Responses to Comments

This chapter provides responses to public comments provided on the Draft EIS during the comment period.
The Draft EIS was published on May 10, 2018, with a 45-day comment period. The written comments we
received are available in Appendix D. We held a Draft EIS public open house and hearing on May 31, 2018.
Appendix E provides verbal and written comments received at the public hearing.

This section is structured as follows:

¢ 571 Organization of Public Comments 5-2
e 5.2 Responses to Frequent Comments 5-3
e 5.3 Responses to Comments Submitted by Email 5-20
e 5.4 Responses to Comments Submitted through the Online Comment Form 5-79
e 5.5Responses to Form Letters and Petitions 5-329

e 5.6 Responses to Verbal and Written Comments Received at the Public Hearing 5-375
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5.1 Organization of
Public Comments

Many comments we received on the Draft EIS address common issues
and themes. We first provide responses to these frequent comments in
Section 5.2. Responses to individual comments often reference these
responses to frequent comments.

Subsequent sections include responses to individual comments received
in written form via email, the online comment form, and letter. These
comments are organized in alphabetical order by last name.

For comments asking questions, requesting clarification or corrections, or
concerning the Draft EIS analysis, we provide responses that explain the
EIS approach, offer corrections, identify where we have supplemented the
Draft EIS analysis, or provide other appropriate replies. We acknowledge
comments expressing an opinion, a preference, or general support or
opposition to the proposed Land Use Code changes with a response
indicating that we have noted the comment.
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5.2 Responses to Frequent

Comments

Exhibit 5-1 Summary of Frequent Comment Topics

Topic Description of comments

Request for greater flexibility than
contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3

Individual neighborhood review

Impacts to water, drainage,
and sewer systems

Housing affordability

Proposal provides insufficient
housing options

Multifamily zoning

Estimates of ADU production
and single-family teardowns

Parking impacts

Tree canopy impacts

Short-term rentals

King County sewage
treatment capacity charge

Permit fees

Other barriers to ADU development

Positive impacts

Proposal should include policies like eliminating the minimum lot size requirement,
allowing two or three ADUs on a single lot, increasing the maximum ADU size to 1,500
square feet, or removal of other regulations.

Each single-family neighborhood in Seattle is unique. The EIS does not consider the
unique characteristics of each neighborhood in its analysis of potential impacts.
Impacts to each neighborhood should be examined individually.

There will be impacts to the water, sewer and stormwater, and drainage systems due
to the proposal.

The proposal does not have an impact on housing affordability.

The proposal should go further than encouraging ADUs to address Seattle's housing
shortage.

The proposal would allow multifamily residential uses (e.g., triplexes) on all lots in
single-family zones.

The EIS underestimates the number of ADUs that would be created and single-family
houses that would be demolished under the proposal.

The EIS underestimates how the proposal would affect parking availability. The
analysis does not adequately address impacts to on-street parking and ignores
conditions in denser, more central neighborhoods.

The EIS underestimates impacts on tree canopy and vegetation.

Some or all ADUs will be used as short-term rentals through platforms like Airbnb or
VRBO.

The King County sewer capacity charge is too high for DADUs.

The City should waive or reduce permit fees for ADUs.

Land Use Code changes are insufficient to reduce the barriers owners face to creating
ADUs.

The EIS does not include sufficient discussion of the positive impacts of the proposal.
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REQUEST FOR GREATER FLEXIBILITY THAN
CONTEMPLATED IN ALTERNATIVE 2 OR 3

Proposal should include policies like eliminating the
minimum lot size requirement, allowing two or three
ADUs, increasing the maximum ADU size to 1,500 square
on a single lot feet, or removal of other regulations.

As described in Section 1.2, Proposal Objective, the proposed action
evaluated in this EIS is intended to remove regulatory barriers to the
creation of ADUs and increase the number and variety of housing choices
available in Seattle's single-family zones. While further Land Use Code
changes beyond those contemplated in Alternative 2, Alternative 3,

or the Preferred Alternative analyzed in this Final EIS could advance

the second of those two objectives by allowing even greater housing
production, the first objective calls for strategies to promote accessory
dwelling units. Therefore, changes suggested in Draft EIS comments that
would effectively allow creation of new principal dwelling units, such as
modifying the minimum size for subdividing land in single-family zones to
create new lots or rezoning to Residential Small Lot (RSL), are outside the
scope of this proposal.

Some Draft EIS comments suggested further changes to encourage
accessory units specifically. A few of these suggestions have been
incorporated as features of the Preferred Alternative. We carry forward
the floor area ratio (FAR) limit studied in Alternative 3, which would
encourage ADU creation, address concerns about the scale of new
single-family development, and reduce demolition of principal structures.
Likewise, in addition to an AADU and a DADU, the Preferred Alternative
would allow two AADUs on a lot.

Other comments called for policies we have not incorporated in the
Preferred Alternative. The action alternatives considered in this EIS
primarily resemble draft legislation that the City Council developed in
2015, which was intended to address the most frequently cited regulatory
barriers to ADU development. Since that draft, we have incorporated
additional changes for consideration in the EIS based on public input. The
Preferred Alternative reflects a range of perspectives on ADUs, including
concerns raised during the scoping process for this EIS and comments
received on the Draft EIS. As one example, while eliminating the minimum
lot size for a DADU could remove a regulatory barrier to creating housing,
we also hear concerns about greater bulk or density on small lots. For

the Preferred Alternative, we considered multiple factors, including the



critical need for housing in Seattle, the existing context and pattern of
development in the study area, and concerns about privacy and the scale
of development in single-family zones.

The City can consider implementing other changes to the Land Use Code
beyond the Preferred Alternative as part of a separate proposal that will
have its own environmental review process. The analysis in this EIS could
inform future environmental review.

INDIVIDUAL NEIGHBORHOOD REVIEW

Each single-family neighborhood in Seattle is unique. The
EIS does not consider the unique characteristics of each
neighborhood in its analysis of potential impacts. Impacts
to each neighborhood should be examined individually.

This EIS is a programmatic environmental impact statement. SEPA does
not require that the City prepare separate analyses or documents for
each ADU constructed. This EIS uses an appropriate level of analysis

to evaluate the effects of a broad proposal that may include numerous
individual projects, implemented over a long timeframe, and/or across a
large geographic area.

For programmatic proposals, including areawide zoning and land use
changes like the proposed action, SEPA Rules require only that an EIS
contain a general discussion of the impacts of alternative proposals for
plans, land use designations, or implementation measures. SEPA does not
require site-specific analyses for individual geographic areas (WAC 197-
11-442[3] and [4]). Therefore, analyzing impacts of the proposed Land Use
Code changes at a broader scale is appropriate.

To understand the effects of this broad proposal, the EIS contains
substantial information and analysis about, and based on review of,
generalized variations among individual neighborhoods, subareas, and
parcels. While these analyses do not specifically review every possible
individual scenario, they provide sufficient information to understand
the types and magnitude of impacts that could result in a broad range
of cases. The highest and best use analysis in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, relies on pro formas that consider varying market
conditions by neighborhood area (see Exhibit 4.1-10). We developed and
used a parcel typology that accounts for variation in parcel characteristics
across the study area (see Exhibit 4.1-11). We present the frequency

of these parcel types in each single-family neighborhood, so findings
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that vary by parcel type can be understood in the context of actual
neighborhood conditions (see Exhibit A-23).

The parking analysis also considers differing neighborhood-level
conditions. We used empirical data on parking utilization and availability
gathered through parking studies in four representative neighborhoods
(see Exhibit B-1). The transportation section identifies unimproved
sidewalks across the entire study area (see Exhibit 4.4-6). We present the
existing transit network and illustrate areas of Seattle according to their
proximity to frequent transit (see Exhibit 4.4-10, Exhibit 4.4-11, and Exhibit
4.4-12).

The aesthetics analysis similarly examines the proposal’s likely effects on
arange of parcel configurations. This includes considering various parcel
sizes, location on the block (e.g., an interior lot or corner lot), and whether
the parcel does or does not have alley access.

Chapter 3, Housing and Planning Context, discusses and presents several
exhibits that illustrate the variation in cultural, economic, and social
conditions across Seattle. In particular, Exhibit 3-12 shows population

by race, and Exhibit 3-15 shows housing tenure across the city. Exhibit
41-16, Exhibit 4.1-18, and Exhibit 4.1-19 present further information about
demographic and socioeconomic variation across neighborhoods in the
study area.

IMPACTS TO WATER, DRAINAGE, AND SEWER SYSTEMS.

There will be impacts to the water, sewer and stormwater,
and drainage systems due to the proposal.

Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, discusses how City and County
utilities plan for population growth and the potential effects of additional
ADU production and resulting population increase on the availability

of public services and utilities. The review in the EIS of water, drainage,
and sewer systems suggests that no significant impacts are likely to
result from the 2,460 additional ADUs anticipated under the Preferred
Alternative compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).

Even during a period of historic growth in Seattle, total usage of the
water system has declined in recent years, in part due to conservation
efforts like encouraging low-flow fixtures in new development. Seattle's
water system currently has excess capacity. Seattle Public Utilities (SPU)
develops long-range plans for maintaining and upgrading the water
system based on growth forecasts from the Puget Sound Regional Council



(PSRC) and Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM).
While concentrated ADU production in a particular area could increase
demand on localized parts of the water supply and distribution systems,
they have sufficient excess capacity currently to withstand the additional
population anticipated under the Preferred Alternative, as described in
Section 4.5.2.

Water conservation measures have also led to a reduction in discharges
to the sanitary sewer. For that reason, the Preferred Alternative would
generally not be expected to exceed the total design assumptions for
sanitary waste (which assumes no water conservation) in residential
zones. After reviewing the alternatives evaluated in this EIS, SPU
concluded that increased sewer demand resulting from ADU construction
will not substantially impact sewer capacity.

SPU also designs and maintains drainage systems based on assumptions
about the type and amount of developed land cover and characteristics
of weather events like frequency, duration, and intensity. Future weather
events are constant across all alternatives. All alternatives also share
the same maximum lot coverage limit; no change to this standard is
contemplated under any alternative. From its review, SPU concluded that
consistency with existing lot coverage regulations suggests that none

of the alternatives would result in increased area of impervious surfaces
beyond what is already allowed under single-family zoning. SPU therefore
found that none of the alternatives is likely to have a measurable impact
on the drainage system.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

The proposal does not have an impact on housing affordability.

As described in Section 1.2, the objectives of the proposed Land Use
Code changes are to remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for
property owners to permit and build ADUs and to increase the number
and variety of housing choices in single-family zones. Section 4.1,

Housing and Socioeconomics, describes how the proposal could also have
slight benefits for housing affordability by increasing housing supply,
increasing the number of smaller homes available, increasing income

for homeowners operating ADUs as rentals, and reducing the number of
existing homes demolished compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).

The terms affordable housing and housing affordability are used in
both formal and informal contexts, and definitions can vary greatly.
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Generally, affordable housing refers to housing (often with income and
rent restrictions) that a lower-income household can afford. Housing
affordability refers to a broad set of issues and actions related to the
relationships among housing production costs, housing prices, and local
demographic needs.

Two types of affordable housing exist: regulated affordable housing
and private market affordable housing. Regulated affordable housing
typically relies on public subsidy, targets households with incomes at a
particular level, and has legally restricted rents or sales prices to provide
affordability for those households. Regulated affordable housing can be
publicly or privately (i.e., non-profit and for-profit) owned and found in

a wide range of neighborhoods and building types. In all cases, creating
affordable housing requires proactive public policy and/or investment.
Private market affordable housing (or low-cost market-rate housing) is
provided at an affordable price on the open market without subsidy or
legal restriction.

Housing affordability is typically measured as the relationship between
housing price and household income. An affordable home is one a
household can afford and have sufficient remaining income for basic
needs like transportation, food, and healthcare. A common definition for
affordability is housing whose monthly costs do not exceed 30 percent
of household income. Housing affordability is therefore a function of
income and housing costs for each individual household, which can vary
substantially given the unique circumstances of a household and housing
unit.

Median household income is a standard measure of income that varies

by geography and household size and comes from U.S. Census Bureau
data. For programs it administers, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) establishes median household income thresholds
based on household size. In Seattle, for example, using these HUD
guidelines, the Office of Housing considers $1,505 to be affordable rent
for a one-bedroom unit for a household whose income is 80 percent of the
area median income (AMI). For a household with an income of 30 percent
of AMI, the affordable rent for a one-bedroom unit is $563.

ADU production analyzed in this EIS represents market-rate units, with
rents set by the property owner. This EIS does not analyze the creation
of rent- and income-restricted ADUs. (See Section 3.2 for information on
separate City efforts to support equity and affordability through ADUs.)
Some ADUs might provide relatively lower-cost housing choices in the
study area. ADU rental rates tend to be lower due to the characteristics
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of the units (e.g., small size). ADU rents are generally determined by what
tenants are willing to pay, not by the property owner's cost to build the
unit. Development cost is often an important factor in the decision of
whether to build an ADU, but it generally does not determine rent. A 2014
study by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality of ADUs in
Portland, Oregon, found median rent for attached and detached ADUs is
slightly below Portland’s median rent for studio, one-bedroom, and two-
bedroom apartments. Our survey of Seattle ADUs listed on Craigslist in
October-November 2017 found an average monthly rent for one-bedroom
unfurnished ADUs of $1,420, 14 percent lower than the citywide average
of $1,645!

Even when their rents are not affordable to low-income households, ADUs
contribute to housing goals by increasing the overall supply of housing

in Seattle and the number of housing choices available in single-family
zones specifically. These additional housing options allow more people

to access Seattle neighborhoods and help to address the scarcity that
pushes housing prices upward.

ADUs can also allow homeowners to generate rental income that offers
financial stability. An ADU can provide housing for a family member whom
a homeowner otherwise supports by paying for rent elsewhere. The ADU
might house a family member or caregiver who provides childcare or other
services that offer value to the homeowner. Nevertheless, as the EIS
acknowledges in Section 4.1.2, high construction costs mean that most
households able to create an ADU are disproportionately wealthy or have
access to substantial equity in their home. This phenomenon will likely
persist absent other actions beyond Land Use Code changes to reduce
costs and support lower-income households. As described in Section 3.2,
Planning Context, the City is considering such programmatic strategies
for advancing equity and affordability goals through ADUs.

PROPOSAL PROVIDES INSUFFICIENT HOUSING OPTIONS

The proposal should go further than encouraging
ADUs to address Seattle's housing shortage.

Seattle currently suffers from an acute housing shortage of both market-
rate and income-restricted affordable housing. Numerous measures
discussed in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, illustrate the

1 Citywide average from Costar for one-bedroom units, Q4 2017.
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degree of the housing crisis: More than one-third of Seattle households
pay 30 percent or more of their income on housing costs. Ninety-two
percent of single-family rentals are unaffordable to households earning
80 percent of the area median income. Income, homeownership, and
wealth all present disparities by racial and ethnic group.

As described in Section 3.2, Planning Context, the City is currently
exploring strategies beyond Land Use Code changes to support ADU
production and affordability goals. The City is also pursuing other actions
related to housing affordability beyond encouraging ADUs, many of them
identified in the 2015 recommendations of the Housing Affordability and
Livability Agenda (HALA) Advisory Committee, such as implementation
of Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) requirements for new
development.

Under all alternatives studied in this EIS, however, housing affordability
will likely continue to be a challenge for many current and prospective
Seattle residents, especially for lower-income households and renter
households, and especially in the study area for this EIS. While the
additional ADU production anticipated under the Preferred Alternative
would create new housing choices and reduce upward pressure on
housing costs compared to Alternative 1 (No Action), other actions —
including land use changes in the study area, investments in rent- and
income-restricted housing, and programmatic strategies to support
lower-income homeowners and renters — are likely necessary under any
alternative to address Seattle's housing challenges fully.

MULTIFAMILY ZONING

The proposal would allow multifamily residential uses
(e.g., triplexes) on all lots in single-family zones.

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives, Alternative 1 (No Action)
represents current regulations for development in Seattle’s single-family
zones. Under today's existing rules, all lots in single-family zones can have
an ADU. A lot can have either an attached ADU or, depending on lot size,

a detached ADU. The Preferred Alternative would allow two ADUs on one
lot and would modify the minimum lot size required for a DADU.

The Land Use Code (i.e., Title 23 of the Seattle Municipal Code) includes
specific definitions for "Residential use.” Under this definition, a "single-
family dwelling unit” means a detached structure that has a permanent

foundation, contains one dwelling unit, plus its associated authorized



accessory dwelling unit or detached accessory dwelling unit. In other
words, the code considers an ADU to be part of the single-family dwelling
unit. (As part of the proposed action evaluated in this EIS, we would
amend this definition to encompass a principal dwelling unit and one

or two ADUs.) By contrast, "multifamily residential use” means a use
consisting of two or more principal dwelling units in a structure or portion
of a structure, excluding accessory dwelling units. A "dwelling unit” is a
room or rooms occupied by one household as living accommodations.

These terms thus differentiate a lot in a single-family zone with one or
two accessory dwelling units from multifamily uses comprising two or
three principal dwelling units. The latter are typically called "duplexes”
and “triplexes,” which the code defines, respectively, as a single structure
containing only two dwelling units, neither of which is an accessory
dwelling unit, and a single structure containing three dwelling units.

How is a lot with an ADU different from a building with multiple principal
dwelling units? Aside from definitions in the code, certain land use
regulations further distinguish multifamily development from the type
of development allowed in single-family zones under the Preferred
Alternative. First, ADUs have size limits that do not apply to principal
dwelling units. The Preferred Alternative would restrict ADUs to 1,000
square feet, while single-family homes and multifamily housing types
like townhomes and apartments generally have no size limit (though the
Preferred Alternative would limit the size of a single-family home to 2,500
square feet or half the lot size, whichever is greater). Second, rules for
land division differ in single-family and multifamily zones. Minimum lot
sizes regulate subdivision in single-family zones, while multifamily zones
generally have no minimum lot sizes. This means that, in a single-family
zone, a 5,000-square-foot lot with a DADU cannot be divided into two
lots and separately owned. In a multifamily zone, a 5,000-square-foot lot
could be divided into multiple lots, each sold to a separate owner. Third, a
lot in a single-family zone, with or without ADUs, can be occupied by only
one household, defined as any number of related people or up to eight
unrelated people; the Preferred Alternative would allow a household
comprising 12 unrelated people on a lot with two ADUs. In a multifamily
development, however, each unit can contain a household; a duplex and
triplex, therefore, can contain two and three households, respectively, or
up to 16 and 24 unrelated people.
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ESTIMATES OF ADU PRODUCTION AND
SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWNS

The EIS underestimates the number of ADUs that
would be created and single-family houses that
would be demolished under the proposal.

We are not aware of any other empirically based estimates of ADU
production or demolition of single-family houses that would provide

a basis for asserting that the approach used in this EIS categorically
underestimates those figures. The methodology used in this EIS and
described in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix

A draws on the most current permit data and represents a reasonable
approach using the best available information to estimate ADU
production. It incorporates empirical data about past development
events; applies econometric methods to analyze the parcel-level factors
that predict ADU production; considers the effects of regulations under
each alternative; and includes conservative adjustments to account for
new policies not reflected in available parcel data, such as allowing two
ADUs on one lot. Some barriers to ADU development exist outside Land
Use Code regulations, like the cost to construct an ADU. While proposed
City programs to reduce DADU construction costs are independent of
this proposal, the Final EIS considers DADU construction cost reductions
to ensure our impacts analysis is based on our best estimate of future
conditions.

Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, describes the forecast model
we use to estimate the number of ADUs and single-family teardowns

we could expect under each alternative. In brief, the model (1) analyzes
historical development data to discern the factors and characteristics
associated with ADU creation and single-family teardowns, (2) develops
a baseline forecast for Alternative 1 (No Action) by updating underlying
variables for the 2018-2027 period to match regional growth projections,
and (3) develops forecasts for each action alternative by modeling its
Land Use Code changes. We then apply adjustment factors that further
increase the estimates of ADU production to account for factors not
included in the forecast model. Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
and Appendix A describe this methodology in greater detail. In this Final
EIS, this methodology yields 10-year estimates of 1,970 to 4,430 ADUs and
2,030 and 1,580 demolitions of principal structures for Alternative 1 (No
Action) and the Preferred Alternative, respectively.



