
Monthly Parking Rent (per stall) $64 $107 $159
Cap Rate 5.50% 5.25% 5.00%

Pro forma data for each of the four case studies are given in the tables below. Parameters defining the
individual building prototypes were taken from the city’'s MHA feasibility study and from the city’s MHA
Urban Design study. To maintain consistency between the before and after MHA prototypes, the
present analysis assumes a consistent parking ratio, as opposed to the single full floor of underground
parking assumed in the city’s analysis.

The number of required affordable units was based on an assumption that all of the increased
development capacity granted by the upzone goes to residential use (the retail floor space remains
constant). Because the math never yields an exact integer number of required affordable units, the
leftover fractional part of a unit was converted to in-lieu fee according the city’'s method, documented
here.

In addition to the option to include affordable units discussed in the main text, the pro forma tables
below also show results for the in-lieu fee payment option, and for comparison, the MHA upzone
without the affordability mandate. In all cases, the in-lieu fee option had an impact on returns almost
identical to that imposed by the inclusion option. This indicates that the inclusion and payment
mandates are well matched, at least in raw monetary value. In practice, however, there are less tangible
factors that would likely favor the in-lieu fee option.

Even without the affordability mandate, the MHA upzone doesn't necessarily add value—see for
example NC75 in a weak market, where returns are 12 percent lower than in the NC65 existing zoning
case. This drop is caused by the higher per-square-foot cost of a seven-story building, and illustrates the
importance of considering construction cost changes when assessing the value of an upzone.
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In addition to return on investment, the pro forma tables below also show yield, which is th(%d ¢

NOI divided by the total cost of developing it. A rule of thumb target for yield is 6 percent. A drop in yield
of just one or two tenths of a percentage point can flip a project from “go” to “no-go.” The yield results
are qualitatively similar to the return results. For example, for the NC75 upzone in a medium market-
strength area, compared to existing NC65 zoning, the yield is two tenths of a percentage point lower.

Pro forma for NC65 to NC75 MHA upzone in weak market-strength area

NC65

NC75

NC75

NC65/NC75 - WEAK MARKET CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA Ngcl\::m
ZONING INCLUSION | IN-LIEU FEE ( )
Return on Investment 13.0% 8.3% 8.3% 11.5%
Percent Change in Return -35.8% -36.2% -11.6%
Yield 6.22% 5.96% 5.96% 6.13%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 4.75 5.50 5.50 5.50
Lot Size (SF) 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000
Stories 6 7 7 7
Total Floor Area (GSF) 218,500 253,000 253,000 253,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 178,500 213,000 213,000 213,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 142,800 170,400 170,400 170,400
Average Unit Size (NSF) 680 682 682 682
Market Units 210 236 250 250
MHA Units 0 14 1] 0
MHA Unit Rent {per month) 0 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $341,292 $398,688 $407,256 $407,256
Residential Rent (per year) $3,890,729 $4,545,039 $4,642,718 $4,642,718
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Retail Rent (per year) $608,000 $608,000 $608,000 $608,000
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0 0 0 0
Parking Stalls 0 0 0 0
Parking Rent (per year) 0 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) $4,498,729 $5,153,039 $5,250,718 $5,250,718
Expenses (per year) $1,349,619 $1,575,216 $1,575,216 $1,575,216
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,149,110 $3,577,824 $3,675,503 $3,675,503
Building Value (5.5% Cap Rate) $57,256,548 | $65,051,343 | $66,827,325 | $66,827,325
Construction Cost $46,986,240 | $56,257,485 | $56,257,485 | $56,257,485
Land Cost (per SF) $80 $80 $80 $80
Land Cost $3,680,000 $3,680,000 $3,680,000 $3,680,000
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $101,080 $1,771,000 $0
Total Development Cost $50,666,240 | $60,038,565 | $61,708,485 | $59,937,485
Value Created $6,590,308 $5,012,778 $5,118,840 $6,889,840
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Pro forma for NC65 to NC75 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area

http://www.sightline.org/2017/01/23/higher-prices-fewer-affordable-homes-draft-mha-numbers-dont-pencil/

NC65 NC75 NC75 NCTS
NC65/NC75 - MEDIUM MARKET CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA (NO MHA)
ZONING INCLUSION | IN-LIEU FEE
Return on Investment 13.0% 9.0% 9.0% 13.7%
Percent Change in Return -31.0% -31.0% 5.3%
Yield 5.93% 5.72% 5.72% 5.97%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 4.75 5.50 5.50 5.50
Lot Size (SF) 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000
Stories 6 F 7 7
Total Floor Area (GSF) 218,500 253,000 253,000 253,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 178,500 213,000 213,000 213,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 142,800 170,400 170,400 170,400
Average Unit Size (NSF) 680 682 682 682
Market Units 210 233 250 250
MHA Units 0 17 0 0
MHA Unit Rent {per month) 0 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $411,264 $474,670 $490,752 $490,752
Residential Rent (per year) $4,688,410 $5,411,236 $5,594,573 $5,594,573
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Retail Rent (per year) $760,000 $760,000 $760,000 $760,000
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Parking Stalls 210 250 250 250
Parking Rent (per year) 202,230 240,750 240,750 240,750
Total Building Rent (per year) $5,650,640 $6,411,986 $6,595,323 $6,595,323
Expenses (per year) $1,695,192 $1,978,597 $1,978,597 $1,978,597
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,955,448 $4,433,390 $4,616,726 $4,616,726
Building Value (5.25% Cap Rate) $75,341,861 $84,445,516 | $87,937,637 | $87,937,637
Construction Cost $54,336,240 | $65,007,485 | $65,007,485 | $65,007,485
Land Cost (per SF) $268 $268 $268 $268
Land Cost $12,328,000 | $12,328,000 | $12,328,000 | $12,328,000
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $153,700 $3,352,250 $0
Total Development Cost $66,664,240 | $77,489,185 | $80,687,735 | $77,335485
Value Created $8,677,621 $6,956,332 $7,249,903 | $10,602,153
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Pro forma for NC85 to NC95 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area

NC85 NC95 NC95 NCO5
NC85/NC95 - MEDIUM MARKET CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA (NO MHA)
ZONING INCLUSION | IN-LIEU FEE
Return on Investment 13.0% 1.3% 1.4% 5.6%
Percent Change in Return -90.0% -89.3% -56.9%
Yield 5.93% 5.32% 5.32% 5.54%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 6.00 6.25 6.25 6.25
Lot Size (SF) 28,800 28,800 28,800 28,800
Stories 8 a9 9 9
Total Floor Area (G5F) 172,800 180,000 180,000 180,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 136,800 144,000 144,000 144,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 109,440 115,200 115,200 115,200
Average Unit Size (NSF) 651 651 651 651
Market Units 168 164 177 177
MHA Units 0 13 0 0
MHA Unit Rent {per month) 0 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $315,187 $320,629 $331,776 $331,776
Residential Rent (per year) $3,593,134 $3,655,174 $3,782,246 $3,782,246
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000
Retail Rent (per year) $684,000 $684,000 $684,000 $684,000
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 84 89 89 89
Parking Rent (per year) 80,892 85,226 85,226 85,226
Total Building Rent (per year) $4,358,026 $4,424,399 $4,551,472 $4,551,472
Expenses (per year) $1,307,408 $1,365,442 $1,365,442 $1,365,442
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,050,618 $3,058,958 $3,186,030 $3,186,030
Building Value (5.25% Cap Rate) $58,107,014 | $58,265,859 | $60,686,292 | $60,686,292
Construction Cost $48,946,272 | $54,990,492 | $54,990,492 | 354,990,492
Land Cost (per SF) $86 $86 $86 $86
Land Cost $2,476,800 $2,476,800 $2,476,800 $2,476,800
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $49,407 $2,385,000 $0
Total Development Cost $51,423,072 | $57,516,699 | $59,852,292 | $57.467,292
Value Created $6,683,942 $749,161 $834,000 $3,219,000
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Pro forma for NC85 to NC95 MHA upzone in strong market-strength area

NC85 NC95 NC95 NCO5

NC85/NC95 - STRONG MARKET CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA

ZONING INCLUSION | IN-LIEU FEE (NOMHA)

[ Return on Investment 13.0% 2.2% 2.5% 7.8% |

Percent Change in Return -83.2% -80.5% -39.9%
Yield 5.65% 5.11% 5.13% 5.39%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 6.00 6.25 6.25 6.25
Lot Size (SF) 28,800 28,800 28,800 28,800
Stories 8 9 9 9
Total Floor Area (GSF) 172,800 180,000 180,000 180,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 136,800 144,000 144,000 144,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 109,440 115,200 115,200 115,200
Average Unit Size (N5SF) 651 651 651 651
Market Units 168 162 177 177
MHA Units 0 15 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 $1,017 1] 0
Residential Rent (per month) $365,530 $367,416 $384,768 $384,768
Residential Rent (per year) $4,167,037 $4,188,537 $4,386,355 $4,386,355
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000
Retail Rent (per year) $930,240 $930,240 $930,240 $930,240
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Parking Stalls 168 177 177 177
Parking Rent (per year) 240,408 253,287 253,287 253,287
Total Building Rent (per year) $5,337,685 $5,372,064 $5,569,882 $5,569,882
Expenses (per year) $£1,601,306 $1,670,965 $1,670,965 $1,670,965
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,736,380 $3,701,100 $3,898,918 $3,898,918
Building Value (5.0% Cap Rate) $74,727,596 | $74,021,990 | $77,978,351 $77.978,351
Construction Cost $51,886,272 | $58,087,992 | $58,087,992 | $58,087,992
Land Cost (per SF) $494 $494 $494 $494
Land Cost $14,227,200 | $14,227,200 | $14,227,200 | $14,227,200
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $117,567 $3,735,000 50
Total Development Cost $66,113472 | $72,432,759 | $76,050,192 | $72,315,192
Value Created $8,614,124 $1,589,232 $1,928,159 $5,663,159
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HOW TO FIX SEATTLE'S MHA PROPOSAL FOR U DISTRICT
HIGHRISES

Uncorrected, the draft plan will undermine city's goals for affordability and
sustainability.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on February 2, 2017 at 6:30 am

In previous articles on Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program, | explained the
program’s theory and risks, gave a broad critique of the math, and presented a case study of MHA for two
types of mid-rise buildings, finding that MHA as currently drafted would suppress homebuilding and
jeopardize the city's affordability goals. Today: MHA's high-rise upzones.

Seattle plans soon to launch MHA in the University District (U District), where the proposal includes
upzones from mid-rise heights (65 to 85 feet) to high-rise (240 to 320 feet). You might think that tripling
or quadrupling building heights would justify relatively high MHA requirements.

But applying the same kind of feasibility analysis | explained last time tells a different story. In large part
because high-rise construction is so expensive, with today’s typical rents in the U District, new high-rise
apartments conforming to the city’s draft MHA proposal would yield zero return on investment. In other
words, adopting MHA as currently drafted for the U District would mean that for the foreseeable future
nobody will build high-rise housing, denying the neighborhood much needed new homes—both market
rate and subsidized.

To be fair, even without MHA requirements, high-rise apartments are typically not feasible in the U
District today, and won't be unless rents in the neighborhood escalate over time sufficiently to offset the
big price tag of high-rise construction. The catch is this: the greater the net costs imposed by MHA, the
higher the rents necessary for projects to pencil, and the longer homebuilding will be delayed. And
during this waiting game of worsening scarcity, competition for what's available, and rising rents, more
low-income families and individuals will be displaced from Seattle.

If passed as proposed, the U District high-rise
MHA upzones will not only backfire on

affordability by stalling high-rise homebuilding in Erring on the moderate side
the U District; they will also hinder the city's is the lower-risk path to
progress on concentrating new homes around keepi ng home prices down

the U District's future light rail station, and £ bod it id
thwart equitable access to the neighborhood's or everybody, Citywiae.
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rich employment and educational opportunities.
Furthermore, if the city sets the wrong precedent in the U District, it will likely “lock in” the same
affordability-defeating MHA requirements for other neighborhoods, such as Northgate, where high-rise
construction is at best marginally feasible today.

City policymakers have it within their power to avoid that lose-lose outcome for Seattle neighborhoods
and local families: they can dial back the mandates. Fortunately, erring on the moderate side is the
lower-risk path to keeping home prices down for everybody, citywide.

Where the U District numbers now stand

Because the U District is one of Seattle’s six designated Urban Centers and the site of a future Sound
Transit Link light rail station, the city has been working to upzone the neighborhood since 2011. One of
the plan’'s primary objectives is to enable high-rise construction and “put more homes and jobs in the
area directly served by light rail.” In the eleventh hour of the rezone process, planners integrated the
city’s 2015 proposal for the new MHA program. Planners estimate that MHA in the U District will
produce between 610 and 920 homes subsidized for lower-income affordability over the next 20 years.
A final City Council vote on the U District rezone may come as soon as mid-February.

Under the original MHA proposal, all housing development in the U District would have been required
to offer either 6 percent of homes at below-market-rate rent or pay a “fee in lieu” of $13.25 per square
foot of building floor space. In Fall 2016, planners raised the requirements for the U District's high-rise
upzones to 9 percent inclusion and $20 per square foot (details here). The Seattle City Council is
currently considering an amendment that would push the mandates even higher, to 10 percent and
$22.25.

High-rise housing construction under the proposed U District rezone is also subject to the city’s
Voluntary Incentive Zoning (VIZ) program that requires developers to build or fund amenities such as
open space and historic preservation. Good ideas but these also factor into the cost of the project and
must be part of the calculation (the city’'s MHA feasibility study did not account for VIZ's costs). Because
builders can choose different VIZ options, the cost of meeting the requirements can also vary. For this
analysis, | assume a cost of $5 per square foot of building capacity that exceeds the U District's baseline
floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 4.75 (see appendix for details).

Case study: NC65 to SM-UD240

Following the before-and-after method | used previously, | applied simple, static pro formas—the
standard process for real estate feasibility assessment—to analyze the proposed MHA upzone from the
existing NC65 designation (“Neighborhood Commercial” up to 65 feet) to SM-UD240 (“Seattle Mixed - U
District” up to 240 feet). Pro forma input assumptions and SM-UD240 building parameters are from the
city's MHA feasibility study. | adjusted land price to yield a baseline return on investment of 15 percent
for a six-story mixed-use building that conforms to existing NC65 zoning. | then applied the same land
price, parking ratio, and other inputs to a high-rise apartment building conforming to the MHA upzone.
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Effect of MHA on returns for SM-UD240 upzone

Percent Return on Investment
Average
Monthly Rent SM-UD240 SM-UD240 SM-UD240
Market for 708 SF NC65 with MHA with MHA without
Strength Apartment |Existing Zoning Inclusion In-lieu Fee MHA and VIZ
Medium $2,038 15% -3% -2% 5%
High $2,363 15% 8% 10% 17%
Sightlilrj;

Pro forma results for percent return on investment are summarized in the table above. Under the city’s
assumed existing medium market-strength conditions for the U District, compared to the baseline NC65
building, return on investment is totally wiped out for an SM-UD240 high-rise that meets MHA
requirements. As shown in the far right column of the table, even without the added cost of of the MHA
requirements, return on investment for the 240-foot high-rise is just 5 percent, a return that would not
convince any investor to risk his or her millions of dollars.

What if the U District's average rents got higher at some point in the future? The bottom row of the table
shows the return on investment under the city's assumptions for rents in a high market-strength area.
Compared to the medium market-strength case, in the higher rent scenario, the baseline NC65 building
can support a land price about 2.5 times higher (see pro forma tables in the appendix). And in this
scenario, MHA causes much less damage to return on investment for an SM-UD240 high-rise,
demonstrating how higher rents can absorb more of the costs imposed by the MHA mandates.

Though improved by the higher rents, the high-rise returns are still much lower than the 15 percent
yielded by the baseline NC65 building: the MHA upzone reduces returns by 48 percent and 32 percent
for the inclusion and in-lieu fee cases, respectively. Both cases would be marginally feasible, if that. In
contrast, without MHA, the 17 percent return exceeds the baseline case and falls well within the
feasibility range.

The pro forma results show that under current conditions, the proposed MHA upzone from NC65 to SM-
UD240 is not really an upzone at all, in practice. The value gained through the additional building
capacity doesn’t come close to balancing the added expenses of the MHA affordability mandate, the
greater cost of high-rise construction, and the VIZ charges. Surprisingly, even though the upzone grants
a 111 percent increase in building capacity, the extra rent the larger building would yield isn't nearly
enough to make up for all the added costs. It's hard to imagine how such a valueless upzone could meet
the state's legal standard for an “incentive” in conjunction with affordability mandates.

A 100-year lost opportunity for affordability
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If implemented as proposed, the SM-UD240 upzone will result in fewer new homes built AR fisae
zoning were left unchanged as NC65. Without MHA, a 240-foot high-rise in the U District would be
extremely difficult to make pencil in the first place. MHA as drafted would drive the infeasibility nail
deep into the high-rise coffin. The proposed SM-UD320 upzone is likely to exhibit similarly dismal
feasibility performance, especially since it crosses the 240-foot threshold that triggers costly and time-
consuming structural peer review.

In the near term, any housing built in the SM-UD240 zone would almost certainly be six-story mid-rise
construction, like the baseline NC65 building analyzed above. But the same MHA requirements apply to
smaller buildings, too, and the 9 percent inclusion rate would knock down the return on investment by
about 30 percent—enough to kill many projects that would otherwise be feasible today (see pro forma
tables in the appendix for results on NC65 under the high-rise MHA requirements).

Adding to the downside, any new housing development so much smaller than what zoning would allow
is a 100-year lost opportunity twice over. It's a loss for affordability simply in terms of fewer new homes
to ameliorate Seattle’s housing shortage. And it simultaneously compromises the city’s planning goals to
concentrate new high-density housing near the U District's future high-capacity transit station, the
primary reason for pursuing high-rise upzones in the first place. Using the two prototypes analyzed here
as examples, every time a new apartment is underbuilt to 65 feet instead of 240 feet, the city loses the
potential to gain another 166 homes without consuming any extra land.

Eventually, rents in the U District will increase enough such that high-rise housing development will start
to reliably pencil. Will that take five years? Ten years? More? It's difficult to predict, and land values and
construction costs will rise over time as well. The 2021 opening of the Link light rail station will make the
neighborhood more desirable and accelerate upward pressure on rents. Also, as rents escalate, the
absolute return that a large high-rise project can yield will start to eclipse smaller mid-rise projects,
boosting relative feasibility. In absolute terms, a 15 percent return on a $200 million dollar project is
three times bigger than a 20 percent return on a $50 million dollar project.

Without MHA, many high-rise projects would likely pencil once U District rents have risen to the city’s
high market-strength benchmark. But if subjected to the exaction imposed by MHA as it is currently
proposed, that higher rent benchmark is still likely to be a mixed bag for high-rise development: a
significant share of projects won't justify investment, impeding homebuilding and thwarting the city's
affordability and transit-oriented development goals. All told, stalling high-rise homebuilding until rents
“get there” is a backslide that will permanently widen the gap between homes available and people who
want to live in Seattle, a gap that will hit hardest those residents with the least.

How to fix it: Less is more

Like the NC65-to-NC75 MHA upzone | analyzed previously, the MHA mandates on high-rise in the U
District are simply too high. And they are too high for the same reasons. City planners are using more
guesswork than analysis.

MHA has a sweet spot. If the mandates are
pushed beyond it, the resultant loss of
homebuilding feasibility means the policy will be
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worse for affordability than doing nothing. MHA has a sweet spot _BT?'egthﬁ%ko
Under these circumstances, dialing back the mandates are pushed
mandate to the sweet spot will deliver more beyond it the resultant loss

subsidized homes and more market-rate homes. - -
- . of homebuilding feasibility
Counterintuitively, less yields more. The present . :
means the policy will be

analysis indicates that the proposed MHA rezone o
for SM-UD240 needs exactly that sort of worse for aﬁorda bil |ty than

correction. doing nothing.

How much of a mandate reduction is warranted?
For a precedent, we need look no further than
the city’'s MHA proposal for high-rise zones in downtown and South Lake Union (SLU). The MHA
requirements for downtown and SLU were negotiated as part the “Grand Bargain” compromise
hammered out between private developer interests, nonprofit affordable housing providers, and city
officials. Achieving this compromise necessarily hinged on MHA requirements that all parties could
recognize as generally well balanced.

The proposed MHA inclusion rates for high-rise upzones in downtown and SLU range from 2to 5
percent. While many of the downtown/SLU upzones are relatively small, certain zones in SLU would
allow net capacity increases under MHA that are comparable in scale to the SM-UD240 upzone (see
appendix for details). These particular SLU upzones require 4 percent inclusion or an in-lieu fee of $10
per square foot. At the same time, rents in downtown and SLU are the highest in the city, so certainly
the U District deserves an MHA requirement no higher than 4 percent or $10.

For the SM-UD240 high-rise apartment example | discussed above, 4 percent inclusion in a high market-
strength area yields a return of 12 percent. That's down a bit from the 15 percent baseline, but on the
plus side, the absolute return is $15.6 million compared to $9.1 million for the NC65 project. For the
highrise example, dropping the inclusion rate from 9 to 4 percent would yield 15 affordable homes
instead of 34. But 15 is better than zero, which is what Seattle would most likely get under the current
MHA proposal.

To assuage concerns that the requirements would become too lenient as rents climbed over time, the
city could consider a provision tying the metrics to rent inflation or for a performance review at given
intervals. In Seattle’s political climate, once the MHA mandates are established, raising them will always
be easier than lowering them.

Getting to the MHA sweet spot—nhow

High-rise construction is a paradox. It enables efficient use of urban land but is also inherently
expensive. If Seattle hopes to reap the benefits of high-rise housing in neighborhoods such as the U
District where the economics are challenging, policymakers must avoid trying to squeeze too much out
of MHA. Unfortunately the feasibility analysis presented here indicates that MHA as proposed will inhibit
high-rise homebuilding in a Seattle neighborhood where there is great transit access lots of jobs but
where there aren't currently enough places to live.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.
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The solution? Lower the mandates to the level the math tells us is an MHA sweet spot, where we
maximize production of both market-rate and subsidized homes so that a neighborhood like the U
District can be a place for those who work and go to school nearby can actually live. Based on my
feasibility analysis and the proposed mandates for high-rise in downtown and SLU, cutting the current U
District high-rise requirements from 9 percent (or even 10 percent) to 4 percent or less is a prudent
place to start.

