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underlying zoning development standards apply, as provided in SMC 23.69.006A. (Final MIMP
modified to incorporate City Council condition #1.)

The amount of planned and potential development that has been incorporated in the Final MIMP
is based on the University's current assumptions regarding its future headcount enroliment and
on-campus housing during the Autumn quarters of 2005 and 2015, which are summarized
below and discussed more fully on the following page. (These population and housing
assumptions were provided in the Final MIMP for information only and were not intended as
elements of the Approved MIMP).

Total Enrollment 1998 3,394 students
2005 4,235 students
2015 5,000 students
Undergraduate Enroliment 1998 2,624 students
2005 2,935 students
2015 3,500 students
Graduate Enrollment 1998 770 students
(including post-baccalaureate) 2005 1,300 students
2015 1,500 students
Resident Single Students 1998 1,400 beds
2005 1,655 beds
2015 1,975 beds
Resident Married Students 1998 37 units
2005 80 units
2015 120 units

Note: Housing information for 1998 represents occupied units only and excludes ten
units occupied by staff and guests. There were 12 vacant single student beds and six
vacant married student housing units.









facilities. 1n 2005 it is projected that there will be 1,655 single undergraduate students living on
campus in the residence halls and related housing, plus an additional 60 undergraduate
students living in on-campus family housing. In 2015 it is projected that the number of single
undergraduate students living on campus will increase to 1,975 and the number of
undergraduate students living in family housing will increase to 90. It is also projected that 20
graduate students will live in on-campus family housing in 2005, increasing to 30 in 2015. In
addition, the University intends to encourage some additional faculty and staff to live on or near
campus, which would strengthen the University’s relationship with its resident students and the
surrounding community. Some of these employees may reside in the family housing described
above.

Current and projected trends support the University’s plans to provide substantially more on-
campus housing. The demand for on-campus student housing has surged in recent years, not
only at SPU, but nation-wide. During 1998, SPU experienced a significant shortage of housing
for its undergraduate students, which has been temporarily addressed by leasing off-campus
housing, converting family housing to single student housing and converting some double rooms
to triples. Focus group sessions held with students during 1998 (as part of the programming for
the Emerson Street Residence Hall) indicated a strong continuing interest in a wide variety of
on-campus housing, including traditional residence halls, theme houses and shared apartments.
At the same time, the need for family housing for married students, faculty and staff has
increased, resulting in part from the extremely low vacancy rates that are being experienced for
rental housing in the vicinity of the campus.

The following goals have been established for campus master planning:

Provide a physical environment that supports learning and optimizes educational quality.

2. Provide a physical environment that supports efficient and economical University programs
and operations.

3. Provide facilities that reflect a University community committed to evangelical Christian faith
and values.

4. Provide a physical environment and facilities that promote positive relationships with the
community and reflect the University’s commitment to service.

Provide an environment that contributes to a safe and secure campus.
Provide facilities in which all programs and services are accessible.

Support and enhance campus environmental quality and sustainable development and
operations.

8. Preserve and enhance the image of the campus in a manner that defines and celebrates a
sense of place for students, faculty, staff and visitors and expresses the University’s quality,
traditions and mission.

9. Provide flexibility to respond to changes in enrollment size and mix and information
technology.

10. Serve as partners with other colleges and universities in the State to meet the increasing
demand for higher education enroliment.

In accordance with the City of Seattle’'s Major Institution Land Use Policies and Code, the MIMP
will balance SPU’s needs to develop new and improved facilities for the provision of educational
services with the need to minimize the impact of future development on surrounding


















The SPU campus contains an extensive walkway system, but few university-owned streets.
Automobile circulation is accommodated primarily by the many City streets that border and
bisect the campus, including several arterial streets. All of these streets have adjacent
sidewalks, which are used for campus as well as general neighborhood circulation. Additional
information regarding existing streets and walkways is provided in the Final EIS (FEIS).

A three dimensional view of the campus and its surroundings is provided by Figure 3. Additional
views of the existing campus are included in the FEIS.









The expansion of the MIO District boundaries is intended primarily to provide additional sites for
close-in student housing, which is needed to supplement existing University housing and the
additional housing planned for sites within the existing MIO District boundaries. Based on the
University's assumptions regarding the future status of its existing on and off campus housing,
the anticipated completion of the Emerson Street Residence Hall (as an amendment to the
previous MIMP), and the replacement of the Ashton Hall duplexes with additional single student
housing, it is estimated that by 2015 there would be a deficit of approximately 450 beds for
single students and 110 housing units for student families, without the acquisition and
construction of additional housing in the proposed MIO expansion zones. |f constructed at a
density averaging one residential unit per 800 sq. ft. of lot area, approximately three-fourths of
the of the MIO expansion areas (excluding the site of the Free Methodist Church and Fine
Center and the proposed multi-use development in the MIO District expansion area north of
West Nickerson Street) would be required to accommodate the additional student housing. It is
assumed that the remaining area within the MIO expansion areas would remain in private
ownership, although, if available, some additional housing could be acquired or constructed
within the MIO District expansion areas for University faculty and staff.

The availability of additional housing within convenient walking distance of the existing campus
is essential to realizing an important element of the vision of the University during the 21%
Century, as expressed in Chapter |l: “that the majority of the undergraduate growth will occur
through additional resident students, to be made possible through the expansion and
improvement of on-campus student housing facilities”. It is also anticipated in the vision
statement that some additional graduate students will live on campus and that housing will be
available that will encourage some additional faculty and staff to live on or near campus.

SPU's goal of developing additional on-campus housing for students, faculty and staff is good
for the surrounding community and the city as a whole. The expansion of the MIO boundaries to
provide additional University housing will result in a net increase in the availability of housing in
the Queen Anne community. This increase in the supply of housing will help to mitigate
potential increases in the cost of housing in the community, which could otherwise result from an
increased demand for housing to accommodate the projected growth of the University
population. Providing an ample supply of University housing will increase the probability that
students, staff and faculty will be able to find affordable housing that will allow them to walk to
their classes and offices, thereby reducing commuter trips and parking demand.

The development standards included in Chapter IV are intended to assure that the new housing
to be constructed in the MIO expansion zones will be compatible with adjacent areas of non-
university housing, including new multi-family housing that could be constructed in accordance
with the underlying zoning standards. To avoid impacts on single family housing areas, no MIO
expansion was proposed in areas zoned for only single-family uses. Most of the expansion
areas are comprised primarily of lots that currently contain multi-family rental residential
structures, including many that are already rented by individuals associated with the University.
Most of the remaining single family structures that are not owned by the University in the
expansion areas have been converted to multi-family, rental housing (see Appendix B in the
FEIS for specific information regarding the use and ownership of each parcel in the proposed
MIO expansion areas).
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To provide context with the adjacent buildings, the Science Building's facade will incorporate
large areas of red brick, steeply pitched roofs, and other design features of Peterson Hall and
other permanent campus buildings in the “Loop” area. Window openings will be grouped for
visual interest and large portions of the building will be modulated. The building will be set back
from West Bertona Street approximately 20 feet (five feet in addition to the required setback), to
provide space for additional landscaping and to meet the modulation standards proposed in the
development standards of this MIMP.

Figure 7 provides an illustration of the building as it would be viewed from West Bertona Street.
A site plan and additional views of the building are included in Appendix E and in the Final EIS
for the MIMP.

To construct the first phase of the Science Building two existing campus buildings, Tiffany Hall
and Green Hall, will be demolished. The demolition of these buildings, which contain a total of
23,517 GSF, is proposed to occur during the summer of 2001, followed immediately by the
construction of the first phase of the planned Science Building, which will be completed for
occupancy by Autumn Quarter 2003. The second phase of the building, which will provide an
additional 52,000 GSF, will require the demolition of Watson Hall, which contains 15,705 GSF.
Construction of the second phase of the Science Building is anticipated to begin one or two
years after the completion of the first phase, to provide for occupancy by Autumn Quarter 2005.
(Actual phasing may vary, depending on the availability of funding.) Until the second phase is
completed, the Miller Science Learning Center will continue to be used for science programs.
After the completion of the second phase of the Science Building, the Miller Science Learning
Center will be used for other SPU programs, possibly including physical education, indoor
recreation, storage and archives.

An additional planned project is a temporary surface parking lot with approximately 45 spaces,
located adjacent to West Nickerson Street, approximately 200 feet east of Sixth Avenue West.
The planned parking lot, which is shown in Figure 8, will remain for an indefinite period of time
until its site is required to construct a parking garage. Because it will be likely to remain as a
surface parking lot for at least five years, it will be fully improved, including asphalt paving and a
fence and landscaping to screen the parking from West Nickerson Street. In accordance with
City Council condition #12, the proposed design of the parking lot shown in Figure 8 will be
revised to meet the underlying zoning requirements for the landscaping of surface parking lots.
The construction of the parking lot is proposed in the fall of 2000, following the completion of the
Emerson Street Residence Hall project.
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designation of the Emerson Street Triangle as a designated open space excludes a City-owned
parcel adjacent to Sixth Avenue West that was acquired from SPU for the potential realignment
of Sixth Avenue West, north of West Bertona Street.) As designated open spaces, they will be
retained in open space use by SPU during the time frame of the master plan. However, such
designation does not preclude site improvements for landscaping, recreation and pedestrian
access, including any facilities necessary to meet ADA requirements. The three additional
existing open spaces added by the City Council, as shown on Appendix 1 of their Findings,
Conclusions and Decisions and added to Figure 10 as “existing open space, landscaping and
screening subject to minor amendment provisions”, are not “designated open spaces”, but would
require a minor plan amendment to allow development of the areas in a manner that would
significantly reduce their size or location.” (Modified in accordance with City Council condition
#31.)