While we expect more ADUs under all action alternatives compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action), we also anticipate the number of teardowns
would decrease. This occurs for multiple reasons. First, as noted in

the description of the forecast model and its results on page 4-18,
empirical permit data suggests that property owners tend to decide
between adding an ADU and tearing down and rebuilding a house.
Therefore, regulatory changes that increase the relative feasibility of
ADU development also increase the likelihood that property owners in
the future decide to create an ADU instead of demolishing the house. In
other words, flexibility for creating ADUs gives homeowners more options
to use their land and meet their changing household needs in place,
rather than selling and/or tearing down the house. Second, Alternative 3
and the Preferred Alternative both include an FAR limit that would lower
the maximum allowed size of new single-family houses. This reduces the
incentive to demolish an existing house in order to build a new house
because that new house cannot be as large as allowed under Alternative 1
(No Action).

SEPA requires consideration of probable impacts, defined in WAC 197-
11-782 as likely or reasonably likely to occur. SEPA does not require
consideration of every remote and speculative consequence of an action
(RCW 43.21C110). By using an appropriate methodology for estimating
real estate feasibility and best available data for forecasting future

ADU production, this Final EIS evaluates the likely outcomes for each
alternative.

PARKING IMPACTS

The EIS underestimates how the proposal would affect
parking availability. Impacts to on-street parking are
not adequately addressed and ignores conditions

in denser, more central neighborhoods.

Section 4.4 describes our methodology for analyzing potential parking
impacts likely to occur under each alternative. The analysis relies on

and is consistent with the ADU production estimates developed for

the housing and socioeconomics analysis and described in Section 4.1,
Housing and Socioeconomics. In brief, we compare the existing availability
of on-street parking with the expected increase in demand for on-street
parking in each alternative. The increase in demand reflects the ADU
production rates expected for the 2018-2027 period and estimates of
vehicle ownership rates for ADU residents. Finally, we use empirical
parking data collected in four study locations throughout Seattle to
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identify potential impacts and evaluate the extent to which impacts from
the action alternatives could vary geographically. Section 4.4, Parking
and Transportation, and Appendix B describe this methodology in greater
detail.

The findings in Section 4.4 conservatively evaluate how the proposal
would affect on-street parking availability. While the ADU production
estimates in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, indicate that

the percentage of parcels with ADUs would vary according to several
variables, we conservatively use the upper end of this range to evaluate
parking availability in each study location. Likewise, we assume that all
ADU residents would park on the street, even though some alternatives
require off-street parking for new ADUs, and even though some property
owners might have existing parking spaces or elect voluntarily to
create one even if not required. Further, this Final EIS discloses that, if a
particular block has a concentration of ADUs and/or if currently parking
utilization is particularly high, localized impacts on parking availability
could occur.

The four study locations are identified in Appendix B. We chose these
locations to examine different geographic areas of Seattle and to
represent a range of conditions found in single-family zones, including
lots of various sizes; blocks with and without alleys, driveways, and
sidewalks; and various levels of transit service. Many areas outside these
study locations resemble the conditions found within the study locations.
Please see Exhibit B-3 through Exhibit B-14, which provide maps of each
parking study location, illustrate the distribution of lot sizes in each study
location, and compare this distribution to the EIS study area overall. In
general, the parking study locations represent a range of conditions in
terms of lot sizes, resembling conditions found in the entire EIS study
area. To the extent that there are areas distinctly different than the study
locations, the EIS discloses that, within a specific context or location,
localized impacts on parking availability could occur.

TREE CANOPY IMPACTS

The EIS underestimates impacts on tree canopy and vegetation.

The land use analysis in Section 4.2, Land Use, includes information and
analysis related to tree canopy and vegetation. Based on feedback on
the Draft EIS, this Final EIS includes several additions to this analysis.
We added Exhibit 4.2-8 to show tree canopy coverage in the study

area based on the most current data available. Using a 2016 LiDAR



dataset, we compared average tree canopy coverage on study area
parcels with DADUs, without DADUs, and with new single-family houses
constructed since 2010. We also added more description of current tree
regulations from Chapter 25.11 of the Land Use Code, and information
about proposed updates to Seattle's tree policies that the City Council is
currently considering.

The Preferred Alternative analyzed in this Final EIS also incorporates
several features intended to minimize potential impacts on tree canopy
and vegetation. The proposed increase in the rear yard coverage limit
for a one-story DADU would be allowed only if DADU construction does
not result in tree removal. Flexibility in the rear yard requirement would
allow property owners to site DADUs in a way that eliminates or minimizes
impacts on trees. The City will also clarify the requirement that site plans
submitted with ADU permit applications must show the location of trees
on the lot so that permit reviewers can consider tree impacts. Creating
an off-street parking space often involves converting a vegetated part
of one's property into an impervious surface. Removing the off-street
parking requirement could reduce the amount of tree canopy and
vegetation otherwise needed to accommodate a parking space.

SHORT-TERM RENTALS

Some or all ADUs will be used as short-term rentals
through platforms like Airbnb or VRBO.

In 2017, the City Council enacted new regulations for short-term rentals. In
Section 3.2, Planning Context, we describe this recent legislation in more
detail. The short-term rental regulations allow a licensed short-term rental
operator to offer one dwelling unit as a short-term rental, or two dwelling
units if one is the operator's primary residence. Currently, in single-family
zones, an operator could offer both the main house and an ADU as short-
term rentals only if one is the operator's primary residence. Under the
Preferred Alternative, a lot could have two ADUs. Seattle's short-term
rental regulations would not allow the main house and both ADUs to be
used as short-term rentals. Further, if the owner does not occupy the
house or ADU, only one unit could be offered as a short-term rental.

The housing analysis described in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, considers these regulations when comparing various
ways to value development outcomes on a single-family lot under
each alternative. In addition to the limits established in the short-term
rental regulations, we evaluated whether offering an ADU as a short-
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term rental was likely to be more profitable than as a long-term rental.
(See Appendix A for details on the methods used to evaluate different
valuation options, including short-term rentals.) Exhibit A-28, Exhibit A-33,
Exhibit A-38, and Exhibit A-43 show that, across all alternatives, it is
generally more profitable to rent an ADU as a long-term rental. This

is true for all three market areas and all four parcel prototypes we
evaluated. While the results of this valuation analysis do not mean that
no homeowners will choose to use their ADU as a short-term rental, they
suggest that short-term rentals are not likely to be the most profitable
way that property owners can use their ADUs. (Some property owners will
nonetheless choose to offer their ADUs as short-term rentals for reasons
of preference or flexibility, as is true of owners of single-family houses.)
Further, the results suggest that the action alternatives do not increase
the likelihood that ADUs in Seattle would be used as short-term rentals
compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).

KING COUNTY SEWAGE TREATMENT CAPACITY CHARGE

The King County sewer capacity charge is too high for DADUs.

Since 1990, King County has levied a capacity charge on structures with
new connections to the sanitary sewer system. Property owners in
Seattle and other cities in King County establishing a DADU are required
to pay this charge, which in 2018 amounts to $11,268 paid monthly for 15
years. Currently, a new DADU and a new single-family residence receive
the same capacity charge.

We include this fee in our pro forma analysis as one of several cost inputs
for new ADUs or single-family houses. In the Draft EIS, Alternative 2
considered a reduction of 10 percent in predevelopment costs for DADUSs.
Although we applied a 10-percent reduction to costs including the King
County sewage treatment capacity charge, this reduction did not reflect
a specific proposal to lower costs. Rather, it represented a theoretical
reduction that could be implemented through various mechanisms or
actions that helped us understand how ADU production might increase.
In this Final EIS, all alternatives incorporate a cost reduction based on
ongoing City efforts to develop pre-approved plans and other potential
actions to reduce cost.

Because the City does not administer this charge or control its rate
structure, the City cannot unilaterally or independently modify its
application or the fee charged as part of developing an ADU. However,
in 2017 King County began a comprehensive review of how its capacity
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charge is allocated to newly connecting customers. While the amount of
the charge has been updated continually over time, the way it is allocated
to different building types has not been evaluated since 1990. Since

then, new building types have emerged that use water in different ways,
including AADUs and DADUs. As a result, the County is conducting a study
on how the capacity charge is allocated to different building types with
the goal of graduating the charge to reflect the amount of wastewater
that each type of building tends to discharge.

When we issued this Final EIS, the County had formed and was working
with a Capacity Charge User Classification Work Group for this study.
Seattle Public Utilities is part of this group. Through conversations with
builders and other stakeholders and by reviewing data from several local
agencies, the working group is evaluating which features reflect the
amount of wastewater a building's occupants will eventually generate.
These features include square footage, number of bedrooms, number

of plumbing fixtures, water meter capacity, and unit type. Currently,

the capacity charge for residential development is based solely on the
number of units.

Through a separate study, King County is also exploring assistance for
low-income customers. The County expects to share findings from both
studies in late 2018 or early 2019.

PERMIT FEES

The City should waive or reduce permit fees for ADUs.

A feeis required to apply for a permit to establish an ADU. The cost of
the permit depends on the size and complexity of the project, how long it
takes to review, and additional permits that might be required.

Waiving or reducing permit fees for a certain project type would require
that the City's general fund resources be used to subsidize the permits
for those projects. Because Seattle Department of Construction and
Inspections (SDCI) permit staff must review an ADU application, waiving
the associated fee means that General Fund revenue needed to support
other City services would pay for the review.

Permit fees are based in part on the time required to review the
application, however. Therefore, efforts to reduce permitting time in turn
reduce permit fees. As described in Section 3.2, Planning Context, the
City is exploring options for developing standard DADU designs that SDCI
permitting staff would review and pre-approve. Homeowners interested
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in creating a DADU could save time and money by using a pre-approved
plan due to a faster plan review process and reduced permit fees.

OTHER BARRIERS TO ADU DEVELOPMENT

Land Use Code changes are insufficient to reduce
the barriers owners face to creating ADUs.

Regulatory barriers are just one of several factors constraining ADU
production. Other barriers include high construction costs; the challenge
of obtaining financing and the limited number of financing tools available
for ADUs; the duration and complexity of the permitting process;
managing a construction project; and operating a rental unit. Efforts to
address some of these other barriers are underway. Section 3.2, Planning
Context, describes several programmatic strategies the City is exploring
to reduce barriers beyond changes to Land Use Code regulations.

The City is exploring options for developing pre-approved DADU designs
that could streamline the permitting process and save time and money for
homeowners. New resources and tools could help homeowners explore
DADU designs and understand the feasibility of adding an ADU to their
property. A programmatic or financial partnership between the City and

a nonprofit lender or other organization could improve access to ADU
financing for homeowners. Likewise, innovation in the private sector could
lower construction costs, or simplify the development and tenanting
process for homeowners.

As described in the response above related to how we estimate the
number of ADUs in each alternative and in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, the ADU production estimates reflect reasonable
assumptions about potential cost reductions that could increase the
number of ADUs created under each alternative.

POSITIVE IMPACTS

The EIS does not include sufficient discussion
of the positive impacts of the proposal.

SEPA requires that an agency prepare an EIS for proposals likely to have
significant adverse impacts on the environment. Consistent with SEPA,
the analysis in the EIS focuses on the environmental resources most
likely to be impacted by the proposal as identified during the scoping
period and in the Hearing Examiner's decision from December 2016.



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Nevertheless, several comments on the Draft EIS recommended that we
discuss positive impacts of the proposal in greater depth. As appropriate,
the positive impacts of the proposal are discussed throughout the EIS;
however, SEPA Rules state that the beneficial aspects of a proposal shall
not be used to balance adverse impacts in determining significance.
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5.3 Responses to Comments
Submitted by Email

This section provides responses to Draft EIS comments provided by email.
Copies of the email comments we received are available in Appendix D.

Exhibit 5-2 Commenters Providing Comments by Email

Commenter

350 Seattle

Abolins, Talis
Aderhold, Eric

AIA

Allegro, Justin
Anderson, David — 1
Anderson, David — 2
Bartfield, Esther
Bellan, Susan
Benjamin, Harriet
Bennett, Jan
Bernard, Barbara
Bhakti, Sara
Bloomquist, Al
Boris-Brown, Kathryn
Borrow, James
Boyd, Marilyn

Boyd, Marilyn

Boyd, Robyn
Bradshaw, Liam
Brauner, Kal

Brod, Brooke

Cali, Suzanne
Campbell, Julie
Campbell, Julie
Carlson, Amy
Chase, Ronald

Cherry Hill Community Council (DiLeva, Mary Pat)

Christensen, Thor

Clabots, Barbara

5-24
5-25
5-25
5-25
5-26
5-26
5-26
5-26
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-29
5-30
5-30
5-30
5-30
5-31
5-31
5-31
5-31
5-31
5-32
5-32
5-32
5-33



Clark, Karen
Cook, Jeffrey
Cooper, Valerie
Coulter, Sara
Culver, Aleksandra
DeForest, Stephen
Denison, Sharon
Eyler, Alicia
Eytinge, Jonathan
Fauntleroy CC
Feather, Aunt
Fernandez, Bryan
Fiedler, Charles
Fies, Michael
Fitz-Hugh, Lynn
Foltz, Mark

Fox, Rebecca
Freeman, Robin
Frisch, Janet
Fuller, G
Futurewise
Goodwin, Jennifer
Gordon, Joan
Gordon, Richard
Greigs, The
Haggberg, Marie
Harris, Marlow
Harrison, Rob — 1
Harrison, Rob — 2
Hatlen, Kari
Herrin, Joe
Hirami, Eileen and Gosciewski, Victor
Hoffman, Sara
Holverstott, Brett
Hurley, D Brad
Ingham, Susan
Jagielo, Tom
Johnson, Kathy
Johnston, Emily
K., Rick

5-33
5-33
5-33
5-33
5-33
5-34
5-34
5-34
5-34
5-34
5-36
5-36
5-36
5-37
5-37
5-37
5-37
5-37
5-37
5-38
5-38
5-39
5-39
5-39
5-39
5-39
5-39
5-40
5-40
5-41
5-41
5-41
5-41
5-42
5-42
5-42
5-42
5-42
5-42
5-43
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Kallin, Chris
Karakowski, Jonathan
Katz, Andy

Keeley, Karen

Kettle, Robert
Kimelman, David
Kirschner, Bryan and Ferguson, Holly
Krom, Georgi

Lai, Kevin and Jennifer
Lange, Larry

LaPierre, Curtis
Latoszek, Mira

Lau, Andy

Laurelhurst CC
Lazerwitz, Jay

Leman, Chris

LeVine, Sharon
Loesche, Patricia
Lowe, Marco

Mackay, Mary Jane
Magnolia Community Council
McCain, Cheryll
McGuire, Hank
McQuiston, Cheryl
Miles, Don
Nicol-Blades, Berta
Nicolosi, Michelle
Okamoto, Margaret
Oliver, H. Pike
Osborne, George
Pearson, Linda
Pedroso, Anna

Pehl, Tom

Perkins, Sandra
Peterson, S Brook
Phinney Ridge CC
Pittenger, Glenn
Pleusnin, George
Queen Anne Historical Society

Queen Anne Community Council

5-43
5-43
5-44
5-45
5-45
5-46
5-46
5-47
5-47
5-47
5-47
5-48
5-48
5-48
5-49
5-50
5-50
5-50
5-50
5-50
5-50
5-51
5-51
5-51
5-51
5-53
5-53
5-53
5-54
5-56
5-57
5-57
5-57
5-57
5-57
5-58
5-59
5-60
5-60
5-60



Reichert, William and Geness

Rental Housing Association of Washington

Ritzman, Mary

Roll, Helen

Ross, Chuck

Rowen, Suzanne
Roxby, Alison
Rulifson, Brian
Scherba, Elaine
Scherba, Stephen
Schneider, S.
Schweinberger, Sylvia
Seattle Planning Commission
Seattle Public Utilities

Seattle Urban Forestry Commission

Sequeira, Debra

Siegfriedt, Sarajane
Sightline

Smith, Alan

Steckler, Mike — 1

Steckler, Mike — 2

Stixrod, Carl

Sucher, David — 1

Sucher, David — 2
Sutherland, Loretta

Taylor, Patrick

Tenenbom, Buzz
TreePAC.org, Ellison, Richard
University Park Community Club
Wall, Irene

Warner, Kurt

Wilkins, Steve

Williams, Bonnie

Williamson, Bill

5-70
5-70
5-71
5-71
5-71
5-71
5-71
5-71
5-72
5-72
5-72
5-72
5-72
5-73
5-73
5-74
5-74
5-74
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-75
5-76
5-76
5-77
5-77
5-78
5-78
5-78
5-78
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL

350 Seattle

1

2
3
4

10
1"
12

13

14

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Please see the frequent comment response concerning the proposal’s positive impacts.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would allow at least
one ADU; two ADUs would be permitted if the property is under the same ownership
for at least one year. Please also see the frequent comment response concerning
requests for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would
remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would remove the
owner-occupancy requirement. A minimum of one year of continuous would
be required to establish a second ADU on a lot that already has an ADU.

The minimum lot size for DADUs in the Preferred Alternative would be reduced from
4,000 square feet to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning requests for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would increase the
maximum size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet, excluding storage and parking areas.

The maximum height for DADUs in the Preferred Alternative would be increased
1-3 feet depending on lot width. Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning requests for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

DADUs can be located in front of the main house if it is outside of the required front
yard. Please see Exhibit 2-6 that illustrates required yards in single-family zones.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding requests for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of what is included related to
reducing costs, and Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional
strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
The proposed FAR limit included in the Preferred Alternative incentivizes production
of ADUs by exempting any floor area in an ADU (both attached and detached).



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Abolins, Talis

1

Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This section has been updated
to include a discussion of historic resources.

The proposal in this EIS to revise the Land Use Code related to accessory dwelling
units is unrelated to the adoption of MHA as analyzed in the MHA EIS.

Aderhold, Eric

1
2

AlA

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes removing the off-street
parking requirement and removing the owner-occupancy requirement.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning requests for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning requests for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of what is studied in the action
alternatives. This includes considering an increase in maximum household size.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative, including allowing both an AADU and a DADU on the same lot.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning requests for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which
includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one attached and one detached).

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. This includes removing the off-street parking requirement.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a
DADU from 4,000 square feet to 3,200 square feet.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing some additional height for
a DADU. Height limits would be one to three feet higher than existing
limits, depending on lot width. One to two additional feet would be
allowed for a DADU that incorporates green building strategies.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.
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7 The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum
size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

8 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of what is included related to
reducing costs, and Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional
strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

9 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative includes exempting floor area in an ADU from
the maximum FAR calculations to incentivize ADUs and allows for some
additional height for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

Allegro, Justin
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 Please see Section 3.2, Planning Context, for added discussion about short-term rentals.

Anderson, David — 1
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 The proposalin the Draft EIS pertains to proposed changes to the Land
Use Code related to ADUs. Changing the zoning designations within
neighborhoods or throughout the city is outside of the scope of the EIS.

3 The proposal in the Draft EIS pertains to proposed changes to the Land
Use Code related to ADUs. Changing the zoning designations within
neighborhoods or throughout the city is outside of the scope of the EIS.

Anderson, David — 2
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 The proposal in the Draft EIS pertains to proposed changes to the Land
Use Code related to ADUs. Changing the zoning designations within
neighborhoods or throughout the city is outside of the scope of the EIS.

Bartfield, Esther

1 Alternative 1 - No Action, considers impacts from existing regulations; this
alternative only allows one ADU. This suggestion would not meet the proposal'’s
objective to increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-
family zones and therefore is not included as an alternative in the EIS.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

3 Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for discussion
and analysis of the owner-occupancy requirement.
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MHA requirements are considered in the 2017 MHA EIS and are outside the
scope of this EIS. MHA upzoning occurs outside of single family zones and
is therefore, not part of the cumulative impact analysis in this EIS.