Dialing MHA down to the sweet spot that produces more homes of all kinds may be counterintuitive but
it makes all the difference between more inclusive or more exclusive neighborhoods. And the time to fix
MHA is now, while it's still a draft proposal and before it's baked into the U District upzone. The
alternative is an MHA mandate that will fail to deliver on its promise to leverage the city’s growth for
affordability—that will, in fact, produce less housing than would doing nothing—and that will be
vulnerable to legal challenge.

Next time: How does the draft MHA proposal measure up for the city's low-rise multi-family zones?

LIKE WHAT YOU'RE READING? GET OUR LATEST HOUSING RESEARCH RIGHT TO YOUR
INBOX.

Appendix

(Correction: This article originally included a statement about underbuilding at Yesler Terrace that was
inaccurate.)

Pro forma input assumptions were taken from the city’s MHA feasibility study and are summarized in
the two tables below. Based on feedback on my previous MHA feasibility article that the construction
costs were too low compared to current norms, | raised concrete and wood frame construction costs by
10 percent, corresponding to the upper limit the city’s study applies in its sensitivity testing. | also
increased the per-stall cost of underground parking from $35,000 to $40,000.

The city has not documented the estimated costs of the meeting the VIZ requirements under the
proposed rezones, and the city’s feasibility analysis on the U District upzones apparently did not include
the costs of VIZ. For this analysis, | assumed $5 per square foot payment on capacity above the FAR 4.75
baseline, based on the following examples. The proposed land use code (SMC 23.48.622) specifies that
VIZ must compensate for 35 percent of the building capacity above the base. If the developer chose to
meet the VIZ requirement through purchasing historic TDRs for $15 per square foot, that would
translate to about a $5-per-square-foot payment on the capacity above base. If the developer chose to
meet the VIZ requirement by building a public plaza at a cost of $105 per square foot, that would also
translate to about a $5-per-square-foot payment on the capacity above base.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/02/02/how-to-fix-seattle-mha-proposal-for-university-district-highrise/ 6/12
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MHA pro forma inputs

MHA Inclusion Rate 9%
MHA In-lieu Fee (per GSF) $20
Cost of VIZ Requirements (per GSF above baseline) $5
60% AMI Monthly Rent (1-bedroom unit) $1,017
Vacancy Rate 5%
Floorspace Efficiency (NSF/GSF) 80%
Operating Expenses (percent of rent revenue) 30%
NCB5 Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per GSF) $185
Highrise Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per GSF) $229
Construction Soft Costs (percent of hard costs) 28%
Underground Parking Construction Cost (per stall) $40,000
Parking Vacancy Rate 25%

GSF = gross sqaure feet; NSF = net square feet

MHA pro forma market assumptions

Market Strength
Medium | Strong |
Monthly Market-rate Rent (per NSF) $2.88 $3.34

Maonthly Retail Rent (per NSF) $2.08 $2.83
Monthly Parking Rent (per stall) $107 $159
Cap Rate 5.25% 5.0%

Pro forma data are given in the two tables below, one showing results for medium market-strength
rents, and the other showing results for strong market-strength rents. Parameters defining the high-rise
building prototype were taken from the city’'s MHA feasibility study. The NC65 building was scaled to fit
on the same size lot as the high-rise. To maintain consistency between the before-and-after MHA
prototypes, the present analysis assumes a consistent parking ratio, as opposed to the single full floor
of underground parking assumed in the city’'s analysis.

The number of required affordable units was based on an assumption that all of the increased
development capacity granted by the upzone would go to residential use (the retail floor space remains
constant on both buildings). Because the math never yields an exact integer number of required
affordable units, the leftover fractional part of a unit was converted to an in-lieu fee, according the city’s
method, documented here.

The pro forma results reveal that the in-lieu fee option becomes more attractive as rents and
construction costs rise. This relationship is inherent to the math the city uses to convert between the
inclusion percent and the in-lieu fee, and it is reflected in the city’s assumption that 90 percent of
projects in downtown and South Lake Union will opt to pay the in-lieu fee.
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In addition to return on investment, the pro forma tables below also show yield, which is T ﬂ‘fﬁ]efﬁogs
net operating income (NOI) divided by the total cost of developing it. A rule-of-thumb target for yield is 6
percent. A drop in yield of just one- or two-tenths of a percentage point can flip a project from “go” to
“no-go.” The yield results are qualitatively similar to the return results.

Regarding the comparison to MHA upzones in downtown and South Lake Union, for zones that
currently have VIZ, meeting the MHA requirements grants the developer 60 percent of VIZ capacity
above the base. Developers earn the remaining 40 percent by providing other amenities or by paying
the in-lieu fee. While the MHA upzones tend to be relatively small, the VIZ capacity is often quite large.
After this 60/40 split, in the case of three upzones, MHA requirements—4 percent inclusion or $10 per
square foot—are “paying” for capacity boosts of around 100 percent, roughly similar in scale to the 72
percent boost (111 percent times 0.65) of the SM-UD240 upzone.

Pro forma for NC65 to SM-UD240 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area

NCB5 NCe5 SM-UD240 SM-UD240 SM-UD240

:EEDT’LJS:: ::::;; CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA WITH MHA WITHOUT

ZONING INCLUSION INCLUSION IN-LIEU FEE | MHA AND VIZ
Return on Investment 15.0% 10.2% -2.8% -2.0% 4.6%
Change in Return on Investment 31.8% 118.8% q13.0% -69.6%
Absolute Return $7,331,724 $5,001,473 | -$3253192 | -$2,399,307 $5,210,430
Yield 6.04% 5.8% 5.10% 5.15% 5.49%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 475 4.75 10.0 10.0 10.0
Lot Size (5F) 34,010 34,010 34,010 34,010 34,010
Stories 3 6 23 23 23
Total Floor Area (G5F) 161,548 161,548 340,100 340,100 340,100
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 147,598 13,950 326,150 326,150 326,150
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 118,078 147,598 259,680 259,680 259,680
Average Unit Size (NSF) 708 F08 708 708 JO8
Market Units 167 152 333 367 367
MHA Units 0 15 34 ] 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 £1,017 £1.017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $340,065 $324,734 $713171 $747,878 $747,878
Residential Rent (per year) $3,876,737 3,701,968 58,130,146 $8,525,814 8,525,814
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950
Retail Rent (per year) $265,050 $265,050 $265,050 $265,050 $265,050
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 83 23 184 184 184
Parking Rent (per year) 80,303 80,303 176,711 176,711 176,711
Total Building Rent (per year) $4,222,090 $4,047,321 $8,571,906 $8,967,574 $8,967,574
Expenses (per year) $1.266,627 $1,214,196 $2,690,272 $2,690,272 $2,690,272
Net Operating Income (NOI) $2,955,463 $2,833,125 $5,881,634 $6,277,302 $6,277,302
Building Value (5.25% Cap Rate) 356,294,533 £53,964,281 $112,031,120 | $119,567,657 | $119,567,657
Construction Cost $41,548,629 $41,548,629 | $106,943,046 | $106,943,046 | $106,943,046
Land Cost (per SF) £218 $218 $218 $218 $218
Land Cost $7,414,180 $7.414,180 $7,414,180 $£7.414,180 $7.414,180
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $2,833,125 $119,348 $6,802,000 $0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost 50 50 $807,738 $807,738 $0
Total Development Cost $48,962,809 $48,962,809 | $115284,312 | $121,966,964 | $114,357,226
Value Created $7,331,724 $5,001,473 -$3,253,192 -$2,399,207 $5,210,430
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Pro forma for NC65 to SM-UD240 MHA upzone in high market-strength area
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NCE5 MNCB5 SM-UD240 SM-UD240 SM-UD240
:Tc;::: :: ::::T CURRENT WITH MHA WITH MHA WITH MHA WITHOUT
ZONING INCLUSION INCLUSION IN-LIEU FEE | MHA AND VIZ
Return on Investment 15.0% 9.6% 7.7% 10.1% 16.8%
Change in Return on Investment -35.6% -48.4% -32.2% 12.3%
Absolute Return $9,066,058 $5,839,616 $9,796,599 $13,550,467 $21,160,204
- Yield 5.75% S5% 5.39% 551% £84%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 475 475 10.0 10.0 10.0
Lot Size (SF) 34,010 34,010 34,010 34,010 34,010
Stories [ 6 23 23 23
Total Floor Area [GSF) 161,548 161,548 340,100 340,100 340,100
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 147,598 13,950 326,150 326,150 326,150
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 118,078 147,598 259,680 259,680 259,680
Average Unit Size (N5F) 708 708 708 708 708
Market Units 167 152 333 367 367
MHA Units o 15 34 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) o $1,007 $1,0017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $394, 381 $374,165 $821,55/7 $867,331 5867331
Residential Rent (per year) $4,495,938 $4,265,478 $9,365,750 $9,887,576 $9,887,576
Retail Floor Area (G5F) 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950
Retail Rent (per year) $360,468 $360,468 $360,468 $360,468 $360,468
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 05 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls g3 83 184 184 184
Parking Rent (per year) 119,329 119,329 262,589 262,589 262,589
Total Building Rent (per year) $4,975,735 34,745,275 $9,988,806 $10,510,632 $10,510,632
Expenses (per year) $1,492,720 31,423,582 3,153,190 33,153,190 $3,153,190
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,483.014 $3,321,692 $6,835,617 $7,357.443 $7,357.443
Building Value (5.0% Cap Rate) $69,660,287 $66,433,845 | $136,712,331 | $147,148,851 | $147,148,851
Construction Cost $41,548,629 $41,548,629 | $106,943,046 | $106,943,046 | $106,943,045
Land Cost {per 5F) $560 %560 $560 $560 $560
Land Cost $19,045,600 £19,045,600 $19,045,600 $19,045,600 $19,045,600
In-Lieu Fee Paid 30 $3,321,892 $119,348 36,802,000 $0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost 30 $0 $807,738 $807,738 $0
Total Development Cost $60,594,229 $60,594,229 | $126,915,732 | $133,598,384 | $125,988,646
Value Created $9,066,058 $5,839,616 $9,796,599 $13,550,467 $21,160,204
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SEATTLE’'S FLAWED PLAN FOR MANDATORY HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY WOULD SUPPRESS ‘MISSING MIDDLE’ HOUSING

How to . x MHA for modest apartment buildings in Seattle's low-rise zones.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on March 13, 2017 at 6:30 am

This article is part of a series on Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing A. ordability (MHA) program.
Previously, | identified inconsistencies in the proposal and presented case studies (here and here) on two key
housing types. In both cases, MHA would suppress homebuilding and backfire on the city's affordability goals.
Next up: apartments in MHA's low-rise upzones.

In Seattle urban planner-speak, “low-rise” means modest-scale multi-family housing such as
townhouses, rowhouses, and small—3 or 4 story—apartment buildings. These homes . Il the gap
between single-family houses and large-scale apartments, providing much needed affordable home
options in city neighborhoods near schools, transit, and jobs. They are often referred to as “missing
middle” because in many US cities the predominance of single-family zoning has made them
uncommon.

Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program would allow the developers of low-
rise buildings to construct larger structures with more homes in them. And it would require that in
exchange, they either provide a quota of subsidized affordable homes within the building or pay a fee to
the city, with which Seattle would subsidize homes elsewhere. The theory of MHA is sound, but
implementation is risky: if the mandate costs homebuilders more than the added apartments let them
earn, they may choose not to build at all, yielding neither additional market-rate nor affordable housing
choices. A policy intended to be a win-win becomes a lose-lose.

Indeed, my previous case studies of mid-rise and high-rise upzones found that MHA as proposed —and
now implemented in the University District—is so poorly balanced that it would slash builders’ return on
investment and suppress homebuilding. Disappointingly, it's a similar story for the low-rise apartments |
analyze here: the draft low-rise MHA policy is imbalanced and will slow construction and produce less
housing—subsidized and market-rate—as a consequence. And less housing means more competition
for what's available, rising rents, and more displacement of low-income families and individuals.

MHA's financial hit on low-rise homebuilding would be less severe than what my previous analysis
indicated for mid-rise and high-rise examples. But most low-rise housing is built by small businesses
that have less tolerance for added costs than the larger companies that build mid- and high-rise
apartments. MHA as currently proposed would not only undermine Seattle’s goals to build more

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/13/seattles-flawed-plan-for-mandatory-housing-affordability-would-suppress-missing-middle-housing/ 1/15
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affordable homes for low-income residents, but also the city’s goals to create a full spectrurlﬁ %Cphgluosmg
choices for all.

The good news is that Seattle officials can fix it. The city could grant more capacity in the MHA upzone
along with complementary changes to development rules to ensure builders can make use of that extra
capacity. Or they could make the affordability requirements less demanding. Or they could combine
those options. Either way, bringing MHA into balance will unlock its potential to deliver Seattle
neighborhoods more subsidized homes and more market-rate missing middle housing.

Four-story apartment on 16th and Denny in Seattle, by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

Assessing MHA's net effect on affordability

In a previous article | described the rationale behind my method of assessing MHA. Here's a synopsis for
newcomers; skip ahead if you don't need it:

The root cause of Seattle’s soaring housing prices, leading to displacement,
monster commutes, and community disruptions, is a shortage of housing; to
keep prices down for everybody, we need more homes of all kinds. Building
market-rate homes is good for affordability.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/13/seattles-flawed-plan-for-mandatory-housing-affordability-would-suppress-missing-middle-housing/ 2/15
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Regulations that hold back the production of market-rate housing ultffatefy

hurt the city’s lowest income individuals and families most through the housing

market's cruel version of musical chairs that results in fierce competition for
what's available in the city and leaves no homes for those with the least to pay
for them.

MHA’s net impact on affordability depends not only how many subsidized

homes it creates but also on how it affects market-rate production. If, for every

one subsidized home created, the policy also prevents the production of two
market-rate homes, the outcome will be a net loss of affordability.

The rate of private housing development is determined by risk versus return.
When regulations make homebuilding more expensive or risky, less housing
gets built.

The hinderance on homebuilding caused by MHA's cost is not nullified by
reduced land prices because when owners get offered less for property that is
producing income, they will be less likely to sell it, and if they don't, no new
housing gets built.

Designing and assessing MHA requires a comparison of homebuilding
feasibility under existing regulations versus under the proposed MHA
requirements. Inexplicably, the City of Seattle has not conducted this type of
before-and-after analysis of MHA and does not account for feasibility—that is,
the market test—in its MHA production projections.

Feasibility analysis is highly sensitive to assumptions about rent, construction
cost, capitalization rates, and other factors. But before-and-after analysis is
largely immune to the noise caused by imprecise assumptions: they largely
cancel out to reveal the most critical result which is the change in feasibility
caused by MHA.

Feasibility does not operate like a light switch, contrary to what is presumed in
the City’s MHA feasibility study and other similar analyses (here and here, for
example). Just because the costs imposed by MHA don’t drop the return on
investment (ROI) below some arbitrarily chosen cutoff doesn’'t mean it's not
harming feasibility. Across the city, on average, feasibility is a game of
probabilities: like any other building regulation, the more MHA drives ROI
down, the less new housing becomes available to city residents

Case study: LR2 and LR3

| assessed three small apartment building prototypes from the city’'s own analyses to illustrate likely
development under the proposed MHA low-rise upzones (details here, here, and here). Following the
before-and-after method | described previously, | applied static pro formas to estimate how the MHA
upzone would change the homebuilder’s return on investment (ROI) compared to a baseline project
under existing zoning that would deliver a 15 percent ROI.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/13/seattles-flawed-plan-for-mandatory-housing-affordability-would-suppress-missing-middle-housing/
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| focus on results under the assumptions for a medium market-strength area in Seattle belalieR At is
where these projects would most likely be built. (Results for low and high market-strength areas are
qualitatively similar and are in the appendix). The proposed MHA performance (inclusion) and payment
(in-lieu fee) amounts are 6 percent subsidized units or $13.25 per square foot of building, respectively.
Because these prototypes have relatively small numbers of units, setting aside 6 percent of them will
sometimes be mathematically impossible. Many developers will have no option but pay the fee, so this
article highlights results for the in-lieu fee option. (Results for inclusion are similar and are in the

appendix)

| chose three examples that cover a range of sizes and included examples in both the low-rise 2 (LR2)
and low-rise 3 (LR3) zones to illustrate the effect of the increase in allowed floor-area-ratio (FAR) granted
by the upzones. (For reference, a table of all the proposed MHA low-rise upzones is in the appendix.) For
both the LR2 and LR3 upzones, planners have proposed a requirement for 12-foot upper-level setbacks
on the top floor. Because this requirement introduces construction inefficiencies, | assume a 1 percent
construction cost premium.

Effect of MHA on return on investment (ROI) for low-rise upzones

Apartment | FAR Increase ROI Reduction of
Building Size | Granted by MHA Existing ROI Caused
(Zone) MHA Upzone | In-lieu Fee Zoning With MHA by MHA
14 units (LR3) 10% $146,000 15% 11.3% 25%
50 units (LR3) 10% $530,000 15% 11.3% 25%
28 units (LR2) 15% $298,125 15% 13.0% 14%
Sightlin

INBTITUTE

The table above shows the pro forma results. For the two LR3 prototypes, the MHA upzone knocks
down ROI by one quarter. For the LR2 prototype, the ROl loss is 14 percent. The simple reason LR2 looks
better: the LR2 upzone grants more capacity (more FAR), and that allows the developer to add a larger
share of market-rate units, which offsets more of what the developer is required to pay in fees.

These ROI reductions for low-rise apartments are smaller than my previous analysis found for MHA's
proposed mid-rise and high-rise upzones. That's mainly because for low-rise, enlarging a building to
conform to the MHA upzone does not require a switch to more expensive construction. Builders simply
add another floor of the same wood-frame construction.

| did not analyze the proposed MHA upzone for LR1, because it would typically involve a major change
in building type. Instead of homes for sale, the upzone would likely result in apartments for rent—a
change that greatly complicates the value comparison. To encourage small apartments, the proposed
LRT upzone removes the existing limit on numbers of apartments and exempts from FAR any
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apartments that are partially below grade, although it also adds a requirement for family—sEf%%e "Usie. My

preliminary estimates suggest that the proposed upzone's generous FAR boost of 30 percent would
likely balance the MHA mandates and fees. ROl would likely stay about the same, an MHA upzone done
right. It might even improve ROl compared to existing zoning. But historically, production of new homes
in LR1 zones has lagged behind production in LR2 and LR3 zones. So the LR2 and LR3 zones matter
more to Seattle’s housing future.

What's at stake

The estimated reductions in ROI shown above for the LR2 and LR3 zones will result in less low-rise
homebuilding under MHA as proposed, compared to homebuilding that would occur under existing
zoning. Unfortunately, there is no easy way to quantify the new homes sacrificed. To give a better sense
of what's at stake citywide, from 2006 to 2016 low-rise comprised 19 percent of all homes built in
Seattle. For comparison, Seattle’s neighborhood commercial (NC) zones—the zones where all the new
four- and six-story mixed-use apartments are built—accounted for 21 percent.

As noted above, the estimated drops in ROI caused by MHA are not catastrophic, especially in the case
of LR2. However, compared to larger-scale mid-rise and high-rise developments, low-rise homebuilding
is more likely to be more susceptible to death by reduced returns. Because low-rise buildings are
relatively modest in size and cost, they are most often developed by local, small-scale homebuilders
who are more vulnerable to added expenses. Larger projects usually have the benefit of financial
backing from deep-pocketed institutional investors who have access to lower cost capital and can
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8/4/2017 Seattle’s Flawed Plan for Mandatory Housing Affordability Would Suppress ‘Missing Middle’ Housing | Sightline Institute

. . Budech F]eiko
accept lower returns if necessary. In contrast, small-scale local developers are typically faced with'less

favorable lending terms, and they may be literally risking everything they own on a project.

Consider the prospect of building the small LR3
apartment prototype. Today, by my pro forma

estimates, investors would weigh the risk of a |mp| ementi ng MHA without

$3.2 million total investment against a potential tuning it for fea Sibi|ity isa
return of $474,000. After MHA, they would weigh reci pe for failure—not jUSt

the risk of a larger $3.6 million investment , .
° for HALA's promises but for

against a smaller return of $422,000. In addition,
the developer would have to write a check up the very people that HALA

front to the city for $146,000 before even promiseS to protect.
receiving a permit to start construction.

Would the loss of incentive caused by MHA stop all low-rise apartment projects? No. But neither would
it be harmless. The shrinking returns and rising costs would stifle projects. And every new home
sacrificed matters, because one less home means one more low-income household pushed out of
Seattle. Every time a homebuilding project that would have occurred under current zoning gets shelved
because of MHA, the housing shortage gets worse and stiffened competition for the homes we have
forces families without resources out. Implementing MHA without carefully tuning it for feasibility is a
recipe for failure—not just for the goals of Seattle’s Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA),
but for the very people that HALA promises to protect.

How to. x it

To balance the scales, Seattle can either increase the value of the upzones or reduce the affordability
requirements.

Allowing a higher FAR—a larger building—is the most straightforward means. In particular, the
proposed LR3 FAR boost of only 10 percent is low compared to almost all of the other proposed MHA
upzones. For the larger LR3 prototype, raising the FAR boost to 25 percent would increase the estimated
ROI to 13.7 percent, getting closer to the 15 percent ROl baseline. For the LR2 prototype, raising the FAR
boost to 25 percent would increase ROl to 14.8 percent.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

As shown in the FAR table in the appendix, the proposed MHA upzone for apartment buildings in LR3
zones not located inside a designated Urban Village or Station Area Overlay grants a 20 percent FAR
boost. The feasibility of homebuilding projects in these specific areas would suffer less under MHA than
the LR3 prototypes | analyzed, but this FAR discrepancy again illustrates the troubling inconsistencies in
the MHA proposal.