A potentially significant open space is proposed west of Third Avenue West, between West
Bertona Street and West Nickerson Street, on the site of an existing bank building. This space
is envisaged as a plaza (or piazza), ideally developed at the entrance of a new
auditorium/chapel. Although this project is considered a priority by SPU, the new plaza is not
proposed as a designated open space because of the many uncertainties regarding its
implementation (including the availability of the bank building site and funding for the
auditorium/chapel).

Another potential open space is proposed on the current site of Marston Hall. This site is
proposed as a development site for a new academic building (to be constructed following the
eventual demolition of Marston Hall). This building is envisioned as a one-story structure with a
rooftop plaza, which could be accessed directly from the Fifth Avenue Mall. Such an open
space is considered important in visually connecting the upper and lower campus areas.
Development of the site would include a new pedestrian corridor located south of the proposed
Science Building. Despite its importance to the improvement of the campus, this new open
space and pedestrian corridor can only be developed after replacement space is available for
the interim uses planned for Marston Hall. However, it is possible that the new pedestrian
corridor might be constructed as part of the Phase 2 Science Building.

The pedestrian corridor proposed as an extension of the Fifth Avenue Mall to West Nickerson
Street is also designhated as a potential open space. This corridor has the potential of providing
a new “window” into the campus from West Nickerson Street, which could be designed to
provide an important new landscape feature. Implementation of this corridor is likely to occur
with the construction of the proposed parking garage adjacent to West Nickerson Street and/or
the construction of the proposed addition to McKenna Hall. Future development in the area of
the Fifth Avenue Mall extension shall be sited or configured to allow a pedestrian connection to
West Nickerson Street. (City Council condition #14.)

Also proposed for potential open space development is the construction of an additional sports
field located in all or part of the block bounded by Third Avenue West, West Bertona Street,
West Nickerson Street, and West Cremona Street. However, it is anticipated that temporary
surface parking will continue to occupy most of this block for at least ten years, until replacement
parking is available. Consideration will be given to locating replacement parking underground in
this area, beneath the proposed sports field, if such parking is necessary to meet University
parking requirements. Because of the uncertain future of this project, the potential sports field is
not considered as designated open space.
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A planned circulation change will remove parking from either one or both sides of Sixth Avenue
West, from West Bertona Street to West Nickerson Street, to increase the traffic lane widths to
accommodate safe, two-way traffic and improve sight lines. It is anticipated that with the
removal of parking, Sixth Avenue West will serve many motorists as an alternative route to
access West Nickerson Street, thereby reducing traffic on West Bertona Street through the
campus.

By 2005 or prior to the occupancy of the second phase of the Science Building, whichever
occurs first, SPU shall provide funding for the modification of the intersection of 6" Avenue
West/West Nickerson Street to allow for separate northbound left and right turning lanes from 6"
Avenue West fo West Nickerson Street (subject to Seattle Transportation [SeaTrans] approval).
(City Council condition #20)

In 2005, SPU shall, in consultation with SeaTrans, initiate a traffic study to determine if a traffic
signal is warranted at the intersection of 6" Avenue West/West Nickerson Street. If a signal is
determined by SeaTrans to meet their warrants and is determined to be a desirable ftraffic
improvement:

i) SPU shall assist with the funding for the design and installation of the signal. SPU'’s share of
the funding for the signal shall be equivalent to the proportion of the University-generated
traffic that is anticipated to use the intersection during an average weekday when classes
are in session as determined by a traffic study, which is approved by SeaTrans. Following
the completion of the potential development project, SPU shall assist with the funding of the
signal in accordance with the formula described above.

If a traffic signal is not determined to meet SeaTran’s warrants in 2005:

i) An additional future traffic study may be required by DCLU in association with the
environmental review for a potential development project that is considered likely to
significantly increase traffic at the intersection. If warrants for a signal should be determined
to be met following the completion of the potential development project, SPU shall assist with
the funding of the signal in accordance with the formula described above.

(City Council condition #21)

A planned street improvement proposed to reduce pedestrian and vehicle conflicts on West
Bertona Street is to install traffic calming features between vacated Fifth Avenue West and Third
Avenue West. In the development of the traffic and pedestrian calming features, the University
will work with the City in developing ways to better define the pedestrian crossings of arterial
streets and to encourage the use of marked crosswalks. A potential street improvement is to
provide curbs, gutters and sidewalks on the east side of Seventh Avenue West between West
Bertona Street and West Cremona Street in conjunction with the development of the Irondale
Block.

Grade separated pedestrian crossings of arterial streets bisecting the campus are not currently
considered necessary or feasible to improve pedestrian safety. Existing pedestrian safety
problems involving muiltiple crossings of West Bertona Street are proposed tobe addressed by
traffic and pedestrian calming measures. However, it is possible that during the long time-span
of the MIMP, one or more pedestrian bridges or tunnels may be determined to be necessary and
feasible. Such facilities could be constructed as minor amendments to the MIMP if they were
consistent with then current City policies and regulations. Possible locations for grade-
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neighborhood (including individuals and families not associated with the University). In addition,
without additional University housing, more shared student housing would be likely to occur in the
single family areas surrounding the campus, which would displace family housing and result in
additional on-street parking.

Residents of the neighborhood will continue to benefit indirectly from the security provided by
University security officers. The replacement of the existing inadequate facilities available for
Campus Security will enhance the services that they provide. In addition, the safety escorts,
proposed as part of an enhanced transportation management program, will enhance security
within ten blocks of the campus.

The proposed campus development will contribute to the City's infrastructure. Street and sidewalk
improvements proposed for West Bertona Street, Sixth Avenue West and Seventh Avenue West
will benefit neighborhood residents, as well as the University population. Other infrastructure
improvements are likely to be required as conditions of the Master Use Permits for specific
development projects, to assure compliance with City development standards. The maintenance
and expansion of the University's innovative storm drainage system, which retains and filters
storm water and diverts it to the Lake Washington Ship Canal, will continue to reduce the load on
the areas’ combined sewer system. This will help to limit the amount of contaminated rainwater
that is processed at Metro's sewage treatment plant, which will limit the future need for expanded
treatment facilities.

The provision of adequate facilities will also assist with University programs that provide services
to the community. These include such programs as an annual Wellness Fair, free tax assistance
for SPU neighbors, free business consulting and market research for non-profit organizations and
small businesses and student sponsored food drives. Increased enrollments will increase the
number of student interns, who will continue to provide a wide variety of free or low cost services
to City residents, including counseling, tutoring, teaching, and social services. While not all of
these student activities require campus facilities, most of them would be greatly constrained
without improved and expanded facilities.

Unlike many other forms of land use, the University is a stable element in the community,
providing relative continuity during periods of rapid change. Because of its Transportation
Management Program, which includes goals and incentives for reducing the number of vehicular
trips, the University’s growth will have less impact on traffic than would most other types of
expansion that would be allowed under the provisions of the underlying zoning of the MIO District.
The MIMP's proposals to construct additional housing and parking will help to assure that most
students will live on campus and park their vehicles in University facilities, rather than driving to
campus and parking on neighborhood streets.
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ID# BUILDING ADDRESS PRINCIPAL USE LOTCOV  GFA HEIGHT NOTES
98 House 520 W. Emerson St. Residential 796 1,360 28 note 1
99  House 524 W. Emerson St. Residential 787 1,365 28 note 1
101 House 324 W. Nickerson St. Residential 1,238 1,586 28 note 1
102 House 339 W. Nickerson St. Residential 1,358 2,309 28 note 1
103 House 373 W. Nickerson St. Residential 1,080 2,819 28 note 1
106  Garage 3201-5th Ave, W, Accessory 515 485 12 note 2
108  Garage 3304-7th Ave. W, Accessory 306 282 1z note 2
110 Garage 18 W. Cremona St. Piant 1,080 983 12 note 2
144  House 318 W. Nickerson St. Core & Academic 1,209 3,120 28 note 1
145  House 328 W. Nickerson St. Residential 1,056 2,240 28" note 1
147  Alumni Center 316 W. Nickerson St. Core & Academic 1,472 1,280 20 —
151  House 362 W. Emerson St. Residential 720 1,352 28 note 1
153  House 3220-6th Ave. W. Core & Academic 1778 2912 28 note 1
155 House 3212-6th Ave. W. Residential 1,778 2,812 28 note 1
156  House 512 W. Emerson St. Residential 512 1.860 28' note 1
157  House 107 W. Bertona St Residential 1,096 1,400 28' note 1
161 University Library 3226-6th Ave. W. Academic 24,915 59,958 49" Parapet +3'
162  Stearns Storage Building 25 W. Nickerson St. Storage 6,000 7,500 21 Penthouse +4'
163  Pacific Diesel Storage Building 332 W. Nickerson St, Storage 3,600 3,300 22 —
164  Moore Residence 680 W. Etruria St. Residential 1,200 2,500 28 note 1
165  Parrott Residence 681 W. Etruria 5t. Residential 1,200 2,500 28 note 1
170 Emerson Residence Hall Permit address to be assigned Residential ~26,857  ~86,000 25 average
171 Amold 103 W. Bertona 5t. Residential 2,268 4,044 28' note 1
TOTALS 376,493  B04,847
note 1. Houses and duplexes are assumed to be a maximum height of 28' calculated as follows:

5' gable or hip roof

9" upper story height

8" main story height

5' average above grade for a basement on a sloping site

note 2. Accessory garages are assumed to be a maximum height of 12"
29 Robhins Apartments 2701-3rd Ave W Residential 13,879 37,625 3s' Gable roof +7'
30 Davis Apartments 3018-3rd Ave W Residential 3,367 7,383 32! —
36 House 2803-3rd Ave. W. Residential 1,071 1,802 28 note 1
a7 House 2807-3rd Ave. W. Residential 1,145 1,918 28 note 1
38 House 2914-3rd Ave. W. Residential 1,136 2,783 28' note 1
38 House 651 W. Bertona St. Residential 1.274 1,926 28' note 1
54 House 3309-6th Ave. W. Residential 1,126 1,713 28 note 1
55 House 3311-6th Ave. W. Residential 1,026 882 28 note 1
57 House 3304-Tth Ave. W, Residential 1,196 1,637 28 note 1
80 House 604 W. Cremona Residential 1,288 1,820 28 note 1
89 House 650 W. Cremona SL. Residential 1,743 2,728 28 note 1
104  Garage 2914-3rd Ave. W, Accessory 229 209 12 note 2
105  Shed Tennis Courls Recreation 315 345 12 note 2
107 House 3463-6th Ave. W. Residential 1,184 3,463 28" note 1
i 4-plex 3469-T5 6th Ave. W. Residential 2,688 3,428 28 note 1
152  House 3305-6th Ave. W. Residential 1,144 2,665 28' note 1
166  Duplex 415 W. Dravus Residential 1,361 2,034 28 note 1
167  House 657 W, Bertona Residential 2,377 2,570 28' note 1
168 House 703 W. Bertona Residential 1,086 1,880 28 note 1
169  Triplex 37 W, Dravus Residential 1,802 2,880 28 note 1
172  Sprague Apariments 35 W. Cremona 5t Residential 3,155 8,465 28 fiat roof
173 Krignke Apariments 601 W. Emerson St Residential 2,104 4,208 28 fiat roof
174 Woicott West 31 /33 W. Dravus 5t Residential 1,475 2,850 28" rote 1
175  Wolcott East 25 W, Dravus St. Residential 1,150 2,300 28 note 1
47,271 98,414



























D. Pedestrian Environment

Does the design incorporate convenient, attractive and protected pedestrian entry(s)?
Does the design avoid blank walls?
Does the design minimize the height of retaining walls?

L

For projects involving parking lots, does the design minimize visual and physical intrusion
of parking lots on pedestrian areas?

5. For projects involving parking garages, does the design minimize the visual impact of
parking structures?

Does the design screen dumpsters, utility and service areas?

Does the design consider personal safety?

E. Landscaping

1. Does the landscape design reinforce the positive aspects of the landscape character of the
campus and the neighborhood?
Does the landscape design enhance the building or site?

Does the landscape design take advantage of special site conditions?

Note: The above checklist of design issues is not intended as regulatory guidelines and may be
refined and supplemented for specific projects.
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an existing inventory of 1,180 spaces (including the 140 spaces that will be provided in
the approved Emerson Hall Parking Garage). :

68. Community comments have generally supported the provision of parking at the
upper range of the MIO requirements. Some community concern has been expressed
about the parking impacts from the potential auditorium/chapel. SPU responded by
including the following statement on page 28 of the final MIMP:

Additional parking, within the limits established for the MIMP, shall be
provided before the occupancy of a new auditorium, chapel or other place
of public assembly with a seating capacity in excess of 2,500 (the
approximate seating capacity of the Royal Brougham Pavilion). The
amount of additional parking required shall be determined by a parking
study which includes consideration of the availability of existing parking
and the scheduling of events at other University facilities, including the
Pavilion, which provides spectator seating.

69. Locations of new parking, and the number of vehicles that could be
accommodated in those locations, are shown on Figure 9 of the MIMP.

70.  Testimony at hearing indicated that SPU-related parking is a problem on 8"
Avenue West. In response, Rolfe Kellor of SPU testified that the University would
support the creation of a Residential Parking Zone (RPZ) on 8" Avenue if sought by the
residents.

Housing Concems

71.  Most of the area proposed for expansion is intended to provide additional sites for
close-in housing to supplement existing University housing. SPU could experience a
deficit of 450 beds for single students and 110 units for student families by 2015 if it
does not acquire or construct additional housing located within the expansion areas.

72.  The availability of additional housing within walking distance of the main campus
is comsistent with the University emphasis on resident student life, and also mitigates
traffic congestion by reducing the number of students that would otherwise access the
campus by car during peak travel hours. The strategy to increase close-in housing may
also help to reduce parking demand, both within the MIO boundaries and in the
surrounding community.

73.  The incorporation of the proposed expansion areas in to the MIO District would
result in a net increase in the amount of housing available in the Queen Anne community.
However, despite this net housing gain, approximately 45 affordable housing units that
are currently available to the general community will no longer be if Areas E and F and
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However, some residence halls are located in the campus core and ome academic uses
are located near the periphery of the campus. Some commercial uses are located within
the existing MIO, including SPU’s bookstore, a bank, a dry cleaning establishment and a
barber shop.

The final MIMP includes approximately 14.3 acres of property adjacent to the existing
MIO boundaries, which are proposed for inclusion in expanded MIO boundaries. These
areas contain primarily residential properties, including many which are currently owned
or leased by SPU. The proposed expansion areas are zoned L-1 or L-3, with the
exception of an area with mixed commercial uses, north of West Nickerson Street, which
is zoned C2-40, and the site of a small service station on the south side of West
Nickerson Street, which is also zoned C2-40. ;

C. Vicinity Description

The SPU campus is located in an urban area containing a variety of single family and
multi-family residential, educational, commercial and light industrial land uses. The land
use pattern surrounding the campus is influenced by both natural and built features. The
primary natural feature is Queen Anne Hill, which slopes up to the couth and west of the
campus. The predominant land use on the hillside is residential. At the base of Queen
Anne Hill (north and east of the campus) the topography is generally level with a broad
mix of uses includir. t educational, commercial, office, residential 2nd industrial.
Commercial uses arc concentrated primarily on both sides of West Nickerson Street.
Industrial uses are limited to areas north of West Nickerson Street, adjacent to the Ship
Canal. There are no other major institutions located in the vicinity of the SPU campus.
However, several smaller institutions are located nearby, including the Free Methodist
Church and Fine Center, which is located adjacent to the campus, east of 3 Avenue
West.

Most of the area surrounding the SPU campus is zoned for multi-family housing. East of
3" Avenue West, most of the property is zoned L-3, including many areas which are
undergoing a transition from single family to multi-family development. West of the
campus, most of the areas are zoned for L-1 or single family uses. Commercial zoning is
limited largely to areas adjacent to or near West Nickerson Street. Some areas north of
the campus, adjacent to the Ship Canal, are zoned for industrial uses.

D. Public Comment

An EIS (constituted of the DEIS and FEIS) has besn prepared to acompany and assess
the environmental impacts of the final MIMP and to identify measures to mitigate them.
It has been reviewed by public agencies as well as by the CAC and members of the
general public. Notice of the availability of the DEIS, FEIS and of vublic meetings
(including CAC meetings) regarding the proposal have been duls published pursuant to
the requirements of SMC Chapter 25.05, SMC Chapter 23.76, and DON Rules.
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B. Vision

SPU’s vision for the 21% Century is described on pages 3-4 of the £ gal MIMP, along with
the University's assumptions regarding its enrollment growth through 2015. The MIMP
states that “as a community of learners, Seattle Pacific University seeks to educate and
prepare students for service and leadership”. The vision of the University includes a
substantial increase in the number of students, with the total enrollraent increasing from
3,394 1n 1998, to 4,235 in 2005, and to 5,000 in 2015. The undergraduate enrollment is
projected to increase from 2,624 in 1998, to 2,935 in 20053, to 3,500 in 2015. While SPU
expects to enroll additional commuter students, the final MIMP staies that “it is the vision
of the University that the majority of the undergraduate growth wilt occur through
additional resident students, to be made possible through the expansion and improvement
of on-campus student housing facilities”.

C. Goals

The goals established for campus master planning, as stated on page 4 of the final MIMP,
are to:

1. Provide a physical environment that supports learning and optimizes
educational quality.

2. Provide a physical environment that supports efficient s:1d economical
University programs and operations.

3. Provide Fczmhues that reflect a University community CUmrmrted to
evangelical Christian faith and values.

4. Provide a physical environment and facilities that promete positive
relationships with the community and reflect the Umvcf ity’s commitment to
service.

Ln

Provide an environment that contributes to a safe and secure campus.

Provide facilities in which all programs and services are accessible.

=

Support and enhance campus environmental quality and sustainable
development and operations.

8. Preserve and enhance the image of the campus in a manner that defines and
celebrates a sense of place for students, faculty, staff and visitors and
expresses the University’s quality, traditions and missio.is.

9. Provide flexibility to respond to changes in enrollment size and mix and
information technology.

10. Serve as partners with other colleges and universities in the State to meet the
increasing demand for higher education enrollment.
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b. The extent to which the growth and char 2 will significantly
harm the livability and vitality of the surrounding
neighborhood.

The intent of the Major Institution Framework Policies is to balance the public benefits of
growth and change ¢f major institutions with the need to maintain livability and vitality
of adjacent neighborhoods. Specific policies in Section 23.12.120 address considerations
such as housing preservation, rezones, and the process, components. and development
under a Master Plan.

The final MIMP convincingly attests that SPU must grow and changze to provide the
facilities needed to educate a growing number of students. The enrollment assumptions
on which the plan is based indicate that SPU expects to provide for approximately two
percent of the expected statewide growth in higher education enrollment by 2015. (The
State Higher Education Board has projected that there will be an increase in the demand
for higher education enrollment in Washington State, between now and the year 2010, of
approximately 80,000 students.) It is reasonable for SPU to propose enrollment increases
based on state-wide projections of need, especially since a substantial portion of this need
is expected to result from the growth of the Seattle’s population.

On pages 40-42 of the final MIMP, SPU has provided an impressive list of public
benefits that it currently provides to City residents and explained how many of these
benefits will be enhanced by improved facilities. In addition to credit courses for
students seeking degrees, SPU offers many continuing education courses and special
education programs, including a Senior Citizen Program, which allews individuals over
the age of 65 to attend regular classes on a space-available basis. Tlie final MIMP also
identifies proposed facilities that would benefit the general public who are not enrolled as
students. These include a new art gallery, recital hall, auditorium, and meeting rooms.
The final MIMP alsc includes proposed facilities that would increasé the range of
commercial services available to area residents and makes a commitment to retain public
access to the campus, which is used as a park by many area residents. Information is
provided in the final MIMP on public service programs involving st udent volunteers,
which would benefit from an increased enrollment.