See Appendix A for detailed methodology for how we arrived at the conclusions
regarding potential teardowns and the frequent comment response on
the estimates of ADU production and single-family teardowns.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning housing affordability.
Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy
and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use. In addition, please
see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of lot coverage requirements. As
established in Seattle Municipal Code 23.44.010, the maximum lot coverage varies
by lot size. For lots under 5,000 square feet, the maximum lot coverage allowed for
principal and accessory structures is 1,000 square feet plus 15 percent of lot area.
The maximum lot coverage for a lot of any size is not proposed to changed; adding
a DADU to 3,200-square-foot lot would require that the main house and any other
structures on the lot have not already exceed the maximum lot coverage allowed.

As described in Section 4.3, Aesthetics, under Alternative 2 the minimum lot size on which
an ADU could be constructed would be reduced to 3,200 square feet. The hypothetical
two-block scene includes about 20 lots between 3,200 and 3,999 square feet. The primary
aesthetic impact of lowering the minimum lot size would be an increase in visual bulk

and scale on lots that cannot have a DADU under current regulations. Because houses

on lots under 4,000 square feet tend to be smaller, it's also possible that DADUs on

such lots would be more visible from the street when compared to larger lots. However,
other development standards, such as maximum lot coverage limits, would continue to
regulate the location and scale of DADUs. On lots under 4,000 square feet, the maximum
lot area that could be covered (equal to 1,000 square feet plus 15 percent of the lot area)
would limit the size of DADUs or, in some cases, preclude their construction altogether.

See Appendix A for detailed methodology for how we arrived at the conclusions
regarding potential teardowns and the frequent comment response on
the estimates of ADU production and single-family teardowns.

See Appendix A for detailed methodology regarding parcel types.

The EIS analyzes how each alternative could affect the maximum residual land
value of each combination of parcel type and neighborhood. (Residual land value

is the developer's land budget for a particular project. Increases to residual land
value indicate the potential for increases in property values.) Please see Section 4.1,
Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A for discussion of potential changes
to property values under each alternative. We have added additional analysis

and discussion of potential property tax implications as part of this Final EIS.
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As shown in Exhibit A-44, in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods, the amount a
developer could afford to pay for land increases for parcel types C and D, suggesting
that property values could increase for those properties. Smaller parcel types (A and

B) in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods show minimal changes across the four
alternatives. In lower-price neighborhoods, the amount a developer could afford to

pay shows only small changes across the four alternatives, suggesting minimal change
in property values. As discussed in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, risk of
displacement is generally higher in lower-price neighborhoods, so those at greatest risk
of displacement will generally be less effected by any changes in property values.

However, changes to residual land value do not directly
impact property tax bills, for several reasons.

First, we use residual land value to better understand the underlying economics of the
ADU provisions contemplated in the EIS. Changes in property valuations (used for tax
assessments) will only show up to the extent that the potential for ADU creation results
inincreased sales prices, which is determined by ADU production rates and individual
homebuyer and investor decisionmaking. It is not possible to use the residual land
value analysis to directly forecast changes in property tax assessments. Second, actual
property tax payments are are function of how properties are valued by the assessor
and in conjunction with rules for levying property taxes in the State of Washington.The
King County Assessor assesses residential properties each year based on a complex
statistical estimate of real market value. This Assessor's estimate relies on recent

sales of comparable properties in the neighborhood and does automatically reflect any
changes to estimated residual land value. (In addition, all properties are inspected once
every six years). This process is imperfect; in Seattle in 2017, the median appraised value
for residential properties was $528,000, while the median sales price was $650,000.

Third, a homeowner's property tax bill does not scale proportionately with changes to
assessed real market value. This is due to the complexities of Washington State’s budget-
based property tax system. In Washington, each jurisdiction’s annual property tax levy
cannot increase by more than 1 percent over the previous year's levy, unless the public
votes for a greater increase. Taxes on new construction are exempt from the 1 percent
limit. To illustrate this effect, consider the amount of taxes levied by the City of Seattle
as part of its general rate (excluding voter-approved measures). Between 2010 and 2016,
assessed value within the city increased by 33 percent, or 4.8 percent per year. Over the
same period, the City's tax levy increased by 9 percent, or 1.5 percent per year. Holding
all else constant (assuming no new construction or voter-approved levies), any assessed
value increases over 1 percent per year will result in lowered property tax rates.

Recent increases to Seattle property tax bills are driven primarily by 1)
statewide changes in how education is funded and 2) voter-approved
measures, not by increased property values. In Seattle, nearly 50 percent
of the property tax bill is due to voter-approved measures.



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Finally, Washington State provides property tax exemption or deferral programs for
people who are seniors, disabled, low-income, or widows/widowers of veterans. These
programs are intended to minimize displacement due to property tax increases.

Bellan, Susan
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Benjamin, Harriet

1 Please contact the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
for questions related to sewer scope requirements.

Bennett, Jan

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bernard, Barbara

1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Bhakti, Sara

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bloomquist, Al
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Boris-Brown, Kathryn
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Borrow, James
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
4 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
5

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Boyd, Marilyn

1 Storage space entirely outside ADU would not be included when calculating the size
of an ADU. For example, if you have an existing garage where you have storage space
on the main level and build a ADU as a second story above the garage and storage,
that storage area would not be included in the size calculation for the ADU. This
allows people to maintain existing parking and storage areas and add an ADU.

Boyd, Marilyn
1 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred
Alternative, including increasing the size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative,
including removing the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

3 Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for a discussion of
additional programmatic strategies the City could pursue in addition to and
independent of the Land Use Code changes evaluated in this EIS.

4 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability incentive or requirement.

5 The ADU EIS pertains to proposed changes to the Land Use Code related to
ADUs. Changing zoning designations or allowing for multifamily housing (i.e.
duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes) is outside the scope of this EIS.

6 Please see the frequent comment response concerning housing affordability.

Boyd, Robyn

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bradshaw, Liam
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Brauner, Kal
1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

3 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative,
which would eliminate the owner-occupancy requirement and Section 4.1, Housing
and Socioeconomics, for analysis of removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.
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4 Please see the frequent comment response regarding parking. Please
also see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for information added
about the City's existing regulations regarding short-term rentals.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

6 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Brod, Brooke
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning housing affordability.

3 Please see Section 3.3 for a discussion of ADUs permitted between 1994
and 2017. Data on ADUs built without a permit is not available.

4 Please see the frequent comment responses related to insufficient
housing options and the positive impacts of the proposal.

Cali, Suzanne
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Campbell, Julie

1 Asoutlinedin Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed
Land Use Code changes would result in the creation of more ADUs under
all action alternatives compared to Alternative 1 (No Action). While
construction cost certainly impedes construction of additional ADUs, the
analysis in the EIS shows that existing regulations also act as a barrier.

2 Please see Section 4.1. Additional discussion of the owner-occupancy requirement has
been added to Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A of this Final EIS.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. As
noted, floor area in an ADU would be exempt to encourage production of ADUs.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Campbell, Julie

1 Please see Section 3.2, Planning Context, for added discussion about short-
term rentals. See Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A
for discussion of how short-term rentals were considered in the analysis.
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Carlson, Amy

1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative
and the owner-occupancy requirement. See Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, for analysis of removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.
3 Please see the frequent comment response regarding parking. Please
also see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for information added
about the City's existing regulations regarding short-term rentals.
4 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
Chase, Ronald
1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.
3 The same design requirements for neighborhood character in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan would apply to the construction of new ADUs.
4 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of lot coverage requirements. As
established in Seattle Municipal Code 23.44.010, the maximum lot coverage varies
by lot size. For lots under 5,000 square feet, the maximum lot coverage allowed for
principal and accessory structures is 1,000 square feet plus 15 percent of lot area.
The maximum lot coverage for a lot of any size is not proposed to changed; adding
a DADU to 3,200-square-foot lot would require that the main house and any other
structures on the lot have not already exceed the maximum lot coverage allowed.
5 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.
6 Attached ADUs are allowed on any single-family lot, regardless of lot size. The percent
of lots that have an ADU includes both attached and detached accessory units.
7 Asoutlinedin Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed
Land Use Code changes would result in the creation of more ADUs under
all action alternatives compared to Alternative 1 (No Action). While
construction cost certainly impedes construction of additional ADUs, the
analysis in the EIS shows that existing regulations also act as a barrier.
8 Additional discussion of short term rentals has been added to Chapter 3, History and
Planning Context, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, of this Final EIS.
9 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

10 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Cherry Hill Community Council (DiLeva, Mary Pat)

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Christensen, Thor

1 Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for a discussion of
additional programmatic strategies the City could pursue in addition to, and
independent of, the Land Use Code changes evaluated in this EIS.

Clabots, Barbara

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Clark, Karen
1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

2 Thereestablishment of community councils is not being considered as part of
the proposed Land Use Code changes and is outside the scope of the EIS.

3 The proposal evaluated in EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use
Code for the construction of ADUs. Determining what specific parcels will
include an affordable housing project is outside the scope of this EIS.

4 Additional discussion of short term rentals has been added to Chapter 3, History and
Planning Context, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, of this Final EIS.

5 MHA requirements are considered in the 2017 MHA
EIS and are outside the scope of this EIS.

6 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cook, Jeffrey

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cooper, Valerie

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Coulter, Sara
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Culver, Aleksandra

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred
Alternative, including removing the off-street parking requirement.

3 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

4 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would
remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

5 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative that
includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one attached and one detached).

6 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative includes increases in height and rear yard coverage for
a single-story ADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

7 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

8 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

9 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative includes exempting floor area in an ADU from
the maximum FAR calculations to incentivize ADUs and allows for some
additional height for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

10 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative
does not include an affordability requirement.

DeForest, Stephen

1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Denison, Sharon

1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Eyler, Alicia

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Eytinge, Jonathan

1 The objective of the EIS is remove regulatory barriers to ADUs to make it easier to build
an ADU and to increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family zones.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

(< )W ¥4 I N O3]

Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual
neighborhood review and parking impacts.

Fauntleroy CC
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment responses regarding individual
neighborhood review and housing affordability.

3 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

4 Staff from Seattle Public Utilities have been involved in the review
of the EIS. Please see the frequent comment response concerning
impacts to the water, drainage and sewer systems.

5 The EIS analyzes how each alternative could affect the maximum residual land
value of each combination of parcel type and neighborhood. (Residual land value
is the developer's land budget for a particular project. Increases to residual land
value indicate the potential for increases in property values.) Please see Section
471, Housing and Socioeconomics, for discussion of potential changes to property
values do the proposed alternatives. We have added additional analysis and
discussion of potential property tax implications as part of this Final EIS.

6 Asshownin Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, in higher- and medium-price
neighborhoods, the amount a developer could afford to pay for land increases for parcel
types Cand D, suggesting that property values could increase for those properties.
Smaller parcel types (A and B) in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods show minimal
changes across the four alternatives. In lower-price neighborhoods, the amount a
developer could afford to pay shows only small changes across the four alternatives,
suggesting minimal change in property values. As discussed in Section 4.1, risk of
displacement is generally higher in lower-price neighborhoods, so those at greatest risk of
displacement will generally be less effected by any changes in property values.
However, changes to residual land value do not directly
impact property tax bills, for several reasons.

First, we use residual land value to better understand the underlying economics of the
ADU provisions contemplated in the EIS. Changes in property valuations (used for tax
assessments) will only show up to the extent that the potential for ADU creation results
inincreased sales prices, which is determined by ADU production rates and individual
homebuyer and investor decisionmaking. It is not possible to use the residual land
value analysis to directly forecast changes in property tax assessments. Second, actual
property tax payments are are function of how properties are valued by the assessor
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7
8
9

and in conjunction with rules for levying property taxes in the State of Washinton.The
King County Assessor assesses residential properties each year based on a complex
statistical estimate of real market value. This Assessor's estimate relies on recent

sales of comparable properties in the neighborhood and does automatically reflect any
changes to estimated residual land value. (In addition, all properties are inspected once
every six years). This process is imperfect; in Seattle in 2017, the median appraised value
for residential properties was $528,000, while the median sales price was $650,000.

Third, a homeowner's property tax bill does not scale proportionately with changes to
assessed real market value. This is due to the complexities of Washington State’s budget-
based property tax system. In Washington, each jurisdiction’s annual property tax levy
cannot increase by more than 1 percent over the previous year's levy, unless the public
votes for a greater increase. Taxes on new construction are exempt from the 1 percent
limit. To illustrate this effect, consider the amount of taxes levied by the City of Seattle
as part of its general rate (excluding voter-approved measures). Between 2010 and 2016,
assessed value within the city increased by 33 percent, or 4.8 percent per year. Over the
same period, the City's tax levy increased by 9 percent, or 1.5 percent per year. Holding
all else constant (assuming no new construction or voter-approved levies), any assessed
value increases over 1 percent per year will result in lowered property tax rates.

Recent increases to Seattle property tax bills are driven primarily by 1)
statewide changes in how education is funded and 2) voter-approved
measures, not by increased property values. In Seattle, nearly 50 percent
of the property tax bill is due to voter-approved measures.

Finally, Washington State provides property tax exemption or deferral programs for
people who are seniors, disabled, low-income, or widows/widowers of veterans. These
programs are intended to minimize displacement due to property tax increases. The
proposal does not require a homeowner to charge below market rent for ADUs.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.
Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Feather, Aunt

1

2
3
4

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We discuss impacts on housing supply and affordability in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics. This section includes estimates of ADU production and single-family
teardowns likely to occur under each alternative (see Appendix A for a full methodology).
In general, this EIS considers an increase in housing supply to have the effect of reducing
upward pressure on rents that results from competition for scarce housing, thereby
marginally reducing economic displacement pressure through more housing choices.
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The EIS also considers the number of single-family teardowns in each alternative and
understands that fewer demolitions suggests lower potential for physical displacement.

Fernandez, Bryan

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fiedler, Charles

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Fies, Michael

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fitz-Hugh, Lynn
1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Foltz, Mark
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would
remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

3 The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

4 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing some additional height
for DADUs and additional rear lot coverage for a single-story DADU
provided construction does not result in tree removal.

5 The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum household
size to up to 12 unrelated people if a lot has two ADUs.

6 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fox, Rebecca

1 Additional discussion of short term rentals has been added to Chapter 3, History and
Planning Context, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, of this Final EIS.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Freeman, Robin

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Frisch, Janet

1
2
3

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Thank you for your comment. Despite the perceived contradiction, the statement that
ADUs "would likely continue to be distributed throughout the city” and the statement
that "ADU production rates would likely vary by neighborhood profile” are both accurate.
As described in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, our analysis indicates that
ADU production will occur on all four parcel types and in all neighborhood profiles. This
is consistent with existing trends for ADU production. As shown in Exhibit 4.1-1, Seattle's
existing ADUs are distributed across all single-family neighborhoods in the city.

However, the production of ADUs is not uniformly distributed across the city. As seen
in Exhibit A-20, our analysis indicates that both observable parcel-level characteristics
and neighborhood fixed effects are predictors of ADU production. This can be seen

in the estimates of future ADU production. For example, in Alternative 4 we estimate
that 4.4 percent of parcels in higher-price neighborhoods will add ADUs over the 10-
year period, compared with 3.5 percent of parcels in medium-price neighborhoods and
2.8 percent of parcels in lower-price neighborhoods. Although there are differences in
ADU production between neighborhoods, the highest ADU production rate is still quite
low in absolute terms, with less than 0.5 percent of parcels adding an ADU each year.

The review of other cities’ policies is not required under SEPA. Portland, OR,
and Vancouver, B.C., are used as an instructive comparison with Seattle in
Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, because those cities have adopted
similar regulations to what is considered in this EIS. The EIS incorporates
empirical parking data from Portland, OR, in order to inform assumptions
about parking utilization and vehicle ownership in our analysis.

As outlined in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed Land Use
Code changes would result in the creation of more ADUs under Alternative 2,
Alternative 3 and the Preferred Alternative compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).
While construction cost certainly impedes construction of additional ADUs, the
analysis in the EIS shows that existing regulations also act as a barrier.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Section 4.3, Aesthetics for revised graphics showing
more cars and additional discussion in Appendix C.

Fuller, G

1
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Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative includes removing the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative allows for additional height for
DADUs that incorporate green building features.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Please also see the frequent comment response concerning request
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum household
size to up to 12 unrelated people if a lot has two ADUS.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Goodwin, Jennifer

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Gordon, Joan
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Gordon, Richard
1 Please see the frequent comment response on housing affordability.
Greigs, The
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Haggberg, Marie
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2

Please see additional discussion of parking and transit access
in Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
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5

3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Harris, Marlow

1
2

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for
the construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations regarding apodments are not considered
as part of the proposed Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of the EIS.

Harrison, Rob — 1

1
2

10
1"

12

13
14
15

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional
height for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

Yard requirements in single-family zones help maintain a consistent building
pattern, allow for maintenance of the side of buildings, and provide a visual break
between building footprints in the lowest-density residential zone. Changes

to measurement techniques for required yards is not included in this EIS.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 3 and the Preferred
Alternative would allow greater flexibility to locate the entrance to a DADU.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative exempts floor
area within any ADU (attached or detached) from the FAR limits.
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Harrison, Rob — 2

1 Yardrequirements in single-family zones help maintain a consistent building pattern,
allow for maintenance of the side of buildings, and provide a visual break between
building footprints in the lowest-density residential zone. Changes to regulations
regarding measurement of required yards is outside the scope of this EIS.

Hatlen, Kari
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Herrin, Joe

1 Please refer to Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion
of the owner-occupancy requirement. Units could potentially be
sold as condo units, but the land could not be subdivided.

Hirami, Eileen and Gosciewski, Victor
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning individual neighborhood review.

3 Thecity is not building rental units as part of the proposed Land Use Code
changes. This suggestion is outside the scope of the analysis.

Hoffman, Sara
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative
that includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one attached and
one detached). Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
requests for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.
4 The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from 4,000 square feet
to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.
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6 Please see the frequent comment response regarding requests for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

7 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

8 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional
height for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

9 The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum household
size to up to 12 unrelated people if a lot has two ADUs.

10 The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

11 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

12 Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion related to the
FAR limit and the associated impacts on teardowns related to displacement.

Holverstott, Brett

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Hurley, D Brad
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Ingham, Susan

1
2
3

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Jagielo, Tom

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Johnson, Kathy

1
2

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
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3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Johnston, Emily

1
2

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

K., Rick

1

As described in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, our analysis indicates that
ADU production will occur on all four parcel types and in all neighborhood profiles.
This is consistent with existing trends on ADU production. As shown in Exhibit 4.1-

1, Seattle's existing ADUs are distributed across all single-family neighborhoods in
the city. While the analysis does assume that trend will continue, if a concentration
of ADUs arises on a particular block, some localized impacts could occur.

Kallin, Chris

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Karakowski, Jonathan

1
2

Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A for a discussion
of how the individual changes included in each alternative are considered as
individual inputs into the analysis of ADU production. Under SEPA rules, the lead
agency shall discuss impacts and alternatives at a level of detail appropriate to

the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal.
Alternatives should be emphasized. In this EIS, the impacts are generally considered
based on the combination of changes contemplated under each alternative.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning parking impacts. Please
also see Appendix B for a discussion of the study locations that describes

that data was repurposed from separate parking studies for two of the study
locations and new data was collected for two study areas and for

Please see the Parking Analysis Area section in Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation,
which describes how some of analysis relies on data previously collected, while
new data was collected for two of the study areas (northeast and northwest) and
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generally followed TIP 117. Please also note that TIP 117 provides guidance but
does not require that data is collected on a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday.

5 Exhibit 4.4-10 is correct. Route 2 is considered a 15-minute route. It has 56 outbound
trips and 57 inbound trips between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. (minimum is 52), and
no individual hour has fewer than four trips (minimum is three). Route 29 is not
symbolized as a 15-minute route; rather its entire extent is almost entirely covered
by other more frequent routes: Route 2 through Queen Anne, Routes 3/4 on 3rd Ave
W, Routes 31/32 on Nickerson St, D Line and 40 on the Ballard Bridge, Route 40 on
Leary Way, and Route 44 on Market St. These all provide either 10- or 15-minute
service along the same corridors. The one exception is W McGraw St between 6th
Ave and 3rd Ave, where a segment of Route 29 is symbolized as “any frequency.”