For typical low-rise buildings, however, the floor space that can be built is often more constrained by
other rules than by FAR. Seattle’s code, for example, currently requires larger side and rear setbacks for
apartments than for townhouses and rowhouses. The code also erodes design efficiency by mandating

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/13/seattles-flawed-plan-for-mandatory-housing-affordability-would-suppress-missing-middle-housing/ 6/15
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a maximum “facade length,” that is, the uninterrupted length of a building's exterior walls. BESHES

HALA called out the need to revise these standards (recommendation MF.6):

In some of the low-rise multifamily zones, townhouse or rowhouse forms of development are
favored by the code over stacked flats (apartments or condominiums located on different levels in a
building). This can limit production of potentially greater numbers of housing units, or limit the
housing product to ownership units instead of rental units. The City should change the code to allow
more stacked flats in all low-rise zones.

Relaxing these requirements would help meet the intent of HALA and also reduce the MHA burden. It
would let homebuilders actually use the upzone MHA grants them.

50'

City of Seattle diagram of the LR3 small apartment prototype illustrating 12-foot setbacks on the 5th floor (shown in turquoise) as would be
required under the proposed MHA upzone.

The MHA upzones for both LR2 and LR3 add a new requirement for 12-foot setbacks on the top floor
(see diagram above). | assumed that these setbacks add a 1 percent premium to the building's total
construction cost, which may be an underestimate of the added cost. For the larger LR3 prototype,
that's an extra $93,000—about 6 percent of the ROl—out of the homebuilder’s pocket. For the larger
LR3 prototype, increasing the FAR to 2.5 and eliminating the setback requirement would bring the ROI
under MHA up to 14.6 percent. In practice, MHA's setback requirement prioritizes some people’s
opinions about how a building might look over other people’s need for a place to live.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/13/seattles-flawed-plan-for-mandatory-housing-affordability-would-suppress-missing-middle-housing/

7/15



8/4/2017 Seattle’s Flawed Plan for Mandatory Housing Affordability Would Suppress ‘Missing Middle’ Housing | Sightline Institute

On the other hand, Seattle’s low-rise zones were designed for relatively small-scale hOUSin%lﬂ?CS#?ékI%B
opt not to upsize the buildings further, they could instead balance MHA by reducing the affordability
requirements. How much reduction would be needed? For the larger LR3 prototype, lowering the in-lieu
fee from the proposed $13.25 to $3 achieves an ROl that matches the existing zoning baseline ROl of 15
percent. For the LR2 prototype, a reduction of the in-lieu fee to $8 would do the same.

Keeping the affordability promise

Done right, MHA can deliver affordability two ways: by helping Seattle neighborhoods add enough
homes of all kinds to keep prices down overall and by leveraging new building to invest in subsidized
homes across the city . Done wrong, it will hamper both. Discouragingly, the current draft low-rise MHA
proposal is more likely to hamper than deliver. City leaders can avoid this damaging misstep by
enlarging the proposed upzones, or dialing back the proposed mandates and fees, or a bit of both.

Unfortunately, a pattern is emerging among the MHA upzones | have so far analyzed: they all lean by
varying degrees toward diminished homebuilding and the lose-lose outcome of fewer new affordable
homes and fewer new market-rate homes. If the city hopes to implement an MHA program that doesn't
risk doing more harm than good for affordability overall, policymakers must do the math and bring
MHA into balance.

LIKE WHAT YOU'RE READING? GET OUR LATEST HOUSING RESEARCH RIGHT TO YOUR
INBOX.

Appendix

The table below shows the FAR limits for the four building types allowed in Seattle’s low-rise zones,
under existing zoning and under the currently proposed MHA upzones. The change in FAR—the most
fundamental determinant of the value of the upzone—varies substantially depending on both the zone
and building type. Note that to encourage small apartments the proposed LR1 upzone removes the
existing unit density limit and exempts partially below-grade units from FAR, although it also adds a
requirement for family-sized units. The proposed LR1 upzone was not analyzed in this article because it
would involve a major change in building type from a for-sale to a rental product, complicating the value
comparison. Given the generous FAR boost of 30 percent, the proposed LR1 upzone would likely result
in a preserved or even improved return on investment compared to existing zoning.
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Pro forma input assumptions were taken from the city’s MHA feasibility study and are summarized in
the tables below. For simplicity parking was not included in the prototypes. Including parking would not

Proposed MHA FAR increases for low-rise building types

Seattle’s Flawed Plan for Mandatory Housing Affordability Would Suppress ‘Missing Middle’ Housing | Sightline Institute

Budech,Keiko

LR3 LR3
(outside (inside
Building Type FAR LR1 LR2 UV/SAD) UV/SAO)
existing 1.1 1:1 1.1 ¥
Cottage proposed 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3
change 18.2% 18.2% 18.2% 18.2%
existing 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.4
Rowhouse proposed 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6
change 8.3% 7.7% 14.3% 14.3%
existing 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.4
Townhouse | proposed 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.6
change 9.1% 16.7% 15.4% 14.3%
existing 1 1.3 1.5 2
Apartment | proposed 1.3 1.5 1.8 22
change 30.0% 15.4% 20.0% 10.0%

UV = urban village or center; SAD = station area overlay

Source: City of Seattle

significantly alter the change in ROI before and after MHA, and in higher density areas of the city,
projects such as these with zero parking are not uncommon. The assumption of a 1 percent cost

premium for the loss of efficiency and added expense of the upper level setback is likely conservative.

For a cost premium of 2 percent on the large LR3 prototype, the loss of ROl caused by MHA would
increase from 25 percent to 30 percent.
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MHA pro forma inputs

60% AMI Monthly Rent (1-bedroom unit) $1,017
Vacancy Rate 5%
Floorspace Efficiency (NSF/GSF) 80%
Operating Expenses (percent of rent revenue) 30%
Construction Hard Costs with existing zoning (per GSF) $182
Lowrise Construction Hard Costs with MHA (per G5F)* $184
Construction Soft Costs (percent of hard costs) 28%

GSF = gross sgaure feet; NSF = net square feet

*includes 1% cost premium for upper-level setbacks required by MHA

MHA mandates and pro forma market assumptions

Market Strength

Weak |Medium | Strong
MHA Inclusion Rate 5% 6% 7%
MHA In-lieu Fee (per GSF) $7.00 $13.25 | $20.75
Monthly Market-rate Rent (per NSF) | $2.39 $2.88 $3.34
Cap Rate 5.50% 5.25% 5.00%

Pro forma data are given in the tables below, including the three prototypes discussed in the article,
along with results for the larger LR3 prototype in both low and high market-strength areas to illustrate
qualitatively similar results. Note that the city’s larger LR3 prototype includes 7000 square feet of
partially underground units that don't count toward FAR but do count for calculating the MHA

requirements.
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Pro forma for LR3 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area
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MHA IN-LIEU

CURRENT MHA MHA IN-LIEU | UPZONE w/o

LR3 SMALL APARTMENT FEE BUT NO

CODE UPZONE INCLUSION FEE MHA

Return on Investment 15.0% 10.2% 11.3% 11.3% 16.2%
| Change in Return on Investment -31.5% -24.6% -24.6% 8.0%
Absolute Return $457 580 $325,080 $392,086 $392,086 $537,836
| Yield 6.04% 5.8% 5.84% 5.84% 6.10%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 2.00 2.00 2.2 2.2 2.2
Lot Size (SF) 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Stories 4 4 5 5 5
Total Floor Area (G5F) 10,000 10,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Residential Floor Area [GSF) 10,000 7] 11,000 11,000 11,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 8,000 10,000 8,800 8,800 8,800
Average Linit Size (NSF) 615 615 629 629 629
Market Units 13 13 14 14 14
MHA Units 0 ] 0 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 $1,.017 $1.017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) 423,040 $23,040 $25.344 $25,344 $25,344
Residential Rent (per year) $262,656 $262,656 $288,922 $288,922 $288,922
Retail Floor Area (GSF) i] i} 0 0 0
Retail Rent (per year) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 1] 0 0 0 0
Parking Rent (per year) 1] [i] 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) 526,656 $262,656 5288922 288,922 288,922
Expenses (per year) 578,797 $78,797 $86,676 $86,676 586,676
Met Operating Income (NOI) $183,859 $183,859 $202,245 $202,245 $202,245
Building Walue (5.0% Cap Rate) £3,502,080 %3,502,080 $3,852,288 $3,852,288 43,852,288
Construction Cost $2,432,000 $2,432,000 $2,701,952 $2,701,952 52,701,952
Land Cost (per 5F) $123 3123 3123 3123 $123
Land Cost $612,500 $612,500 $612,500 $612,500 $612,500
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $132,500 $145,750 $145,750 $0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Development Cost $3,044,500 $3,177,000 53,460,202 $3,460,202 $3,314,452
Value Created 5457,580 $325,080 $392,086 $392,086 $537,836
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Pro forma for LR3 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area
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MHA IN-LIEU

CURRENT MHA MHA IN-LIEU | UPZONE w/o

LR3 LARGE APARTMENT FEE BUT NO
CODE UPZONE INCLUSION FEE MHA

Return on Investment 15.00% 10.2% 11.7% 11.3% 16.2%
Change in Return on Investment -32.0% -22.0% -24.9% 71.7%
Absolute Return $1,690,676 $1,200,426 $1,411,026 $1,419,236 $1,949,236
Yield 6.04% 5.8% 5.86% 5.84% 6.10%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 2.00 2.00 2.2 2.2 2.2
Lot Size (SF) 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Stories 4 4 5 5 5
Total Floor Area (GSF) 30,000 30,000 33,000 33,000 33,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 37,000 (1] 40,000 40,000 40,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 29,600 37,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Average Unit Size (NSF) 643 643 640 640 640
Market Units 46 46 47 50 50
MHA Units ] o 3 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 30 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) 485,248 485,248 $89,681 $92,160 $92,160
Residential Rent (per year) 5971,827 971,827 $1,022,368 51,050,624 51,050,624
Retail Floor Area (GSF) [i] [i] 0 0 0
Retail Rent (per year) $0 50 $0 30 50
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 0 0 0 0 0
Parking Rent (per year) 0 0 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) $971,827 $971,827 $1,022,368 $1,050,624 51,050,624
Expenses (per year) $291,548 $291,548 $315,187 $315,187 $315,187
Net Operating Income (NOI) $680,279 680,279 $707,181 $735,437 $735,437
Building Value {5.0% Cap Rate) $12,057,696 | $12,957,696 | $13,470,110 | $14,008320 | $14,008,320
Construction Cost 38,619,520 £8,619,520 $9,411,584 59,411,584 59,411,584
Land Cost (per SF) 2177 177 177 9177 $177
Land Cost $2,647,500 $2,647,500 $2,647,500 $2,647,500 2,647,500
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $490,250 $0 $530,000 $0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost $0 50 $0 30 $0
Total Development Cost 511,267,020 511,757,270 $12,059,084 $12,589,084 $12,059,084
Value Created $1,690,676 £1,200,426 $1,411,026 $1,419,236 $1,949,2306
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Pro forma for LR2 MHA upzone in medium market-strength area

Budech,Keiko

MHA IN-LIEU

CURRENT MHA MHA IN-LIEU | UPZONE w/o

LR2Z APARTMENT FEE BUT NO
CODE UPZONE INCLUSION FEE MHA

Return on Investment 15.0% 10.2% 13.3% 13.0% 18.0%
Change in Return on Investment -32.0% -11.7% -13.6% 20.0%
Absolute Return $891,216 $632.841 $901,068 $904,803 $1,202,928
Yield 6.04% 5.8% 5.95% 5.93% 6.20%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 1.30 1.30 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lot Size (SF) 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Stories 4 4 5 5 5
Total Floor Area (GSF) 19,500 19,500 22,500 22,500 22,500
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 19,500 0 22,500 22,500 22,500
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 15,600 19,500 18,000 18,000 18,000
Average Unit Size (NSF) 650 650 643 643 G643
Market Units 24 24 27 28 28
MHA Units 1] 0 1 0 0
MHA Unit Rent {per month) v} 0 $1.017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) 544,928 544,928 $51,006 $51.840 $51,840
Residential Rent (per year) $512,179 $512,179 $581,464 590,976 $590,976
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 1] 0 0 0 0
Retail Rent (per year) S0 $0 $0 30 S0
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 0 0 0 0 ]
Parking Rent {per year) 1] 0 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) $512,179 $512.179 $581,464 $5090,976 $590,976
Expenses (per year) $153,654 $153,654 $177,293 177,293 177,293
Net Operating Income (NOI) $358,525 $358,525 3404171 $413,683 413,683
Building Value (5.0% Cap Rate) $6,829,056 56,629,056 57,698,490 $7,879,680 7,879,680
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Pro forma for LR3 MHA upzone in strong market-strength area
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MHA IN-LIEU

CURRENT MHA MHA IN-LIEU | UPZONE w/o

LR3 LARGE APARTMENT FEE BUT NO

CODE UPZONE INCLUSION FEE MHA

Return on Investment 15.0% B8.9% 11.4% 11.2% 17.5%
Change in Return on Investment -40.6% -24.3% -25.5% 16.9%
Absolute Return £2,059,174 £1,291.424 £1,661,402 $1,716,464 32,546,464
Yield 5.75% 5.4% 5.57% 5.56% 5.88%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 2.00 2.00 2.2 2.2 2.2
Lot Size (SF) 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Stories 4 4 5 5 5
Total Floor Area (GSF) 30,000 30,000 33,000 33,000 33,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 37,000 0 40,000 40,000 40,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 29,600 37,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Average Unit 5ize (N5SF) 643 643 640 640 640
Market Linits 46 46 47 50 50
MHA Units 0 ] 3 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 0 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) 598,864 $98,864 $103,518 $106,880 $106,880
Residential Rent (per year) £1,127,050 $1,127,050 £1,180,107 $1,218,432 51,218,432
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 1] 0 0 0 0
Retail Rent (per year) $0 0 $0 $0 0
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 1] 0 0 0 0
Parking Rent (per year) 0 0 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) $1,127,050 $1,127,050 $1,180,107 $1,218432 $1,218,432
Expenses (per year) %338,115 $338,115 $365,530 $365,530 $365,530
Met Operating Income (NOI) $788,935 $788,935 $814,578 $852,902 $852,902
Building Value (5.0% Cap Rate) $15,778,604 $15,778,694 £16,291,558 £17,058,048 £17,058,048
Construction Cost £8,619,520 $8,619,520 $9,411,584 $9,411,584 49,411,584
Land Cost (per SF) £340 5340 £340 $340 $340
Land Cost £5,100,000 5,100,000 5,100,000 $5,100,000 45,100,000
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $767,750 $118,571 $830,000 40
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost 0 $0 $0 50 50
Total Development Cost $13,719520 314,487,270 $14,630,155 £15,341,584 $14,511,584
Value Created 2,059,174 $1,291,424 $1,661,402 $1,716,464 $2.546,404
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MHA IN-LIEU
CURRENT MHA MHA IN-LIEU | UPZONE w/o

LR3 LARGE APARTMENT FEE BUT NO

CODE UPZONE INCLUSION FEE MHA

Return on Investment 15.0% 11.7% 11.3% 11.0% 14.2%
| Change in Return on Investment -21.6% -24.3% -26.7% 5.4%
Absolute Return $1,337,291 $1,078,291 $1,108,973 $1,097 469 $1,377,469
| Yield 6.32% 6.1% 6.12% 6.10% 6.28%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 2.00 2.00 2.2 2.2 2.2
Lot Size (SF) 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Stories 4 4 5 5 5
Total Floor Area (G5F) 30,000 30,000 33,000 33,000 33,000
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 37,000 7] 40,000 40,000 40,000
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 29,600 37,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Average Linit Size (NSF) 643 643 640 640 640
Market Units 46 46 48 50 50
MHA Units 0 0 2 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 1] $0 $1.017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) 470,744 +70,744 $75,455 $76,480 $76,480
Residential Rent (per year) $806,482 $806,482 $860,185 $871,872 871,872
Retail Floor Area (GSF) i] i} 0 0 0
Retail Rent (per year) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 1] 0 0 0 0
Parking Rent (per year) 1] [i] 0 0 0
Total Building Rent (per year) 806,482 $806,482 $860,185 $871,872 $871,872
Expenses (per year) 241,944 $241,944 5261,562 $261,562 $261,562
Met Operating Income (NOI) $564,537 $564,537 $598,623 610,210 610,310
Building Walue (5.0% Cap Rate) 310,264,311 $10.264,311 10,884,057 £11,096,553 $£11,096,553
Construction Cost $8,619,520 $8,619,520 $9,411,584 $9,411,584 49,411,584
Land Cost (per 5F) $21 321 $21 $21 $21
Land Cost $307,500 $307,500 $307.500 $307.500 $307,500
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $259,000 $56,000 $280,000 0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Development Cost $8,927,020 $9,186,020 $9,775,084 $9,999,084 $9,719,084
Value Created $1,337,291 $£1,078,291 $1,108,973 $1,097.460 $1,377,469
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FINDING THE MISSING MIDDLE: ROWHOUSES, TOWNHOUSES, AND
SEATTLE’'S AFFORDABILITY PLAN

Fixing the draft MHA proposal so the middle doesn’t stay missing.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on March 27, 2017 at 6:30 am

This article is part of a series on Seattle's proposed Mandatory Housing A. ordability (MHA) program. In
previous articles | identiDed inconsistencies in the proposal and presented case studies (here, here, here, here)
on several housing types. Next up: for-sale townhouses and rowhouses in MHA's low-rise zones.

Neighborhoods that are home to people from a range of income levels need all kinds of housing
choices. Townhouses and rowhouses provide modestly sized homes for purchase. In Seattle, as in many
cities, these homes are called “missing middle” housing because they help Bll the gap in the spectrum of
housing options between super-expensive single-family houses and higher-density large-scale
apartment buildings.

Complementing my prior analysis on missing middle low-rise apartment buildings, this article looks at
the potential impact of Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Aé ordability (MHA) program on
townhouses and rowhouses. MHA would allow larger buildings in exchange for a portion of homes
priced for lower-income residents (below market-rate) or payment into a city aé ordable housing fund. If
the requirements are carefully balanced, MHA can be a powerful tool for improving aé ordability by
delivering more of both market-rate and subsidized homes—and in a shortage as severe as Seattle’s, we
need both to keep prices down.

But MHA as proposed for townhouses and rowhouses is not balanced, similar to my previous bndings
for other housing types. The cost of the MHA mandates exceeds the value of the increased building
capacity, so MHA would impede homebuilding, exacerbate Seattle’s already acute housing shortage, and
undermine the program'’s own goals. Unfortunately, because of the unique characteristics of
townhouses and rowhouses, and unlike other housing types and zones I've studied, there is no
straightforward bx for the MHA draft in Seattle’s low-rise zones. In fact, because missing middle housing
comes in such idiosyncratic forms and yet is so important to Seattle’s housing mix, the most practical bx
may be to exempt low-rise entirely.

A rowhouse or a townhouse?

Rowhouses and townhouses are homes attached side-by-side along common walls. The only di€ erence,
as the City of Seattle debnes them, is that rowhouses line the street, while townhouses may stand
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behind one another. Both types are typically three stories tall and have one parking space aupfzéce.eI °

Because Seattle's single-family zones have been almost completely built out for decades, rowhouses
and townhouses have long provided nearly all of the city's additional for-sale homes with ground-level
access to entries and small yards—features particularly attractive to families with children.

City of Seattle sketches of typical townhouse (left) and rowhouse (right) developments. Used with permission.

Larger units, fewer homes, higher prices

Upzones only increase value for builders substantially if they accommodate extra homes. Enlarging a
multi-family building without upping the unit count means larger units, which provide a diminishing
return to builders because home value per square foot declines with increasing size. Larger units also
have higher prices, which doesn't help people struggling to a. ord homes across the city. The quandary
is that rowhouses and townhouses have inherent characteristics that in most cases would preclude
additional units under the MHA upzones as proposed.

Townhouse and rowhouse developments consist
of a small number of individual homes, so

adding a unit requires a major reconfiguration of A bump in size yie|ds a more
the design. Unlike most other multi-family expensive home-which

housing in Seattle, rowhouses and townhouses defeats the purpose twice
are usually sold, not rented. To enable “fee over

simple” sales—individual ownership of each
home and the land beneath it—they are divided
vertically over the entire height of the building.
In contrast, apartment homes are stacked, allowing much more flexibility for redesign to accommodate
extra units.

L

The number of rowhouse or townhouse units in a single development depends on the size and
geometry of the site and on city rules for setbacks from the property lines, maximum allowed building
length, open space, and parking access. Also, to allow for practical floorplans and accommodate a
stairway, the “floorplate”"—the patch of land that the building sits on—of each home cannot be much
less than 400 square feet. Builders already maximize the number of units on each site within these
constraints.
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8/4/2017 Finding the Missing Middle: Rowhouses, Townhouses, and Seattle’s Affordability Plan | Sightline Institute

Floor-area ratio (FAR) almost never dictates the limit on units per site, so the additional FA “§?8“n’§8"a°by
an MHA upzone will rarely allow another rowhouse or townhouse on a site. If the MHA upzone doesn't
allow an added unit, the only way to use extra FAR is through bigger units. Again, the larger the unit, the
less it's worth per square foot, which erodes the value to the builder of the extra FAR. And a bump in
size yields a more expensive home-which defeats the purpose twice over.

City of Seattle diagrams of an 8-unit townhouse project before (left) and after (right) the proposed MHA upzone. Used with permission.

Where to put the MHA capacity?

Those problems are just the beginning. To understand the rest, consider a case study: City of Seattle
planners illustrated (above) how one proposed low-rise MHA upzone (the one for the LR2 zone) might
play out for an eight-unit townhouse project. Look at the plans and you'll see there's no room for an
extra unit. Instead, the extra FAR granted by the upzone expands the size of the houses, shown in
turquoise on the right. On some units, existing floors get larger; on others, homes spout fourth floors.