The public and the CAC have expressed concern over the potential loss of housing that
would result by incorporating the boundary expansion areas south of West Dravus Street,
particularly in area E, which is comprised of approximately 5.1 acres. It is important to
note that SPU is a private university and as such does not have eminent domain authority,
so University growth in this area would be likely to occur incrementally. Additionally,
implementation of the MIMP would likely result in a net increase in housing. Although
the housing would be available only to SPU-related tenants rather than the entire
community, this loss would potentially be offset by a proportionate Jecrease in
community housing demand that would otherwise be occupied by SPU-related tenants.

10
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The FEIS, prepared by an environmental consulting team working 1.ider the direction of
DCLU, has identified impacts resulting from the proposed growth « f the University,
including increased traffic, increased demand for public services ar 1 the loss of
affordable housing available to the general public. Construction im jacts are also
expected to have short-term impacts on the community, including noise and additional
demand for parking. Pages S-3 through S-7 of the FEIS provide a summary of the
potential environmental impacts, along with those of the alternatives included in the final
MIMP. Pages S-8 through S-13 provide a summary of the proposed mitigation measures
to address these impacts. Other impacts include the potential loss nf community retail
services, such as a bank and service station on West Nickerson Stie:t, and height, bulk,
and scale transition in expansion area A.

The CAC has expressed concern over the potential loss of commercial services. SPU has
suggested the following development standard to address this con-. *1n and contribute to
the vitality of the commercial area: “To encourage commercial use of ground floor
building space on West Nickerson Street in the area rezoned from L -2 to NC2-40, such
ground level building space shall have a minimum building depth 0”30 feet, a minimum
floor-to-floor ceiling height of 13 feet, and pedestrian entrances fro.a West Nickerson
Street that are no more than three feet above or below the sidewalk 12vel. SPU shall be
encouraged to use this space for commercial-type uses, which may include institutional
uses of a commerciai nature, when it is determined by the Universi: y that there is a
market for this space at prevailing market rates.” As conditioned. ( is development
standard would also contribute to the function and locational criter: « for NC2 zones (see
Section V of this report).

Provided that the proposed final MIMP is appropriately mitigated, approval would foster
a reasonable balance of the public benefits of development and change with the need to
maintain livability and vitality of adjacent neighborhoods. Certair: development
standards proposed by SPU, as well as additional conditions recom nended by DCLU
(such as limiting density on zone edges, requiring traffic improvem :nts when warranted,
etc.) were developed to maintain the livability of the surrounding neighborhood.
Mitigation is summarized at the conclusion of this report in the fo:m™ of recommended
conditions to be attached to approval of the final MIMP. Analysi. . f the rezone criteria is
included in Section V of this document.

3. Ir the Director's Report, an assessment shall be ‘nade of the extent to
which the Major Institution, with its proposed Jevelopment and
changes, will address the goals and applicable :»licies under
Education and Employability and Health in the “'uman Development
Element of the Comprehensive Plan,

Pages 40-42 of the final MIMP provides the purpose of developme.* ‘and public benefits
of the proposed development. The primary purpose of the proposed development, “to
provide the improved and expanded facilities that are necessary for “cattle Pacific

11
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University to better educate and prepare a growing number of stucents for service and
leadership”, directly addresses the Education and Employability G als included in the
Comprehensive Plan, which are as follows:

Goal 6 - Promote an excellent system and opportunities for life-long learning for all
Seattle residents.

Goal 7 - Promote czvelopment of literacy and employability among Seattle residents.
The final MIMP also addresses the following policies:

HD25 - Work with community colleges, universities and other insti.utions of higher
learning to promote life-long learning opportunities for community members and
encourage the broadest possible use of libraries, community centers, schools, and other
existing facilities throughout the city, focusing of the development of these resources in
urban village areas. ?

HD26 - Work with schools and other educational institutions, ccmmunity-based
organizations, and other governments to develop strong linkages between education and
training programs and employability development resources.

The discussion of public benefits contained in the final MIMP inch des many specific
examples of relevant services that will be enhanced by the proposed development and
increased enrollment. These include continuing education courses »nd special education
programs that are available to City of Seattle residents who are not enrolled as regular
students, including many who reside near the campus. Senior citizens will benefit
directly from SPU"s Senior Citizen Program, which allows individuals over the age 65 to
attend regular classes on a space available basis. Providing additior:al classroom and
support space should allow SPU to continue, and possibly expand, this program.

Since SPU is not a health provider, the final MIMP does not directly address the
Comprehensive Plan’s Health Goals and Policies. However, one of the public benefits
currently provided by SPU is an annual Wellness Fair. In addition, the University plans
to continue its Nursing program, which contributes to the training cf health care
professionals. The Nursing program would be enhanced by the construction of a new
building for professional schools, which would replace its current dated facilities.

4. The Director's analysis and recommendation on the prcposed master plan's
development program shall consider the following:

a. The extent to which the Major Institution propcses to lease space or
otherwise locate a use at street level in a commzrcial zone outside of
but within two thousand five hundred feet (2,5CC’) of, the MIO District
boundary that is not similar to a personal and hcusehold retail sales
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and service use, eating and drinking establishmznt, customer services
office, entertainment use or child care center bu! is allowed in the
zone. To approve such proposal, the Director skull consider the
criteria in Section 23.69.035.D3.

The final MIMP does not propose to lease space or otherwise locate a use at street level
in a commercial zone outside of, but within two thousand five hundred feet of the MIO
District boundary. However, the MIMP does propose an expansicn’ of the MIO District
boundary to include approximately 500 feet of commercial frontage on West Nickerson
Street in the south half of the block bounded by 6th Avenue West, West Nickerson Street,
3" Avenue West, and an alley. As indicated on page 13 of the MIMP, “the MIO
boundary expansion proposed for this area would provide the opportunity for joint
development opportunities involving SPU institutional uses, including University
affiliated housing, offices, and non-residential uses of a commerciai nature”. SPU’s
proposal to include this area in the MIO District boundary has been supported by CAC,
with the understanding that the ground floor of any future buildings would be used for
commercial uses or LIniversity uses of a commercial nature.

b. The extent to which proposed development is ;hased in a manner
which minimizes adverse impacts on the surrousding area. When
public improvements are anticipated in the vicin‘ly of proposed Major
Institution development or expansion, coordination between the Major
Institution development schedule and timing of public improvements
shall be required.

The anticipated construction schedule for the planned projects is described in the final
MIMP, but no specific information is provided regarding the phasing of potential
projects, except that they are not anticipated to be constructed until after 2005. SPU has
maintained that funding uncertainties do not allow them to identify >onstruction dates for
potential projects, especially since most projects are expected to be funded by private
donations. The splitting of the planned Science Building into twc } hases should help to
mitigate construction impacts on West Bertona Street. The construction of the planned
temporary surface parking lot in the fall of 2000 should help to mitigate the anticipated
loss of on-street parking on West Bertona Street during the construction of the Science
Building. Althoughno public improvements are currently proposed by the City on West
Bertona Street, they are anticipated in the final MIMP and should b: coordinated with the
construction schedule of the Science Building. The final MIMP als# indicates on page 31
that “a potential street improvement is to provide curbs, gutters and sidewalks on the east
side of Seventh Avenue West between West Bertona Street and Wzt Cremona Street in
conjunction with the development of the Irondale Block”. SeaTran raay require other
improvements to streets or sidewalks in conjunction with the approval of Master Use
Permits for some of the potential projects included in the MIMP, cc rsistent with City of
Seattle requirements for such improvements. Future street improvements, beyond those
identified in the final MIMP, would be identified during the review cf Master Use Permit
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applications for the potential projects. Some community concerr. r- garding the phasing
of construction has focused on the cumulative impacts of the possitie temporary closure
of the Fremont Bridge. However, SeaTran has indicated that, at this time, there is no
concrete information regarding when and if such might occur.

c. The extent to which historic structures which arg designated on any
federal, state or local historic or landmark are proposed to be restored
or reused. Any changes to designated Seattle Landmarks shall comply
with the requirements of the Landmark Preservarion Ordinance. The
Major Institution’s Advisory Committee shall review any application
to demolish a designated Seattle Landmark and shall submit comments
to the Landmarks Preservation Board before ary certificate of
approval is issued. :

The impacts of the planned and potential development were reviewed in the EIS. Page
144 of the FEIS indicates that Alexander Hall is the only SPU building that is officially
listed in a register of historic buildings. No other building in the proposed expansion
areas or adjacent to SPU have been identified as historic. Alexander Hall is not proposed
for demolition and no significant exterior changes are anticipated by SPU. Page 51 of the
final MIMP includes development standards for the preservation o7 historic structures,
which indicate that the historically significant features of Alexande Hall shall be
preserved, unless it should be damaged beyond reasonable repair by fire, earthquake,
explosion, or other natural or man-made disaster. The developmen. standards also state
that the University may make necessary repairs, provide alterations ‘0 comply with code
requirements, and install elevators and stair enclosures requiring ex ‘ernal modifications to
any building determined to be historically or architecturally significant. (A note included
with the proposed development standards incorrectly asserts that “caly Peterson Hall is
currently on a register of historic buildings”. In the adopted final plan this note should be
corrected to reference Alexander Hall.)

d. The extent to which the proposed density of Major Institution
development will affect vehicular and pedestriar: circulation, adequacy
of public facilities, capacity of public mfrasrrucmre and amount of
open space provided.