6 Routes 2 and 29 are correctly symbolized in Exhibit 4.4-10.

7 Thank you for the suggestion regarding the symbols we used for bus stops. We
have updated those in Exhibit 4.4-12. As noted in previous responses, no changes
are necessary for Exhibit 4.4-10 because it correctly represents routes 2 and 29.

8 The Full Build-Out scenario was included only in the aesthetics analysis to
illustrate a hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main
house and maximum number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario
to occur but include it here to illustrate the maximum scale of development
allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative purposes only
and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

9 Asnoted in Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, and Appendix B, the study
locations are representative samples and are intended to be presented as such.
However, Exhibits B-12 through B-15 have been updated to include street names.

10 As noted in Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, and Appendix B, the study
locations are representative samples and are intended to be presented as such.

11 Our assumption of two parking spaces available for each parcel type was chosen to ensure
that the analysis of highest and best use in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
was not constrained by lack of parking for ADUs. On the whole, this assumption may
result in an overestimate of the feasibility of adding ADUs, which would translate into
an overestimate of ADU production. (In reality, some parcels likely would be constrained
from adding ADUs by lack of parking or the cost of adding an additional parking space.
However, parking waivers are available in cases where adding a parking space is
physically infeasible due to steep topography or the location of existing structures.)

The parking analysis in Section 4.3, Aesthetics, used the parcel types to classify parcels
in the study areas but did not assume that new ADUs would use off-street parking.

On the contrary, the parking analysis assumed that all ADU vehicles would park on-
street. This assumption likely results in an overestimate of parking effects, as some
ADU residents would likely park off-street (where off-street parking is available).
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Katz, Andy

1
2

The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from 4,000 square feet
to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one
attached and one detached). Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height
for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum
size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of the FAR
limit and the associated impacts on teardowns related to displacement.

10 The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

Keeley, Karen

1
2
3

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives. Changes to subdivision regulations
are not considered as part of the proposed Land Use Code.

The stated objective of the proposal is to increase the production levels of ADUs.
As described in the analysis in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the
proposed Land Use Code changes would increased those production levels.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Kettle, Robert

1
2
3

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Kimelman, David

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Kirschner, Bryan and Ferguson, Holly

1
2
3

10

1"
12

13

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from 4,000 square feet
to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
requests for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one
attached and one detached). Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height
for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum size of a DADU to
1,000 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response concerning
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of the
FAR limit and associated impacts on teardowns related to displacement.

The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.



14 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

15 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

16 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Krom, Georgi

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lai, Kevin and Jennifer
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Additional discussion of the owner-occupancy requirement has been
added to Section 4.2, Land Use, and Appendix A of this Final EIS.

3 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The owner occupancy requirement would not be removed in
the Preferred Alternative. Under existing regulations or what is proposed in
Alternative 3, if the owner sold the property the new owner would have to
live on site if they want to rent out either the main house or an ADU.

4 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The owner occupancy requriement would not be maintained in
the Preferred Alternative. Under existing regulations or what is proposed in
Alternative 3, if the owner sold the property the new owner would have to
live on site if they want to rent out either the main house or an ADU.

5 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
The owner occupancy requriement would be removed in the Preferred Alternative

Lange, Larry

1 The parking analysis presented in Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, uses
the conservative assumption that any cars associated with newly ADU constructed
would parking on the street, regardless of the proposed Land Use Code change.

2 Please see Appendix B for a description of data sources. As noted, peak
parking demand usually occurs overnight on a weeknight, therefore
we collected data on both weeknights and weekend overnight parking
supply and utilization to estimate residential parking usage.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

4 The same design requirements for neighborhood character in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan would apply to the construction of new ADUs.
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5 Please see Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, for a discussion

of impacts on parking and transportation and Section 4.3, Aesthetics,
for a discussion of impacts on height, bulk, and scale.

LaPierre, Curtis

1

2

Areas in urban villages are outside the scope of the Land Use Code changes
considered in this EIS. However, RSL zoning would not preclude creation of an ADU.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Latoszek, Mira

1

2
3
4

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Lau, Andy

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Laurelhurst CC

1

2
3
4

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The analysis of the potential impacts to public services and utilities in the EIS for the
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Seattle 2015 and Seattle 2016) is incorporated

by reference into this EIS. The Comprehensive Plan EIS and this EIS both consider

the same question: How does projected growth in the city affect the ability of public
services and utilities to provide adequate service? The Comprehensive Plan EIS
thoroughly analyzed the potential impacts to public services and utilities from a
projected growth of 70,000 households in the city through 2035, including approximately
8,400 households in areas outside designated urban villages. Since the study area,
potentially affected resources, and timeframe for this EIS all fall within what was
considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, we considered the estimated increase in
households from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluated the impacts

in the context of the changes analyzed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS. As noted in
Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, Seattle Public Schools plans for student
populations changes in the facility planning and is actively planning for future growth.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning parking impacts.

Additional discussion of short term rentals has been added to Chapter 3, History and
Planning Context, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, of this Final EIS.



7

10
1
12

13
14

15

16

Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

As described in Section 4.3, Aesthetics, under any alternative, development of
new buildings could contribute new sources of light and glare from additional
night lighting, higher visibility of interior lighting through windows at night,
and reflection from windows. Although these light sources would increase,
none of these sources is expected to cause adverse aesthetic impacts
because many of these types of lights already exist in the study area.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Any separate storage space that is entirely outside of the accessory dwelling unit would
not be counted towards the size of ADU. For example, if you have an existing garage
where you have storage space on the main level and build a ADU as a second story above
the garage and storage, that storage area would not be included in the size calculation
for the ADU. Under existing regulations the storage and parking areas count towards
the maximum ADU size. This change modifies how the size of the ADU is calculated.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Section 4.2, Land Use, of the EIS notes that impacts in areas with an increase in
population density could include changes in privacy, which are likely to be minor.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The EIS discusses impacts on housing supply and affordability in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics. This section includes estimates of ADU production and single-family
teardowns like to occur under each alternative (see Appendix B for a full methodology).
In general, the EIS considers an increase in housing supply to have the effect of reducing
upward pressure on rents that results from competition for scarce housing, thereby
marginally reducing economic displacement pressure through more housing choices.

The EIS also considers the number of single-family teardowns in each alternative and
understands that fewer demolitions suggests lower potential for physical displacement.

As noted, short-term rentals were considered in the housing and socioeconomic
analysis. Additional discussion is added in Chapter 3, History and Planning
Context, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, of this Final EIS.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lazerwitz, Jay

1
2

The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from 4,000 square feet
to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.
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4 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one
attached and one detached). Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

5 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height for DADUs
generally, additional height for DADUs that incorporate green building features
and would increase the maximum size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

6 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

7 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

8 Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and a discussion related to
the FAR limit and the associated impacts on teardowns related to displacement.

9 The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

Leman, Chris

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

LeVine, Sharon

1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Loesche, Patricia
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lowe, Marco

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mackay, Mary Jane

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Magnolia Community Council

1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.
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Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy. Please also see Section 4.2, Land Use for an updated discussion
of tree canopy and new section on parks and open space.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

McCain, Cheryll

1

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative
and the owner-occupancy requirement. See Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, for analysis of removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the
Land Use Code for the construction of ADUs. Changes to parking regulations
applicable to all uses citywide are not considered as part of the proposed
Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of the EIS.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
McGuire, Hank
1 Construction of new ADUs would continue to be subject to all requirements of the

Seattle Fire Code, including fire department access requirements to units.

2 Seattle Municipal Code 23.84a.032.R.20.f provides the definition

for rowhouse development. The definition of accessory dwelling
unit is found in Seattle Municipal Code 23.84a.032.R1.

McQuiston, Cheryl

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Miles, Don
1 Asdiscussed in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed

Land Use Code changes would have a marginal benefit for housing
affordability due to increasing the supply of housing in the city.
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"The EIS discusses impacts on housing supply and affordability in Section 4.1. This
section includes estimates of ADU production and single-family teardowns like to
occur under each alternative (see Appendix B for a full methodology). In general, the
EIS considers an increase in housing supply to have the effect of reducing upward
pressure on rents that results from competition for scarce housing, thereby marginally
reducing economic displacement pressure through more housing choices. The EIS also
considers the number of single-family teardowns in each alternative and understands
that fewer demolitions suggests lower potential for physical displacement.

In the EIS, the phrase "upward pressure” in general refers to the phenomenon wherein
population growth leads to increased competition for a finite number of homes on
the market, resulting in higher prices as sellers respond to increasing demand and
purchasing power among higher-income households. Given the many complex and
interdependent factors that contribute to and determine housing costs, it would be
speculative to project a specific increase in housing costs for each alternative.

The estimated number of teardowns for each alternative is quantified in Exhibit 4.1-12.
The phrase "marginally more teardowns" in general means slightly more teardowns. As
shown in Exhibit 4.1-12, the estimated number of teardowns in Alternative 2, Alternative
3, and the Preferred Alternative is lower than Alternative 1 (No Action) due to policy
changes contemplated in each alternative, including removal of parking and owner-
occupancy requirements and/or addition of an FAR limit for development in single-family
zones. These changes tend to reduce the relative feasibility of demolishing a house

and building one large new house compared to development that includes ADUs.

The phrase "displacement pressure” refers to the likelihood of involuntary dislocation that
households face. The EIS estimates potential direct displacement due to demolition of
existing housing (see Exhibit 4.1-12). While not all demolished single-family homes result
in the displacement of a low-income household, the production model used in Section
4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, results in an estimate of lots in the study area where
the existing single-family house would be torn dorn and rebuilt. Economic displacement
is more difficult to estimate. The EIS considers that greater ADU production likely
increases rental housing options in the study area, thereby moderating housing price
increases and reducing economic displacement pressure. The EIS also considers that
greater ADU production allows more households to benefit from rental revenue, though
we recognize that, absent other actions, overall construction costs will tend to limit ADU
development to homeowners with relatively higher income under all alternatives.”

Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This chapter has been updated
to include a discussion of historic resources.

The Full Build-Out scenario was included only in the aesthetics analysis to
illustrate a hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main
house and maximum number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario
to occur but include it here to illustrate the maximum scale of development
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allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative puproses only
and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

5 The highest and best use analysis and ADU production estimates generally
suggest that, similar to past trends, future ADU development will tend to be
distributed across parcel types and market areas. See Section 4.1 for discussion
of market areas that may see marginally different rates of ADU production.

Each section of the EIS then considers potential impacts of population increases
using a methodology appropriate for the area of the environment in question. While
production estimates suggest ADU production is likely to remain distributed, the EIS
acknowledges that localized impacts could occur if ADU production is particularly
concentrated in an area, such as a single block. The EIS also considers anticipated
population increases due to ADU production in the context of 20-year growth
estimates evaluated in the Final EIS for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan

6 Please see Section 4.3, Aesthetics, for added graphics and
text related to development on a sloping site.

7 The Full Build-Out scenario was included only in the aesthetics analysis to
illustrate a hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main
house and maximum number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario
to occur but include it here to illustrate the maximum scale of development
allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative purposes only
and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

8 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

9 The highest and best use analysis and ADU production estimates generally suggest
that, similar to past trends, future ADU development will tend to be distributed across
parcel types and market areas. See Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics for
discussion of market areas that may see marginally different rates of ADU production.

Each section of the EIS then considers potential impacts of population increases
using a methodology appropriate for the area of the environment in question. While
production estimates suggest ADU production is likely to remain distributed, the EIS
acknowledges that localized impacts could occur if ADU production is particularly
concentrated in an area, such as a single block. The EIS also considers anticipated
population increases due to ADU production in the context of 20-year growth
estimates evaluated in the Final EIS for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan

10 Please see Section 4.3, Aesthetics, for added graphics and
text related to development on a sloping site.

Nicol-Blades, Berta

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Nicolosi, Michelle

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Okamoto, Margaret
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 The analysis of the potential impacts to public services and utilities in the EIS for the
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Seattle 2015 and Seattle 2016) is incorporated
by reference into this EIS. The Comprehensive Plan EIS and this EIS both consider
the same question: How does projected growth in the city affect the ability of
public services and utilities to provide adequate service? The Comprehensive
Plan EIS thoroughly analyzed the potential impacts to public services and utilities
from a projected growth of 70,000 households in the city through 2035, including
approximately 8,400 households in areas outside designated urban villages. Since the
study area, potentially affected resources, and timeframe for this EIS all fall within
what was considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, we considered the estimated
increase in households from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluated the
impacts in the context of the changes analyzed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS.

4 Staff from Seattle Public Utilities have been involved in the review
of the EIS. Please see the frequent comment response concerning
impacts to the water, drainage and sewer systems.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

6 The analysis of the potential impacts to public services and utilities in the EIS for the
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Seattle 2015 and Seattle 2016) is incorporated
by reference into this EIS. The Comprehensive Plan EIS and this EIS both consider
the same question: How does projected growth in the city affect the ability of
public services and utilities to provide adequate service? The Comprehensive
Plan EIS thoroughly analyzed the potential impacts to public services and utilities
from a projected growth of 70,000 households in the city through 2035, including
approximately 8,400 households in areas outside designated urban villages. Since the
study area, potentially affected resources, and timeframe for this EIS all fall within
what was considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, we considered the estimated
increase in households from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluated the
impacts in the context of the changes analyzed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS.

As noted in Section 4.5 of the EIS, Seattle Public Schools plans for student populations
changes in the facility planning and is actively planning for future growth.

7 The EIS discusses impacts on housing supply and affordability in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics. This section includes estimates of ADU production and single-family
teardowns like to occur under each alternative (see Appendix A for a full methodology).
In general, the EIS considers an increase in housing supply to have the effect of reducing
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upward pressure on rents that results from competition for scarce housing, thereby
marginally reducing economic displacement pressure through more housing choices.
The EIS also considers the number of single-family teardowns in each alternative and
understands that fewer demolitions suggests lower potential for physical displacement.

Oliver, H. Pike

1
2

10
1"
12
13
14
15
16

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one
attached and one detached). Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
This includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from 4,000 square feet
to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height for DADUs depending
on lont width. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height
for DADUs that incorporate green building features.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum size of a DADU to
1,000 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum household size to up to 12
unrelated people if a lot has two ADUs. Please also see the frequent comment response
regarding request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for
additional changes to the Land Use Code. DADUs can be located in front
of the main house if it is outside of the required front yard. Please see
Exhibit 2-6 that illustrates required yards in single-family zones.

The Preferred Alternative does include greater flexibility for placement of the
DADU entrance. Please also see the frequent comment response regarding
request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.
Please see response to comment #2 above.
Please see response to comment #3 above.
Please see response to comment #4 above.
Please see response to comment #3 above.
Please see response to comment #7 above.

Please see response to comment #8 above.
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17 Please see response to comment #9 above.

18 Thank you for your comment. Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for

discussion of the FAR limit and how that input affects the estimated number of teardowns.

19 Please see the frequent comment response regarding request for

greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

20 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Osborne, George
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1 The EIS analyzes how each alternative could affect the maximum residual land

value of each combination of parcel type and neighborhood. (Residual land value
is the developer's land budget for a particular project. Increases to residual land
value indicate the potential for increases in property values.) Please see Section
4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for discussion of potential changes to property
values do the proposed alternatives. We have added additional analysis and
discussion of potential property tax implications as part of this Final EIS.

As described in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, in higher- and medium-price
neighborhoods, the amount a developer could afford to pay for land increases for parcel
types C and D, suggesting that property values could increase for those properties.
Smaller parcel types (A and B) in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods show minimal
changes across the four alternatives. In lower-price neighborhoods, the amount a
developer could afford to pay shows only small changes across the four alternatives,
suggesting minimal change in property values. As discussed in Section 4.1, risk of
displacement is generally higher in lower-price neighborhoods, so those at greatest risk
of displacement will generally be less effected by any changes in property values.

However, changes to residual land value do not directly
impact property tax bills, for several reasons.

First, we use residual land value to better understand the underlying economics of the
ADU provisions contemplated in the EIS. Changes in property valuations (used for tax
assessments) will only show up to the extent that the potential for ADU creation results
inincreased sales prices, which is determined by ADU production rates and individual
homebuyer and investor decision-making. It is not possible to use the residual land
value analysis to directly forecast changes in property tax assessments. Second, actual
property tax payments are are function of how properties are valued by the assessor
and in conjunction with rules for levying property taxes in the State of Washington.The
King County Assessor assesses residential properties each year based on a complex
statistical estimate of real market value. This Assessor’s estimate relies on recent

sales of comparable properties in the neighborhood and does automatically reflect any
changes to estimated residual land value. (In addition, all properties are inspected once
every six years). This process is imperfect; in Seattle in 2017, the median appraised value
for residential properties was $528,000, while the median sales price was $650,000.
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Third, a homeowner's property tax bill does not scale proportionately with changes

to assessed real market value. This is due to the complexities of Washington State's
budget-based property tax system. In Washington, each jurisdiction's annual property
tax levy cannot increase by more than one percent over the previous year's levy, unless
the public votes for a greater increase. Taxes on new construction are exempt from the 1
percent limit. To illustrate this effect, consider the amount of taxes levied by the City of
Seattle as part of its general rate (excluding voter-approved measures). Between 2010
and 2016, assessed value within the city increased by 33 percent, or 4.8 percent per year.
Over the same period, the City's tax levy increased by 9 percent, or 1.5 percent per year.
Holding all else constant (assuming no new construction or voter-approved levies), any
assessed value increases over 1 percent per year will result in lowered property tax rates.

Recent increases to Seattle property tax bills are driven primarily by 1)
statewide changes in how education is funded and 2) voter-approved
measures, not by increased property values. In Seattle, nearly 50 percent
of the property tax bill is due to voter-approved measures.

Finally, Washington State provides property tax exemption or deferral programs for
people who are seniors, disabled, low-income, or widows/widowers of veterans. These
programs are intended to minimize displacement due to property tax increases.

2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Pearson, Linda
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Pedroso, Anna

1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Pehl, Tom

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Perkins, Sandra

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Peterson, S Brook
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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3 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

4 The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

Please see Section 3.2, Planning Context, for added discussion about short-
term rentals and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion
of how short-term rental income was included in the pro-forma analysis.

6 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one
attached and one detached). Allowing for mulitfamily structures is outside the scope of
this EIS; please see the frequent comment response concerning multifamily zoning.

7 Please see the frequent comment response concerning request for
greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

8 The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height for DADUs that
incorporate green building features. Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a
description of potential reductions in development costs included in the Preferred
Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies
the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

Phinney Ridge CC

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
3 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.
4

The EIS analyzes how each alternative could affect the maximum residual land value of
each combination of parcel type and neighborhood. (Residual land value is the developer's
land budget for a particular project. Increases to residual land value indicate the potential
for increases in property values.) Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
and Exhibit A-44 for discussion of potential changes to property values do the proposed
alternatives. We have added additional analysis and discussion of potential property tax
implications as part of this Final EIS.

As shown in Exhibit A-44, in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods, the amount a
developer could afford to pay for land increases for parcel types C and D, suggesting

that property values could increase for those properties. Smaller parcel types (A

and B) in higher- and medium-price neighborhoods show minimal changes across

the four alternatives. In lower-price neighborhoods, the amount a developer could

afford to pay shows only small changes across the four alternatives, suggesting

minimal change in property values. As discussed in Section 4.1, risk of displacement

is generally higher in lower-price neighborhoods, so those at greatest risk of
displacement will generally be less effected by any changes in property values.

However, changes to residual land value do not directly
impact property tax bills, for several reasons.

5-58



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

First, we use residual land value to better understand the underlying economics of the
ADU provisions contemplated in the EIS. Changes in property valuations (used for tax
assessments) will only show up to the extent that the potential for ADU creation results
inincreased sales prices, which is determined by ADU production rates and individual
homebuyer and investor decision-making. It is not possible to use the residual land
value analysis to directly forecast changes in property tax assessments. Second, actual
property tax payments are are function of how properties are valued by the assessor
and in conjunction with rules for levying property taxes in State of Washington.The
King County Assessor assesses residential properties each year based on a complex
statistical estimate of real market value. This Assessor’s estimate relies on recent

sales of comparable properties in the neighborhood and does automatically reflect any
changes to estimated residual land value. (In addition, all properties are inspected once
every six years). This process is imperfect; in Seattle in 2017, the median appraised value
for residential properties was $528,000, while the median sales price was $650,000.