But getting taller is no good. Although the proposed LR2 upzone grants 10 feet of extra height to allow a
fourth floor, most buyers of rowhouses and townhouses will shy away from a four-story home. Who
wants to walk up and down four stories? What's more, building a fourth floor moves projects from the
easier residential building codes to the more demanding and expensive commercial building codes.
Construction costs go up, typically, by 5 percent (see appendix for details). Furthermore, the proposed
MHA upzone requires a 12-foot setback on the top floors, which in some cases would raise construction
costs even more, by limiting design options and requiring more complicated engineering.

In sum, building bigger rowhouses and townhouses reduces the sale price per square foot for builders

and reduces affordability for buyers. Building four-story rowhouses and townhouses saps buyers’
interest, reducing the sale price even more, while raising the cost of construction.
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In the end, most builders would avoid a fourth floor and instead try to cram whatever extraugﬁca’cee' °

they're allowed into three stories. In some cases, it would be physically impossible. In others, it would be
possible but would yield units squatting close to each other and crowding the site, leaving less outdoor
space and compromising livability (the “L" in HALA).

Rowhouses in Seattle’s Central Area, by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

Townhouse and rowhouse feasibility case studies

| assessed prototypical six-unit townhouse and six-unit rowhouse projects, each sited on 7,200-square-
foot lots in a low-rise 2 (LR2) zone. | assumed they were located in a medium market-strength area for
which the proposed MHA in-lieu fee is $13.25 per square foot. Because these projects only have six
units, MHA's “inclusion” option—in which builders can provide a share of units for below-market prices
rather than paying the in-lieu fee—would not be practical. Even the highest MHA fraction of 10 percent
of units is 0.6 homes, and you can't build a fraction of a house.

Following the before-and-after method | described previously, | applied static pro formas to estimate
how the MHA upzone would change the homebuilder’s return on investment (ROI) compared to a
baseline project under existing zoning that would deliver a 20 percent ROl—a realistic target ROI for
these small-scale for-sale projects. | assumed the construction cost, cap rate, and other pro forma
inputs used in the City of Seattle’'s MHA feasibility study (details in the appendix).
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As noted above, for townhouses and rowhouses, as unit size increases, the sale price per squaré foot

decreases. To account for this variation in the pro forma, | assumed a range of sale prices based on a
survey of 500 sales throughout Seattle in 2016 and 77 sales in Seattle’s 98122 Zip Code from 2012 to
2017, extracted from Redfin sales data (see price-per-square-foot table in the appendix).

Pro forma results for rowhouses and townhouses are summarized in the table below (full pro forma
tables are in the appendix). For each building type | tested two scenarios: (1) all of the added FAR
accommodated on three floors, and (2) a fourth floor added to accommodate the added FAR. In all
scenarios the number of units remains constant at six.

For the three-story scenario, compared with existing zoning, MHA causes ROI reductions of 21 percent
for rowhouses and 13 percent for townhouses. These results are similar to those for low-rise
apartments. The hit to ROl is smaller for townhouses because the townhouse upzone grants twice as
much additional FAR as the rowhouse upzone and therefore creates more value. (FAR boosts for the
proposed MHA upzones for each low-rise building type are in the appendix.)

As noted above, the change in applicable building code triggered by increasing height from three to four
floors typically introduces a construction cost premium of about 5 percent. As shown in the table above
for the four-story scenarios, this cost premium causes a big drop in RO, illustrating its sensitivity to
added costs.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

In the vast majority of cases, the MHA upzone would not enable builders to squeeze an additional unit
on a site. If a seventh unit could somehow be added to these case study projects, my pro forma model
projects an ROI of 19.3 percent for the rowhouses, and 21.1 percent for the townhouses, assuming
height is limited to 3 stories. In other words, if MHA allowed an extra home and somehow enabled
builders to bend space and make one fit, the upzone would be well balanced.
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Effect of MHA on return on investment (ROI) for low-rise upzones

ROI Reduction of
FAR MHA In- | Existing With ROI Caused
Building Type Increase | lieu Fee | Zoning MHA by MHA
Rowhouse (3-story) 15.7% 21%
8% $133,560 20%
Rowhouse (4-story) 12.2% 39%
Townhouse (3-story) 17.5% 13%
17% $133,560 20%
Townhouse (4-story) 13.9% 31%
.
(.__).
Sightii“r?i

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

LIKE WHAT YOU'RE READING? GET OUR LATEST HOUSING RESEARCH RIGHT TO YOUR
INBOX.

To build or not to build?

Under MHA as currently proposed, most townhouse or rowhouse projects would try to make use of the
upzone’s FAR on three floors. In such cases, compared to existing zoning, the loss of ROI caused by the
required MHA fees would result in fewer projects being built—more so for rowhouses than townhouses
because rowhouses would take a bigger hit on ROI.

If fitting all the FAR on three floors is not possible, then the builder has two choices: forfeit the FAR and
take a corresponding hit on value and ROI, or build to four stories and pay the cost premium that takes
a big bite out of ROI, as shown in the table above. Actually, the builder has one more choice: not to build
at all. And many would probably make that choice, because both of the other options spell a much
narrower margin for profit and a greater risk of losing money. In rare cases, a builder might find a way
to utilize the added FAR in an extra unit, in which case the value exchange would be close to equal and
the impact on production minimal.

Like modest-scale missing middle apartments, townhouses and rowhouses are usually built by small,
local businesses that operate on thin balance sheets. They can't easily absorb added development costs,
as compared to large-scale homebuilding firms that typically have deeper pockets and access to
cheaper capital. Thus the projected loss of ROI for townhouses and rowhouses—though less severe
than my analysis showed for larger-scale housing prototypes—would likely cause no less harm to
homebuilding, hampering Seattle’s goals for adding market-rate and low-income homes across the city.
As with any added development expense, construction of rowhouses and townhouses would ramp back
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up only after home prices rose sufficiently to offset MHA's net costs. That is to say: the draftfifiRetke
currently under consideration would make rowhouses and townhouses more expensive across the city,
by making them scarcer.

Townhouses in Seattle’s Central Area, by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

Bringing MHA back into balance

To avoid suppressing construction of townhouses and rowhouses, MHA must be brought back into
balance. For these building types, however, there are no good options for increasing the value of the
upzone. Anything greater than a FAR of 1.4 gets increasingly difficult to fit in three stories without
sacrificing open space, but going to four floors introduces a big cost premium because of the
commercial building code. Additional FAR alone will almost never enable the addition of an extra unit to
a project, which means the new homes would almost always grow bigger, draining more of the
homebuyer's bank account, while at the same time yielding less value per square foot to the builder.

Changes to design standards are also unlikely to provide much value. The proposed removal of
standards for parking location and access might allow more efficient use of the site but only in rare
cases. Reducing setback requirements could enable use of a bit more FAR on three floors or perhaps
increase the (minute) chances for an additional unit. But it would also yield built form less compatible
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with the intended character of low-rise zones because the structures would press in closer to-homes on

adjacent lots.

To encourage rather than discourage building missing middle homes, the only effective option
remaining is to dial back the affordability requirements. In my pro formas, preserving ROl at 20 percent
requires lowering the in-lieu fee to $6 per square foot on townhouses, and to just $1 per square foot on
rowhouses. But those numbers would only balance MHA for scenarios in which all of the FAR can be
used on three floors. For projects requiring a fourth floor or in which FAR can't be fully utilized, the in-
lieu fees would have to be even lower to balance MHA.

Let’'s not miss out on the missing middle

Today in Seattle, townhouses and rowhouses are the only for-sale units many families can even imagine
affording. They aren’t cheap, typically hitting the market at $500,000 and up, but they are far more
attainable than Seattle’s astronomically priced single-family houses, 40 percent of which currently for
sale are priced greater than $1 million.

The size and shape that townhouses and rowhouses come in, the way they fit on a lot, and the quirks of
their construction make them unsuitable for a one-size-fits-all MHA program. As the proposal now
stands, the city is cooking up a recipe not only for stymied homebuilding, but also for unintended
consequences that would arbitrarily favor some kinds of housing over others. Most of the missing
middle homes that did manage to get built under MHA would be larger and therefore more expensive.

To avoid a policy that may do more harm than good, Seattle policymakers can substantially reduce the
MHA requirements. But even that solution is unlikely to buffer the policy’s unpredictable ill effects on
such idiosyncratic housing types. It may be better to nix MHA in low-rise zones altogether than risk
nixing the missing middle housing that Seattle so sorely needs.

Thank you to David Neiman who provided invaluable conceptual guidance and did most of the heavy lifting
for the pro forma calculations.

Appendix

The table below shows the assumed price per square foot sale prices of townhouse and rowhouse
homes based on a survey of recent sales extracted from Redfin, as described in the text above. When
residential buildings exceed three stories, it triggers a shift from the residential building code to the
commercial building code. The construction cost shown below reflects an assumed 5 percent cost
premium caused by that change. For a recent townhouse project designed by Seattle builder David
Neiman, a switch to the commercial code required sprinkler upgrades, a central monitoring system,
rated garage doors, walls, and soffits, a fire alarm system, occupant notification systems, 42-inch
railings, and double-sided handrails, adding up a 7 percent premium on the total project construction
cost.
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MHA pro forma inputs

1,000 GSF Unit Sale Price (per GSF)] $500
1,400 GSF Unit Sale Price (per GSF)] $470
1,600 G5F Unit Sale Price (per GSF)]  $450
2,000 G5F Unit Sale Price (per GSF)] $430
MHA In-Lieu Fee (per G5F)] $13.25
Construction Costs for 3 stories (per GSF)|  $201
Construction Costs for 4 stories (per GSF)|  $211

GSF = gross sqgaure feet

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Budech,Keiko

The table below shows the pro forma data for before and after MHA for six-unit rowhouse and

townhouse projects, assuming three-story construction.

The table below shows the assumed units sizes and their sale prices based on a survey of recent sales

extracted from Redfin, as described in the text above.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/27/finding-the-missing-middle-rowhouses-townhouses-and-seattles-affordability-plan/
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Pro formas for LR2 MHA upzone

MHA LR2 Rowhouse Townhouse

Before/After Existing |MHA with In{ Existing |MHA with In;

Pro Formas Zoning Lieu Fee Zoning Lieu Fee
Number of units 6 6 6 6
Stories 3 3 3 3
Building Gross SF 9,360 10,080 8,640 10,080
Average gross unit size 1,560 1,680 1,440 1,680
Average unit price $ 708800|% 751,733 % 662533| 3% 751,733
Land SF 7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200
FAR 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.4
Const costs / sf $ 201 | % 2011 % 200 % 201
Gross Sales / sf $ 454 1 % 4471 % 460 | $ 447
Land Costs $ 836,000(% 836000|% 784,000|% 784,000
Pre-closing investigations $ 2,000 % 2,000 % 2,000 % 2,000
Legal Set Up For LLC $ 2,000 (% 2,000 (% 2,000 | % 2,000
Arch Fees $ 45,000 | $ 50,000 | % 45,000 | % 50,000
Civil/Landscape $ 7,500 | $ 7,500 | $ 7,500 | $ 7,500
Structural Engineering $ 13,000 | $ 15,000 | $ 13,000 [ $ 15,000
Geotechnical $ 3,000 | % 3,000| % 3,000 (9% 3,000
Permits $ 28,000 [ $ 30,000 | $ 28,000 | $ 30,000
Construction Costs $ 1,881,360 % 2,026,080 (% 1,736,640 % 2,026,080
WSST on Construction $ 178,729(% 192478 |% 164981 |% 192478
Water Meters $ 26,0001 % 29,500 | % 26,000 | % 29,500
Electric Service % 6,000 | % 7,000 | % 6,000 | % 7,000
Survey for Short Plat $ 5000 (% 5000 | % 5,000 % 5,000
Builders Risk Insurance & GL| $ 7,500 (% 7,500 [ $ 7,500 | % 7,500
Property Taxes $ 6,000 | % 6,000 | % 6,000 | $ 6,000
Accounting & Book Keeping | $ 5,000 | % 5000 | % 5,000 | $ 5,000
Closing Costs for Loan $ 24,500 | % 29,000 % 24,500 | $ 29,000
Interest $ 56,000  $ 68,000 | $ 56,000 | % 68,000
Contingency $ 100,000(% 100,000|% 100,000|% 100,000
MHA In-Lieu Fee $ $ 133560(% $ 133,560
Total Costs w/Financing $ 3,232,589 (% 3,554,618 |% 3,022,121 | % 3,502,618
Total Sales $ 4,252,800 % 4510400 (% 3,975200|% 4,510,400
Cost of Sales $ (373,396)| % (396,013)] $ (349,023)] $ (396,013)
[Loan $ 2,382,589 (% 2704618 % 2,172,121 | % 2,652,618
Equity $ 850,000(% 850,000|% 850,000|% 850,000
Loan to Value 56% 60% 55% 59%
Loan to Cost 74% 76% 72% 76%
Return on Investment(ROI) | $ 646,815 $ 559,769 | $ 604,057 $ 611,769
Percent ROI 20.0% 15.7% 20.0% 17.5%

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.
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The table below shows the assumed units sizes and their sale prices based on a survey of PELEt € es
extracted from Redfin, as described in the text above.

Assumed unit sizes and sale prices

LR2 Rowhouse LR2 Townhouse

Existing Zoning MHA w/In-Lieu Fee Existing Zoning MHA w/In-Lieu Fee

Unit |Size (sf)| Sales Price |Size (sf)| Sales Price |Size (sf)| Sales Price |Size (sf)| Sales Price
1 2060| $ 885800| 2040|% 877200 2,040|$ 877200| 2040| % 877200

2 1600 % 720000 2040(% 877200] 1600|$ 720,000 2040 % 877200

3 1,600 $ 720000 1600(% 720000] 1600| % 720000| 1600 % 720,000

4 1400 $ 658000 1600(% 720000] 1400|$ 658000| 1600|% 720,000

5 1400 $ 658000( 1400(% 658000] 1000|$%$ 500000| 1400|% 658000

5] 1,300 $ 611,000 1,400 $ 658,000 1,000| $ 500,000 1,400 $ 658,000
Total] 95,360 | $4,252,800| 10,080 | % 4,510400] 8,640 $ 3,975,200 10,080 | $ 4,510,400

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Lastly, the table below shows the FAR limits for the four building types allowed in Seattle’s low-rise

zones, under existing zoning, and under the currently proposed MHA upzones. The change in FAR—the
most fundamental determinant of the value of the upzone—varies substantially depending on both the

zone and building type.
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Proposed MHA FAR increases for low-rise building types

Budech,Keiko

LR3 LR3
(outside (inside
Building Type FAR LR1 LR2 UV/SAD) UV/SAO)
existing 1.1 1:1 1.1 ¥
Cottage proposed 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3
change 18.2% 18.2% 18.2% 18.2%
existing 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.4
Rowhouse proposed 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6
change 8.3% 7.7% 14.3% 14.3%
existing 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.4
Townhouse | proposed 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.6
change 9.1% 16.7% 15.4% 14.3%
existing 1 13 1.5 2
Apartment | proposed 1.3 1.5 1.8 22
change 30.0% 15.4% 20.0% 10.0%

UV = urban village or center; SAD = station area overlay

Source: City of Seattle

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.
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Sightline

INSTITUTE

SEATTLE GETS MHA RIGHT IN DOWNTOWN AND SLU

Which means a win-win for Seattleites seeking a diversity of housing
options.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on March 20, 2017 at 1:00 pm

This article is part of a series on Seattle's proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program. In
previous articles, | identified inconsistencies in the proposal and presented case studies (here, here, and here)
on several housing prototypes, in all cases finding that MHA would suppress homebuilding and backfire on the
city's affordability goals to varying degrees. This time: MHA in downtown and South Lake Union, where the city
got it right.

Seattle’s proposed Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program has the potential to deliver two
things Seattle residents need most: more new homes overall to address the city's housing shortage and
help keep prices in check for everyone, and more new subsidized homes for people without the means
to afford what the market offers.

But if ever there was a policy where the devil is in the details, it's MHA. Because if the affordability
requirements are pushed too high, the added costs could make homebuilding projects financially
infeasible. And when that happens, the city loses out on both subsidized and market housing, losses
that hit the city’s most vulnerable the hardest. My previous analyses showed that, unfortunately, MHA
as proposed for other areas of the city is likely to yield that lose-lose outcome.

This article analyzes the city’s proposal for MHA in the downtown and South Lake Union neighborhoods,
finding that in these places, the city got the MHA balance right. If adopted as proposed, MHA will deliver
on its promise to link growth and equity by creating the diversity of home options that Seattleites so
desperately need.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/ 110
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Seattle downtown skyline, by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

Background: The two flavors of MHA upzone in downtown/SLU

Seattle policymakers have proposed two separate systems of MHA affordability requirements: one for
downtown and South Lake Union (SLU), and one for everywhere else in the city. This article addresses
the residential portion of MHA, for which the city projects a yield of 900 subsidized homes in
downtown/SLU over the next ten years.

For each of the 23 zones in downtown/SLU, planners have set a specific inclusion rate and in-lieu fee
based on the amount of extra capacity granted by the MHA upzone, though with some exceptions to
that rule (see table in appendix). In contrast, they did not apply any standard formula to set the MHA
requirements for the rest of the city.

For zones in downtown/SLU currently subject to the city's existing Voluntary Incentive Zoning Program
(V1Z), the MHA requirements were set according to the Grand Bargain agreement'’s stipulation that the
added capacity granted by the MHA upzones would be “charged at the existing incentive zoning rate.” In
other words, the total in-lieu fee paid for MHA on a new building would be equivalent to the in-lieu fee
that would have been paid for affordable housing with the same capacity increase under VIZ. The
proposed MHA requirements cover the 60 percent of the VIZ fees that currently go towards affordable
housing, but in addition, the developers would also have to pay the remaining 40 percent portion of VIZ
that's applied to transferred development rights (TDR) or amenities such as open space or daycare.

For zones not already subject to VIZ, planners calibrated the MHA requirements against a benchmark 5
percent inclusion rate for a 15 percent capacity increase. According to preliminary estimates provided

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/ 2/10
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by the city, existing capacity for residential development in downtown/SLU is split roughly BErang Ralf
between zones with and without VIZ.

- Al = -

Construction in the Denny Triangle neighborhood of downtown Seattle, by Dan Bertolet, used with permission.

Pro forma results: The plan in action

Following the before-and-after method | described previously, | applied static pro formas to estimate
how the MHA upzone would change the homebuilder’s return on investment (ROI) compared to a
baseline project under existing zoning that would deliver a 15 percent ROI. | assumed the rents,
construction costs, cap rates, and other inputs used in the City of Seattle’'s MHA feasibility study (see
input table in appendix), although the city did not include analysis of downtown/SLU zones in its study.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

| ran pro formas on two prototypical buildings, one in the SM-SLU 240 125-440 zone, following the
example recently presented by city planners, and the other in the DMR C 280 125 zone, which is not
currently subject to VIZ. On request, city planners provided their capacity estimates for both prototypes.
Results are summarized in the table below, which shows a 7 percent increase in ROI for the SLU building
and an 8 percent decrease in ROI for the DMR building.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/ 3/10
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Effect of MHA on ROI for downtown/SLU upzones

Return on Investment (ROI)
Change in
Height Estimated |Extraln-Lieu| Existing |With MHA In{ ROI Caused
Zone increase |FAR increase| Fee Paid Zoning lieu Fee By MHA
SM-SLU 240
40 % . 15% 16.0 7
125-440 0 9 $ 958,388 5 % %
DMR C 280
125 40 17% $ 4,092,972 15% 13.8% -8%

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

The SLU prototype demonstrates MHA done right: the value of the MHA upzone offsets the cost of the
affordability requirement and therefore does not degrade ROI. For the DMR prototype, the value of the
upzone is not quite enough to preserve ROI. The math is convoluted by the interplay of VIZ, but the
simple reason for this difference is that the DMR project pays more for the added capacity granted by
MHA.

Here's the math: For the SLU prototype, | assumed the baseline building uses all of the capacity
available under VIZ and so is 400 feet tall. At the current VIZ rate of $22.65, the required payment is
$6.54 million. For the upzoned SLU building, the MHA in-lieu fee is $10 per square foot, which comes out
to $4.88 million, and the 40 percent VIZ charge is $2.62 million, for a total payment of $7.5 million.
Taking the difference, the developer pays an extra $958,000 for 42,000 square feet of MHA capacity.
That converts to $22.82 per square foot—an almost exact match to the city’s existing VIZ fee, right in line
with the Grand Bargain. In comparison, for the DMR prototype, the developer pays $4.09 million for
44,800 square feet, which converts to $91 per square foot.

Another way to think about this is in terms of the cost imposed by MHA per additional housing unit that
the MHA upzone allows. Developers commonly assess these costs in comparison to how much they
would have to pay per unit for raw land to build on. For the SLU prototype, the MHA charge is
equivalent to $17,200 per unit, and for the DMR prototype, it's $68,800 per unit. For comparison, in my
pro formas, the cost of land per unit is $34,000 for the SLU prototype and $49,000 per unit for the DMR
prototype. In other words, for the SLU prototype, MHA is cheaper than buying bare land, but for the
DMR prototype, MHA costs more than land. These differences reflect the ROI results shown in the table
above.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/
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440’ height limit
400’ height limit
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Diagram of MHA upzone for a 400’ residential tower, by City of Seattle (public domain).

Why it works: A collaborative process, a balanced formula

The city applied a consistent formula to define the MHA requirements for all the zones in
downtown/SLU that currently have VIZ. That means that for all of those zones MHA as proposed should
be as well-balanced as my above analysis indicates for the SM-SLU 240 125-440 prototype. In short, the
city nailed it: MHA will deliver more homes and more subsidized homes.