The proposed density of planned and potential development is discussed on page 25 of
the final MIMP. The floor area ratio (FAR) proposed in the finai MIMP is 0.80, while
the proposed FAR analyzed in the FEIS is 0.90. Calculations by SPU have indicated that
the correct proposed FAR is 0.90, therefore DCLU recommends a condition to address
this correction. Although the proposed FAR would be substantially greater than the
existing FAR of 0.48, development in accordance with the under]v'ag zoning would
permit a FAR substantially higher than the proposed 0.90 FAR. On page 50 of the final
MIMP, a development standard for open space provides that “the minimum amount of
open space, including landscaped areas, walkways, plazas, malls anid sportsfields, but

14
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excluding roadways, parking areas and service areas, shall be forty ~ercent (40%) based
only on property owned by the University within the MIO District.”™ This would provide
more open space than would be required by the underlying zoning development
standards: The final MIMP includes four designated open spaces and four potential open
spaces, as shown in Figure 10 (page 29). Other areas of the campus that are not
designated as development sites are also expected to remain as open space, although they
have not been designated as such in the final MIMP. Therefore, these open spaces would
not have the same degree of protection as the designated open spaces, which could not be
eliminated except through a major master plan amendment.

The final MIMP did not specify unit densities for institutional residential uses. When
specific development standards are not otherwise modified in the }IMP, the underlying
zoning development standards would apply (SMC 23.69.030.C2). However, since the
final MIMP was published, SPU representatives have indicated thar imposing underlying
zoning density restrictions throughout the MIO was not their intent, with the exception of
expansion areas E, F, and G south of West Dravus. To address cornmunity concerns
regarding the density and scale of development in areas south of Wast Dravus Street
between Humes Place West and Queen Anne Avenue North, develc pment standard Ul
(MIMP page 53) has been included in the final MIMP which would subject this area to
height, setback, lot coverage, landscaping, open space, width and Cepth limits, and
density development standards of the underlying zones. For clarific ation purposes,
DCLU recommends that the heading for development standard Ul ve revised as follows:
“Additional development standards in the MIO District south of West Dravus Street
between Humes Place West and Queen Anne Avenue North.” Additionally, it is
recommended that the following sentence be added to the note of development standard
Ul: “University development in this area would also be subject to Lowrise density
standards.” Lowrise zoning includes the following standards of minimum lot area per
dwelling unit:

Lowrise 1 (L-1) — One (1) dwelling unit per 1,600 square fect ofldt area;
Lowrise 2 (L-2) — One (1) dwelling unit per 1,200 square fezt of lot area;
Lowrise 3 (L-3) — One (1) dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area.

A “dwelling unit” is defined in the code as “a room or rooms located within a structure,
designed, arranged, occupied or intended to be occupied by not moerz than one (1)
household as living accommodations independent from any other household. The
existence of a food preparation area within the room or rooms shall oe evidence of the
existence of a dwelling unit.” In a congregate residence such as a dormitory, for

example, if there were five rooms per food preparation area, the five rooms would be
counted as one “umit.”
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5. The Director’s analysis and recommendation on the proposed master plan’s
development standards component shall be based on the ollowing:

a. The extent to which buffers such as topographic features, freeways or
large open spaces are present or transitional height limits are
proposed to mitigate the difference between the height and the scale of
existing or proposed Major Institution development and that of the
adjoining areas. Transitions may also be achievad through the
provision of increased setbacks, articulation of :v-ucture facades,
limits on structure height or bulk or increasec spacing between
Structures.

The final MIMP has addressed the issue of transition primarily thrcugh the proposed
MIO height limits of the proposed expansion areas and two proposed reductions of the
height limits of the existing MIO District. As shown on Figure 17, page 46, the height
limits of the proposed expansion areas are recommended to be 37 feet, which is the
lowest limit provided by the MIO District designations specified in SMC Section
23.69.004. Two reductions in the existing MIO District height limits, from 65 feet and
50 feet to 37 feet, are also intended to improve the transition to the more limited height
limits of the surrounding areas. The University has also restricted its development in the
MIOQ District expansion zones located south of West Dravus Strest o be subject to the
height, setback, lot coverage, landscaping, open space, width and d :pth limits, and
density development standards of the underlying zones in which they are located (page 33
of the final MIMP). This restriction responds directly to communitv concerns, expressed
during the review of the draft MIMP, that development in accordance with a 37 feet
height limit and other development standards proposed in the MIA 2 could result in
University development that would be out-of-scale with adjacent ncn-university
structures. In propesed MIO District expansion area E, a sharp top: graphic break
between the south and north halves of the block south of West Drav-as Street would also
help to provide a comfortable transition at the proposed MIO Distri.t boundary. The
final MIMP also addresses the issue of transition and buffering thrc 2gh development
standards for structure setbacks, landscaping, width and depth limits, and setbacks
between structures, as described on pages 48-31.

An analysis of the height, bulk and scale impacts of the planned and potential
development is provided on pages 137-141 of the FEIS. The analvsis did not identify any
significant impacts.

Although not a significant adverse environmental impact (primarils due to its relative
size, scope, and the small number of properties that it would potentially affect), the
proposed boundary expansion area A warrants conditioning, in order to ensure a
smoother zone edge transition between proposed potential MIO de zlopment and
adjacent non-institutional residential properties. Area A comprises 1.26 acres, excluding
City street Iights-of-}vay, and includes a small block bounded by Seventh Avenue West,
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West Bertona Street, 6th Avenue West and West Cremona Street ‘ti.e “Irondale Block™),
plus two lots west of 6th Avenue West, between West Emerson Street and West Bertona
Street. The Irondale Block would be used for student apartments aud parking, including a
partially below-grads parking garage, which would reduce university-related on-street
parking along nearby streets. The Irondale Block is across 7* Avenue West, a 60-foot
right-of-way, from properties zoned SF-5000. The adjacent SF-5000 zoned properties are
also approximately 10 feet higher in elevation than the Irondale property. Property north
of West Bertona Street is zoned L-1. In L-1 zones, the basic height limit of 25 feet is
allowed, with additional height of up to 10 feet allowed for a pitched roof. The right-of-
way separation between the north and south sides of Bertona is only 30 feet. In order to
provide a softer height and bulk transition to these abutting properties, it is recommended
that potential above-grade development be required to be set back a minimum of 20 feet
from 7* Avenue West (equivalent to the SF front yard requirements), and 15 feet from
West Bertona Street (equivalent to the maximurmn requirement in L-1 zones). Such
mitigation was more preferable to SPU than lowering the height limit to comply with
underlying zoning, and is considered by DCLU to provide sufficiers mitigation for the
zone edge transition. The two lots north of the Irondale Block (app:-oximately 8,700
square feet and zonsd L-1) would be used for university housing. I this particular
location, the proposed development standards would allow a building with a basic height
limit of 37 feet high to abut property with a basic height limit of 23 feet. The Director
therefore recommends that potential development in this area be reguired to comply with
the underlying zoning (similar to the MIO areas south of West Drznis Street).

b. The extent to which any structure is permitted to uchieve the height
limit of the MIO District. The Director shall ev. luate the specified
limits on structure height in relationship to the amount of MIO District
area permitted to be covered by structures, the impact of shadows on
surrounding properties, the need for transition tetween the Major
Institution and the surrounding area, and the need to protect views.

As discussed under “a” above, the final MIMP has recommended t' e lowest MIO District
height limit designation for all proposed expansion areas and has r :ommended
decreasing the height of two areas of the existing MIO District. In addition, the final
MIMP has included a development standard that would limit the height of development
in the proposed MIO District expansion areas south of West Dravus Street to that of the
underlying zoning (which in the areas with L-1 zoning would be 2¢ feet and with L-3
zoning would be 30 feet). Additional limitations placed by the reccmmended setbacks in
expansion area A (also described under “a” above) would mitigate =eight and shadowing
in that area as well. The relatively low height limits proposed wauld result in buildings
that will have only minor impacts of shadows on adjacent property. The generous
amount of open space proposed, as discussed in “d” below, which 1:icludes landscaped
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setbacks between buildings in the MIO District and adjacent non-niversity buildings
outside the MIO District, will help to provide a transition in those areas where it is likely
that university buildings would be somewhat taller than adjacent non-university
buildings.

View impacts are addressed on pages 130-141 of the FEIS.  No significant impacts on
existing views were identified in the FEIS. In particular, the FEIS states that protected
views from parks near the campus would not be affected by the planned and potential
development. Current City policies and codes do not directly address protection of private
views.

c. The extent to which the setbacks of Major Institution development at
the ground level or upper levels of a structure at rthe boundary of the
MIO District or along public rights-of-way are f ovided for and the
extent to which these setbacks provide a transition between Major
Institution development and development in adjoining areas.

The proposed setbacks are described on pages 48-49 of the final MIMP. The setback
provisions are similar to those provided in SMC Section 23.45.096, cxcept that an
administrative conditional use permit provision (same as 23.45.122A) has been added to
provide for flexibility and the landscaping requirements have been modified (please see
“e,” below). The proposed setbacks would generally provide an ads quate transition
between major institution development and development in adjoini 1z areas. However, a
revision of the setback requirements that has been suggested by C.% C would require a
minimum five foot setback from West Nickerson Street of the potertial buildings in the
area proposed to be rezoned from L-2 to NC2-40. (If these areas are not rezoned to NC2-
40, a ten-foot setback requirement would apply). CAC believes this setback would be
desirable because of the narrow sidewalk along the south side of V/est Nickerson Street
and to maintain adequate space for street trees. DCLU supports this setback provision,
and recommends a condition (please see recommended conditions ¢t the end of this
report). '

As described in section “a” of the analysis above, DCLU recommer¢s additional setbacks
for proposed expansion area A from streets that abut the MIO zone edge to provide a
softer transition between MIO development and the development ir’ adjoining areas.

d. The extent to which the allowable lot coverage is consistent with
permitted density and allows for adequate setbacks along public right-
of-way or boundaries of the Major Institution Overlay District.
Coverage limits should ensure that view corridors through major
institution development are enhanced and that . ea for landscaping
and open space is adequate to minimize the impact of major institution
development within the Overlay District and on the surrounding area.
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Allowable lot coverage shall be specified on tne hasis of the entire
Major Institution Overlay District or on a subarca basis within the
Overlay District.