Third, a homeowner’s property tax bill does not scale proportionately with changes

to assessed real market value. This is due to the complexities of Washington State's
budget-based property tax system. In Washington, each jurisdiction's annual property
tax levy cannot increase by more than one percent over the previous year's levy, unless
the public votes for a greater increase. Taxes on new construction are exempt from the 1
percent limit. To illustrate this effect, consider the amount of taxes levied by the City of
Seattle as part of its general rate (excluding voter-approved measures). Between 2010
and 2016, assessed value within the city increased by 33 percent, or 4.8 percent per year.
Over the same period, the City's tax levy increased by 9 percent, or 1.5 percent per year.
Holding all else constant (assuming no new construction or voter-approved levies), any
assessed value increases over 1 percent per year will result in lowered property tax rates.

Recent increases to Seattle property tax bills are driven primarily by 1)
statewide changes in how education is funded and 2) voter-approved
measures, not by increased property values. In Seattle, nearly 50 percent
of the property tax bill is due to voter-approved measures.

Finally, Washington State provides property tax exemption or deferral programs for
people who are seniors, disabled, low-income, or widows/widowers of veterans. These
programs are intended to minimize displacement due to property tax increases.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

6 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

7 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

8 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Pittenger, Glenn

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Please Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative would eliminate the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Per Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.40.020, variances may be sought
from the provisions of Subtitle I, Divisions 2, 3, and 4 of this Title 23.
This provision would allow an applicant to seek a variance.

Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Capacity charges are levied by King County; the City does not have authority

to waive those fees. King County has two studies underway that may lead to
changes to the capacity charge, including charges for a new ADU (see https://
www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/wastewater/capacity-charge/
review-studies.aspx for more information). Please also see the frequent comment
response regarding King County Sewage Treatment Capacity Charges.

Pleusnin, George

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Queen Anne Historical Society

1

Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Queen Anne Community Council

1

2

The City does not disagree that existing Land Use Code regulations enable the
construction of ADUs in single-family zones; however, the stated objective of the proposal
is to increase those production levels. And, as described in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, of the EIS, the results of the analysis indicate that changing the Land
Use Code would result in an increase in the productions of ADUs. The impacts from the
construction of additional ADUs are discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis .

The proposed action would amend, not overturn, the Land Use Code
regulations related to ADUs. The Seattle Planning Commission has
submitted comments in support of the proposed code changes.

While review of other cities' policies is not required under SEPA, the EIS incorporates
empirical parking data from Portland, Oregon, to inform assumptions about parking
utilization and vehicle ownership in our analysis. Please see Appendix B for a
discussion of this methodology. In particular, see the equations beginning on page
B-21 for examples of mathematical equations we used to adjust Portland data based
on Seattle-specific metrics. Along with normalizing Portland data in this way, we
conservatively rounded several assumptions upward so that the analysis considers
impacts from relatively higher numbers of vehicles. For example, as described on
page B-24, our ADU production estimates show that between 1.63 and 4.64 percent


https://www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/wastewater/capacity-charge/review-studies.aspx
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of parcels would have an ADU depending on parcel characteristics, we estimated
demand for on-street parking by conservatively applying the highest estimated
ADU production rate at the nearest whole number for all eligible parcels.

Portland is an instructive comparison with Seattle. The December 2016 Hearing
Examiner's Decision notes only that Portland allows one ADU of up to 800 square feet
and the proposal evaluated in this EIS would allow two larger units. The EIS accounts for
that distinction by modeling unit size and two-ADU outcomes in the highest and best
use analysis and then incorporating those findings into the ADU production model.

The ADU EIS is a programmatic environmental impact statement. It uses an
appropriate level of analysis to evaluate the effects of a broad proposal that
may include numerous individual projects, implemented over a long timeframe,
and/or across a large geographic area. SEPA does not require that the City
prepare separate analyses or documents for each ADU constructed.

For programmatic proposals, including areawide zoning and land use changes

like the proposed action, SEPA Rules require only that an EIS contain a general
discussion of the impacts of alternative proposals for plans, land use designations,
or implementation measures. SEPA does not require site-specific analyses for
individual geographic areas (WAC 197-11-442[3] and [4]). Therefore, analyzing certain
impacts of the proposed Land Use Code changes at a broader scale is appropriate.

To understand the effects of this broad proposal, the EIS contains substantial
information and analysis about, and based on review of, generalized variations among
individual neighborhoods, subareas, and parcels. The highest and best use analysis in
Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, relies on pro formas that consider varying
market conditions by neighborhood area (see Exhibit 4.1-10). We developed and

used a parcel typology that accounts for variation in parcel characteristics across

the study area (see Exhibit 4.1-11). We present the frequency of these parcel types

in each single-family neighborhood, so findings that vary by parcel type can be
understood in the context of actual neighborhood conditions (see Exhibit A-23).

The parking analysis also considers differing neighborhood-level conditions. We used
empirical data on parking utilization and availability gathered through parking studies

in four representative neighborhoods (see Exhibit B-1). The transportation section
identifies unimproved sidewalks across the entire study area (see Exhibit 4.4-6). We
present the existing transit network and illustrate areas of Seattle according to their
proximity to frequent transit (see Exhibit 4.4-10, Exhibit 4.4-11, and Exhibit 4.4-12).
Chapter 3, Housing and Planning Context, discusses and presents several exhibits that
illustrate the variation in cultural, economic, and social conditions across Seattle. In
particular, Exhibit 3-12 shows population by race, and Exhibit 3-15 shows housing tenure
across the city. Exhibit 4.1-16, Exhibit 4.1-18, and Exhibit 4.1-19 present further information
about demographic and socioeconomic variation across neighborhoods in the study area.
Under SEPA Rules, the purpose of an EIS is to identify likely significant adverse
environmental impacts. Used in this context, "significant” means a reasonable
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likelihood of more than a moderate adverse impact on environmental quality. The EIS
identifies many effects and outcomes that could result from the Land use Code changes
contemplated under each alternative, such as potential increases in parking utilization,

or localized impacts if a concentration of ADU development occurs in a parking block.
However, the analysis in this EIS does not find that the proposal would result in significant
adverse impacts on any element of the environment to be analyzed under SEPA.

See the response to comment #3 above.

This statement, which appears on page 4-86 of the Final EIS, is provided
specifically in the context of describing the existing conditions for the aesthetics
analysis, which evaluates impacts to height, bulk, and scale. The paragraph

goes on to state that the analysis considers common built form conditions

since the proposed Land Use Code changes would affect infill development

in already developed neighborhoods. Accordingly, a comprehensive summary

of every aesthetic feature in the study area is not required under SEPA.

The EIS relies on detailed analysis and study of the potential effects of the Land
Use Code changes and ties the results of the study to support the conclusions in
the EIS. The EIS quantitatively evaluates the number of new ADUs that would result
from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluates how the anticipated
changes to the rate of ADU production would impact elements of the environment,
providing a basis of comparison among the alternatives considered in the EIS.

This statement, which appears on page 4-86 of this Final EIS, is provided
specifically in the context of describing the existing conditions for the
aesthetics analysis. The paragraph goes on to state that the analysis considers
common built form conditions since the proposed Land Code Use changes
would affect infill development in already-developed neighborhoods.

As outlined in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIS, the parking analysis area provides a
representative sample of neighborhoods where ADUs could be constructed. Four study
locations were selected that represent a range of conditions found in single-family zones
and include areas that vary by lot size; the presence of alleys, driveways, and sidewalks;
and proximity to transit. We identified blocks with unrestricted parking, restricted
parking, and no parking allowed. Many areas outside these study locations resemble the
conditions found within the study locations. To the extent that there are areas distinctly
different than the study locations, the EIS discloses that, in specific contexts or locations,
localized impacts on parking availability could occur. Please see Exhibit B-3 through
Exhibit B-14, which provide maps of each parking study location, illustrate the distribution
of lot sizes in each study location, and compare this distribution to the EIS study area
overall. In general, the parking study locations represent a range of conditions in terms
of lot sizes, resembling conditions found in the entire EIS study area. To the extent that
there are areas distinctly different than the study locations, the EIS discloses that, within
a specific context or location, localized impacts on parking availability could occur.
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Please see the previous response to comment #3 and the frequent
comment response related to neighborhood-level analysis.

Please see the previous responses to comments #2, #3, and #6.

The parking analysis evaluated parking utilization overnight on weeknights and
during the afternoon on weekends in the four study locations. These are typically
when peak parking demand occurs. Effects of commuters entering Seattle and
parking on City streets close to transit service were not specifically considered as
this effect would not be realized during weekend or weeknight parking, nor would the
practice of "park and hide" increase due to the changes contemplated in this EIS.

As described in Section 3 of Appendix B, no data exists for vehicle ownership rates
for ADU residents in Seattle. Therefore, the average rate of vehicle ownership

for ADU residents in Seattle was calculated using data from a survey of vehicle
ownership for ADU owners in Portland, Oregon, and U.S. Census data for vehicle
ownership for renters in Seattle. The analysis conservatively assumes that all ADU
residents would utilize on-street parking, regardless of whether off-street parking is
available or whether the alternative includes an off-street parking requirement.

We did not directly borrow the vehicle ownership rate for ADU residents observed
in Portland. Instead, we calibrated our assumptions to Seattle's context by
adjusting the ratio of ADU- and renter-household vehicle ownership in Portland by
Seattle's renter-household vehicle ownership rate (see Equation 1 in Appendix B).
We further refined our assumptions to Seattle by considering the average number
of bedrooms per rental unit not just in Seattle compared to Portland overall,

but within each parking study location. Finally, we conservatively adjusted our
assumption about vehicle ownership among ADU renters upward compared to the
overall renter population to reflect the fact that, in general, ADUs in single-family
zones are relatively further from frequent transit than other rental housing.

Please see the frequent comment response related to neighborhood-level
analysis and previous response to comment 6 related to parking.

The issues noted by the Hearing Examiner include expanding the assessment of
housing and displacement impacts. Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
describes the potential impacts to both from the proposed Land Use Code changes.

As outlined in Section 1.2, Proposal Objective, the objectives of this proposal are to
remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for property owners to permit and build
ADUs and to increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family zones.

As outlined in Section 4.1, housing affordability would remain a concern and burden
for many Seattle residents under all alternatives evaluated including Alternative 1 (No
Action). However, compared to Alternative 1 (No Action), Alternative 2, Alternative 3,
and the Preferred Alternative would all have marginal benefits with respect to housing
affordability; would decrease the potential for economic displacement by reducing
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upward pressure on rents and housing prices; and reduce the potential for physical
displacement by reducing the number of teardowns. As a result, no mitigation is required.

As outlined in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed Land
Use Code changes would result in the creation of 2,310 additional ADUs under
Alternative 2, 1,430 additional ADUs under Alternative 3, and 2,460 additional
ADUs under the Preferred Alternative compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).
While construction cost certainly impedes construction of additional ADUs, the
analysis in the EIS shows that existing regulations also act as a barrier.

The City is considering a range of strategies and tools outside of Land Use Code
regulations that could help produce ADUs with lower rents and reserved for
lower-income households and/or make it possible for homeowners with relatively
lower incomes to create an ADU. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for additional
details. These possible strategies are not a specific proposal or action, and they
are outside the scope of this EIS; we provide them for your information.

The EIS discusses how Seattle's short-term rental regulations affect
properties with ADUs. See page 3-28 for information about this policy,
which would apply under all alternatives considered in the EIS.

No data exists to confirm or deny the number of ADUs currently used as short-term
rentals. However, the EIS does explicitly study the highest and best use of ADUs including
as potential short-term rental housing. Specifically, the EIS considers short-term rentals
in the pro forma analysis, whose results and methodology are presented in Section

471, Housing and Socioeconomics, and discussed in detail in Appendix A. Please see
Exhibit A-28, Exhibit A-33, Exhibit A-38, and Exhibit A-43 for estimates of residual land
values resulting from several ways of valuing ADUs, including as short-term rentals, in
different market areas and on different lot types across Seattle's single-family zones

As described in Section 1.2, Proposal Objective, the objectives of the proposed Land

Use Code changes are to remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for property
owners to permit and build ADUs and to increase the number and variety of housing
choices in single-family zones. Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, describes

how the proposal could also have marginal benefits for housing affordability by
increasing housing supply, increasing the number of smaller units available, and reducing
the number of existing homes demolished compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).

Please also see the frequent comment response related to housing affordability.

This EIS discusses impacts on housing affordability and displacement in Section 4.1.
This section includes estimates of ADU production and single-family teardowns likely
to occur under each alternative (see Appendix B for a full methodology). In general,
the EIS considers an increase in housing supply to have the effect of reducing upward
pressure on rents that results from competition for scarce housing, thereby marginally
reducing economic displacement pressure through more housing choices. The EIS also
considers the number of single-family teardowns in each alternative and understands
that fewer demolitions suggests lower potential for physical displacement.
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In this EIS, the phrase "upward pressure” in general refers to the phenomenon wherein
population growth leads to increased competition for a finite number of homes on

the market, resulting in higher prices as sellers respond to increasing demand and
purchasing power among higher-income households. Given the many complex and
interdependent factors that contribute to and determine housing costs, it would be
speculative to project a specific increase in housing costs for each alternative.

The estimated number of teardowns for each alternative is quantified in Exhibit 4.1-15.

In general, the phrase "marginally more teardowns" means slightly more teardowns. As
shown in Exhibit 4.1-15, the estimated number of teardowns in Alternative 2, Alternative
3, and the Preferred Alternative is lower than Alternative 1 (No Action) due to policy
changes contemplated in each alternative, including removal of off-street parking and
owner-occupancy requirements and/or addition of an FAR limit for development in single-
family zones. These changes tend to reduce the relative feasibility of demolishing a
house and building one large new house compared to development that includes ADUs.

The phrase "displacement pressure” refers to the likelihood of involuntary dislocation that
households face. The EIS estimates potential direct displacement due to demolition of
existing housing (see Exhibit 4.1-15). While not all demolished single-family homes result
in the displacement of a low-income household, the production model used in Section
41 results in an estimate of lots in the study area where the existing single-family house
would be torn down and rebuilt. Economic displacement is more difficult to estimate.

To evaluate displacement impacts, the EIS considers that greater ADU production likely
increases rental housing options in the study area, thereby moderating housing price
increases and reducing economic displacement pressure. The EIS also considers that
greater ADU production allows more households to benefit from rental revenue, though
we recognize that, absent other actions, overall construction costs will tend to limit ADU
development to homeowners with relatively higher income under all alternatives.

Please see previous response to comment 15 related to affordable housing.

Further, as outlined in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the pro forma analysis
specifically considers the probability of various development outcomes on parcels of
different sizes and in different parts of the city. The analysis considers the financial
performance of 44 legally permissible development outcomes. For example, a property
owner could tear down an existing structure and build a new house (with or without an
ADU); or they could keep an existing house and do nothing, remodel, or add an ADU.
The results of the pro forma analysis are presented in Exhibit 4.1-13. Compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action), the results suggest that Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would
not increase the likelihood that a property owner would demolish existing housing.

Among the results presented in Exhibit 4.1-13 for 48 distinct scenarios — an evaluation
of four parcel types, in three market areas, for each of four alternatives — in no case

is tearing down an existing house to build a new house with one or two ADUs the most
feasible development outcome. The analysis indicates that, in some cases, the highest
and best use of property shifts from demolition of existing housing under Alternative
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1 (No Action) to preserving existing housing and adding one or two ADUs, an outcome
that reduces demolition and displacement and creates new housing options.

Exhibit A-28, Exhibit A-33, Exhibit A-38, and Exhibit A-43 present estimates of residual
land value for different valuation options for each parcel type, in each market

area, for each of the four alternatives. In no scenario is renting all units the most
feasible outcome for a property owner under any alternative. Likewise, renting one
ADU as a short-term rental (Seattle's short-term rental regulations would not allow
two ADUs on the same lot to be used a short-term rentals) is not the most feasible
development outcome on any parcel type, in any market area, across all alternatives.
Further, these exhibits show that the Land Use Code changes contemplated in
Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the Preferred Alternative would increase the
relative feasibility of preserving housing and adding ADUs (thereby reducing
demolitions and physical displacement) compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).

17 The EIS assumes that reducing regulatory barriers would increase the number of ADUs
produced. This approach allows us to identify potential environmental impacts resulting
from ADU construction. The pro forma analysis considers the policy changes included
in each alternative and informs the forecast model that estimates ADU production.

As outlined in Section 4.1, the proposed Land Use Code changes would result
in the creation of 2,310 additional ADUs under Alternative 2, 1,430 additional
ADUs under Alternative 3, and 2,460 additional ADUs under the Preferred
Alternative compared to Alternative 1 (No Action). While costs are certainly
an additional impediment to construction of additional ADUs, our analysis
indicates that the current Land Use Code also serves as a barrier.

See Exhibit 3-21 for a chart of ADU production in Seattle from 1994 to 2017.
Between 2010 and 2015, 307 DADUs were permitted, an average of slightly
more than 51 per year. In 2016 and 2017, 247 DADUs were permitted, an average
of about 124 in the last two years. Construction costs have increased in recent
years and thus do not explain the increased rate of ADU production.

18 See Appendix A for a detailed description of the methodology for the highest
and best use analysis. The analysis considers the presence or absence of an
owner-occupancy requirement in each alternative; the potential for smaller lots
to have DADUs if the minimum lot size is lower; and the financial consequences of
allowing larger DADUSs, like slightly greater construction cost and higher rents.

While a "traditional property owner” might create an ADU for reasons unrelated

to profit, like creating additional living space or to house family members, the pro
forma analysis evaluates development outcomes from the perspective of a profit-
maximizing owner or developer. We consider, for example, whether it is more
profitable to value a house and its ADU(s) as square footage on the for-sale market,
as long-term rental units, with a short-term rental unit, or a combination of these.

19 As described in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A of the
Draft EIS, the EIS analyzes how each alternative might change the highest and best
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use in the study area. This approach allows us to explicitly analyze this question.

The highest and best use analysis evaluates which development outcome(s) would
maximize return on investment from the perspective of a profit-maximizing developer.
The analysis compares the financial performance of 44 development outcomes under
arange of valuation options, including scenarios in which a house with ADU(s) is
treated as a multifamily rental property. In no scenario is renting all units the most
feasible outcome for a property owner under any alternative. See Exhibit A-25 through
Exhibit A-39 for detailed analysis results from the highest and best use analysis.

The EIS relies on detailed analysis and study of the potential effects of the Land
Use Code changes and ties the results of the study to support the conclusions in
the EIS. The EIS quantitatively evaluates how many new ADUs would be created by
the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluates how the proposed changes
to the rate of ADU production would impact the elements of the environment,
providing a basis of comparison among the alternatives considered in the EIS.

The highest and best use analysis and ADU production estimates generally suggest
that, similar to past trends, future ADU development will tend to be distributed across
parcel types and market areas. See Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for
discussion of market areas that may see marginally different rates of ADU production.

Each section of the EIS then considers potential impacts of population increases
using a methodology appropriate for the area of the environment in question. While
production estimates suggest ADU production is likely to remain distributed, the EIS
acknowledges that localized impacts could occur if ADU production is particularly
concentrated in an area, such as a single block. The EIS also considers anticipated
population increases due to ADU production in the context of 20-year growth
estimates evaluated in the Final EIS for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan.

The Full Build-Out scenario was included only in the aesthetics analysis to illustrate a
hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main house and maximum
number of ADUs allowed. As noted in Section 4.3, we do not expect this scenario to occur,
but we include it in the results section beginning on page 4-95 to illustrate the maximum
scale of development allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative
purposes only and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

Construction of new ADUs would continue to be subject to all requirements of the
Seattle Fire Code, including fire department access requirements to units.

The Full Build-Out scenario was included in the aesthetics analysis to show a
hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main house
and maximum number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario to
occur but include it to illustrate the maximum scale of development allowed
under each alternative. It is included for illustrative purposes only and is

not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.
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SEPA requires disclosure of likely significant impacts. No significant
impact was identified here either because the impacts are minimal
overall or because the impacts have been mitigated.