It's no coincidence that these particular MHA numbers work so well. They were defined through
negotiation and compromise between private development interests, non-profit housing providers, and
city officials. Furthermore, the proposed MHA numbers for these zones err slightly on the pro-feasibility
side of the value exchange equation, which, as | have argued previously, is a smart approach, given the
swirling variability of real estate markets. In contrast, erring on the opposite side increases the risk of
sacrificing both the affordable homes and the market-rate homes.

For downtown/SLU zones without VIZ, the city
also applied a consistent formula, although it's
one that yields MHA requirements higher than
those for zones with VIZ. Thus for all the zones
without VIZ, MHA would tend to result in a loss
of ROI similar to the 8% drop my analysis shows
above. That these MHA numbers missed the
mark for equal value exchange should not be
surprising: planners did not conduct sufficient

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/
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feasibility analysis before setting them. Fortunately, the ROl damage is not as severe as m)?lédﬁ%wseljéohas
shown for MHA as proposed for other parts of the city. For the DMR prototype pro forma, lowering the
in-lieu fee from the proposed $13 per square foot to $9 per square foot would balance MHA.

A win-win for Seattle home-seekers

After so much MHA bad news in my previous MHA analyses (here, here, here, here), it's encouraging to
find that the city of Seattle’s proposal for MHA in downtown and South Lake Union gets it right. For
roughly half of the new housing that could potentially be built in these areas, MHA as proposed would
deliver the win-win outcome of more market-rate housing and more subsidized housing. For the
remaining portion, MHA may cause a mild suppression of housing production, though the MHA balance
is not far off and the damage done likely minimal.

In light of the technical complexities and political challenges, on my assessment the city’s MHA proposal
for downtown/SLU does a superb job of creating a balanced program overall, and it should serve as a
good model and precedent as policymakers refine the MHA proposal for the rest of the city.

LIKE WHAT YOU'RE READING? GET OUR LATEST HOUSING RESEARCH RIGHT TO YOUR
INBOX.

Appendix

The proposed MHA requirements for 23 different upzones in downtown/SLU are listed in the table
below (don't get hung up on the cryptic zone designations—they’re just shown for reference). Most
upzones come in the form of height increases, but a few allow for a boost in the allowed area per floor,
or “floor plate” (illustrative examples are here).

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/ 6/10
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MHA performance and payment amounts for downtown/SLU upzones

Performance
Estimated Estimated Amount Payment
Maximum Upzone Height Capacity Capacity (required Amount
MNew Zone Allowed Height Increase Increase Increase percent of (in-lieu fee per
Designation After After Upzone | (or floorplate Allowed by Allowed by affordable square foot of
Upzone for Residential increase) Existing VIZ MHA Upzone units) building)
DH2/75 75' 10' 0% 17% 5.0% $12.75
DMC 75 75' 10 0% 17% 5.0% $12.75
DMC 85 a5’ 1 0% 14% 5.0% $12.75
DMC 145 145 20' 0% 17% 5.1% $13.00
DMC 170 170' 10' 0% 6% 2.1% $5.50
DMC 240/290-440* 440° 40' 44% 10% 3.2% 58.25
DMC 340/290-440° 440’ 40' 44% 10% 3.2% 58.25
DMR/C 95/75 95' 10 0% 14% 5.0% $12.75
DMR/C 145/75 145' 20 0% 15% 4.6% $11.75
DMR/C 280/125 280° 40' (10%) 0% 17% 5.1% $13.00
DMR/R 95/65 95’ 10' 0% 13% 5.0% 512.75
DMR/R 145/65 145" 20' 0% 15% 4.6% $11.75
DMR/R 280/65 280" 40' {10%) 0% 17% 5.1% $13.00
DOC1 U/450-U* unlimited (1,000 sf) 100% % 4.7% $12.00
DOC2 500/300-550* 550° 50' 66% 10% 4.0% $10.25
DRC 85-170 170' 20' 0% 12% 3.9% $10.00
SM-5LU 100/95* 95’ 10 33% 13% 2.9% $7.50
SM-SLU 145* 145" 20 60% 19% 3.0% $7.75
SM-SLU 100/65-145* 145' 20' 71% 14% 3.0% 57.75
SM-SLU 85-280* 280" 40' 152% 15% 3.9% $10.00
SM-5LU 175/85-280" 280" 40' 152% 15% 3.9% $10.00
SM-SLU 240/125-440" 440 40' 183% 9% 3.9% $10.00
SM-5LU/R 65/95 95’ 10' 0% 14% 5.0% 512.75

Budech,Keiko

*Zone previously subject to the Voluntary Inclusionary Zoning Program
Source: City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Pro forma input assumptions were taken from the city's MHA feasibility study and are summarized in
the table below. Based on feedback on my previous MHA feasibility article that the construction costs
were too low compared to current norms, | raised construction costs by 10 percent, corresponding to
the upper limit the city’s study applies in its sensitivity testing. | also increased the per-stall cost of
underground parking from $35,000 to $40,000.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/
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MHA pro forma inputs

Monthly Market-rate Rent (per NSF)] $3.34
Monthly Retail Rent (per NSF)] $2.83
Monthly Parking Rent (per stall)] $159
Cap Rate] 5.0%
60% AMI Monthly Rent (1-bedroom unit)] $1,017
Vacancy Rate 5%
Floorspace Efficiency (NSF/GSF)]  80%
Operating Expenses (percent of rent revenue)l 30%
Highrise Construction Hard Costs w/o Parking (per GSF)] $229
Construction Soft Costs (percent of hard costs) 28%
Underground Parking Construction Cost (per stall)] $40,000
Parking Vacancy Rate] 25%

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Budech,Keiko

Pro forma data are given in the two tables below. To maintain consistency between the before-and-after

MHA prototypes, the present analysis assumes a consistent parking ratio. The number of required

affordable units was based on an assumption that all of the increased development capacity granted by

the upzone would go to residential use (the retail floor space remains constant on both buildings).
Because the math never yields an exact integer number of required affordable units, the leftover

fractional part of a unit was converted to an in-lieu fee, according the city’'s method, documented here.
The DMR pro forma does not include the potential added cost caused by the upzone crossing the 240’
height threshold that triggers requirements for structural peer review.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/03/20/seattle-gets-mha-right-in-downtown-and-slu/
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Pro forma for SM-SLU 240/125-440 MHA upzone

400" W/ 440" W/ MHA | 440" W/ MHA IN- |

TSR EXISTING VIZ 60% AMI LIEU FEE S VDA
Return on Investment 15.0% 16.0% 16.0% 16.7% |
Change in Return on Investment 0.0% 6.7% 7.0% 11.0% |
Absolute Return $25,450,055 $28,691,243 $29,534,651 $30,493,039
Yield 57% 5.80% 5.80% 5.83%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 21.25 233 233 233
Lot Size (SF) 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000
Stories 40 44 44 44
Total Floor Area (GSF) 446,250 488,250 488,250 488,250
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 432,300 474,300 474,300 474,300
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 345,840 379,440 379,440 379,440
Average Unit Size (NSF) 602 602 602 602
Market Units 574 605 630 630
MHA Units 0 25 0 0
MHA Unit Rent (per month) $1.017 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $1,155,106 $1,242 464 $1,267,330 $1,267,330
Residential Rent (per year) $13,168,204 $£14,164,087 £14,447 557 $14,447,557
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950
Retail Rent (per year) $360,468 $360,468 $360,468 $360,468
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 05 0.5 0.5 0.5
Parking Stalls 287 315 315 315
Parking Rent (per year) 410,849 450,765 450,765 450,765
Total Building Rent (per year) $13,939,521 $14,975,320 $15,258,790 $15,258,790
Expenses (per year) 54,181,856 $4,577,637 $4,577,637 $4,577,637
Net Operating Income (NOI) §9,757,665 $10,397,683 $10,681,153 $10,681,153
Building Value (5.25% Cap Rate) $195,153,293 $207,953,651 $213,623,066 $213,623,066
Construction Cost $142,289,050 $155,715,840 $155,715,840 $155,715,840
Land Cost (per 5F) $994 $994 $994 5994
Land Cost $20,874,000 $20,874,000 $20,874,000 $20,874,000
MHA In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $56,493 $4,882,500 $0
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost $6,540,188 $2,616,075 $2,616,075 $6,540,188
Total Development Cost $169,703,238 $179,262,408 $184,088415 $183,130,028
Value Created $25,450,055 $28,691,243 $29,534,651 $30,493,039

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Budech,Keiko
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Pro forma for DMR C 280 125 MHA upzone

. 280" W/ MHA | 280" W/ MHA :

DMR/C 280/125 125' BASE 60% AMI IN-LIEU FEE 280" (NO MHA)

Return on Investment 15.0% 13.7% 13.8% 17.8% |

| Change in Return on Investment 8.5% 8.2% 18.4% |
Absolute Return $15,359,812 $16,034,064 $16,646,308 $20,739,280
Yield 5.75% 5.69% 5.69% 5.89%
Floor-area ratio (FAR) 13.81 16.1 16.1 16.1
Lot Size (SF) 19,556 19,556 19,556 19,556
Stories 24 28 28 28
Total Floor Area (GSF) 270,044 314,844 314,844 314,844
Residential Floor Area (GSF) 256,094 300,894 300,894 300,894
Residential Floor Area (NSF) 204,875 240,715 240,715 240,715
Average Unit Size (NSF) 603 603 603 603
Market Units 340 378 399 399
MHA Units 0 21 0 o)
MHA Unit Rent (per month) 0 $1,017 0 0
Residential Rent (per month) $684,283 $783,620 $803,989 $803,989
Residential Rent (per year) $7,800,828 $8,933,263 $9,165,472 $9,165,472
Retail Floor Area (GSF) 13,950 13,950 13,950 13,950
Retail Rent (per year) $360,468 $360,468 $360,468 $360,468
Parking Ratio (stalls per unit) 0.5 0.5 0.5 05
Parking Stalls 170 200 200 200
Parking Rent (per year) 243,270 285,827 285,827 285,827
Total Building Rent (per year) $8,404,566 $9,579,558 $9,811,767 $9,811,767
Expenses (per year) $2,521,370 $2,943,530 $2,943,530 $2,943,530
Net Operating Income (NOI) $5,883,196 $6,636,028 $6,868,237 $6,868,237
Building Value (5.25% Cap Rate) $117,663,926 | $132,720,558 | $137,364,732 | $137,364,732
Construction Cost $85,955,297 | $100,276,636 | $100,276,626 | $100,276,636
Land Cost (per SF) $836 $836 $836 $836
Land Cost $16,348,816 $16,348,816 $16,348,816 $16,348,816
In-Lieu Fee Paid $0 $61,042 $4,092,972 30
Voluntary Incentive Zoning Cost $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Development Cost $102,304,113 | $116,686,495 | $120,718,424 | $116,625,452
Value Created $15,359,812 $16,034,064 $16,646,308 $20,739,280

Original table, compiled by Dan Bertolet, Sightline Institute. Available under our free use policy.

Budech,Keiko

We are a community-sponsored resource and we can’t do this work without
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DISPLACEMENT DILEMMA
What Seattle's draft study tells us—and doesn't—about displacement.

Author: Dan Bertolet
(@danbertolet) on June 8, 2017 at 5:27 pm

Cascadia’s largest city, Seattle, just released its draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the
proposed Mandatory Housing A. ordability (MHA) program, a core part of the city’s Housing
Affordability and Livability Agenda. (I've written about MHA here, here, here, here, here, here, and here.)

The question that looms largest for many is whether upzones proposed to allow larger buildings should
be scaled back in areas with high risk of displacement, as suggested by advocates in some of Seattle’s
neighborhoods historically populated by people of color. This gets at the heart of one of the most
challenging aspects of the city's quest for equity and affordability. Most everyone agrees that market-
rate housing supply helps affordability at the regional and citywide scale. But do citywide trends play
out at the scale of a neighborhood or city block, where conditions may be uniquely sensitive and the
effects of policy changes can be unpredictable?

The EIS dissects two possible MHA scenarios. In the first alternative, MHA upzones are distributed
consistently across the city. In the second, upzones are dialed back in areas the city has identified as
having high displacement risk and “low opportunity” (mostly, the historical homes of communities of
color) and correspondingly dialed up in areas identified as having low displacement risk and “high
opportunity” (which are mostly affluent and white). That translates to fewer upzones in minority
neighborhoods like Rainier Beach and more upzones in white neighborhoods like Ravenna.

To explore impacts on displacement, the EIS examined its relationship to homebuilding at the census
tract level, using the change in the number of households with incomes below 50 percent of the area
median as a proxy (EIS p.3.37). Between 2000 and 2011, more new housing correlates with less
displacement, as shown in the graph below. That relationship also holds in high-displacement risk areas
(EIS p.3.41).

http://www.sightline.org/2017/06/08/displacement-dilemma/ 1/5
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Relationship between new homes built and the change in number of households with incomes below 50% area median from 2000 to 2011, by
Seattle census tract. Source: City of Seattle.

These findings suggest that holding back the construction of new homes through reduced upzones
would not help stem displacement but would in fact likely do the opposite. This result corroborates a
similar study conducted in the San Francisco Bay area.

Surprisingly, the analysis also shows that from 2000 to 2011, displacement as measured by the EIS's
low-income household proxy was more common in neighborhoods facing low risk of displacement than
in neighborhoods facing high displacement risk, as categorized by the city’s 2016 Growth and Equity
analysis (EIS p.3.42). In other words, displacement appears to have happened more in affluent than in
poorer neighborhoods.

The EIS also examined “physical” displacement caused when low-income residents are forced to leave
when housing is slated to be demolished. (We documented how rare physical displacement is here.)
Based on data from the city's Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance (TRAO), the analysis projected
very little difference in physical displacement among all of the EIS alternatives, including the status quo,
as shown in the chart below (EIS p.3.58). Surprisingly again, TRAO data show that physical displacement
caused by demolitions has been most common in “high opportunity” areas of the city, not in
neighborhoods tagged by the city as facing the most risk of displacement (EIS p.3.31).

http://www.sightline.org/2017/06/08/displacement-dilemma/ 2/5
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Projections of physical displacement of low-income households caused by demolitions, compared to projected affordable housing
production. Source: City of Seattle.

But while the City's displacement analysis clearly does not support a policy to reduce upzones in areas it
has labeled high risk, the data don't tell the whole story. The household income proxy is an unfortunate
methodological limitation. The number of low-income households could have moved up or down due to
a variety of causes unrelated to displacement, such as changes in jobs or earnings, a trend toward
single-earner households, or moves having nothing to with rising rent. Displacement is notoriously
difficult—some would say impossible—to track. Also, as noted in the EIS, the analysis could be improved
by removing new housing units that are subsidized.

Furthermore, new housing can have localized effects on displacement not detected by study at the
census tract level. For example, does a shiny new apartment building signal to wealthier home seekers
that a neighborhood is newly desirable? When local businesses are disrupted by development, does it
feed a chain reaction of cultural displacement? Such questions currently animate the debate around the
implementation of MHA in Seattle’s Central Area and Chinatown/International District.

Find this article interesting? Please consider making a gift to support our work.

The unavoidable gray areas in displacement analysis raise questions. Should policymakers weigh
empirical evidence, even if imperfect, against community members’ own opinions and preferences?
Should local stakeholders get priority, especially in lower-income communities of color that have
historically been excluded from city planning decisions?

Zoning may simply be the wrong tool for tackling displacement in high-risk communities. In
neighborhoods such as the Central Area that are increasingly desirable because they are close to one of
the hottest downtown job markets in North America, displacement will happen with or without
upzones. What could make a difference, however, are upzones throughout the city—especially in the
city's northern expanse of wealthy, exclusive, single-family neighborhoods. Zoning changes in those

http://www.sightline.org/2017/06/08/displacement-dilemma/ 3/5



8/4/2017 Displacement Dilemma | Sightline Institute

. . , Budech Keik
places could be Seattle’s most effective strategy for taking displacement pressure off of COMMURRISs of

color elsewhere.

But to securely stabilize fragile communities so that they can benefit from the city’s rapid growth,
targeted interventions that help establish economic and cultural anchors are the most promising
solution. Currently, the city’s best example of what we need more of is the Equitable Development
Initiative.

UPDATE (6/9/17): One factor absent in the draft EIS displacement analysis is the potential for MHA costs
to render homebuilding projects financially infeasible. In such cases, the city’'s own analysis discussed
above suggests that the resultant loss of new housing would likely increase the displacement of low-

income households. Proper assessment of this potential adverse impact of MHA would require a
before-and-after feasibility analysis, which the city has not conducted.

Power our brains! We're a reader-supported nonpro. t.

Please make a gift today to support our work!

Tagged in: Displacement, Equity, HALA, MHA, Seattle

© 2017 Sightline Institute. All Rights Reserved.

http://www.sightline.org/2017/06/08/displacement-dilemma/ 4/5



Best,Brooke

From: Brooke Best

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: DEIS for Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) Implementation
Date: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 8:00:49 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to submit public comments for the DEIS which
evaluates three alternatives for implementing proposed zoning changes under the
MHA policy, and assesses the issues and potential impacts of these changes. First
off, | applaud the City’s efforts to grapple with one of the biggest issues facing our
residents — access to affordable housing as well as a livable environment.

For MHA to be effective, we need to come up with more balanced approach to
achieving growth; one that requires thoughtful consideration and community
engagement to develop better options than what’s being proposed. Our City is a
leader in sustainability. Therefore, how we grow and add density should be both
sustainable and resilient — this includes density without demolition and affordability
without sacrificing livability.

I’'m providing the following comments related to the Historic Resources analysis
(Section 3.5) of the DEIS:

e Section 3.5 lacks any meaningful analysis or comprehensive coverage of the
study area’s history, context, and patterns of developments. For example,
Section 3.5.1 should include details on neighborhoods to adequately assess
potential impacts to historic resources, including potentially-eligible properties
and future historic districts. Increased development pressure will lead to
increased demolition of historic buildings and neighborhoods and adversely
impact the character and scale of neighborhood blocks. Furthermore, the
analysis should look at what already exists that's “affordable,” in order to
determine the net gain or loss from the proposed MHA changes. What will the
impact be in terms of tear-downs?

e The DEIS does not connect MHA to URM. Unreinforced Masonry (URM)
buildings are mentioned in Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.3, however, the DEIS does
not reference SDCI’s list of over 1,100 URM documented properties. Any
analysis should factor in the number of URMs in each of the study area
neighborhoods in order to assess potential impacts to these properties. In
addition, compliance with a possible City mandate to seismically retrofit URM
buildings will pose a substantial financial burden on many property owners.
“Preservation of existing affordable housing” is identified as a goal of HALA, so
it would make sense to offer financial incentives to property owners in return for
upgrading historic URMs to provide affordable housing.

e The DEIS does not provide substantive mitigation measures (Section 3.5.3).



Best,Brooke

Instead it includes two measures that are already in place — Comp Plan policies
and Seattle Landmarks process; it proposes a third strategy of funding
comprehensive survey/inventory efforts, something that hasn’t been funded in
years. Mitigation should respond to the potential impacts and not rely only on
existing measures, especially without realistic ways to implement (i.e, additional
funding and staff capacity).

The Final EIS needs to do a much better job of taking historic resources into
consideration and analyzing the potential impact(s), in terms of demolition, character
and scale of neighborhood blocks, and the livability and quality of Seattle's
neighborhoods.

Sincerely,

Brooke Best



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &

Carl Bevis

My preference is the No Action Alternative for the Wallingford
area as the other alternatives do not provide for realistic
differences. Existing structures could easily account for the
desired increases in housing.

The economic value of existing structures as it relates to rents,
would be considerable less than construction of "new"
construction where densities are higher. Therefore, slight
modification of existing codes could satisfy the desire for
additional affordable units.

Alternative Number 1 of No Action is preferred in that existing
land use is currently difficult at best meaning an increase in
density would further degrade the conditions.

Anything other than No Action would in effect eliminate the
character of nearly 100 year old houses built of true old growth
timbers with unique character. The alternatives would in effect
force a new aesthetic of larger mass rectangular buildings made
of less than long lasting materials. The scale of any new building
would in effect eliminate and relation to the actual ground the
respective building was build on.

In terms of transportation, of note is the existing width of streets
in Wallingford in effect being one-lane where proposed
Alternatives 2 and 3 would force much, much greater use of the
streets forcing would could at times be "grid-lock".

Implementing Alternative 2 or 3 would contribute to the eroding
of the character of the city of Seattle in ways that would be
impossible to recover from. This is basically supporting the
destruction of perfectly good old structures that represent what
can be considered part of Seattle heritage.

In current Single Family yards you in effect have a dispersed set
of habitats the support a wide variety of bird and wild life.
Alternative 2 or 3 would disrupt this situation without any viable
alternative for these populations to "migrate" to. Thus, these
various populations would be eliminated reducing the diversity of
the region.

With smaller livings spaces, impact to open public spaces would
be more significant with Alternative 2 or 3.

Alternative 2 or 3 would increase the rate of stormwater runoff
adding to the already difficult situation Puget Sound is
experiencing with the current densities. Further complicating the



Utilities 9 situation is that with increased populations, the impacts and
effects of endocrine disruption on the natural environment would
be exacerbated.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?



Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Transportation

ERIKA BLACKSHER

| want to endorse the general aim of Seattle to create more
affordable housing. Doing so it critically important in improving
diversity -- racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, occupational -- in
Seattle. More, not less, needs to be done to ensure that
everyone can find safe healthy housing. These efforts help to
promote equity in Seattle as well as economic sustainability,
because it takes all kinds of people doing all kinds of work to
keep a city running, creative, and innovative.

These data underscore the need in Seattle for creating
housing density, growing up, rather than sprawling out, and
building spaces that can be responsive to different needs (e.g.,
live-work). Cookie cutter solutions and cookie-cutter building
forms that are developer driven are not the way to go. Get
creative Seattle, tap your supply of talented architects to help
the city figure out how to meet these 21st century housing
needs.