Lot coverage under the final MIMP would not exceed thirty percent for the entire campus
area, excluding street rights-of-way and other property not owned by the University. The
minimum amount of open space, including landscaped area, walkways, plazas, malls and
sportfields, would be forty percent. These standards would be more than sufficient to
allow for the enhancement of views and provide adequate space for open space and
landscaping. Of special importance, the “Loop” area of the central campus and the West
Emerson Street Triangle would be protected as designated open spaze areas and would
remain open to public view from outside the campus. Because of the extensive number
of streets which border and bisect campus areas, a substantial amos nt of the open space
and landscaped areas would occur in the setback areas, as discussed above. This would
help to assure a soft, green edge of the campus, except in commercial areas, where a more
urban edge would be considered desirable.

e. Thzextent to which landscaping standards have Seen incorporated for
required setbacks, for open space, along public rghts-of-way, and for
* surface parking areas. Landscaping shall meet r exceed the amount
of landscaping required by the underlying zonir:y,. Trees shall be
required along all public rights-of-way where fe isible.

The landscape requirements for the proposed setback areas that hav: been included in the
final MIMP are similar to those required in SMC Section 23.45.096, except that the
landscape standards for setbacks in commercially zoned areas are preposed to be
modified to provide additional areas of decorative paving, sculptures, benches and
fountains. Since setbacks generally are not required by the underlying zoning standards
of commercial areas, this modification would not result in less landscaping than would be
likely to be provided by non-institutional development. The FEIS as recommended on
page 143 that a mitigation measure be provided that would include .undscaping in the
required setback area boundaries to adjacent properties, in order to provide screening and
separation between University uses and private property (which appears to have been
intended in the final MIMP, but is not clearly stated). Although noi included as a
development standard, the final MIMP includes, on page 30, the following statement re.
street trees: “Where street trees are missing along City streets adjacent to University-
owned property, the University will work with the City Arborist in updating and
implementing a plan for providing additional street trees”.

The landscaping standards proposed for parking lots in the final MIMP are similar to
those contained in SMC Section 23.45.096.E and 23.45.098, excep: that internal
landscaping of parking lots is not included. SPU excluded interndi landscaping
exception due to security concerns and a desire to avoid obstructior s that would preclude
using the parking lots for stacked parking during major events. However, DCLU believes
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that the code-required landscaping in itself would not create securi! s problems; use of
deciduous trees and periodic pruning of the lower limbs, providing lequate lighting, and
a installing a low-growing evergreen ground cover would provide adequate visibility
through the parking area. The Director therefore recommends that the Land Use code
requirements of the underlying zoning for landscaping of parking be included in the
MIMP development standards, provided that DCLU may waive screening and internal
landscaping requirements where the Director finds an overriding safety issue.

For development in commercial zones SMC Section 23.47.015.C rejuires a 5-foot
setback from all street property lines where street trees are required and it is not feasible
to plant them in accordance with City standards. This provision should preserve
sufficient area for street trees and wider sidewalks.

S The extent 1o which access to planned parking, l.:ading and service
areas is provided from an arterial street.

Figure 9 on page 27 of the final MIMP shows the location of the proposed primary access
to parking areas, including several potential parking garages. With only a few
exceptions, where alternative access from an arterial is not feasible or considered by
SPU’s transportation consultant to be desirable, no new access réutes to parking areas are

shown on non-arterial streets. The exceptions include proposed acr 2ss to a potential -

parking garage on the “Irondale” site from West Cremona Street, across from SPU’s Hill
Hall (a residence hall). Access to the garage would be feasible fram West Bertona Street
(an arterial), but SPU believes that safer access is possible from West Cremona Street or
6™ Avenue West, because West Bertona Street at this site is narrov and steeply sloping.
In any case, the Director recommends that vehicular access to the I:ondale Block off of
7" Avenue West be restricted to providing ADA access, only if convenient ADA access
cannot be reasonably provided to the development off of any other s‘reet. Access to a
below grade parking garage, located adjacent to 3™ Avenue West, is also proposed from
West Cremona Street, in the same general locatlon where access to a surface parking lot
s currently provided. While access from 3™ Avenue West (an arterial) would be
possible, this portion of 3 Avenue is often congested with vehicles waiting for a traffic
light and by transit coaches, which load and unload passengers at a 3us stop and layover
zone that would be adjacent to the proposed parking garage. The pioposed access from
West Cremona is across from an institutional use (the Free Methodist Church’s Fine
Center and parking lot). Access to another proposed garage not located on an arterial
street would be from West Dravus Street, west of 3™ Avenue West, utilizing an existing
access road to a SPU parking lot. Alternative access to this garage from 3™ Avenue West
would be technically feasible (via a new campus access road), but would conflict with the
development of an adjacent site intended for a Fine Arts building.
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Although the proposed major access points of the potential park:..g garages are depicted
in the final MIMP, additional traffic studies are likely to be required during the review of
the Master Use Permits for these projects to determine if alternative or additional access
points should be provided.

The final MIMP includes a site plan showing service access from West Bertona Street (an
artenial street) for the planned Science Building. Service access points to the potential
development sites identified in the final MIMP have not been identified. However,
access to most of the sites would be feasibie from adjacent arteria; streets, alleys or SPU
roadways.

g The extent to which the provisions for pedestrian circulation maximize
connections berween public pedestrian rights-of-way within and
adjoining the MIO District in a convenient manner. Pedestrian
connections berween neighborhoods separated by Major Institution
development shall be emphasized and enhanced

The final MIMP, on page 52, includes a development standard that would require all
campus walkways aud malls (such as the vacated 5® Avenue West, :alled the “5® Avenue
Mall”) serving non-residential areas within the MIO District to reizin accessible to the
general public. In order to ensure that this important pedestrian cost.dor is maintained,
DCLU recommends that the vacated 5* Avenue Mall be maintainec throughout the life of
the MIMP. Additionally, page 29 of the MIMP identifies a potential pedestrian corridor
that would extend the “5® Avenue Mall” to from West Bertona to West Nickerson Street.
DCLU also recommends that future development in the area of the -:xtension be sited or
configured to allow a connection to West Nickerson Street. Anothér development
standard would allow campus walkways providing access to and through University
residential areas to be restricted to public access, if deemed necessary by SPU to respond
to security concerns. However, given the location of the existing and proposed
residential areas and the large number of City streets that abut ther: adequate
connections between public pedestrian rights-of-ways within and aujoining the MIO
District would be provided in a convenient manner.

A major issue that CAC has debated throughout the MIMP process is the nature of
pedestrian crossings of West Bertona Street and other arterial streets which bisect campus
areas. The final MIMP recommends that pedestrian crossings of City and arterial streets
within and adjacent to the MIO District should be at grade level at c.esignated crosswalks.
Some community concerns have been expressed about the possibility that a large number
of mid-block crosswalks might be established across West Bertona Street. The final
MIMP recommends that traffic and pedestrian calming features be installed within West
Bertona Street to recuce pedestrian and vehicle conflicts. The MIMP does not include
specific recommendations for the design of such features, but indic tes that they would be
developed with the involvement of the SeaTran.
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portion of the area for student housing, if feasible in the future, but “as no specific plans
to do so. Additionally, it has not been identified as a potential development site in the
MIMP. In effect, the area will remain as open space, but SPU prefers not to designate the
area as such at this time.

J. The extent to which the proposed development standards provide for
the protection of scenic views and/or views of landmark structures.
Scenic views and/or views of landmark structures along existing public
rights-of-way or those proposed for vacation may be preserved. New
view corridors shall be considered where potential enhancement of
views through the Major Institution or of scenjc amenities may be
enhanced. To maintain or provide for view corridors the Director may
require, but not be limited to, the alternate spacing or placement of
planned structures or grade-level openings in planned structures. The
institution shall not be required to reduce the gross floor area for the
MIO District in order to protect views other thon those protected
under City laws of general applicability. ‘

There are no protected view corridors within the existing or proposid MIO boundaries.

In addition, as indicated on pages 130 and 137 of the FEIS, views { m protected scenic
viewpoints would not be affected by the proposed development. Vizws of Alexander
Hall, which is a landmark structure, are currently possible from 3 ..venue West. The
proposed development would not affect these views. The developr ent standards of the
final MIMP would provide that the views into the “Loop” areas of the lower campus from
3" Avenue West and a view into the 5 Avenue Mall (vacated 5* A /enue West) be
maintained. However, the development standards do not recommend the establishment
of formal view corridors. ;

6. The Director's report shall specify all measures or acticns necessary to be
taken by the Major Institution to mitigate adverse impacts of Major Institution
development that are specified in the proposed master plan.

Many of the adverse impacts of the proposal, as identified in the FEIS, would be
adequately mitigated by compliance with applicable codes and orcinances that would
apply to the planned and potential development included in the fina! MIMP. Other
impacts could be mitigated by the mitigation measures identified ir: the FEIS. Finally,
recommended conditions at the end of this report specify additiona! modifications to the
master plan that would mitigate other impacts analyzed in this section. Please see
conditions at the end of this report. Additional recommendations are discussed below.

The final MIMP did not modify the maximum size limits for non-i<sidential uses per
Section 23.47.010. When specific development standards are not otherwise modified in
the MIMP, the underlying zoning development standards would 2p=ly
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B. Boundaries Criteria. The following criteria shall be used i: 1he selection of

appropriate boundaries for: 1) new Major Institution Overlay Districts; 2)
additions te existing MIO Districts; and 3) modifications tu boundaries of existing
MIO Districts.