The Full Build-Out scenario was included in the aesthetics analysis to show a
hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main house and
maximum number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario to occur
but include it to illustrate and compare the maximum scale of development
allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative purposes only

and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

Please see updated illustrations in Section 4.3, Aesthetics. For analysis related to the
effects of the proposal on parking availability, please refer to Section 4.4, Parking
and Transportation. The aesthetics analysis is not intended to evaluate parking
availability or impacts on parking. We show vehicles for illustrative purposes only.

See Section 4.3, Aesthetics, for a discussion of impacts of each alternative. Section

4.3 follows the illustrations of development scenarios under each alternative and
analyzes whether and how each policy change is likely to result in changes to height,
bulk, and scale. In particular, Exhibit 4.3-13, Exhibit 4.3-22, Exhibit 4.3-31, and Exhibit
4.3-40 show potential changes to views from rear yards in each alternative. The
proposal does include a change to the maximum rear yard coverage limit only for
DADUs with a total height of 15 feet or less. The policy is intended to make it easier

for owners to create one-story DADUs appropriate for people with limited mobility,
people with disabilities, and aging in place. The proposal to increase the rear yard
coverage limit would not adversely affect privacy. In fact, the current rear yard coverage
sometimes limits an owner’s ability to create a usable living space on one story, thereby
incentivizing construction of a taller and more visually impactful two-story DADU, which
has greater impacts on privacy than a one-story DADU. See Section 4.3, Aesthetics,

for a visual illustration of this proposed change to the rear yard coverage limit.

Please see Section 4.2, Land Use, for a discussion of impacts of each alternative
on tree canopy. In particular, please see Exhibit 4.2-8 and Exhibit 4.2-9, both
added in the Final EIS. Please also see Exhibit 2-2 (new in the Final EIS) and the
discussion of rear yard coverage on page 2-13, which together explain that the
Preferred Alternative would allow rear yard coverage above the current limit

of 40 percent only if the DADU does not result in the removal of trees.

A 3,200-square-foot lot does not enjoy an exception from maximum lot coverage
limits. As established in Seattle Municipal Code 23.44.010, the maximum lot coverage
allowed for principal and accessory structures depends on lot size. For lots 5,000
square feet and larger, the maximum coverage allowed is 35 percent of lot area.

For lots under 5,000 square feet, the maximum coverage is 1,000 square feet plus

15 percent of lot area. These calculations apply whether or not the lot has an ADU.
Further, this standard applies equally across all alternatives, including Alternative

1 (No Action); no change to the maximum lot coverage limit is proposed.
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Under all alternatives, the lot coverage limit applies to principal and accessory
structures combined. For all lots, regardless of size, the same area can be covered
by a single-family house as can be covered by a single-family house and an ADU.

The proposal does include a change to the maximum rear yard coverage limit only for
DADUs with a total height of 15 feet or less. The policy is intended to make it easier

for owners to create one-story DADUs appropriate for people with limited mobility,
people with disabilities, and aging in place. The proposal to increase the rear yard
coverage limit would not adversely affect privacy. In fact, the current rear yard coverage
sometimes limits an owner’s ability to create a usable living space on one story, thereby
incentivizing construction of a taller and more visually impactful two-story DADU, which
has greater impacts on privacy than a one-story DADU. See Section 4.3, Aesthetics,

for a visual illustration of this proposed change to the rear yard coverage limit.

Please also see Exhibit 2-2 and the discussion of rear yard coverage on page 2-13, which
together explain that the Preferred Alternative would allow rear yard coverage above
the current limit of 40 percent only if the DADU does not result in the removal of trees.

As outlined in Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, the analysis of the potential
impacts to public service and utilities in the EIS for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive
Plan was incorporated by reference into the EIS. The Comprehensive Plan EIS and this
EIS both consider the same question: How does projected growth in the city affect the
ability of public services and utilities to provide adequate service? The Comprehensive
Plan EIS thoroughly analyzed the potential impacts to public services and utilities
from a projected growth of 70,000 households in the city through 2035, including
approximately 8,400 households in areas outside designated urban villages. Since the
study area, potentially affected resources, and timeframe for this EIS all fall within
what was considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, we considered the estimated
increase in households from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluated the
impacts in the context of the changes analyzed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS.

In addition, Seattle Public Utilities provided input during the scoping period and DEIS
public comment period. SPU recommended that when homeowners convert areas below
grade to ADUs (or to any other habitable space), they should demonstrate compliance

with the requirements of Seattle Plumbing Code section 710 which requires backflow
prevention on fixtures installed on a floor level that is lower (in elevation) that the next
upstream manhole cover of the public sewer. SPU noted that the increase in sewer demand
resulting from ADU construction will not substantially impact sewer capacity. However,
they further noted, as outlined in the EIS, that there could be localized impacts if ADU
production is higher in a concentrated area, such as a particular block in the study area.

The results of the ADU production model in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
suggest that, through ADU development, the Preferred Alternative could result in
approximately 4,430 additional households over 10 years compared to Alternative 1 (No
Action). The results show that these additional ADUs are likely to be distributed across
all market sub-areas and all parcel types evaluated in the analysis. Because changes in
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the relative feasibility of constructing ADUs between Alternative 1 (No Action) and the
Preferred Alternative are similar across these different geographies and parcel types, and
because neighborhoods tend to be similarly heterogenous with respect to parcel type as
shown in Exhibit A-24, we anticipate that ADU production would be generally dispersed
throughout Seattle. This would continue the pattern observed empirically in historical
permit data, as shown in the distribution of existing ADUs in Seattle in Exhibit 4.1-1.

30 The EIS is a programmatic environmental impact statement that uses an appropriate
level of analysis to evaluate the effects of a broad proposal that may include
a wide range of individual projects, and that may be implemented over a long
timeframe, and/or across a large geographic area. SEPA does not require that
the City prepare separate analyses or documents for each ADU constructed.

For programmatic proposals, SEPA Rules require that an EIS contain only a
general discussion of the impacts of alternative proposals for plans, land

use designations, or implementation measures; site specific analyses are not
required for individual geographic areas (WAC 197-11-442(3) and (4)). Therefore,
analysis of certain impacts is appropriate at a broader scale that does not
detail impacts at a project level or sub-areas scale for some aspects.

This EIS includes information about how conditions vary across Seattle neighborhoods.
Please see Exhibit 4.4-6 for a map identifying unimproved sidewalks in Seattle. See
also Exhibit 4.4-10, Exhibit 4.4-11, and Exhibit 4.4-12, which identify the existing transit
network and illustrate areas of Seattle according to their proximity to frequent transit,
respectively. Please see Exhibit 4.2-8 for a map added to the Final EIS illustrating

tree canopy in the study area.Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context,

for discussion and several exhibits illustrating the variation in cultural, economic, and
social conditions across the city. In particular see Exhibit 3-12, which shows population
by race, and Exhibit 3-15, which shows housing tenure across the city. See also Exhibit
41-16, Exhibit 4.1-18, and Exhibit 4.1-19, which present further information about
demographic and socioeconomic variation across neighborhoods in the study area.

Reichert, William and Geness
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Rental Housing Association of Washington
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Thecity is not considering a change to the zoning classification as part of the proposed
Land Use Code changes. This suggestion is outside the scope of the analysis.

3 Please see Section 3.2, Planning Context, for information added in the Preferred
Alternative and a discussion of additional strategies related to reducing permitting costs.
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4 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

5 The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the

Land Use Code for the construction of ADUs. Changes to non-conforming
house types and uses are not considered as part of the proposed
Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of the EIS.

The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the
Land Use Code for the construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations that
would modify minimum lot size requirements or changes to lot subdivision
regulations to create a new principal unit are outside the scope of the EIS.

7 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Ritzman, Mary

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Roll, Helen
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.
3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Ross, Chuck
1 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree

2

canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Rowen, Suzanne

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Roxby, Alison
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2
3

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The Draft EIS was issued with a notice of availability and the methods
of publication required in SMC 25.05.510 Public Notice.

Rulifson, Brian

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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The analysis of the potential impacts to public services andutilities in the EIS for the
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Seattle 2015 and Seattle 2016) is incorporated

by reference into this EIS. The Comprehensive Plan EIS and this EIS both consider

the same question: How does projected growth in the city affect the ability of

public services and utilities to provide adequate service? The Comprehensive

Plan EIS thoroughly analyzed the potential impacts to public services and utilities
from a projected growth of 70,000 households in the city through 2035, including
approximately 8,400 households in areas outside designated urban villages. Since the
study area, potentially affected resources, and timeframe for this EIS all fall within
what was considered in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, we considered the estimated
increase in households from the proposed Land Use Code changes and evaluated the
impacts in the context of the changes analyzed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS.

As noted in Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, Seattle Public
Schools plans for student populations changes in the facility
planning and is actively planning for future growth.

Scherba, Elaine

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Scherba, Stephen

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Schneider, S.

1

Thank you for your comment. We were unable to open the attachment and
did not receive aresponse to requests to provide an alternative.

Schweinberger, Sylvia

1

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle Planning Commission

1
2

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either two attached or one attached
and one detached). Allowing for multifamily structures is outside the scope of this

EIS; please see the frequent comment response concerning multifamily zoning.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.
The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative includes reducing the minimum lot size
for a DADU from 4,000 square feet to 3,200 square feet.
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The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum
size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional

height for DADUs depending on lot width.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the maximum household
size to up to 12 unrelated people if a lot has two ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

The Preferred Alternative includes an FAR limit, with an exemption
for any floor area in an ADU f to incentivize ADUs.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions
in development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section
3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may
consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of ADUs.

See response to comment #12 above.

Seattle Public Utilities

1

2

Please see Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, for updates
to the discussion on sewer and stormwater impacts.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle Urban Forestry Commission

1

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.
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8 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use and
exceptions added to the Preferred Alternative to preserve trees.

9 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

10 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative includes an FAR limit in single-family zones.

Sequeira, Debra

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Siegfriedt, Sarajane
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in
development costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning
Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce
costs and increase the affordability of ADUs. Please also see Section 4.1, Housing
and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of how removing the owner-occupancy
requirement meets the objective of the EIS to increase ADU production.

3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Sightline
1 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

2 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative
and the owner-occupancy requirement. See Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, for analysis of removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.

3 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

4 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
6 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

7 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

8 The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the
Land Use Code for the construction of ADUs. Modifying the definition of
household size that applies to all zones is outside the scope of the EIS.
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9 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

10 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

11 Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for updated text that
provides more detail on the FAR limit included in the Preferred Alternative.

12 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

Smith, Alan
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

Steckler, Mike — 1

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Steckler, Mike — 2

1 All comments submitted on the Draft EIS have been be
included and are publicly available in this Final EIS.

Stixrod, Carl

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Sucher, David — 1

1 Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the
Preferred Alternative and updated discussion of MHA.

Sucher, David — 2
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 Thank you for your comment. The discussion in Appendix
A has been updated in this Final EIS.

Sutherland, Loretta

1 Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This section has been updated
to include a discussion of parks and open space.

2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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3

Thank you for your comment.

Taylor, Patrick

1

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative includes reducing the minimum lot size for a DADU from
4,000 square feet to 3,200 square feet. Please also see the frequent comment response
concerning request for greater flexibility than contemplated in Alternative 2 or 3.

The Preferred Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement for ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing two ADUs (either
two attached or one attached and one detached).

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing additional height for DADUs and
would increase the maximum size of a DADU to 1,000 square feet.

The Preferred Alternative includes allowing for additional rear yard coverage for
a single-story DADU provided construction does not result in tree removal.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, and Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a
discussion of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs.

The Preferred Alternative includes an FAR limit, with an exemption
for any floor area in an ADU to incentivize ADUs.

The Preferred Alternative does not include an affordability requirement.

Tenenbom, Buzz

1

2
3
4

Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.
Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

TreePAC.org, Ellison, Richard

1

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

SEPA regulations require a 30-day public comment period with a 15-day
extension upon request. The public comment period for this EIS was for
45 days to give the public extra time to contemplate the proposal.

Additional discussion of impacts to tree canopy has
been added to Section 4.2 of this Final EIS.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.
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Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

University Park Community Club

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
3 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
4 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
5 Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This section has been updated
to include a discussion of historic resources.
6 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
7 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
8 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
9 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
10 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Wall, Irene
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see the frequent comment response regarding parking impacts.
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Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
4 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree
canopy and updated discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

6 Asoutlinedin Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, the proposed Land Use
Code changes would result in the creation of more ADUs under Alternative 2,
Alternative 3 and the Preferred Alternative compared to Alternative 1 (No Action).
While construction cost certainly impedes construction of additional ADUs, the
analysis in the EIS shows that existing regulations also act as a barrier.

Warner, Kurt
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

3 Alternative 1is the No Action Alternative. It considers the potential impacts from
existing Land Use Code regulations. Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a
discussion of an ownership requirement included in the Preferred Alternative.

4 Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions
for additional changes to the Land Use Code.

5 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Wilkins, Steve

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Williams, Bonnie
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
2 Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

3 Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Williamson, Bill
1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

2 The proposal evaluated in the EIS considers changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs in single-family zones. Creating a new overlay zone is not considered
as part of the proposed Land Use Code changes and is outside the scope of the EIS.

Woods, Jerry

1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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5.4 Responses to Comments
Submitted through the
Online Comment Form

This section includes Draft EIS comments submitted through our online

comment form and provides responses to those comments. They are

listed in alphabetical order according to last name. Note that the comment
form included fields for name and email address. Many commenters left
the name field blank. In these cases, rather than identify commenters by

their email addresses, we list these comments as "anonymous.”

We present online comments and responses in the following format:

Commenter name

Online comment.
» Response to online comment.

Exhibit 5-3 Commenters Providing Comments through
the Online Comment Form

Commenter

Abolins, Talis

Adams, Ryan

Adkins, Matt
Alexander, Noelani
Alexander, Zachary
Amster-Burton, Laurie
Andreini, Elizabeth
Ankrom Moisan Architects
Baab, Mike

Badwin, Emory
Balsky, Sonia

Basom, Ezra
Baumgarten, Eric
Becker, Arnold

Becker, Dan

Beetem, Jennifer
Bicknell, Natalie

bloom, gail

5-90
5-91
5-91
5-91
5-92
5-93
5-93
5-93
5-94
5-94
5-95
5-96
5-96
5-96
5-96
5-97
5-97
5-98

Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

5-79



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

5-80

Bloom, Robert
Bostrom, Kevin
Bradford, Ethan
Brandalise, James
Bronson, Eric
Brooks, Kyle

Brown, Richard
Buhlmann, Glen
Burke, Cynthia
Burke, Paula

Burns, Gust

Cababa, Sheryl
Cantor, Clara
Caroline Umeda
Caron, Chad

Cary, Cameron
Cassidy, Sean

CAST Architecture
Catalano, Gus

Cave, Donn
Chapman, Paul (Member of Welcoming Wallingford)
Chiachiere, Frank
Childs, Brian

Chong, Jessica
Christensen, Charles
Christianson, Liane
Chu, Gerry

Clark, Gina, , Master Builders Association'
Clark, Judy

Collins, Drew
Connolley, Melissa
Crosser, Nicholas
Cruikshank, Bill
Culver, Aleksandra
Darsie, Jean

Davis, Cody
DeLucas, Karen
Deutsch, Rebecca, 350 Seattle
Dimond, Al

Dodd, Bayley

5-99
5-100
5-100
5-100
5-100
5-102
5-103
5-103
5-104
5-105
5-105
5-105
5-105
5-106
5-107
5-107
5-108
5-109
5-109
5-110
5111
5-113
5-113
5-113
5-114
5-114
5-114
5-114
5-116
5-117
5-117
5-118
5-118
5-119
5-120
5-121
5121
5-122
5-124
5-125



Dodson, Bret
Duggan, Phillip
eliason, michael
Engelson, Andrew
Enns, Lisa
Etheredge, Nick
Evans, Elise

Ewing & Clark, Inc.,
Fessel, Andy
Fessel, Melissa
Fields, Shalon
Fies, Michael
Fitzgerald, Jac
Flannery, Eliot
Fleming, Andrew
Fletcher, Kathryn
Fliss, Tim
Follis-Goodkind, Maxx
Foltz, Mark A., Welcoming Wallingford
Fomon, Josh
Foxley, Collin
Foxley, Jennifer
Francis, Susan
Frisch, G

Fucoloro, Thomas
Gagne-Maynard, Will
Gaynor, Robert
Geenen, Hugh
Gibbs, Susan
Glenn, Kelly
Goodman, Naomi
Goodwin, Jennifer
Gordon, Jason
Gyncild, Brie

Hall, Brady

Hall, Leanne
Hance, Ginnie
Harding, Kathy
Harris, Marlow

Haugerud, Tosten

5-125
5-125
5-127
5-128
5-129
5-129
5-130
5-130
5-130
5-131
5-132
5-132
5-134
5-135
5-136
5-137
5-137
5-138
5-138
5-140
5-141
5-143
5-144
5-144
5-145
5-145
5-146
5-148
5-150
5-150
5-150
5-150
5-151
5-151
5-152
5-152
5-152
5-153
5-156
5-156
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Heerwagen, Troy
Herron -- Homeowner, resident
Hevly, Nancy
Hickey, Nate
Hilde, Jean

Hill, Gregory
Hollowed, Danae
Hornyack, Peter
Howard, Oralea
Hunter, Collin
hutchins, matt
Jacoby, Kathryn
James, Rochelle
Jensen, Eric
Jensen, Jim
Jeremy Swirsley
Johnson, Cathy
Johnson, Maggi
Johnson, Matthew
Johnson, Whitney
Jonas, Melissa

Jude, Roxane

Justice, Kathy, Johnston Architects

kaminski, robert
Kaufman, Pat
Keller, Jeremy
Kelsey, AM
Kennedy, lola
Kent, Le'a

Kirk, Christopher
Kolton, Bryce
Kranwinkle, Sara
Kuever, Karyn
Kundig, Olson
LaBenz,, Scott
Lague, Rich
Lamb, Jim
Langager,, Mark
Lara, Myra

Laurie Amster-Burton

5-157
5-158
5-158
5-158
5-159
5-159
5-160
5-160
5-162
5-162
5-163
5-166
5-166
5-167
5-168
5-168
5-168
5-168
5-169
5-170
5171
5171
5-171
5-172
5-173
5-174
5-174
5-175
5-175
5-176
5-176
5-177
5-177
5-178
5-178
5-178
5-179
5-179
5-179
5-181



Lawton, Marsha

Lawton-Crane, Jessie

Lazerwitz, Jay

Leckrone, Judith

Lee, Jacob

Leed, Roger M.