My husband and | moved into a CH neighborhood purchasing
a "modern box" which sits in the midst of craftsman type
homes. Our street is already full of density (L1s) and we love
living here in part because we have so many great neighbors -
- people of all ages, races, occupations. People we would not
meet in our workplaces. We suspect some people do not
appreciate the "modern box" but they have come to know us
and seem to appreciate us. We have made genuine friends in
this neighborhood. This is what cities should do -- put all sorts
of people in places and spaces where they can build
connection and trust.

| take the bus, stop three blocks away, to and from my
employer -- the University of Washington where | am a
professor. | take (and love taking) the bus, despite having a
car. Lots of people do not have that option. We need better
and more public transportation.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your



neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?



What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



From: Larry Bliquez <ljbliquez@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 05, 2017 12:51 PM
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

| realize that the city has a housing problem. That said, many of us in Wallingford feel, as we observe the many
apartment buildings erected and now being erected along 45th St. and along Stoneway Ave. that we have done our fair
share. Any environmental impact statement should be specific to our neighborhood. Lawrence Bliquez, 4326 Densmore
Ave. N.



From: Pat Bliquez <patbliquez@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 05, 2017 12:24 PM
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Full disclosure, | am someone who lives within the designated upzone area.
My husband and | moved here from San Francisco almost 50 years ago.
From those early beginnings (I was 21) | have felt this was a neighborhood
to grow old in and having reached senior status, | delight in the fact that |
can walk anywhere. | am walking my granddaughter to the same park |
walked her mother to. This is just a prelude to telling you what a great
neighborhood this is for older people and young families. Given the lack of
open parking spaces on a daily basis, | find it hard to imagine the future of
this idyllic block once a new high school opens. Add to that the greater
density brought on by the new zoning designation, | see an erosion in the
quality of life for a neighborhood that works well in so many ways.

Therefore, | believe that the DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban
Villages and the City overall. Each Urban Village is unique, with different
housing types, cultural traditions, businesses, resources, and growth needs.
This DEIS fails to recognize and examine these differences.

Each Urban Village and Surrounding Area needs to be analyzed separately,
thoroughly and accurately via their own individual EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will be impacted
by the changes both in this DEIS and the other SEPA analyses combined.

1



Seattle residents live in both their own neighborhoods and in the City at
large, yet this DEIS has failed to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and
accurately.

Pat Bliquez
4326 Densmore N.
Seattle 98103

patbliguez@gmail.com
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From: info@livableudistrict.com

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Livable U District"s Comments on MHA Draft EIS
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 1:03:48 PM
Attachments: LivableUDistrictComments_MHA-DEIS_080717.doc

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re: Livable U District's Comments on MHA Draft EIS

The Livable U District Coalition was formed in the autumn of 2015 to oppose the City's longstanding
intention to upzone the U District, and to dispute the false claim that the (then new) HALA "Grand
Bargain" principles justified upzoning not only the U District, but also in the remainder of the urban
centers and urban villages in Seattle. Having witnessed (and been figuratively flattened by) the
steamroller strategies employed by the City to achieve what it wants with upzones to specific
neighborhoods, we recognize similar tactics again in play this blemished HALA — MHA DEIS process.

Members representing the Wallingford Community Council have done an admirable job in studying the
massive MHA DEIS. We compliment them on their thorough analysis and endorse and support their
comments. We also endorse comments submitted by Historic Seattle, and the emphasis on the need for
this DEIS to better reflect the impacts of tear-downs to the affordability and livability of neighborhoods.

Flaws in the DEIS that stand out to Livable U District include:

1) The DEIS fails to contain an adequate study of cumulative impacts of MHA and Major Institutional

Overlay zones. A vague reference to "maybe in the future somebody will look at this" is insufficient.
"Since some overlay zones modify base development standards such as the FAR limit, it is necessary

to consider how increases in development capacity to implement MHA would be applied to overlay
zones. Additional modeling and analysis of development capacity increases in overlay zones will be
provided."” [MHA EIS, Appendix F, Page 76] Of particular interest to Livable U District is the UW
Campus Master Plan MIO and the UW's MIO impact on surrounding neighborhoods including
Wallingford, Eastlake, and Ravenna.

2) The DEIS fails to consider alternatives that could also meet the stated goals of the MHA legislation,
which include "addressing the pressing need for housing affordable and available to a broad range of
households" and "distributing the benefits and burdens of growth equitably." (DEIS section 1.2, p
1.3). The only alternatives considered are for degrees of up-zoning certain neighborhoods to
implement the 2015 "Grand Bargain™; but this violates SEPA requirements for consideration of
alternatives that "should be analyzed at a roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate
their comparative merits..." WAC 197-11-442(2). For example, alternatives could include incentivizing
opportunities for sensitive and compatible infill using vacant and underdeveloped areas city wide.

3) Livability impacts and mitigation in a broader context are given short shrift in this DEIS. Seattle
residents live in both their own neighborhoods and in the City at large; communities are
interconnected and inter-dependent in the realms of public safety, public works, and public schools,
to name a few.

e More thorough and individualized analyses of neighborhood impacts are required in order for this
DEIS to adequately address eventual policy choices.

o A serious livability mitigation facing Seattle is to provide family housing for the “missing middle”.
Single family homes with yards in Seattle will continue to be over budget for many of the middle
class. Do not turn Lowrise 1 into another bulky apartment development, but retain it as ground
related units to address this issue with up-down living, 2-3 bedroom units, with set back from the
property line for light, air and yard space for children.

4) The MHA Development Examples images (p 8, 9) in MHA Urban Design and Neighborhood Character



Bocek,Nancy

Study, Appendices F, does not show Lowrise 1! This is inadequate and puts the citizen reviewer at a
disadvantage to understand the realities and impacts of changes to Lowrise 1, which are important
(bigger, more units, more lot coverage).

Livable U District joins Wallingford Community Council to assert that:

1) The Draft EIS does not meet SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives, and

2) That the MHA-R framework did not undergo required environmental review, and therefore the
framework should be part of the current DEIS or be subject to separate SEPA review.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,
Nancy Bocek and Shirley Nixon

For Livable U Livable U District Coalition



. L. . Bocek,Nanc:
Livable U District MHA-DEIS Comments, Friday, August 25, 2017 Livable U Livable U District Coalition

5031 University Way NE, Seattle, WA 98105
C/o Seattle Displacement Coalition
info@livableudistrict.com

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re: Livable U District's Comments on MHA Draft EIS

The Livable U District Coalition was formed in the autumn of 2015 to oppose the City's longstanding intention to upzone the U District,
and to dispute the false claim that the (then new) HALA "Grand Bargain" principles justified upzoning not only the U District, but also in
the remainder of the urban centers and urban villages in Seattle. Having witnessed (and been figuratively flattened by) the steamroller
strategies employed by the City to achieve what it wants with upzones to specific neighborhoods, we recognize similar tactics again in
play this blemished HALA — MHA DEIS process.

Members representing the Wallingford Community Council have done an admirable job in studying the massive MHA DEIS. We
compliment them on their thorough analysis and endorse and support their comments. We also endorse comments submitted by
Historic Seattle, and the emphasis on the need for this DEIS to better reflect the impacts of tear-downs to the affordability and livability
of neighborhoods.

Flaws in the DEIS that stand out to Livable U District include:

1) The DEIS fails to contain an adequate study of cumulative impacts of MHA and Major Institutional Overlay zones. A vague
reference to "maybe in the future somebody will look at this" is insufficient. "Since some overlay zones modify base development
standards such as the FAR limit, it is necessary to consider how increases in development capacity to implement MHA would be
applied to overlay zones. Additional modeling and analysis of development capacity increases in overlay zones will be provided."
[MHA EIS, Appendix F, Page 76] Of particular interest to Livable U District is the UW Campus Master Plan MIO and the UW's MIO
impact on surrounding neighborhoods including Wallingford, Eastlake, and Ravenna.

2) The DEIS fails to consider alternatives that could also meet the stated goals of the MHA legislation, which include "addressing the
pressing need for housing affordable and available to a broad range of households" and "distributing the benefits and burdens of
growth equitably." (DEIS section 1.2, p 1.3). The only alternatives considered are for degrees of up-zoning certain neighborhoods
to implement the 2015 "Grand Bargain"; but this violates SEPA requirements for consideration of alternatives that "should be
analyzed at a roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits..." WAC 197-11-442(2). For
example, alternatives could include incentivizing opportunities for sensitive and compatible infill using vacant and underdeveloped
areas city wide.

3) Livability impacts and mitigation in a broader context are given short shrift in this DEIS. Seattle residents live in both their own
neighborhoods and in the City at large; communities are interconnected and inter-dependent in the realms of public safety, public
works, and public schools, to name a few.

. More thorough and individualized analyses of neighborhood impacts are required in order for this DEIS to adequately
address eventual policy choices.

e Aserious livability mitigation facing Seattle is to provide family housing for the “missing middle”. Single family homes with
yards in Seattle will continue to be over budget for many of the middle class. Do not turn Lowrise 1 into another bulky
apartment development, but retain it as ground related units to address this issue with up-down living, 2-3 bedroom units,
with set back from the property line for light, air and yard space for children.

4) The MHA Development Examples images (p 8, 9) in MHA Urban Design and Neighborhood Character Study, Appendices F, does not
show Lowrise 1! This is inadequate and puts the citizen reviewer at a disadvantage to understand the realities and impacts of
changes to Lowrise 1, which are important (bigger, more units, more lot coverage).

Livable U District joins Wallingford Community Council to assert that:

1) The Draft EIS does not meet SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives, and

2) That the MHA-R framework did not undergo required environmental review, and therefore the framework should be part of the

current DEIS or be subject to separate SEPA review.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Nancy Bocek and Shirley Nixon
For Livable U Livable U District Coalition



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Air Quality & Green
House Gas
Emissions

2

Michael J. Bondra

Alternative 2 is the only option that uniformly distributes
development, with all of its socio-economic advantages,
across urban villages. In areas like Rainier Valley and the
Central District, displacement will increase for every unit of
affordable housing that doesn't exist due to restrictive land use
and zoning.

Personal vehicles account for around 1/3 of the greenhouse
gas emissions within the city. Providing fast and reliable pubic
transit between all nodes, not just through downtown, should
be among the highest priorities.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children



under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Land Use

Transportation

Open Space &
Recreation

mimi boothby

neighborhood

Beacon Crossing wants to put 96 new housing units on Beacon
Hill with exactly 3 "affordable" units and 3 parking spaces. This
is totally unacceptable. This neighborhood doesn't need to be
jammed to the gills. The developers need to scale back their
project, add more "affordable" units and also put some parking in
their building plan.

99 Units are going to add at least 100 people to our
neighborhood. Maybe only 1/3 of them have cars. That's still 30+
parking spaces. the rest of these people will be on our tiny 107
bus and the light rail.

Please don't turn our neighborhood into another that is so tightly
packed that everyone is frustrated going anywhere.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?



Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



From: Charles Borwick <cborwick@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, August 04, 2017 10:02 AM
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: Madison-Miller Park Community

To whom it may concern:

| am a nearby resident of the area under consideration and have lived in the area for the last twenty years. In that time |
have seen the gradual erosion of our neighborhoods in favor of greater density for apparent affordability - none of
which has been achieved. Clearly we need more housing for the increasing population but we should clear that much of
this is driven by Amazon and its related tech satellites. It makes sense to house these people close to where they work in
a dense neighborhood - so build up South Lake Union as much as you’d like. BUT please leave the few lovely residential
neighborhoods that have not been decimated by rent-seeking developers alone. Density is a worthy goal but it should
not and need to not be inflicted on the neighborhoods that will yield relatively little in terms of overall housing but be
destroyed in the process.

Thanks for your consideration

Charles Borwick



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Biological
Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Amy Bosch

| think it sucks. The city and developers are ruining this city.
Such a shame. All out greed - money, money, money. That's
all you guys care about. It sickens me and many more who
actually want Seattle as the nice place to live that it used to be
rather than packing people into this city like rats for every last
dollar you can make off it. Not to mention the traffic!
Deplorable.

| really doubt you guys care about socioeconomics. Give me a
break. It's all about fitting 14 units instead of 10 units to
replace a single family home. Again, all about the $$. When
does it stop? Pathetic.

Land use -- is that what you call tearing down the well-built
buildings to hammer a flimsy building together quickly and
charge incredible rent and property taxes? Yea, great use of
the land here.

Aesthetics? Is there where developers try to make the outside
of these badly built buildings look hipster-like? Only to crumble
within 10 years? Yep the developer and city council is long
gone by then living off what they reaped at the time they sold
off Seattle and built these crappy structures!

Let's just call it parking lot traffic in Seattle. What's the cure
there? No one wants to use the land for transportation when
they can make so much more by squeezing people into tall
structures and charging $$$ rent/mortgages to make the
unlivable city full of nerds and people from outside the U.S.

From what I've seen, anything historic around here has been
torn down - I'm waiting for the Space Needle to be next.
Seriously, what's left that is considered historic? Something
built 5 years ago?

Developers could care less about the environment. They want
MONEY - that's the only GREEN thing they care about.

What open space? Open space that draws 50 gazillion people
because it's the only open space in the city that is now always
CROWDED?



9 just see my utilities continuing to go up? Is there something
else going on besides that? Just more nickel and dime taxes
on the ever increase.... that is all | am aware of.

Public Services &
Utilities

Air Quality & Green 10 Again, air quality? green house gases? Seriously, when
House Gas MONEY is on the developer's brain as well as the city council -
Emissions - I'm not surprised this is last on the list.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you



resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



From: Dianne Boyd

To: PCD_MHAEIS; LEG_CouncilMembers
Subject: HALA Response Letter copy.docx
Date: Saturday, July 29, 2017 11:10:40 AM
Attachments: HALA Response Letter copy.docx

Boyd,Dianne

Please find the attached letter. Thank you

Sent from my iPad



Boyd,Dianne

Dear City of Seattle Council Members:

My husband and | are writing to you regarding the HALA up zone plan for our neighborhood in the
Morgan Junction of West Seattle. We will be carefully watching the positions that candidates for Mayor
or City Council take on HALA (the grand bargain with developers) when we cast our votes in upcoming
elections. While we support the need for affordable housing, we do not feel the current plans achieve
this stated goal nor do they consider the impacts on existing neighborhoods and home owners who
have lived in these neighborhoods for many years. We bought our home back in 1997. We chose our
home and neighborhood because it was an older established neighborhood whose home owners had
lived there for many years, in single family homes. It was a quiet street. Recently, developers have
replaced single family homes with multi unit buildings exempt from providing parking. An example of
this is the building at 6917 California Ave SW, a 30 unit building with no parking provided. The impact of
this has resulted in those renters seeking street parking in the surrounding neighborhood. After work
hours and on weekends the 6700 block of 42" Ave SW, between Holly and Heights is filled with parked
cars pushed up from California. The home owners our street often can't park in front of their own
homes. The streets are so crowded that only one car can pass through, causing frustration as drivers
have to back up to let each other pass before proceeding. This presents a safety concern with regards to
emergency vehicles and impacts utility vehicles such as garbage and recycling trucks. Another safety
concern is the lack of visibility in crossing the streets for pedestrians and drivers as it is hard to see
around parked cars before stepping or driving across a street. With the HALA as it currently exists, we
could potentially have 6 multi-unit structures built on our street. This will further impact parking as well
as the privacy and quality of life we have historically had. The HALA doesn't really benefit anyone but
the developers and they won't have to live with the impact. The fact that they can buy their way out
does not ensure "affordability" for these new buildings, nor does the money from the buy out go back
into the community, it goes into the city bank account. To be successful in creating affordable housing,
developers should not have the option of a buy out. As you drive around West Seattle, there are new
buildings going up all over. You see people standing on corners twirling "for lease" signs in front of
these large structures, so why are we trying to create more. Why not work with developers to make the
existing units more affordable before building more?? And, why not keep these large buildings along the
main arteries where there is easy access to stores, restaurants and transportation. Why push up into
family neighborhoods?

This letter is pinpointing our concern about one small area (6700 block), but we also have have concerns
about the impact to Morgan Junction as a whole. Our overall concern is one of too much density
coming into a single family neighborhood and the fact that affordable housing in the HALA plan will yield
too little compared to market housing. Seattle should do its part in providing affordable housing but it
seems we are bearing the brunt of the zoning changes and costs both in financial terms and livability.
Below is a map that identifies the areas of concern. We hope that you will work with neighborhoods to
determine what is best for each neighborhood as opposed to a blanket approach imposed by the city.
Our recommendation for our street, would be alternative one, no action. Thank you for your time and
consideration in the matter.

Sincerely,

Dianne Boyd and Chris Harnish
6733 42" Ave SW, Seattle, WA 98136

Margan function Besign Guidelines
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

Boyd,Sugiki

Overall Analysis

Community Feedback

Lack of Affordable Housing

Neighborhood Plan

Traffic

Green Space

Neighborhood Character

Loss of Light and Air

Loss of Views

Historic Buildings

Public Safety

Utility Infrastructure

Schools

Name: 601’/15\ é{"‘;{'b

Address:

2237 Gw Genelée S,

699001 bg105r06t5

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of things
like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account impact of
other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5, ST3

DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood
feedback.

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing in
exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.
DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already lacking
neighborhood.

DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character and the
impact of the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose mitigation for

negative impacts.

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of light
and air on ground floor of existing buildings

DEIS fails to identify protected public views or private views that will be
lost or to propose meaningful mitigation.

DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access emergency services
and impact of increased density on response times, €tc.

DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support
proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of increased
density thereon.

I have other concerns regarding the DEIS including, but not limited to, the
following:
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Boyer,Cynthia

From: Cindy Boyer

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA EIS comments

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 11:29:23 AM

Alternative 3 would leave Crown Hill completely unrecognizable. The zoning changes are so
extreme that it puts the entire neighborhood in jeopardy. Thereis no plan for light rail or
improved infrastructure, so this plan runs the risk of creating a dense urban neighborhood with
poor bus service, no light rail, no parking, no sidewalks and flooding. Thisis not a place
where | would want to live. | would move and take my tax dollars with me.

Alternative 2 has less extreme zoning changes, but still runsthe risk of creating aless
desireable neighborhood if transit and infrastructure are not improved. | like that this
alternative rezones the large properties at the center of Crown Hill from car-centric
commercial to neighborhood commercial, which would provide the most new housing with
the least impact to existing residents.

In Alternative 3, 20th Ave NW, north of 85th St is within the proposed expansion zone and in
Alternative 2 the proposed expansion zone goes down the middle of the street. | would liketo
bring this street to your attention because it is completely unsuitable for increased density. The
road isa 10 foot-wide, single lane, dead-end alley with no shoulder or sidewalks. Only one car
can travel down theroad at atime and it is the only access for properties on the west side of
20th Ave NW and the alley for properties on the west side of 19th Ave NW. All properties
that use 20th Ave NW, north of 85th St should be excluded from both the Alternative 2 and 3
expansion zone. The Crown Hill Urban village boundary should go no further west than the
middle of 19th Ave NW.

In my opinion, there is no need to expand the Crown Hill Urban Village. Keeping the urban
village smaller and denser would focus devel opment of large apartment buildings in the center
of the village first rather than random town house development at the periphery. Rentsin large
apartment buildings are much more affordable than in townhouses. This would meet the goals
of HALA by providing the most new affordable housing without losing affordable housing
that already existsin Crown Hill.

Regards,
Cynthia Boyer
8734 20th Ave NW, Seattle



From:
To:

Braybrooks,Julie

Julie Braybrooks

PCD_MHAEIS; Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Welch. Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel; Herbold
Lisa; Johnson, Rob; Williams, Spencer; Harrell, Bruce; Sawant. Kshama; Juarez, Debora; O"Brien. Mike;
Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena

Subject: MHA Draft EIS comments

Date:

Friday, August 04, 2017 12:59:58 PM

Dear Sesattle Public Servants;

Thank you for your service!

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-
Miller Community Group August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA
(Mandatory Housing Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing
zoning in our residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones,
allow more ADU'’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory
Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not
restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more
equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 -
$32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of
affordable housing units.

Other issues raised in the Madison-Miller Park Group document

1.

Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the
“High Access to Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and
need further analysis and mitigation. We are concerned about the
displacement of existing affordable housing, senior and disabled housing,
housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a half-way house and a long-
term transitional home for women), and a number of older apartment buildings
and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller
has already had significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of
development.

Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a %2 mile
or 10 minute walk.

Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety
hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller



Braybrooks,Julie

Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the
vast majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports
and summer sports camps and is not available for public or neighborhood use.
This playfield will also be used as the sole recreational field for Meany Middle
School starting this fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary
sewers, roadways, and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to
their age and condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets
creates traffic backups now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will
increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one
of the two oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet
the DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic housing stock.

Thank you for your careful attention,

Julie Braybrooks
( 30 year resident Madison/Miller Neighborhood)

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Bree,Jacki

From: Jacki Bree

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Comments on DEIS

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 6:41:43 AM

"In the end, Koehler said, 20 affordable housing units would be built by 2035 in the West
Seattle Junction UV — with no action — while with alternative 2, it would be 42, and alternative
3, it would be 56. All that upzoning, for that little impact? one person observed."

I begin my comments with the line from the JUNO meeting because I have long wondered
why, with the tremendous amount of building going on in West Seattle over the past 10-15
years, there are no affordable housing units already in place. In other words, how many of the
developers agreed to include affordable housing in their apartment buildings or, to their
financial advantage, paid an insignificant amount to a city fund to avoid that. and then charged
exorbitant rental fees. How many apartment units have been built in West Seattle since 2005
and how many of those are affordable. I think we taxpayers ought to know.

One of my biggest concerns is parking and traffic. Single family neighborhoods are already
becoming dense with street parking and apartments with little or no parking would only add to
that density. As it is, many neighborhood streets are congested with desperate drivers
overlapping corners and blocking curb ramps and through traffic. making passage through
these areas difficult. This could only get worse with the addition of denser population and no
light transit projected for many years to come.

Please redraw the Junction Urban Village boundaries back to the original UV plan.