1. Establishment or modification of boundaries shall take account of the
holding capacity of the existing campus and the porential for new
development with and without a boundary expansion.

The existing campus could accommodate additional devzjopment, but not
without compromising the open space and the character of the campus. To
accommodate the proposed new development without macked crowding,
expansion of the boundaries of the MIO is deemed necessary to accommodate
enrollment projections. Additionally, SPU proposes development with a
lower intensity (meeting underlying zone development standards) in certain
expansion areas, so that campus development would more appropriately blend
in with the neighboring residential areas outside of the MIO.

2. Boundaries for an MIO District shall correspond w-th the main,
contiguous major institution campus. Properties sez wrated by only a
street, alley or other public right-of-way shall be co: sidered contiguous.

All of the proposed expansion areas are contiguous with ‘he existing campus.

3. Boundaries shall provide for contiguous areas which are as compact as
possible within the constraints of existing development and property
ownership.

Boundary expansion areas A, B, D, and G generally cot:gort with this
crterion. None of the areas would be considered “compact” with regard to
development capacity. The largest boundary expansion area would be in area
E, which comprises 5.2 acres. Only three lots (totaling 0.66 acres) are owned
by SPU in area E, and the University leases one multifamily structure on 0.21
acres. However, approximately two acres in area E are developed with the
First Free Methodist Church and Fine Center, an institui.onal use. SPU has
stated that it has no plans to acquire this property, it was included in the MIO
in order to allow opportunities for shared parking.

4. The land use policies for the underlying zoning ana the surrounding areas
shall be considered in the determination of boundaries.

Uses proposed in all of the expansion areas are generally consistent with the
land use policies for the underlying zoning designations and/or the
surrounding areas. '

[¥3]
("3 ]



NN

Application 9805566
Page 34

5. Preferred locations for boundaries shall be streets, alleys or other public
rights-of-way. Configuration of platted lot lines, zize of parcels, block
orientation and street layout shall also be considered,

The proposed MIO boundaries are duly responsive to this ¢riterion, with the
exception of the MIO height reduction in the southwest corner of the MIO
west of Ashton Hall, which does not follow platted lot or parcel lines. While
limitations on height are encouraged in this area in orde: to provide a
smoother transition to the abutting SF-5000 zone, this could instead be
achieved with a development standard, rather than a separate zone. Therefore,
it is recanmended that the MIO-65 zone remain unchanged. The following
development standard, to be imposed as a condition on the MIMP, is therefore
recommended for this area in lieu of a zoning change.

"The height of the westernmost 120 feet of the MIO-€35 District that is
located west of Ashton Hall, as measured eastward from the centerline of
the vacated alley aligned with 7® Avenue West, betv-een West Dravus and
West Barrett Streets, shall be limited to 37 feet, subjcct to the height
exceptions, height measurement technique, and additional height on
sloped lots provisions included in the development c-andards of the Final
MIMP." '

It should be noted that a more regular MIO boundary w:uld be established by
including area D (currently developed with a service sta:ion) in the boundary
expansions, rather than if this area were excluded.

6. Selection of boundaries should emphasize physical ‘watures that create
natural edges such as topographic changes, shorelines, freeways,
arterials, changes in street layout and block orient tion, and large public
Jaciliies, land areas or open spaces, or greenspace.s'

The proposed MIO boundaries are generally consistent »..ith this criterion.

In expansion area E, the West Dravus Street right-of-wa s provides a more
well-defined topographic break than the alley between West Dravus and West
Etrunia Streets. However, because SPU has proposed cc:apliance with the
underlying L-3 development standards in areas between south of West
Dravus, DCLU finds the alley an acceptable boundary lécation.
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2. Height limits at the District boundary shall be comg 1iible with those in
the adjacent areas.

The proposed height limits at the District boundary would be compatible to
the height limits in adjacent areas. As discussed above, there are two height
limit reductions to the lowest height designation as provided in the MIO (37
feet). All expansion areas are also designated MIO-37. Development in
proposed expansion areas E, F, and G south of West Dravus Street would
additionally be required to comply with underlying zoning height limitations.
Please also see DCLU recommendations for expa.nsmn area A. DCLU
therefore finds that this criterion is met.

3. Tranusitional height limits shall be provided wherever feasible when the
maximum permitted height within the overlay Distri~t is significantly
higher than permitted in areas adjoining the major institution campus.

The only area where the permitted height is significant! - higher than the
adjoining areas is located in the southwest portion of the campus that abuts
SF-5000 zones. The MIO height limits in this area rang-; between 50 feet and
65 feet. No potential development is proposed for the b'ock developed with
the Hill dormitory (north of West Dravus Street), which is approximately 43
feet high. Additionally, height reductions are not recommended, because it
would cause the existing structures to be non-conforming (see analysis
below). As mentioned previously, if approved, the proposed boundary
expansion areas south of West Dravus Street would be snbject to the
development standards of the underlying zoning. DCLL has recommended
additional “transitional” limitations in area A.

4. Height limits should generally not be lower rthan exi.ting development to
avoid creating non-conforming structures.

As mewntioned above, Ashton Hall 1s 56 feet tall, and Hilt Hall is
approximately 43 feet high. In order to avoid creating n»n-conforming
structures, it is recommended that the MIO zones develened with the Hill and
Ashton dormitories maintain height limits of 50 feet and 65 feet, respectively.

5. Obstruction of public scenic or landmark views to, from, or across a
major institution campus should be avoided where possible.

Development pursuant to the proposed final MIMP is not anticipated to
obstruct views of landmarks or scenic views.
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Analvsis

Section 23.34.072 (SMC) provides guidelines for designation of Commercial zones
including Neighborhood Commercial zones. In addition, SMC 23.34.008 provides
general rezone criteria to be considered whenever a rezone is proposed. As before, the
criteria are stated in italics, with analyses interspersed in regular type.

Designation of Commercial Zones

SMC Section 23.34.072 s'tates,

A The encroachment of commercial development into residential areas shall be
discouraged. '

No encroachment of commercial development into residential areas would result from the
proposed rezone.

B. Areas meeting locational criteria for single-family designation may be designated
NCI 30/L1, NC2 30'/L1 or NC3 30°'/L1 only as provided in Section 23.34.010.B.

The site does not meet the locational criteria for single family des:: nation, nor has the
area been designated as appropriate for rezoning as such in an adog.ed neighborhood
plan. Therefore, these provisions do not apply.

C Preferred configuration of commercial zones shall not conflict with the preferred
configuration and edge protection of residential zones as established in the Single
Family Policies.

A rezone of the above-described properties to NC2-40 would not result in any intrusion
along a Single Family zone edge. Additionally, there would be no atrusion into
multifamily areas.

D. Compact, concentrated commercial areas, or nodes, shali be preferred to diffuse,
sprawling commercial areas.

The proposed rezone would not increase the potential for diffuse or'sprawiing
commercial growth. On the contrary, the rezone designation would likely create more
cohesive community development.

Bl The preservation and improvement of existing commerciai areas shall be
preferred to the creation of new business Districts.
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The rezone would not detract from nearby existing commercial areas, and no new
business District would be created.

General Rezone Criteria

4.

To be approved a rezone shall meet the following standards:

1. In urban centers and urban villages, the zoned capacity jor the center or
village taken as a whole shall be no less than 125% of thz growth targets
adopted in the Comprehensive Plan for that center or village.

For each urban center or urban village, the zoned capazity for the center or

village taken as a whole shall allow the minimum zoned =apacity established in

Section B of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. For the a: ea within the urban village boundary but outs:le the core of hub
urban villages and for residential urban villages taken as a whole the zoned
capacity shall not exceed the maximum established in Section B of the Land
Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

3]

These criteria do not apply.

B)

Matrch berween Established Locational Criteria and Area C 1aracteristics

The most appropriate zone designation shall be that for whirr the provisions for
designation of the zone type and the locational criteria for ihe specific zone match
the characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than any other zone
designation.

SMC Section 23.34.076 states the function and locational criteria f~r NC2 zones:

A. Funcrion

4 A pedestrian-oriented shopping area that provides ¢ full range of
houschold and personal goods and services, includi»g convenience and
specialty goods to the surrounding neighborhoods. These areas provide
locations for single purpose commercial structures. multi-story mixed use
structures with commercial uses along the street front and multi-story
residential structures.

While the proposed rezone area may not be considered a “pzdestrian-oriented
shopping area” per se, it contains some uses that provide co.ivenient services to
the neighborhood and SPU within walking distance. The potential development
proposed by SPU and the recently approved (under the 199" MIMP) residence
hall at the corner of West Emerson Street and 6® Avenue West would contribute
toward a pedestrian-oriented environment.

40
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2. Desired Characteristics:

a.  Variety of small to medium-sized neighborhc od-serving
businesses;

b. Continuous storefronts with commercial use, built to the front
property line;

g Pedestrian friendly atmosphere;

d. Shoppers can drive to the area, but walk fror store to store;

There are several small- to medium-sized neighborhood-serving businesses (such
as a bank and bookstore) in and near the subject area. While there are no
continuous storefronts with commercial use, the area would netentially be
developed as such by SPU. University-related affiliates wouid likely walk to and
from the services that would be provided in this area. Students residing at the
nearby dormitory (to be constructed under the 1990 MIMP) would likely support
retail services in this area. It would also be located near the intersection of two
arterials (West Nickerson and 3™ Avenue West) that providrs convenient access to
bus service.

B. Locational Criteria

NC2 zone e iignation is most appropriate in areas generaliv characterized by the

Jjollowing:
1. Existing Character
a. Medium-sized node generaz’z’y surrounded b} low-to-medium-
density residential areas; or
b. Small commercial area located at the edge o7 a larger business
area, which provides a transition berween mrense commercial
activity and surrounding areas; or
23 Area in the core of an established comme>r:al District
characterized by a concentration of small retail and service uses;
or
d. Commercial area along major arterials whe-e lots are generally
small and shallow, and are surrounded by l. w-density residential
areas.