Leibrand, Scott

Levine, Al

Lewis, Adam

Lindenbaum, Kathleen and Jeffrey
Linn, Jeffrey

Loe,, Laura, volunteer organzier with MOAR
Lui, Henry

Lunden, Zach

Lustig, Ankrom Moisan Architects
Lustig, Kurt

Lyles, Lizabeth

MacAdam, Matthew

MacArthur, Rob

Magula, Claire, Bellwether Housing
Mann, Amy

Mar, Sibyl

Marcum, Luke

Mark, Jonathan

Marris-Swann, Anthony, City of Renton
Martinez, lan

McConachie, Anders

McKay, Ali

McMahan, Kevin

mcmillen, sam

Mengstu, Asrade

Merkle-, Michelle

Messier, Judie

microhouse

Miller, Chad

Miller, Krystal

Miller, Scott

Mitchell, Ben

Monteleone, Rebecca, Sierra Club Seattle Group
Moriarty, Ryan

5-181
5-181
5-183
5-183
5-184
5-184
5-185
5-186
5-186
5-186
5-187
5-188
5-190
5-190
5-190
5-190
5-191
5-191
5-191
5-192
5-192
5-193
5-193
5-193
5-193
5-194
5-195
5-195
5-196
5-196
5-196
5-197
5-197
5-198
5-201
5-202
5-202
5-202
5-203
5-205
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Mountjoy-Venning, Cliff
Mullendore, Zoe
Murphy, Akira
Myers, Zachary
Naess, Ralph
Namkung, Ju

Nan Todd -Smethurst
Neiman, David
Nest Architecture & Design,
Newbold, Sheri
Nguyen, Denis

NK Architects,

No Phree Rent,
Nordby, Evan
Novak, Vaclav
Nunes-Ueno, Elsa
Omana, Juan C.
O'Meara, Erin
Owens, Eva
Padelford, Gordon
Parker, Grace
Parker, Jeff

Pary, Miller
Pederson, Art
Pfister, Matt
Pickard, William
Piering, Pam

Pin, Yih

Pinsker, Danny
Placido, Allison
Pryor, Inness
Pugh, Kathleen
Pullman, Aubrey
Rabatin, George
Randall, Chris
Ranieri, Katherine
Ray-Keil, John
Rearick, Whitney
Reiner, Cathy

Rempfer, Jean

5-205
5-206
5-206
5-206
5-207
5-208
5-208
5-208
5-208
5-209
5-210
5-211
5-213
5-213
5-213
5-213
5-214
5-215
5-215
5-215
5-216
5-216
5-217
5-217
5-218
5-218
5-219
5-219
5-219
5-220
5-221
5-221
5-221
5-221
5-222
5-222
5-222
5-222
5-223
5-224



Resident-West-Seattle-Sunrise-heights,

Revello, Katharine
Richmond, Lisa
Roberto, Michael
Robideau, Jason
Rooney, Mike
Rulifson,, Brian
Salomon, Andres
Savel, Shirley
Scheer, Gabriel
Schletty, Mark
Schlosser, John
Schueler, Dashel
Schuldt, Dave
Schumann, Frank
Schwab, Erik
Scrivner, Kim
Shafchuk, John
Shoegnome Architects,
Siepak, George
Smyth, Don

Stahre, Grace

Stair, Sherri

Suryan, Sara

Szeles, Jean
Thompson, Schuyler
Thomson, Alexander
Transit Riders Union,
Trumm, Doug
Trumm, Doug, The Urbanist
Tucker, Jeffrey
Unterschute, Keith
Van, Paul

van, Rhys

Vander, Ann

Varley, Matthew
Vinal, Ariel
Vrignaud, Andre
Vrsek, Jamie
Wadsworth, Tim

5-225
5-226
5-226
5-227
5-227
5-227
5-227
5-228
5-228
5-228
5-229
5-229
5-230
5-232
5-232
5-232
5-233
5-234
5-234
5-234
5-234
5-235
5-235
5-236
5-236
5-237
5-238
5-239
5-240
5-240
5-241
5-243
5-243
5-244
5-245
5-245
5-246
5-246
5-246
5-247
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Wagner, Annie
Wallace, Danielle
Warburton, Neil
Warren, Ruth
Wedekind, Blake
Webhrli, Peter
Weill, Jason
Wheeler, Mattie
Whisner, Jack
White, Emily
Williams, Florence
Windermere Real Estate,
Withey, Joe
Woland, Jake
Wood, Kyle
Wright, Eric
Wyatt, Bonnie
Yakima Ave Group,
Yakima,

Zemke, Steve - Chair - Friends of Seattle’'s Urban Forest
Anonymous 1
Anonymous 2
Anonymous 3
Anonymous 4
Anonymous 5
Anonymous 6
Anonymous 7
Anonymous 8
Anonymous 9
Anonymous 10
Anonymous 11
Anonymous 12
Anonymous 13
Anonymous 14
Anonymous 15
Anonymous 16
Anonymous 17
Anonymous 18
Anonymous 19

Anonymous 20

5-248
5-248
5-248
5-249
5-249
5-249
5-250
5-251
5-251
5-252
5-252
5-253
5-253
5-254
5-254
5-254
5-255
5-256
5-256
5-256
5-257
5-258
5-258
5-259
5-259
5-260
5-260
5-261
5-262
5-262
5-263
5-263
5-263
5-264
5-265
5-266
5-266
5-268
5-269
5-269



Anonymous 21
Anonymous 22
Anonymous 23
Anonymous 24
Anonymous 25
Anonymous 26
Anonymous 27
Anonymous 28
Anonymous 29
Anonymous 30
Anonymous 31
Anonymous 32
Anonymous 33
Anonymous 34
Anonymous 35
Anonymous 36
Anonymous 37
Anonymous 38
Anonymous 39
Anonymous 40
Anonymous 41
Anonymous 42
Anonymous 43
Anonymous 44
Anonymous 45
Anonymous 46
Anonymous 47
Anonymous 48
Anonymous 49
Anonymous 50
Anonymous 51
Anonymous 52
Anonymous 53
Anonymous 54
Anonymous 55
Anonymous 56
Anonymous 57
Anonymous 58
Anonymous 59

Anonymous 60

5-269
5-270
5-271
5-271
5-271
5-272
5-273
5-273
5-274
5-274
5-275
5-275
5-275
5-276
5-277
5-277
5-277
5-277
5-278
5-278
5-279
5-279
5-279
5-280
5-281
5-282
5-282
5-283
5-283
5-284
5-284
5-285
5-286
5-286
5-287
5-287
5-287
5-288
5-289
5-290
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Anonymous 61
Anonymous 62
Anonymous 63
Anonymous 64
Anonymous 65
Anonymous 66
Anonymous 67
Anonymous 68
Anonymous 69
Anonymous 70
Anonymous 71
Anonymous 73
Anonymous 74
Anonymous 75
Anonymous 76
Anonymous 77
Anonymous 78
Anonymous 79
Anonymous 80
Anonymous 81
Anonymous 82
Anonymous 83
Anonymous 84
Anonymous 85
Anonymous 86
Anonymous 87
Anonymous 88
Anonymous 89
Anonymous 90
Anonymous 91
Anonymous 92
Anonymous 93
Anonymous 94
Anonymous 95
Anonymous 96
Anonymous 97
Anonymous 98
Anonymous 99
Anonymous 100

Anonymous 101

5-290
5-290
5-290
5-291
5-291
5-291
5-292
5-293
5-293
5-293
5-293
5-295
5-295
5-295
5-295
5-296
5-296
5-296
5-297
5-297
5-297
5-298
5-298
5-299
5-300
5-301
5-301
5-302
5-303
5-303
5-304
5-304
5-304
5-305
5-306
5-306
5-307
5-307
5-309
5-309



Anonymous 102
Anonymous 103
Anonymous 104
Anonymous 105
Anonymous 106
Anonymous 107
Anonymous 108
Anonymous 109
Anonymous 110
Anonymous 111
Anonymous 112
Anonymous 113
Anonymous 114
Anonymous 115
Anonymous 116
Anonymous 117
Anonymous 118
Anonymous 119
Anonymous 120
Anonymous 121
Anonymous 122
Anonymous 123
Anonymous 124
Anonymous 125
Anonymous 126
Anonymous 127
Anonymous 128
Anonymous 129
Anonymous 130
Anonymous 131
Anonymous 132
Anonymous 133
Anonymous 134
Anonymous 135
Anonymous 136

Anonymous 137

5-310
5-310
5-311
5-311
5-312
5-313
5-313
5-314
5-314
5-314
5-315
5-316
5-316
5-318
5-318
5-319
5-320
5-320
5-321
5-321
5-321
5-322
5-322
5-323
5-323
5-324
5-324
5-326
5-326
5-326
5-326
5-326
5-327
5-327
5-327
5-328
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED THROUGH
OUR ONLINE COMMENT FORM

Abolins, Talis

The alternatives should include features necessary to minimize displacement risk, and incentivize
affordable units. For instance, how about conditioning the creation of the third unit on rent restriction?
Ownership of DADU and ADU should remain with the property owner.

» Please see Section 4.1 for a discussion of displacement and Section 3.2, Planning Context, for
information related to costs and financing.

See above. The ADU / DADU program is an important opportunity to minimize displacement for owners
struggling with increasing property tax burdens. If a third unit is allowed, it should be subject to an
affordability performance requirement -- with affordability options for either rent restriction, or an
ownership sales price restriction tied to an objective benchmark, and protected by covenant.

» Please see Section 3.2 Planning Context, for information related to costs and financing

The ADU / DADU presents a rare opportunity for existing Seattle residents to stay in place, and generate
revenue to offset tax burdens (for seniors and others) and avoid displacement. Some of the graphics
showing the multiple DADU's on a city lot reflect substantial damage to neighborhood landscapes, tree
canopy, architecture, and historic value. Balance is the key"" mitigation should be more thoughtfully
outlined, so the decisionmakers can assess the true impacts and the options to manage these threats.
There must be restrictions on the VRBO conglomerates that are buying up small units around the

City -- removing them from housing stock, and profiting with transitory residents and, in some cases,
illegal activities (prostitution in VRBO units is confirmed on Capitol Hill). A VRBO ADU can avoid
displacement for a Seattle resident facing rising property taxes "" and facilitate extended family support
arrangements. Vacation rental activity should be limited to owner-occupied ADU and DADU's. Don't let
the lobbyists bake the cake again. Corporate VRBO and Air B&B operators are making a killing with little
benefit for the City.

Historic districts (federal, state and/or local) must be considered and mitigated from these DADU
opportunities. A design review process should kick in to require accommodation of architectural
character for DADU's within or adjacent to historical resources -- and to the extent the City has not yet
documented the existence of these resources in the EIS -- it should do so, or at least have a mitigation
strategy that allows adjacent residents notice and an opportunity to identify adjacent historic resources
in areas not yet surveyed by the City

» Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This section has been updated to include a discussion of
historic resources. Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for information added in
the Final EIS on the City's short-term rental regulations.

The graphics demonstrate the potential for severe impacts on land use bulk and scael, as well as
aesthetics and historical resources. Design review must be enhanced to avoid the substantial risk of
harm to these EIS values.

» Please see Section 4.2, Land Use, for the analysis of potential impacts from changes to density
and scale and a new section added in this Final EIS that discuss Historic Resources. Please also
see Section 4.3, Aesthetics, for analysis of aesthetics impacts.
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Adams, Ryan

| strongly support Alternative 2. We don't need more parking. I'm in my 30's. Most of my friends don't
own cars or drive regularly.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Adkins, Matt

Housing prices are rising dramatically in Seattle and in the suburbs as our city continues to grow to
more than 700,000 people, and we will probably continue to grow for the foreseeable future. | think that
we should create more opportunities to build homes so that the supply of homes can keep up with our
population growth. | believe that encouraging more ADUs and DADUs to be built in the city can help
increase the supply of homes and provide more opportunities for people.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cities like Portland and Vancouver BC seem to be also trying to add more ADUs and DADUs to their
housing supply. Hopefully Seattle can monitor the performances and outcomes in those cities to
determine best practices Seattle can follow.

» The City has previously required ongoing monitoring of ADUs and may include that requirement
in the final legislation.

Alexander, Noelani

| have been eagerly waiting for this this EIS to finish and for the changes to DADUs to happen so we can
build a structure at a price point that creating a rental will be a long term investment and will keep us in
our home during our retirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| like to think the character of the neighborhoods will be better preserved with the addition of AADUs
and DADUs then it might be with the construction of town homes, new construction, and other multi-
family projects.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 would be an excellent way to increase the possibility that homeowners could build DADU's
and AADU's in a cost effective way. Alternative 3 is still an improvement on the existing code, but would
limit many options that would appeal to me, as a homeowner, who would like to build a DADU that would
give me a rate of return worth investing in.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Watching the city change, as many long time residents are forced to leave due to the expensive and
limited housing options has been difficult. | feel fortunate to be able to have a single family home in this
city, and also fear that, in time, this will become less affordable for me as well. | do see this as a small part
of a solution for keeping people in their homes as taxes increase and keeping low to mid income renters
living in the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| do worry about parking in the Alternative 2. Ideally, we would not need off street parking in our
neighborhoods because of the other transport options. Hoewever, parking will be a challenge for
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individuals. My profession forces me to drive larger then average vehicles (work trucks) through our
neighborhoods and | see the challenge getting worse, not better and removing the off street parking
restriction on Alternative 2 is the only issue | have with the proposal.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alexander, Zachary

My household is made up of 2 adults, 2 children, and a rotating cast of in-laws. | live in District 5. | want
more housing because it's critical to address climate goals. Higher density allows more people to be
closer to critical infrastructure like bus stops and grocery stores. Personally, | think | have the right to
construct additional “in-law" housing in my backyard. | support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would
like to see the final EIS recommend:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
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elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Amster-Burton, Laurie

| support Alternative 2.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Andreini, Elizabeth

Please make larger apartment developments provide off-street parking for residents to stop clogging
up neighborhoods and business areas. Then it will be possible to absorb the additional cars in
neighborhoods for houses which have "mother-in-law" cottages.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support allowing broader flexibility for "mother-in-law” cottages on single family lots. | believe that
will substantially help younger and lower income individuals find places to live that are closer to work/
education opportunities and provide better access to public transportation.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please give families the flexibility to house extended family members or provide options for long-term
rentals on their property. This will help increase density and allow more housing in the city as well as
provide rental income options to offset rising costs of housing allowing more people to stay in the city
and decrease traffic.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Ankrom Moisan Architects

This comment is directed towards simplicity and alignment of zoning with financial lending. Dwelling
units is a term in common through Building codes and Financial lending institutions. Accessory Dwelling
units whether detached or attached is NOT a qualified term and traditional funding vehicles are NOT
available at this time. Under FHA - up to 4 units may be financed as a single family home loan. By
declaring a unit something other than dwelling unit, it confuses the financing agencies and reduces
number of lending sources to fund the work. This adds unnecessary cost and time to process and works
at cross purposes the the intended goal of creating more homes and affordable homes within single
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family zoned city districts. Since the end goal is to increase the number of dwelling units within a single
family housing zone, | propose that the terminology simply call the units ‘Dwelling Units' and delete
unnecessary nomenclature of AADU or DADU that creates confusion with funding and lending agencies.
For example, the number of dwelling units on a single family zoned property may be increased from 1
dwelling unit to 4 dwelling units when the following provisions are met....

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs. Please also see the frequent comment response discussing multifamily zoning, which
defines those terms and distinguishes accessory units and other dwelling types.

Baab, Mike

Part of transitioning away from car dependence requires no longer subsidizing parking. | support any
initiative that removes mandatory parking requirements.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| vastly prefer Alternative 2. We need more housing in this city. The solution is obvious: Make it as easy as
possible to build all housing types, including ADU/DADUs

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm disappointed that this process has been delayed for so long. I'd like ADUs/DADUs to be expanded and
for the EIS process to not be weaponized for delay in the future. It needs to be easier for cities to do the
right thing. This was an easy choice 3 years ago and it's an easy choice now.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Everyone likes pretty neighborhoods. The problem comes when we prioritize them above our moral
imperatives, such as housing the homeless and ensuring affordability in our city. Expand them.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am not concerned in the slightest about scale or neighborhood character. | want to live in a city where
families of all income levels can stay. Accessory dwelling units are a huge part of this. Make it easier to
build them.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The evidence is clear, and has been for years: The existence of single-family zoning is a giveaway to the
whitest and wealthiest Seattle residents. Do the right thing and expand the right to build ADU/DADUs.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Let's adequately fund our public utilities!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Badwin, Emory

8 unrelated people on one property should be the maximum. Any more than that, and there will be big
impacts to noise and parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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| cannot tell you strongly enough how | important | think it is that the owner occupancy requirement
remain in place. | have seen too many absentee owners let their rental homes become 'party houses' that
detract from the neighborhood. If the owner does not reside on the property, then they don't have much
incentive to ensure harmony with neighbors. It's not fair to the other homeowners if an absentee owner
lets their house be used by renters who don't care about their neighbors and reduce the quality of life in
the neighborhood. This is a big, BIG deal to everyone | talk with about the ADU options. Please do NOT
get rid of the owner occupancy requirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| prefer alternative #3 because | think it is very important that the owner occupancy requirement remain
in place. | have seen too many absentee owners let their rental homes become 'party houses' that
detract from the neighborhood. If the owner does not reside on the property, then they don't have much
incentive to ensure harmony with neighbors. It's not fair to the other homeowners if an absentee owner
lets their house be used by renters who don't care about their neighbors and reduce the quality of life in
the neighborhood. This is a big, BIG deal to everyone | talk with about the ADU options. Please do NOT
get rid of the owner occupancy requirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| think it is fine to not require an off-street parking space for a single ADU, but | feel strongly that there
needs to be an off-street parking space for a second ADU. Parking has become so tight in Seattle, that
we cannot afford to keep adding density without finding a place to put the cars. It's not fair to all of
the other neighbors if there are 12 people living on one property who hog all of the parking along their
street.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Balsky, Sonia

| am strongly in favor of Alternative 2. Alternative 3 is better than no action, but seems less permissive
especially with regards to size, which is important. | think there should be very few barriers to building
ADUs on any lot - in fact, I'd support a new option that further reduces lot size requirements and
increases allowable ADU size and placement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
The visual character will be fine, and also, is not important compared to increasing needed housing
options.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 definitely seems like the best choice given these factors as well.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Density is critical - finding ways such as this to increase density in single family zones will be very helpful.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More transit, less parking. Thank you forever.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Basom, Ezra

| hope policy makers will continue to explore ways to create incentives for landowners to build housing
that serves moderate income families, there is a 'missing middle' in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Existing zoning rules create housing types that favor the wealthy. The rules to add additional units
should favor construction of lower cost housing. In addition to rental housing | strongly urge policy
makers to consider options for homeowners to sell ADU units to individuals that are purchasing homes
as part of a land trust such as Homestead Community Land Trust. The sale of homes as part of a land
trust creates permanent affordable housing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| strongly support removing regulatory barriers so that its easier to build additional housing units on
single family zoned lots.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Laneway housing along alleys is athetically pleasing.
»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Single family zones in Seattle historically permitted many different housing types, many of the historical
apartments and duplexs continue to exist in these neighborhoods. Returning to this model encourages
housing diversity which in turn supports people who have different sized incomes and backgrounds.
Existing policies create communities that are largely white and wealthy.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The notion that parking should be required for any housing creates a system that makes housing more
expensive to build and less accessible to people of moderate incomes. Parking should not be required
anywhere in my opinion.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Baumgarten, Eric

Remove single family zoning entirely from Seattle. It was born from classist and racist sentiment and
continues those ideas into the present.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Becker, Arnold

| am opposed to changing single family neiborhoods into multi family units.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Becker, Dan

| support making it easier for property owners to permit and build ADUs and backyard cottages. Our city
would greatly benefit from increasing the number and variety of housing choices available in single-
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family zones. As a homeowner in a single family neighborhood | would not be unhappy to see every one
of my neighbors do this.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Beetem, Jennifer

| am in favor of Alternative 3 for its lower impact on tree canopy and vegetation.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am in favor of Alternative 3 for the reduced amount of teardowns of existing houses and greater
spacing around redeveloped main houses under FAR. Maintaining a small amount of green buffer vs.
building right to the property line not only improves aesthetics, it is good for people psychologically.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am in favor of Alternative 3. Although the number of affordable units created will be slightly lower,
Alternative 3 will precipitate less displacement, which has devastated many Seattle communities.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| prefer Alternative 3, specifically for the owner-occupancy requirement and the MHA requirement for

a 2nd ADU/DDU. However, | would prefer to see incentives that result in affordable rents for rentable
ADUs/DDUs rather than only paying into the affordable housing fund since the square footage for these
units is so modest it will limit the impact of the affordability contribution. | am in favor of the owner-
occupancy requirement to promote housing as housing and to ensure homeowners have a personal
stake in the community they live in.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative would remove the owner-occupancy requirement; two ADUs would be allowed only if
the property is under the same ownership for at least one year.

Does the parking usage projections include the fleets of carshare vehicles like ReachNow and Car2go
that use street parking? Can we encourage homeowners to use their garages for cars instead of for
storage?

» Please see Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, for discussion of parking and transportation.
Any carshare vehicles would have been counted as any other car parked on the street.