Please redraw the Junction Urban Village boundaries to protect the character and integrity of
single family areas as promulgated int he original neighborhood plan.

Please preserve our neighborhood plan that plans for growth, affordability, livability, and yet
still preserves the small-town atmosphere that makes West Seattle an attractive place in which
to live.

Thank you for your consideration,.

Sincerely,
Jacki Bree
Fairmount Park



Jacki Bree
nana@nosh.org
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CAPITOL HILL
RENTER INITIATIVE

August 7, 2017

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the
citywide mandatory housing affordability (MHA) program. The Capitol Hill Renter Initiative is a
grassroots group of 354 renters living on Capitol Hill, supported by staff from Capitol Hill Housing,
committed to addressing our neighborhood and city’s affordability challenges. Eighty percent of
residents in our neighborhood rent their housing, but for too long renters have been left out of
neighborhood decision making that affects our future. This exclusion is especially true for issues like
land use policy and environmental review that are highly technical and time-intensive.

It is with this history in mind that our 31-member MHA working group reviewed the 462-page draft DEIS
report. We provide the following comments on several aspects of the DEIS, including zoning alternative
choices for our neighborhood, the zoning alternative philosophy citywide, the housing and
socioeconomics analysis, and other areas where we feel the impacts analysis can be improved. We
hope you will consider these comments when completing the final environmental impact statement
(FEIS).

Zoning Alternatives in Capitol Hill and Adjacent Urban Villages

Below we provide fine-grained feedback on zoning proposals for the urban villages where we live
including Capitol Hill, Pike Pine, Madison-Miller, and 12" Avenue. This feedback reflects personal and
collective knowledge of the intimate details of our neighborhood, which we hope will be of use in the
EIS process.

e (Capitol Hill Urban Village

For the Capitol Hill Urban Village, we generally prefer the zoning changes proposed in Alternative 2.



Brennan,Alex

Alternative 2 is distinguished by a larger upzoned area, from lowrise to midrise, east of Broadway. This
upzone would lead to a higher level of affordability requirements, M2, that would help preserve the
economic diversity that we love about our neighborhood. Across the entire Capitol Hill-First Hill Urban
Center, Alternative 2 would result in 1,267 new affordable units, rather than only 819 new affordable
units under Alternative 3. Alternative 2 will also have the benefit of allowing more housing overall in the
Capitol Hill Urban Village.

We believe that the area east of Broadway is an appropriate place for growth with access to light rail
and frequent bus service, walkable streets with stores and services, and proximity to jobs in Downtown
and South Lake Union. The urban village includes great schools from elementary (Lowell) to college
(Seattle Central) and great community open spaces from Cal Anderson to our many new pocket parks.
These are just some of the many factors that led the City to designate this urban village “high
opportunity.”

Our neighborhood has ample experience with midrise as a zoning category and we like how it has
performed west of Broadway. Contrary to the perception of some unfamiliar with midrise zoning, on
Capitol Hill the area currently zoned midrise is notable for big beautiful trees and a human-scaled,
granular development pattern. Midrise zoning allows for lots of apartment buildings for renters to live
in and maximizes our building codes capacity for low cost wood frame construction that can contribute
to affordability as acknowledged in the Housing and Socioeconomics section.

While the Capitol Hill Urban Village is designated as high displacement risk, the area being upzoned is
relatively high income with a median income of $63,419 (US Census Tract 75, ACS 2011-15). The higher
displacement risk parts of the Capitol Hill Urban Village are already zoned midrise. Adding more
capacity in the eastern portion of the neighborhood will help relieve development pressure on other
parts of our neighborhood and the city, areas where the residents are more genuinely at high risk of
displacement.

We are disappointed that the urban village boundaries cannot be extended further north to Volunteer
Park and east to Madison-Miller. We believe this could allow for a more gradual step down in heights
and greater economic and social integration of the wealthy mansion blocks immediately outside of the
urban village boundaries. It could also give more people access to great amenities such as Volunteer
Park, Interlaken, and Lowell and Stevens Elementary.

While we support the changes to midrise in Alternative 2, we also believe the city should accompany
them with increased investments in quality of life in this area. Investments such as pocket parks, street
trees, and walkability improvements will help the neighborhood accommodate the projected growth
while mitigating the biological and open space impacts.

e Pike Pine Urban Village

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 generally treat Pike Pine the same. Our main concern for Pike Pine is in regard
to the impact on the Pike Pine Conservation Overlay.



Brennan,Alex

The Conservation Overlay has been a successful tool for accommodating growth while preserving and
enhancing human-scale neighborhood character among pre-World War Il commercial and mixed-use
buildings. This success includes the retention of character structures as well as a unique set of zoning
and design guidelines that incentivize smaller building footprints and storefronts. We believe that
similar regulations could help mitigate concerns discussed in the historical resources section, especially
regarding business corridors, not just on Capitol Hill, but around the city, such as the Ave.

Despite its success as a voluntary incentive program, the Overlay is at risk from the Mandatory Housing
Affordability zoning changes. When the base zoning in most of the Pike Pine Urban Village moves from
65 feet to 75 feet, the value of an additional 10 feet of height will be reduced. Without other actions, in
many cases the incentive will no longer be sufficient to cover the cost of character structure
preservation.

We believe that a solution can be found that both preserves the effectiveness of the Overlay and
incorporates MHA in Pike Pine. We hope that the City of Seattle will continue to work with the Pike Pine
Urban Neighborhood Council’s process to refine the base zoning and incentives in Pike Pine so that both
programs can work effectively together. We also support proposed changes to building code
requirements that would reduce the cost of construction at 85 feet by allowing 6 stories of type IlIA
wood frame construction over two stories of type | concrete construction.

e 12" Avenue Urban Village

Alternatives 2 and 3 are almost identical for the 12" Avenue Urban Village. We believe both alternatives
miss a valuable opportunity to increase heights and ground floor retail adjacent to the Madison Bus
Rapid Transit Corridor.

In particular, we believe that M1 affordability requirements and zoning change from LR3 to NC3-75
would be most appropriate in the area south of Union Street between 13™ and 14" Avenues, an already
high foot traffic area with commercial uses on the north side of Union St. This area also includes
property owned by non-profit affordable housing providers such as Capitol Hill Housing and the First
AME Church Housing Corporation that could use the added development capacity to produce more
affordable units. In addition to added housing capacity, NC3-75 zoning would allow these non-profits to
provide affordable space for culturally relevant businesses and social service providers.

e Madison-Miller Urban Village

We are generally more supportive of the zoning changes proposed in Alternative 3 for the Madison-
Miller Urban Village.

As identified in the DEIS, Madison-Miller is a very high opportunity Urban Village. It has great transit
service to jobs in Downtown (bus routes 11 and 12), South Lake Union (8) and the U District (48).
Madison-Miller is close to great schools (Meany, Stevens, St Joes, Holy Names), parks and open space
(Miller Playfield, Volunteer Park, Interlaken, Washington Park Arboretum), and a fantastic community
center. This neighborhood provides a welcoming home for many families with kids and the added



Brennan,Alex

lowrise zoning will allow townhouses a more moderate-cost family housing option. As fewer
households have large yards, the city should mitigate the loss of these play spaces by finding ways to
slow traffic and create more play streets.

Madison-Miller is already home to several affordable housing properties that help keep this part of our
neighborhood economically and racially diverse. These buildings are a great asset for our community
because they protect their residents from the risk of displacement. Alternative 3 would result in 177
new affordable units rather than only 133 under Alternative 2, and far more than Alternative 1. This is
true not only because increased development capacity will allow for more on-site performance of
affordable housing, but also because it will create more zoning under which the Seattle Office of
Housing can make cost-effective investments leveraging federal low income housing tax credits.

The arrival of new residents can spur concerns about insufficient parking. We believe that Madison-
Miller deserves its own restricted parking zone (RPZ) to better manage on-street parking. We also hope
that the Seattle Department of Transportation will continue to look at reforms to the RPZ system that
address oversubscription, which can make the zones ineffective.

Finally, we do not support the M2 changes from single family to LR3 just east of Miller Park. We believe
an M1 change to LR2 would be more appropriate given the location adjacent to the edge of the urban
village. We are disappointed that an urban village boundary expansion is not being considered for the
areas immediately north, west, and south.

e Beyond the Existing Urban Village Boundaries

While we understand that none of the urban villages in our neighborhood is being considered for
boundary expansion, we believe this is a mistake. The current boundaries, in light of the many changes
since 1994, today feel restrictive, arbitrary and unfair in many cases. The boundaries create donut holes
between our urban villages and leave out some of the wealthiest areas most equipped to accommodate
growth without risk of displacement. In the long run, we hope the City will consider including upzones
and mandatory housing affordability in these areas. If more areas had been included in the current
process, the same housing production goals could have been accommodated with more modest changes
within the existing urban village boundaries.

Zoning Alternatives Citywide

We generally prefer the zoning changes suggested in Alternative 3. We state this preference
acknowledging that we prefer Alternative 2 for the Capitol Hill Urban Village itself, which we believe is
somewhat miscategorized as high displacement risk, especially in the portion of the urban village
designated for larger zoning changes. Even if the DEIS displacement analysis does not show that
increased development results in increased displacement, we still think it is safer to focus more growth
in areas with lower risk of displacement. Our one overriding disagreement with the Alternative 3
framework relates to the urban village boundary expansions. We believe that such boundary
expansions are an unmitigated good and that the maximum boundary expansions, with zoning changes
to at least residential small lot, should be included in the Preferred Alternative of the FEIS.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Impacts

We believe that the DEIS understates the climate change benefits of Alternatives 2 and 3 relative to
Alternative 1. As the analysis notes on page 448:

“While the variation among the alternatives’ projected emissions in Seattle is minor, the same amount of growth in
other jurisdictions in the area would result in very different results.... VMT per population/job is nearly 55 percent
higher outside of Seattle [] than inside Seattle. This suggests that the same amount of development outside Seattle
would result in substantially higher emissions since 2035 fuel economy would remain equivalent across jurisdictions.”

We expect that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per person and job is even lower in Seattle’s urban villages,
where MHA will add the most capacity, than in the rest of the city. Furthermore, we know that in some
cases, added density in urban villages can lead, not just to relatively fewer emissions, but also to
absolute reductions in transportation emissions, as frequent transit service becomes more viable and
more goods and services locate within walking and biking distance of more people.

Seattle enjoys similar climate benefits with regards to energy use in buildings relative to our suburban
neighbors. The additional multi-family buildings allowed through MHA, by their geometry, have a lower
surface area to volume ratio than suburban single family homes, making them easier to insulate, heat,
and cool. People living closer together are also more likely to share resources, reducing greenhouse gas
emissions from consumer goods. Overall, the FEIS should better reflect the full climate change benefits
of citywide MHA.

Housing and Socioeconomics

Of all the issues addressed in the Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
section of the DEIS, we believe the Housing and Socioeconomics analysis is the most important and
deserves special attention in our comments. MHA should be designed to maximize affordability and
minimize displacement. The DEIS analysis can help the City determine the best Preferred Alternative for
achieving these goals. We believe there are several areas in which this analysis could be significantly
improved.

e Getting the Subsidized Affordable Housing Data Right

This section conducts a regression of housing production relative to loss of low income households and
finds that increased production in a neighborhood reduces the loss in that neighborhood. However, as
noted in the analysis, the DEIS lacks comprehensive, comparable data on subsidized affordable housing
(page 150). The inadequacy of data on affordable housing investments and lack of adjustments for the
impacts of those investments undermines the credibility of the connection between housing production
and preventing displacement. For example, South Lake Union is highlighted as an example of a
neighborhood that both produced large quantities of new housing and increased the number of low
income households (page 153). This ignores the massive investments in affordable housing made in
South Lake Union by the Office of Housing over the last decade to achieve this outcome. Not only will
including subsidized affordable housing data make the analysis more credible, it will also make the
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analysis more relevant to MHA. The true question the DEIS should be asking is what will the impacts be
of increased housing development and increased investment in subsidized housing.

The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) data that was used
(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html) does not include low income housing tax
credit (LIHTC) funded projects unless the LIHTC projects also received direct HUD subsidies (page 150).
To correct this, the FEIS should, at a minimum, include HUD’s LIHTC database as well

(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc.html). Addresses should be tracked in each dataset to
prevent double counting of projects with both LIHTC and direct HUD funding. Preferably, these HUD
data sources should be replaced by more comprehensive Seattle Office of Housing data that are already
available and presented for 2016. MFTE units, which do not receive either HUD or LIHTC funding, should
also be included. Additionally, Hope VI sites should be excluded from the regression analysis. Many of

the outliers in the regression analysis appear to be Hope VI sites that have unique affordability and
development trajectories during the study period.

e Addressing Race and Racial Displacement

The displacement analysis also fails to look at displacement by race. Racial displacement, regardless of
the connection to income, should be a concern for the City given the history of racially biased land use
policy in Seattle and the US generally. People of color have too often been displaced and excluded from
many parts of our city, including Capitol Hill. Furthermore, race, unlike income, does not change for a
person over time. A neighborhood can lose low income households because previously low income
people achieved greater economic success. In contrast, the loss of a particular racial group can mean
only the loss of people from that group. An analysis of racial displacement should be added to the FEIS.

o The Displacement Risk Index and Double Counting

Much of the DEIS displacement analysis relies on the Displacement Risk Index. The Displacement Risk
Index, developed for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan update, assumes that neighborhoods with
more zoning capacity for new housing are at greater risk. The DEIS then finds that more zoning capacity
does not increase displacement risk, while simultaneously relying on an index with a contradictory
assumption. This leads to circular conclusions such as the finding that higher displacement risk urban
villages are more likely to experience more development (page 149). They are more likely to experience
more development because development capacity is part of the criteria for being high displacement
risk. While we do not believe that the FEIS should be required to develop a new displacement risk index,
we do think it should acknowledge the inherent contradiction in assumptions. Eventually, the
displacement risk index should be updated to be agnostic regarding the displacement impacts of zoning.

We appreciate that the displacement analysis was conducted separately for the different urban villages
by the displacement risk and opportunity access categories. However, the DEIS should look at the
displacement risk of these urban villages at the beginning of the study period, in 2000, not today. These
urban villages are categorized as high displacement risk today in part because they have more low
income people. It is therefore not surprising that low income people were more likely to move to these
urban villages over the past 10 years. Again, this logic is circular and undermines the credibility of the
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findings. While a new displacement risk index for the year 2000 should also be outside the scope of the
FEIS, the causation problems in this analysis should at least be acknowledged. (page 155)

e The Benefits of a Coordinated Citywide Upzone

The citywide MHA process is unique in Seattle’s recent history. It has been a long time since Seattle has
made zoning changes that affect so many parts of the city. Instead, Seattle has tended to upzone
individual neighborhoods one-at-a-time. Some of the most consistent findings connecting increased
development capacity to lower housing prices, referenced in the appendices, are based on findings at
the regional level. When an individual neighborhood receives an upzone, the regional capacity
implications are generally small and the benefits of increased supply are less likely to be felt. Instead,
the main effects come from the increase in new housing, which is generally more expensive. By
changing this pattern and upzoning citywide, the benefits of the regional increase in housing capacity
are likely to be more tangible. The FEIS should take this benefit into account and distinguish between
the affordability and displacement impacts of changes in one neighborhood and the impacts of
simultaneous changes in many neighborhoods.

This distinction can be seen in the impact on land values. The DEIS notes that upzoning a particular
parcel can increase that parcel’s land value (though also decrease the land costs per housing unit).
What the DEIS does not acknowledge is that upzoning many parcels at one time can diminish the
increase in land value of each individual parcel by making the increase less rare. A broad citywide
upzone, therefore, is likely to increase land values less than a small neighborhood upzone. (page 162)

e Types of Buildings

We appreciate that the DEIS acknowledges that certain construction types are more expensive than
others and estimates which alternatives will allow more construction of each type by looking at the
capacity within zoning categories. Alternatives 2 and 3 allow significantly more development of low cost
wood frame construction in residential small lot and lowrise zones, a component of these alternatives
that should contribute to affordability. This analysis would benefit from breaking apart midrise and
highrise capacity. While both require construction costs higher than lowrise projects, midrise
construction is still mostly wood frame, while highrise construction is entirely concrete and steel. (pages
160-163)

e Tenant Relocation Assistance

As renters, we know the burden of being forced to move. As rents go up on Capitol Hill, many of us are
on the brink of being priced out of the neighborhood. The tenant relocation assistance data shows the
limitations of the Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance (TRAO) and indicates the greater need to
address economic displacement. Only 698 households were eligible for assistance between 2013 and
2016 (page 145). The increased development under Alternatives 2 and 3 is expected to result in, at
maximum, 76 additional households displaced by demolition (page 172). Partially, this data reflects the
unfairly strict income and household thresholds of the TRAO. However, this data also reflects the small
scale of direct displacement from demolition relative to economic displacement. Economic
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displacement appears to be much more widespread with fewer remedies. Low income households
experiencing economic displacement deserve access to relocation assistance as well as more focus in
the DEIS.

Direct displacement from demolition and economic displacement are also distinguished by where
people go after they are displaced. Demolition or renovation does not inherently imply that a household
can no longer find housing in that neighborhood. In contrast, when a household must move because of
rent increases, other rents in that neighborhood are also likely to have increased, resulting in
displacement not just from a particular unit, but from an entire area of the city. Unfortunately, the DEIS
displacement analysis acknowledges that it does not look at where people go after they are displaced,
an important component of fully understanding the problem.

e Regional Data and More Recent Data

The economic displacement analysis compares the City of Seattle to the Rest of King County. A
comparison to the metropolitan region would be more appropriate. Anecdotally, we hear that middle
and working class people are getting pushed out of all of King County and moving increasingly to Pierce,
Snohomish, and Kitsap Counties. Looking at household data at this regional scale would provide a better
understanding of where lower income households are going when they leave Seattle. (page 148)

The data comparison in this section is for 2000 to 2009-2013 (effectively 2011). This period is one of
remarkable stability in rental housing cost relative to the following period 2011-16, when rents spiked
upwards. More recent data, such as the 2011-15 American Community Survey and city and county-wide
data from the 2015 American Community Survey would be more relevant to our current affordability
challenges. (pages 148-151)

Conclusion

Seattle’s affordable housing crisis requires rapid responses including speedy implementation of citywide
mandatory housing affordability. Our comments are not intended to delay the DEIS process. In fact, we
have taken care to identify several of our criticism as beyond the scope of the EIS in order to prevent
unnecessary delays. We hope that our comments on the DEIS will help inform an effective FEIS and
Preferred Alternative, as well as future thinking about how we analyze the impacts of land use decisions
in our city. We look forward to engaging with the remaining final steps towards implementation.

Sincerely,

The Capitol Hill Renter Initiative
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Peggy,

Thank you for these comments. We are carefully considering them.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey Wentlandt aicp Leep ap
Strategic Advisor

City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development
P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019
0:206.684.3586 | Geoffrey.Wentlandt@seattle.gov

From: Peggy Cahill [mailto:cahill@bnd-law.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2017 8:51 AM

To: Wentlandt, Geoffrey <Geoffrey.Wentlandt@seattle.gov>

Subject: COMMENTS ON HALA RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE VICINITY OF 20th and 21st BETWEEN
MERCER AND ROY

Dear Mr. Wentlandt:
Attached please find a letter from David Bricklin to you regarding the above-referenced matter.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Peggy S. Cahill

Legal Assistant

Bricklin & Newman, LLP
1424 Fourth Avenue
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Suite 500
Seattle WA 98101

ph.: 206.264.8600
fax: 206.264.9300

Spokane Office:

25 West Main

Suite 234

Spokane, WA 99201

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information transmitted, including attachments, is intended only for the person(s)
or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and
destroy any copies of this information.
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BRICKLIN &« NEWMAN LLP

awyers working for the environment

Reply to: Seattle Office

June 28, 2017

Office of Planning and Community Development
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re:  Attn: MHA Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments
Dear Planning and Community Development Staff:

I represent a group of homeowners at the northeast corner of the Madison-Miller Residential Urban
Village, who have concerns about the proposed rezoning of their properties. My clients understand
the need for more affordable housing and the premise behind the Grand Bargain that requires
increased density. They support increasing density on their blocks to allow for the lowest tier of
multi-family zoning. I sent a letter detailing their concerns, including their proposed revisions to
the zoning maps to the HALA website, City Council, the Mayor, and City staff in May. Those
comments are attached and incorporated herein by reference.

We have reviewed the DEIS for the MHA proposal and generally find that, overall, the analysis
adequately discloses the impacts. Potential impacts not addressed in the DEIS are discussed below.
The DEIS identifies significant adverse impacts for both Alternative 2 and 3, highlighted below,
for which the analysis of proposed mitigation is insufficient, vague, unmeasurable, and
speculative. This is of particular concern for Alternative 3 given the significantly greater impacts
of this alternative compared to Alternative 2 to the homeowners I represent. A brief description of
the Madison-Miller area and the block of greatest interest to my clients is below, followed by a
discussion of concerns related to impacts and mitigation on specific topics.

Madison-Miller

Homes in the Madison-Miller area are relatively small compared to “Millionaire Row” and areas
north of Aloha, and many remain intact, providing a consistent representation of the early 20"
Century architectural period (see attached). Net density of the area of greatest interest to my clients
is approximately 17 units per acre, or 10.5 units per acre gross density when including everything
except the public roadway between the curbs. The area already supports a variety of housing types,
including duplexes and triplexes in older homes that are consistent with the area’s architectural
character. Madison—Miller Urban Village has already seen a lot of new units added, with 778
housing units built #the-between 2005 and 2016, and, as of January 9, 2017, 681 housing units

1424 Fourth Avenue, Suite 500, Seattle, WA 98101 e 25 West Main, Suite 234, Spokane, WA 99201
(206) 264-8600 e (877)264-7220 e www.bricklinnewman.com
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are either permitted or under review. The area has numerous subsidized units which fit into the
character of the community in form and scale.