The existing character of the proposed rezone area generaliy meets criteria a, b,
and d.

2 Physical Conditions Favoring Designation as NC2

41
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a. Surrounded by low- to medium-density residential areas;
Lack of strong edges to buffer the residential areas;

o4 Lack of vacant land or land appropriate for .dditional commercial
development within the commercial area;

d Access is through low- and medium-density residential areas;

e. Located on streets with good capacity (major traffic streets and
minor arterials), but generally not on major transportation
corridors; '

f Limited transit service (i.e. a few routes); -

g Limited off-street parking capacity; may include a parking area for

a supermarket or other larger use.
The site generally satisfies all of the above criteria.
C.)  Zoning History and Precedential Effect

Previous and potential zoning changes both in and around the area proposed for
rezone shall be examined.

At the adoption of zoning in Seattle (1923) until 1947, properties north of the presently
vacated alley and abutting West Nickerson were zoned Industrial D.strict and properties
south of the vacated alley and abutting West Bertona Street were zeiied Second
Residence District. In 1947, properties abutting West Nickerson Street became
designated Commercial District. In 1957, the site currently zoned NC1-40 was
designated Neighborhood Business (BN), and all other properties currently proposed for
rezone were zoned Residential Multifamily (RM). The BN zone was rezoned to
Intermediate Business (BI) in 1971. The current L-2 and NC1-40 zoning was instituted
in 1982 and 1986, respectively. Thus, the properties currently zone 4 L-2 between West
Nickerson and West Bertona were zoned for industrial uses for 24 “-ears, commercial for
10 years, and then residential development for the following 45. The NC1-40 zoned
property has been zoned commercial for the past 52 years. DCLU’s microfiche library
contains no rezone applications for Lowrise zoned property adjacent to the subject site.

D.)  Neighborhood Plans

1. For the purposes of this title, the effect of a neighborhvod plan, adopted or

amended by the City Council after January 1, 1995, shcli be as expressly

established by the City Council for each such neighborhcod plan.

Council adopted neighborhood plans that apply to the area proposed for

rezone shall be taken into consideration. ‘

3. Where a neighborhood plan adopted or amended by the ity Council after
January 1, 1995, establishes policies expressly adopted for the purpose of
guiding future rezones, but does not provide for rezones of particular sites or

by
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areas, rezones shall be in conformance with the rezone p.:z;c:es of such
neighborhood plan. :

4. If it is intended that rezones of particular sites or areas identified in a Council
adopted neighborhood plan are to be required, then the -¢zones shall be

approved simultaneously with the approval of the perrmenr parts of the
neighborhood plan.

The subject site is within the Queen Anne Neighborhood Planning Area, however, no
specific policies have been adopted for the purpose of guiding rezoi.s in this area.
Please see additional analysis provided in the EIS.

E)  Zoning Principles
The following zoning principles shall be considered:

1. The impact of more intensive zones on less intensive zones or industrial and
commercial zones on other zones shall be minimized by the use of transitions
or buffers, if possible. 4 gradual transition between zor'ng categories,
including height limits, is preferred.

Impacts on less intensive zones warranting the gradual trans itions as described
above are not considered necessary in this case. The NC2-40 zone would be
adjacent to MIO and C2-40 development.

2. Physica! buffers may provide an effective separation bei. een different uses
and intensities of development. The following elements may be considered as
buffers:

a.  Natural features such as topographic breaks, Zakes rivers, streams,
ravines and shorelines; _

b. Freeways, expressways, other major traffic arterials and railroad tracks;

¢.  Distinct change in street layout and block orientatio 1;

d. Open space and greenspaces;

There are no existing physical buffers as described above that would provide an
effective separation between different uses. However, the snc primarily abuts
institutional uses, and would not require such a separation.

3. Zone Boundaries
a. In establishing boundaries the following elements s}.all be considered:
(1) Physical buffers as described in subsection E2 above;
(2) Platted lot lines.
b. Boundaries between commercial and residential are 15 shall generally be
established so that commercial uses face each other ucross the street on
whiz# they are located, and face away from adjacer residential areas.
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The only critical area on the site is a relatively small area_designated as a
potential slide area, at the southwest corner of 6* Avenue West and the alley.

Thus 1s part of a larger potential slide ECA to the south. Stuch an ECA designation
would only potentially affect structural considerations, rather than land use or
zoning considerations. Therefore this criterion is not appiicable.

JJ Land Use Policies

Land Use Policies contained or referenced in Chapter 23.12 that are applicable
to the area shall be considered h

The 1ntent of L2 policies is to provide additional housing opportunities remaining
at a scale compatible with single-family structures. The Commercial areas policy
directs attention to consistency with the other rezone criteria, and describes
Neighborhood Commercial zones as generally pedestrian-oriented areas
compatible with their surrounding neighborhoods. There are no single-family
zoned areas which abut the property proposed for a rezone. In DCLU’s view, the
NC zoning ¢esignation would be more appropriate. |

Height Limits of the Proposed Underlving Zoning

SMC Section 23.34.009 states:

Where a decision to designate height limits in Neighborhood Comm.ercial or Industrial
zones is independent of the designation of a specific zone, in additi.n to the general
rezone criteria of Section 23.34.008, the following shall apply:

A. Function of the zone. Height limits shall be consistent wit the type and scale of
development intended for each zone classification. The demand for permirted

goods and services and the potential for displacement of preferred uses shall be
considered.

The proposed 40 foot height limit would be consistent with the type and scale of
development intended for each zone classification. Displacement of preferred uses is not
anticipated.

B. Topography of the Area and its Surroundings. Height limits shall reinforce the
natural topography of the area and its surroundings, and the likelihood of view
blockage shall be considered.

There is no topographical separation between the site and adjacent roperties. View
blockage would be unlikely.
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€. Height and Scale of the Area.

1. The height limits established by current zoning in th= area shall be given
consideration.
2. In general, permitted height limits shall be compatible with the

predominant height and scale of existing developmet, particularly where
existing development is a good measure of the area’s overall development
potential.

Current zoning on the site is MIO-37 and L-2. The property is enti: :ly owned by the
institution. The 40-foot designation would not be considered a substantial height limit
increase. Additionally, the subject property is near the core of the SPU campus. In
general, height limits would be compatible with the height and scalx of existing
development in the nearby vicinity.

D. Compatibility with Surrounding Area.

1. Height limits for an area shall be compatible with actual and zoned
heights in surrounding areas excluding buildings de velopment under
Major Institution height limits; height limits permitted by the underlying
zone, rather than heights permitted by the Major ns ‘itution designation,
shall be used for the rezone analysis.

A gradual transition in height and scale and level o, activity between
zones shall be provided unless major physical buffe: s, as described in
Subsection 23.34.008.D.2 are present.

to

The proposed rezone would maintain compatibility with the surrourding area.

E. Neighborhood Plans.

1. Particular artention shall be given to height recommendations in business
District plans or neighborhood plans adopted by the City Council
subsequent to the adoption of the 1985 Land Use Micy.

2. Neighborhood plans adopted or amended by the Cit. Council after i
January 1, 1995, may require height limits differen: *han those that would
otherwise be established pursuant to the provisions " this section and
Section 23.34.008.

Specific height limitations in this area have not been adopted per the Queen Anne
Neighborhood Plan, therefore this criterion is not applicable.

Given the applicable criteria pertaining to height of development p-rsuant to the

underlyling zoning, the DCLU supports the proposed 40 foot heigh* 1imitation for
structures to be developed in accordance with the provisions of the underlying zoning.
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10.

11.

12:

13.

14.

16.

17.

Modify the plan to clearly state that above-grade developmen* in the Irondale Block
in area A shall be set back a2 minimum of 20 fest from 7% Avenue West , and 15 feet

from West Bertona Street, in order to provide a better transition in scale with abutting
properties.

Modify the Master Plan to state clearly that development on the two lots north of the
Irondale Block (601 and 605 W. Emerson St.) shall comply with the underlying
zoning height limit, in order to preserve the scale of the adjacent neighborhood.

Modify the plan to clearly state that vehicular access to the Irondale Block off of 7%
Avenue West shall be restricted to providing ADA access, and then only if convenient
ADA access cannot be reasonably provided to the development off of any other street.

Modify the plan to clearly state that the Land Use code requirements of the
underlying zoning for landscaping of parking shall apply, provided that DCLU may
waive screening and internal landscaping requirements where 7te Director finds an
overriding safety issue.

Modify the plan o clearly state that the vacated 53* Avenue “pe-\astrian mall” be
maintained publicly accessible throughout the life of the MIDM P, A walkway that is
accessible to the general public shall continue to be provided adiacent to and south of
the Library and connecting to West Dravus Street provided that the existing walkway
may be replaced with a new walkway of at least an equivalent width.

Modify the plan to clearly state that future development in the :rea of the “5® Avenue
Mall” extension shall be sited or configured to allow a pedestrian connection to West
Nickerson Street. '

. Modify the plan to include the following development standard: “Within the

underlying NC zones, there shall be no maximum size limit for institutional uses.
Size limits for non-institutional commercial uses shall be applic d on a per business

- establishment basis, as indicated in Chart B for SMC 23.47.010, and calculated in

accordance with the provisions of SMC 23.47.010 C. The curnulative amount of
commercial space in the areas within the MIO District that have NC1 and NC2
underlying zoning shall be limited to 30,000 square feet.”

Modify the masizr plan to identify expansion area D as a potentral development site
in Figure 6.

Modify the master plan to clearly show that the area west of Ashton Hall remain

designated as MIO-65, rather than MIO-37 (see below for the L "LU recommendation
Jfor a development standard in place of the zoning change).
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