In our previous letter, my client proposed that the area depicted on Figure 1, bounded by the west
side of 20" Avenue E, the west side of 21" Avenue East, the south side of Mercer Street, and the
south side of Roy Street be rezoned not to LR1 and LR2 as currently proposed, but to Residential
Small Lot (RSL). Alternative 2 in the Draft EIS is consistent with that proposal. A key aspect of
this proposal was the inclusion of design guidelines and a design review process that is effective
at addressing form, bulk and design issues to a far greater extent than the current process.

2 13

RSL is characterized as “multiple bedroom family-sized homes”, “near existing single-family
zones and edges of urban villages”, and “similar in scale to single-family homes.” See Example
Housing Options, City of Seattle, 2016. My clients’ area fits this description. They are at the very
northeast corner of the Residential Urban Village, adjacent to and of the same character as single-
family zones to the north and east.

Given its location at the edge of the urban village and adjacent to single family zones, this area
would appropriately serve as a transition between the single family and the multifamily areas.
There are two nearby public schools; Stevens Elementary at the very north end of 19" Avenue E.
by Interlaken Park, and Meany Middle School, reopening in Fall of 2017. With close proximity to
schools and parks, this area should provide for family-sized housing rather than smaller
apartments. RSL also provides for more open space on lots, which is important for families with
children. In addition, Miller Park facilities are already heavily utilized and will become more
crowded with the reopening of Meany Middle School.

Draft EIS Alternatives

My clients feel that Alternative 2 best represents the comments and proposal they submitted
previously. In addition, Alternative 2 generates slightly more housing, jobs, and affordable housing
than Alternative 3. While Alternative 3 distributes the growth differently based on displacement
potential and opportunity areas, the location of future affordable housing within this or any
particular neighborhood is highly speculative. Developers will not easily assemble multiple
properties, and, therefore, the area would be more likely to see numerous smaller townhome and
apartment developments that would be too small to economically include the affordable units.
Instead, developers are much more likely to pay the fee, especially in an area that has high property
values and currently supports high rents. The document further explains that the City’s ability to
provide affordable units is opportunistic based on property availability and cost. In addition, the
Draft EIS notes that the increase in units for each unit demolished greatly offsets the displacement
and identifies specific and measurable mitigation for displacement. Therefore, the allocation of
growth in Alternative 2, which better reflects existing character of the affected neighborhoods,
including Madison-Miller, while providing more units than Alternative 3 is the preferred approach.
Furthermore, increasing the zoning in an area with already high property values may further
increase the value of some properties, impeding the ability of the City and other non-profit housing
providers to purchase property in the area.
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Alternatively, the City could adopt Alternative 2 for all the areas with the exception of those
identified as High Displacement Risk and Low Access to Opportunity. By adopting Alternative 3
for the High Displacement Risk and Low Access to Opportunity, that area would have reduced
displacement and only decrease the total housing unit increase compared to adopting Alternative
2 throughout, by 620 units. Given all alternatives meet the projected demand and the decrease in
affordable units would be a small percentage of this number, such a hybrid approach may make
sense.

We also note that other urban villages categorized as Low Displacement Risk and High Access to
Opportunity have smaller percentage increases in units than Madison-Miller. For example, West
Seattle Junction and Ballard are both hubs and identified as locations for future light rail
extensions. Roosevelt currently has a light rail station under construction. These areas are proposed
for 10 — 30% less growth than Madison-Miller which does not have direct light rail access. These
areas also already provide for a greater mix of uses with existing commercial development,
including easy access to larger grocery stores, than most of Madison-Miller, particularly the north
end.

Design Review

Design review is cited as mitigation throughout the Draft EIS. As noted below, design review is
not sufficient mitigation, especially given the current proposal that exempts almost all
development within urban villages from formal design review unless the project is directly
adjacent to single family zoning or is a large property. Formal design review, at a minimum, should
apply when it is adjacent to a single-family use or on a block where single family use predominates.
In addition, the changes give the authority for setting guideline priorities to the Board/Director
rather than the neighborhood, and relies on an undefined public outreach plan, to which
compliance is also undefined. No justification is provided for exempting urban villages from
design review, and relying on it as mitigation seems disingenuous.

The DEIS fails to describe the limited benefit of design review. Deficiencies in the current system
are referenced in our earlier letter. The DEIS is misleading, at best, when it states that design
review is used to protect private views and that it effectively addresses the aesthetic impacts
created by new development that looks nothing like its surroundings. The DEIS says that the
design review process “considers” various issues, but there is no effective mandate to the boards
or staff to assure that discordant designs are avoided. Experience with the existing program
demonstrates there is a large gap between the program’s ostensible aims and its results. None of
this is acknowledged in the DEIS. The DEIS is misleading in suggesting that the program in its
current form will provide effective mitigation for any of the alternatives.

Historic Resources

The Draft EIS notes the potential for development to indirectly impact the setting of historic areas
and the historic fabric of neighborhoods. While not a formal historic district, no context statement
has been prepared for this area. This area is the edge of what was known as “Catholic Hill,” where
in the early 1900’s Catholic families located, drawn by the large Catholic churches and schools
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built at that time, including Holy Names Academy and St. Joseph’s Church and School (a City of
Seattle Landmark). The block bordered by East 20th, East 21st, Roy Street, and Mercer Street
forms one corner of what is an intact frame around Holy Names. While not a designated landmark,
Holy Names Academy, built in 1908, is the oldest continuously-operating school in Washington
State, and it is a major piece of Seattle architecture. Designed by C. Albert Breitung, architect of
numerous historic buildings in Seattle, much of its impact and grandeur arises from its setting in a
neighborhood of one- and two-story homes all built within the same short period of time. Modern
multi-family buildings allowed by the proposed zoning would irrevocably destroy its setting.

Alternative 3 would have the potential for more change to historic character. The Draft EIS
discloses that Madison-Miller is one of the two oldest urban villages that would have over 50%
growth increase with Alternative 3. The proposed mitigation is vague. Mitigation consists of
policies in the comprehensive plan regarding consistency of new development with existing
setting. Most developments, even in LR1 or LR2, would be under thresholds and not subject to
formal design review. RSL as proposed in Alternative 2 would provide the opportunity for
increased density with less destruction of existing historic era housing. For example, as shown in
Figure 2, RSL would allow existing homes to be subdivided into multiple units that maintain
architectural character. In contrast, LR1 and LR2 would encourage the demolition of these homes
that represent craftsmanship that we no longer see today.

Aesthetics

Exhibit 3.3-14 and 15 of the Aesthetics section depict an example of Alternative 3 in existing
single family, reflecting a significant adverse impact. Comparable examples for Alternative 2 also
have aesthetic impacts, but to a lesser degree than Alternative 3. Exhibits 3.3-14 and 15 show a
dramatic change in character even though they minimize the true effect of Alternative 3 on
Madison-Miller, because the added units are shown adjacent to much bulkier structures than
currently allowed within the single-family areas. The proposed mitigation is vague and inadequate.
“Privacy Standards” would “address the placement of windows”, but this is vague and does not
address overall aesthetics. Upper level setbacks and side modulation provide negligible relief from
a dramatic increase in bulk adjacent to one and two story homes with pitched roofs and large
windows, and already small side setbacks. The Draft EIS notes this is a “substantial” change, but
indicates this change is not a problem due to the “urban context of a rapidly growing city.” What
must be remembered at the same time is that the massive increase in units is not needed to
accommodate growth. Existing zoning provides the necessary capacity. This proposal is intended
to address affordability, but there is no evidence that bad, incompatible design is the price we must
pay for affordability. The DEIS leads decision-makers and the public in the wrong direction by
masking the aesthetic consequences of allowing the higher density without a concomitant
improvement in design criteria.

Modifications to design review and “Other Potential Mitigation Measures” are not in effect nor
are they a required mitigation or guaranteed to occur. Instead, the Draft EIS provides language
such as, “for example, design review could include. . .” Under the current requirements and the
proposal, many of the developments would be below the threshold for formal design review and
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do not require SEPA review. Therefore, the conclusion in Section 3-3 that “aesthetic impacts
should be reduced to less than significant levels,” is incorrect.

Parks and Open Space

As described in the Draft EIS, Madison-Miller currently has approximate 0.16 acres of open space
per 100 residents (1.6 acres per 1000 residents). That is already an inadequate number, below the
Parks Plan standard of 9.34 acres per 1000 residents. Alternatives 2 and 3 decrease Madison-Miller
parks and open space level of service to 1.2 and 1.1 acres per 1000 people, respectively. While
Madison-Miller is not identified as having a gap, the open space per 1000 people is low compared
to most other urban villages. In addition, much of the park space in the village is associated with
Meany Middle School, which will reopen in the fall of 2017. Because it will be a fully utilized
public school, access to park facilities is more limited than a standalone park or community center.
Again, mitigation is not provided, only alluded to as potentially addressed under future City
planning and analysis efforts. Given the lot sizes in the area, it is unlikely that developers will be
incentivized to provide open space within their projects, which would primarily be small apartment
complexes and townhomes. The DEIS fails to adequately disclose the project’s negative impact
on park usage and open space.

Public Services

The Draft EIS notes the potential for increased impacts in areas with informal stormwater drainage.
The Madison-Miller area currently has flooded street intersections and alleys that will be
exacerbated by dramatic increases in impervious surface, which will be worse with Alternative 3.
Because the alleys are not maintained by the city, residents will be forced to address the flooding
in whatever means they can rather than holistically.

Garbage, recycling, and compost pick up is not discussed in the Draft EIS. However, given the
small lots and extremely narrow alleys that do not allow for garbage truck access, collection for
larger buildings will be forced to the street edge, creating unsightly and unhealthy dumpsters
adjacent to single family homes, blocking traffic and parking, and obscuring sightlines. These are
significant adverse impacts which should have been disclosed in the DEIS and mitigation
considered.

Parking

The Draft EIS identifies significant parking impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3. For Madison-Miller,
impacts would be more severe under Alternative 3. Our streets are inadequate for current
commercial, educational, institutional and residential parking needs. No off-street parking is
required for new development. The residents of the new apartments have not been discouraged
from owning cars. My clients regularly witness many of the new apartment residents parking on
the adjacent single family residential streets, which is the only parking for those single-family
residents (many of whom are in single-car households and use transit frequently). In addition,
people primarily drive to the restaurants, yoga studio, and other businesses. The new Meany
Middle School opens soon, and it has inadequate on-site parking for faculty, staff and volunteers.
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Providing incentives for reduced single occupancy vehicle use, reducing parking requirements in
new developments, and increasing transit is not sufficient mitigation. These measures may reduce
traffic, but they will not reduce parking demand. New residents in the area will continue to own
cars and park car share vehicles. The EIS should disclose this adverse impact and discuss possible
mitigation measures.

Conclusion

As stated in the Draft EIS, MHA will not provide enough affordable units while the rezoning will
substantially exceed the projected growth demand, indicating the need for other solutions. The
Draft EIS notes that the increased capacity provided by zoning changes to support the additional
costs borne by developers and states it is unclear whether additional costs will be borne by
developers or passed along to users. Market and economic forces are such that developers will not
bear any additional costs and are more likely to benefit financially. The recent decision by
developers with approved projects to give up their permits, redesign their projects, and resubmit
for permits under the new zoning that has already passed in other areas is proof that MHA is a
boon for them, with the costs, economic and otherwise, borne by existing residents. Nevertheless,
my clients support the development of more affordable housing and would welcome more
affordable units in the neighborhood if they are at an appropriate scale and consistent with the
character of the neighborhood. We appreciate the immense effort that has gone into trying to solve
what is a real problem. We look forward to reviewing the Final EIS and proposed legislation.

Very truly yours,
BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP
David A. Bricklin

DAB:psc
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Bricklin,David

Figure 2: Subdivision of existing
single-family homes consistent with
architectural character




Name Kyle Brooks
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

1 We need to reduce restrictions in high-income neighborhoods
like Montlake and Queen Anne

Aesthetics 2 Big buildings are pretty. Cars are ugly.

3 Please eliminate street parking on Aurora Ave N and allow for

Transportation full-time bus-only lanes

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)



Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Name
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

1

Cynthia Brothers

Please extend the comment period to end of August to allow
more time for the public to digest the info and provide comment,
and for additional needed analyses.

| believe the displacement analysis & methodology is
incomplete, misleading and inaccurate and requires further
consideration. Increasing development capacity and
encouraging market rate development in high displacement risk
areas is NOT an effective anti-displacement strategy- it will
cause more displacement. This analysis failed to consider racial
dimensions of displacement by using low income households as
a proxy for race . There also needs to be a consideration for
indirect and economic, not just physical displacement. The
number of households living in units subsidized through non-
HUD programs, such as projects developed with funding from
the Office of Housing, was not accounted for and likely skewed
the analysis of the changes in the number of low-income
households in areas with more housing production. The analysis
is deficient in that it did not include the last 5 years of growth.
The analysis also failed to measure increased speculative
activity in high growth areas, like rapid turnover and increases of
sales and resales of existing older affordable apartments - and
how that might increase due to upzones.

| urge the city to conduct additional analysis that includes
examining how different race and ethnic groups might be
impacted differently by the three alternatives proposed in the
DEIS; and whether the action alternatives introduce a new trend
or accelerate a existing trends that displace vulnerable
populations to the extent that the socioeconomic character of a
neighborhood would change; and whether there is a pattern or
potential for different racial groups to be displaced at different
rates and/or do they resist displacement with different degrees of
success. | also urge the city to extend the comment period to
end of August in order to complete additional analysis & give the
public more time to digest the info and comment.

Preserve existing livable and affordable housing stock.

Transit Oriented Development needs to include a racial justice
and anti-displacement analysis and measures.

More resources for preservation of historic buildings and
landmarks, especially for community use.

More green space for high displacement risk areas that are
meant for the health of elders, children & existing



residents...NOT more dog parks.



Name

Email address

If you are
commenting here on
behalf of a larger
organization which
you represent (e.g.
community group,
advocacy group,
etc.), you may
indicate so here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Scott Brown

3200 Block of NW Market St

Upzoning the 10 single family lots on the 3200 block of NW
Market St to low rise multifamily should be included in all
Alternatives, not just Alternative 3, because it is a uniquely
win-win opportunity for the city and our community:

* Upzoning these lots rectifies Inequitable property rights and
Social Inequality on our block where we ten single family
homes are surrounded on three sides by 26 LR-1 townhomes,
19 LR-1 duplexes and triplexes, 33 LR-2 apartments, and one
NC-1 senior center. These ten homeowners originally had the
same property rights as the rest of the block, but those rights
were taken away in an unfair downzoning of just these ten lots
around 1990.

* Upzoning these lots supports Economic Opportunity and
Security through additional density immediately adjacent to the
Ballard Urban Village. Our block ends on the western
boundary of the BUV.

* Upzoning these lots supports Environmental Stewardship by
providing additional housing next to the high volume bus
routes that stop at the end of our block, including the 44, 17E
and others.

* Upzoning these lots reinforces the multifamily Community
that exists on our block and immediately next to us in the BUV,
the Ballard Community Center, the Ballard Locks, and the
Burke-Gilman Trail.

We propose to HALA to recommend a rezone of our 10 single
family to multifamily to provide equitable property rights with
the rest of the block for owners and provide additional housing
for the city at no taxpayer cost. This is one of those rare
occasions when two serious problems connect with a near-
perfect win-win solution. There are a few homeowners that are
on the next block up the hill that oppose this because we are
currently a buffer for their view down and across lower Ballard,
but the vast majority who actually live and own on our block
support it, and the city needs the housing. Our block was



originally zoned consistently multifamily, but a homeowner on
the next block just up the hill worked within the city
government to have just these 10 homes down-zoned, to
protect his views. There is a copy of the original zoning as of
1980, found by Owen Pickford of The Urbanist in his article on
the opportunity we have on this block:

https://www.theurbanist.org/2017/06/07/predictable-
disagreement-and-surprising-agreement-where-single-family-
zoning-meets-multi-family/

We tried to be included in the BUV, but were rejected despite
meeting all the main criteria. We have been working with
various organizations within city government since 2014 to try
to get this done. Now is the time.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

How many people
are in your
household?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?



Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your
gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person
with a disability?

Are you a U.S.
Military veteran?



Browning,Chris

From: Chris Browning

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Neighborhood Upzoning Plan

Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 11:00:58 AM

Regarding: MHA Draft EIS Comments

| support the MHA draft EIS comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group dated
August 2, 2017

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-Miller
Community Group August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA (Mandatory Housing
Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our residential urban
village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and
DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-
wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more
equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f.
payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of affordable housing units.

Other issues | support raised by the Madison Miller Group document include:
Other issues raised in the Madison-Miller Park Group document

1. Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the “High Access to
Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and need further analysis and
mitigation. We are concerned about the displacement of existing affordable housing,
senior and disabled housing, housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a half-way house
and a long-term transitional home for women), and a number of older apartment buildings
and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller has already
had significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of development.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a % mile or 10 minute
walk.

3. Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for Alternatives 2
and 3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety hazards with the opening of
Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the vast majority of
“Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports and summer sports camps and
is not available for public or neighborhood use. This playfield will also be used as the sole
recreational field for Meany Middle School starting this fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, roadways,
and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to their age and condition.
Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets creates traffic backups now, and additional
volume of apartment buildings will increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one of the two
oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS does not address
the impact of losing this historic housing stock.



Browning,Chris

Thank you,

Chris Browning

749 17" Ave. East
Seattle, WA 98112



Browning,Liz

From: Liz Browning

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 9:48:59 AM

We have been residents of this historic neighborhood (17th and Aloha) for 22 years restoring
one the historic 'Catholic Ghetto' homesto its origina grandeur. My husband and | are very
concerned with the cities plans and how it will affect our neighborhood so please accept the
following from us:

We support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-Miller
Community Group August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA (Mandatory Housing
Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our residential
urban village, alow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’ s (Accessory
Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require devel oper
impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund
generation for affordable units more equitable. We aso recommend the MHA requirement (5-
11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly
greater quantity of affordable housing units.

Other issues raised in the Madison-Miller Park Group document

1. Housing and Socioeconomics. Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the “High
Access to Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and need further
analysis and mitigation. We ar e concer ned about the displacement of existing
affordable housing, senior and disabled housing, housing for our most vulnerable
residents, (a half-way house and along-term transitional home for women), and a
number of older apartment buildings and large homes with multiple units. As
documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller has already had significant displacement
impacts from the past two decades of development.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct accessto light rail within a%zmile or 10
minute walk.

3. Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3, and we believe thiswill result in significant public safety hazards
with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller
Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the vast
majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as aregional playfield for league sports and
summer sports camps and is not available for public or neighborhood use. This playfield
will also be used as the sole recreational field for Meany Middle School starting this
fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers,
roadways, and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to their age and
condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets creates traffic backups
now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one of
the two oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS



Browning,Liz

does not address the impact of losing this historic housing stock.

Liz and Chris Browning
749 17th Ave East
Seattle, Wa 98112

Mobile: 206-409-4000
browningcommunities@gmail.com
www.browningcommunities.com



Bubelis,Walt-1

From: walthorticulture@comcast.net

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Extension for

Date: Sunday, July 30, 2017 6:32:55 PM

Dear George Wentlandt: | am adding my voice to asking for an extension until August
28 so that comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement can be made. A
400 page document takes some time to analyze if the public is truly to be served.
Thank you, Walt Bubelis



Bubelis,Walt-2

From: Walt Bubelis

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: sunday, August 06, 2017 12:02:31 PM

"The DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban Villages and the City overall. Each Urban Village is unique, with different housing types, cultural traditions,
businesses, resources, and growth needs. This DEIS fails to recognize and examine these differences.

Each Urban Village and Surrounding Area needs to be analyzed separately, thoroughly and accurately via their own individual EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will be impacted by the changes both in this DEIS and the other SEPA analyses combined.

Seattle residents live in both their own neighborhoods and in the City at large, yet this DEIS has failed to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and
accurately.”

| received the opportunity to respond to this just this very busy weekend. | agree with the above statement and wish the city would do more to notify the public on such matters.
Dissolving the neighbor councils was a step in the wrong direction for one. Individual neighborhoods need more opportunity to map out their own future rather than the reverse.
Seattle does not have to keep growing at the price of the unique features found in the various neighborhoods.



Bubelis,Walt-2



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Christopher Buckley

| prefer alternative 3 for the Roosevelt Urban Village, extending
more Low-Rise 1 zoning into the Ravenna neighborhood along
65th Avenue NE. As a Ravenna homeowner and a Christian
Democrat, | favor policies that promote home ownership and
economic diversity while reducing ecological impact of sprawl.
Option 3 in this high-demand neighborhood does precisely that.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in



Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?

What is your gender?

Do you identify as
LGBTQIA?

Are you a person with
a disability?

Are you a U.S. Military
veteran?



Bucy,Katie-1

From: ktbucy@comcast.net

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Fwd: Please extend deadline for HALA DEIS
Date: Monday, June 19, 2017 8:00:35 PM

Please extend the July 23, 2017 deadline for public comments on the HALA
draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Many are on vacation during the summer and will not have adequate time
to review the document and comment.

Perhaps the city isn't serious about obtaining public comment. | hope that
isn't true. But unless you extend the deadline, many will assume the city
is discouraging public comment.

Please consider my request.

Sincerely,

Katie Bucy



Bucy,Katie-2

From:

To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: Comments on DEIS
Date: Thursday, August 03, 2017 3:39:52 PM

Re: Comments on HALA Draft Environmental Impact Statement

It's my understanding that an EIS is not supposed to be a justification of a
decision that's been already been made. Yet, that is exactly what the
DEIS for HALA upzoning appears to be.

Upzoning in the West Seattle Junction area would have a tremendous
impact on life in this area, and the DEIS has clearly ignored this.

For one, the proposed upzoning would destroy single-family
neighborhoods, which is in conflict with the official neighborhood plan.

The plan would increase density without improving already strained
transit.

The committee has not done its homework re: the transportation impacts.
The report claims the C Line in West Seattle is at 67% capaci