Bicknell, Natalie

| wholehearted support the idea of ADUs in Seattle neighborhoods and | hope that this plan moves
forward. | also hope that the City considers offering Housing Cooperatives the opportunity to build
multifamily dwellings in single family zoned areas. We need to extend both affordable rental and
ownership opportunities to city residents and Housing Cooperatives are an excellent means of
increasing ownership. | live in a HOA townhome that is affordable and community focused and | would
like to see other people have the same chance to secure similar ownership opportunities.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for
the construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations regarding multifamily dwelling units are not
considered as part of the proposed Land Use Code change
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ADUs are an excellent way to increase density and maximize land use in single family neighborhoods
while maintaining the general aesthetic and feel of the neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Designis important and | am glad the City is taking steps to ensure that aesthetics are considered in this
plan.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Parking and transportation scarcity are issues every growing city faces. | feel strongly that ADUs are a
great means of increasing density because they allow for that density to occur as infill in neighborhoods
throughout the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| strongly support making it easier for home owners to build ADUs.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADUs are an important means of generating affordable housing and allowing home owners to collect
revenue from their property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

bloom, gail

alternative 2 best reduces sprawl and therefore concentrates resources for public services... good
services are expensive and should be well utilized. transit ridership works better when there is density -
similarly all services function when there is concentration of effort - IMO.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

housing is appropriate in existing residential districts. families are smaller now and so the numbers of
residents per parcel could often be the same, even with a secondary unit. ownership is irrelevant to use.
alternative 2 will likely produce more housing in established neighborhoods. seattle permitted housing
to be developed where services were absent or underserved. that is the larger civic challenge in my mind.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

parking is challenging throughout seattle. parking is analogous to musical chairs and building without it,
assumes that your neighbor won't want a car. uber or whatever won't solve congestion - parking maybe

- but it really causes more cars to circulate and slows overall travel speed - eating into transit ridership.
alternative 2 reduces pressure to build in non-residental neighborhoods without schools and parks,
because parents w kids for sure will still need to haul those children to sports with their bats and balls etc
across town from childcare to school... and not on the backs of their bikes.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

thank you for the opportunity to comment on the alternatives - i favor more flexibility, more than even
contemplated by the zoning changes, but support the goals of alternative 2.3

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.
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alternative 2, the most permissive, is more protective of setbacks and rear yards than i would personally
think is appropriate. multistory secondary units are by their nature inefficient w staircases and
inaccessible for aging and disabled.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

infill housing will reduce the gross impacts of new development in large complexes. existing
neighborhoods have public resources than the new neighborhoods are missing - schools, libraries, parks,
local retail - all things that make cities communities. alternative 2 best achieves that objective supporting
more housing... the underlying real estate economics are more a function of external dynamic economy.
arecession or downturn of a major sector would do more to impact the housing market's economic
structure than this zoning change. think 2009 or boeing's impact in the 70s.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

many single family neighborhoods have by my observation, large homes with large footprints. one
wonders if those building additions were even built with permits or earlier zoning was just more
permissive.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bloom, Robert

Please adopt the following changes:

1. Lots in single-family zones should be entitled to have an AADU and a DADU or two AADUs.
2. No off-street parking should be required.

3. There should be no minimum lot size for an ADU.

4. In terms of size, should allow AADUs up to 1,200 square feet, excluding garage and storage areas,
DADUs up to 1,200 square feet, excluding garage and storage areas. Additionally, AADUs or DADUs
should be allowed to exceed 1,200 square feet if the portion of the structure in which the ADU is located
existed on December 31, 2017, and if the entire ADU is located on one level.

5. Increase height limits by 1 to 3 feet higher than existing limits, depending on
lot width. Allow 1 to 2 additional feet for a DADU that meets green roof standards.

6. The maximum household should be changed to allow any number of related people, or up to eight
unrelated people, can live on lots in single-family zones

with an AADU or a DADU. If the lot has an AADU and a DADU, the limit should be 12.

7. Height limit exceptions should be modified to allow for projections like dormers that add interior
space, subject to the provisions applicable to single-family houses.

8. The front entrance location for DADUs should be on any faA§ade if they are 10 feet from the lot line
and if located on the faA§ades facing the nearest side or rear lot line (unless abutting right-of-way).

9. Impose Floor Area Ratio requirements. New construction should be subject to FAR limits in single-
family zones. New houses (i.e., principal structures) should be subject to a FAR limit of 0.5 or 2,500
square feet, whichever is greater. Below-grade floor area and floor area in DADUs should be exempt. For
existing houses in single-family zones exceeding the FAR or 2,500-square-foot limits should be allowed
to convert existing space to an AADU and add a DADU subject to the size limit above.
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10. In terms for rear lot coverage, the code should be changed so that 60 percent of arear yard can be
covered by a DADU and other accessory structures, if the DADU is 15 feet or less in height. Rear yard
coverage for structures other than a DADU should not exceed 40 percent.

11. Find ways to reduce permitting costs.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Bostrom, Kevin

| support alternative 2
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bradford, Ethan

I'd like to see a maximum density option. There are a couple of features in Option 3 that allow more
density than Option 2, in particular allowing two AADUs. Given the severity of the housing shortage in
Seattle, we need the most density we can reasonably achieve.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seems clear enough.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Brandalise, James

As long as they are limited to rear yards, | will not--despite having an almost 18,000 square foot lot--be
able to construct a DADU. My lot is over 285 feet long, but the house is situated at the rear, and the back
yard is inaccessible for building.

| would very much like to construct a DADU, because despite owning my own home, | am close to being
displaced by the rising tax burden. Being displaced from a home my father built with own hands in 1963,
adjacent to the Rainier Beach urban farm that he grew up on (I am not very happy with Seattle at the
moment).

» DADUSs can be located in front of the main house if it is outside of the required front yard. Please
see Exhibit 2-6 that illustrates required yards in single-family zones.

| would be in favor of Action Alternative 2, although | do not believe that it provides enough financial
incentives--fee reductions--to convince me to build a DADU, as much as | would like to.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Bronson, Eric

| live in district 6, in Greenwood just off of Aurora. | wish that ADUs were plentiful in my neighborhood.
That would make Greenwood a more vibrant place to live and play. It would also allow more folks of
diverse income levels to live in an area that has high access to opportunities.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:
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1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.

5-101



Accessory Dwelling Units

Final EIS
October 2018

5-102

Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Brooks, Kyle

| prefer as loose of regulations around building accessory units as possible. Excessive regulations like
owner-occupancy and parking minimums slow down our ability to build new housing and therefore
prevent housing costs from decreasing.

Of the options available, | support Alternative 2 as the best path forward for Seattle. However, | would
prefer an even less restrictive approach to building accessory units that would allow for triplexes and
quadruplexes in areas zoned for single family.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code and the frequent comment response regarding multifamily zoning.

ADU's are a good way to strike a balance between redevelopment and preserving historical buildings
because they allow homeowners to build housing adjacent, below, or on top of existing "legacy”
structures. For this reason, ADU's will help preserve Seattle's architectural heritage.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Too much of Seattle's growth has been absorbed by high-density areas, which tend to be poorer than
single family areas. Allowing AADU's and DADU's to be built will help distribute the burden of Seattle's
increasing population more equitably by allowing single family neighborhoods to make contributions to
density.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We cannot fight global warming without building dense housing. The environmental review process
should remember that every ADU built in Seattle prevents sprawl in the suburbs and shortens commute
times and greenhouse gas emissions.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning the proposal’s effects on climate change.

We must eliminate single family zoning in Seattle.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for
the construction of ADUs. Changes to the underlying zoning are not considered as part of the
proposed Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of the EIS.

Reducing car use is essential for fighting global warming. Also, advances in our region's public
transportation, in self-driving cars, and in the availability and cost of electric bicycles are all dramatically
decreasing the public's demand for street parking. For these reasons, | believe we should not have
parking minimums for ADU's.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Property taxes should be able to provide for the increased utilization of public services due to building
ADU's.

Adding fees to the development of accessory units will reduce overall housing affordability.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Brown, Richard

| support Alternative 1(No Action Alternative)
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Buhlmann, Glen

We need to make it easier to build more housing of every type in every part of the city. | support
alternative 3. However, | don't think we need to require any parking evenif 2 or 3 D/ADU's. We have too
much parking already. Requiring more will just make the homes more expensive and this is only being
considered to appease wealthy homeowners who feel that they own the on-street parking in their
neighborhoods and anyone new who moves into the neighborhood wouldn't have any similar claim to
owning it. This is nonsensical. Do not require additional parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Every neighborhood has multi-family housing since it used to be legal everywhere in the city. We
created single family zoning and setback requirements to artificially inflate the cost of housing in white
neighborhoods to keep out people of color. Stop supporting these racist policies. They must go.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

It is not the city's business to worry about maintaining the wealth of landowners. This is not medieval/
feudal times. The existing homeowners are not lords. Allowing ADU's will prevent displacement. It will
allow cost-burdened homeowners to be able to afford their mortgages by giving them income from 1 or 2
ADU/DADU's.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We need to abolish single family zoning. It was created for racist reasons to keep white neighborhoods
white. The city cannot continue to support this relatively recent restrictive zoning. Townhomes and
small apartment buildings used to be legal everywhere in the city. Stop listening to wealthy single family
homeowners who are digging up every excuse they can think of so they don't have to admit that they
don't want brown, black or not-wealthy people living near them.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations regarding multifamily dwelling units and rezoning
single-family zones are outside the scope of the EIS.

More housing. More housing of all types. More housing everywhere. Get rid of single family zoning
and minimize setback requirements for all housing. These were created for racist reasons to segregate
neighborhoods. Seattle needs to stop supporting these policies which are still allowing wealthy white
neighborhoods to exclude others from living there.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADU/DADUs are for people with less income than those who own or rent SFH's. These are people who are
less likely to own cars. It makes absolutely no sense to require any additional parking even if building 2 or
3 ADU/DADUs. Get rid of the parking requirement and choose the Alternative 3 which allows more ADU/
DADUs

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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This is nonsense. The number of homes we are talking about is infinitesimal. It will have no impact.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Burke, Cynthia

| believe Alternative 2 is the path to take.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is the best option
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is the best option
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is the best option, although the owner should have the option to specifically say there is no
parking for the unit and show a preference for non-car renters.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is the best option
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thanks for sharing analysis. | think a property-tax reduction in exchange for below-market rental rates
on DADU should be part of policy. Lower rents could allow more people who earn below median to live in
the city. That includes new college grads, teachers, city workers, restaurant workers, etc.

Lower property taxes allow homeowner to limit tax costs after incurring significant costs to improve to
their property to provide a rental.

The homeowner is taking on one of the social responsibilities - providing lower-income housing - that
the city might otherwise have responsibility for - and should receive some tax relief as long as they rent
-20% below market (or whatever a reasonable percentage would be).

While the homeowner may increase their equity by adding a DADU, until they sell the house and receive
the equity, they are only taking on risk (the house may NOT increase in equity over time), taking on
construction expense, and losing space and privacy. The ROl rate for a DADU with rents at market rates
is about 6-8 years, not including property tax rate increases. The ROl rate with rent below market rates is
about 10-15 years, not including property tax rate increases.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs.
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Burke, Paula

None of the action alternatives appear to have probable significant impacts. This EIS does an excellent
job of demonstrating the overall lack of impacts from providing another option for addressing a critical
housing shortage.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support the preferred alternative.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Burns, Gust

| encourage the adoption of Alternative 2.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support the elimination of "single family zoning" and the legalization of plexes (duplexes, triplexes,
fourplexes, etc.)
» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for

the construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations regarding multifamily dwelling units are not
considered as part of the proposed Land Use Code change

| support the elimination of parking requirements.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cababa, Sheryl

The parking requirement needs to be removed. Our neighborhood has good access to public
transportation, to bike shares, and alternatives to driving. It does not make sense to require parking as
it's possible to reside in the neighborhood without a car. Most households -- including mine -- do not
have space to add parking, but do have room to add an ADU or backyard cottage.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The parking requirement needs to be removed. Our neighborhood has good access to public
transportation, to bike shares, and alternatives to driving. It does not make sense to require parking as
it's possible to reside in the neighborhood without a car. Most households -- including mine -- do not
have space to add parking, but do have room to add an ADU or backyard cottage.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cantor, Clara

We need to allow multiple in-house and detached units. It doesn't make sense that a large home with

a basement apartment or two in-house apartments can't make use of a large property to also build a
backyard cottage. In fact, families already used to sharing space with others might even be more inclined
to build a backyard cottage than others. Are we worried about creating too many homes for people to
live?
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Additionally, get rid of the unrelated occupants limit. | have lived over the course of my life with

many people who were unrelated to me. This is not the city's concern, and is rooted in racist, classist,
assumptions about renters. Similarly, the owner-occupancy rule is unnecessary and should be removed. If
an owner were to have to suddenly move for any reason, it doesn't make sense to have to evict residents
and board up their backyard houses. Renters are just as valuable to a neighborhood as homeowners, and
the rules shouldn't treat them differently.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More height for green roofs. Don't we want people to help retain stormwater during big rains? Green
roofs are ideal for Seattle and we should be actively encouraging and incentivizing their construction.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The permitting process needs to be streamlined - in our current affordable housing state of emergency
we should be making it easier for people to create housing units, on their own properties, not more
difficult.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Remove the parking requirement. Why would a city that claims to want to reduce driving and greenhouse
gas emissions require people to build car parking spaces whether they own a car or not? The city is
actively reducing parking requirements in other developments near public transit. Why keep this
antiquated rule in play?

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Population has actually decreased over the last 50 years in most of these areas zoned for single-family
homes. This means that public utilities have not been growing with the city's actual population. Scaling
public utilities for growth in single-family zones can happen and will happen the same as it's happenedin
all other zones in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We should be planning a city with more urban density, and backyard cottages are a perfect way to do so.
Restricting large swaths of valuable land to single-occupancy homes doesn’t make sense from a land use
perspective at all. Traditionally, backyard cottages are most often used by family members, friends, and
others that are in need of an affordable place to live. Help Seattleites help others by allowing them to
build backyard cottages.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Caroline Umeda

As someone who has lived in ADU units for 12 of the 14 years | have lived in Seattle, | am strongly in
favor of removing regulatory barriers that currently limit the construction of these housing options.
ADU units have been affordable, flexible, safe, and community-building housing options for me,

and have substantially impacted my quality of life in a city where affordable housing has become
extremely challenging to find. | believe ADU units bring needed diversity to Seattle's housing options.
They offer flexibility for many individuals who are either new to Seattle, here on short term bases, in
transition, or those looking to invest in a neighborhood community. As a graduate student, ADU units
opened up neighborhoods close to the UW campus that otherwise would be off limits to me as a renter
and someone living on a graduate student stipend. They allowed me the opportunity to investina
neighborhood and build relationships with my landlords who owned and lived in the main portion of
the homes. They offered flexibility in lease terms and other logistics that large property management
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companies do not. ADUs are a key part of the solution to Seattle's affordable housing shortage and
barriers to their construction must be addressed and removed.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Caron, Chad

The expense and effort of adding units to an existing property requires too much time for most home
owners already struggling with time. The easier the city makes it to add density, the faster it'll address
the housing crisis. Alt. 2 provided is a good start, but does not go far enough addressing the density
required to maintain (let alone increase) affordability with the current zoning law. Make it easier.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs.

Alt. 2 is preferable for affordable housing development.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alt. 2 is just relaxed enough to help encourage me to add a dadu to my property.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cary, Cameron
Dear Ms. Pennucci and the Seattle City Council,

As Seattle rental rates are continuing to increase and home ownership is out of reach for many, many
of my friends and colleagues are choosing to move out of Seattle for cheaper cities such as Tacoma,
Bellingham, or Vancouver. Some are moving closer so they can still work in Seattle, but | myself am
considering moving several hours away and finding new employment as Seattle is no longer a livable
location for the middle class or under.

ADU's are a solution that everyone can love. By increasing housing stock, they help keep rental prices
down""and they provide flexibility for homeowners, who can leverage their positions to help defray their
cost of living, while also providing housing for others. | strongly support additional housing, because
want Seattle to be affordable, and households living in dense, transit-rich cities typically generate V4 to
4 the climate-destroying CO2 of those displaced to the suburbs. Neither of the existing "alternatives”
maximizes the benefits and flexibility, though Alternative 2 is a good start. | strongly urge the following
changes, but only if they wouldn't trigger another round of EIS (we can't afford the delay):

NO PARKING REQUIREMENT because requiring parking for ADUs that means we're privileging space for
cars over housing for people.

Lots should be allowed 2 ADU's and a DADU; we want to encourage the subdivision of existing large
houses, especially for empty-nesters.If someone has divorced or their kids have left home and they have
space for a DADU and also a 2500 square foot house, it's good for everyone if they can do 2 ADU's as
well as the DADU: it creates more affordable units, and allows people to stay in their own homes when
circumstances change. See this Portland study about "“internal conversions”.

Remove the owner-occupancy requirement; it discriminates against renters and and greatly
disincentivizes building ADUs. Would you build and rent out a backyard cottage if you knew that its
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existence would block you from later moving out and renting your main house? Additionally, why
shouldn't existing rental houses also be able to add ADUs?

Incentivize affordable rentals by eliminating development charges for units when owners commit to
holding them as rentals affordable to people making under 60% AMI for 15 years.

Incentivize green building standards like passivhaus and "living buildings”, by eliminating development
charges on any units built to those standards.

Incentivize rentals of more than one month by lowering development charges for homeowners who
commit to month-plus-long rentals for at least 10 years (to encourage rentals for residents, and not
AirBNB units).

Streamline permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to ADU/ DADU projects. With just three
dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit reviews to a matter of weeks rather
than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of available zoning departures, such as 2
extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots or green roofs, residents who want to build an ADU have a
clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

No MHA Fees. MHA fees can add 15K+ to the cost of an ADU, thus making it less likely people will build
them. Much better to lower costs on ADU's held affordable, as mentioned above.

Lower the minimum square footage for lots that can support DADU's and ADU's to 2500. A 2500 sq. ft.lot
can easily support a 2-story house with a footprint of 800 sq. ft. and an ADU inside, and also a DADU with
a 400 sq. foot footprint.

We need to enable ADU's, not just allow them. These changes could make a big difference to how much
affordable new housing gets built.

Sincerely,

Cameron Cary

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Cassidy, Sean
The link for this chapter is incorrectly pointing to 4.3 Aesthetics.

Adding parking requirements will raise the cost of building ADUs, which will raise rents overall. Rising
rents is only good for rich landlords and hurts poorer renters.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Strong preference for Alternative 2, followed by Alternative 3
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADUs have no significant negative effect on aesthetics
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Looser regulations (like Alternative 2) for ADUs will help keep families together, lower the rent burden,
and not substantially change the neighborhood characteristics.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Population density is a good thing and will help the environment overall
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Strong support for ADUs!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

CAST Architecture

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland and
Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread problems
with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for regulation.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Catalano, Gus

Alternative two is the best approach for two reasons:
- No Far Limit

- Aid with predevelopment costs

However Alternative 3 does have MHA requirements that should apply, for a 2nd ADU and that's should
be incorporated into Alternative 3.

Additionally the lot coverage rules specially how they are not changed is not good. Neither of the
Alternatives attempts to save this. In very small lots <5,000 sq ft, which is a lot of Seattle SFH, the
houses already existing cover a significant amount. It would limit the size of ADUs in smaller lots to the
point it's not worth it. On my particular lot, | wouldn't be able to build one larger than 300sq ft, that's
barely a studio. | think the lot coverage limit should go through one of these changes:

- Increased for smaller lots to Lots less than 5,000 square feet: 1,000 square feet plus 25 percent of lot
area
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- DADUs inrear yards next to an alley are not subject to lot coverage so long as they are under 800sq ft
(or some other number)

This will help increase how many DADUs can actually be built.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 and 3 are good, it will keep houses from being torn down while increasing density
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| disagree with the impacts of displacement/affordability. Since in smaller lots you're not able to build
DADUs that are worthwhile (a studio doesn't count) I'm encouraged to demolish my existing house and
make a giant one. The new house will be more expensive and makes house prices rise even more. Not to
mention the effects on architecture and the neighborhood character.

With the current alternatives only large lots can have DADUs. Basically anything under 65th st in north
seattle will not be able to have DADUs, these are small lots by far. You're going to be pushing DADUs to
the outskirts of the city where while there is more space, there is less opportunity. Not everyone want's
to have an apartment in their home.

Notice that in most of your examples, you either use a 3000 sq ft lot or a 5000 sq ft lot, nothing in
between and nothing with a single-floor house which is fairly common.

» Thank you for your comment.

Please relax limits for lots between 4,000 and 5,000 sq ft on lot coverage.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of lot coverage requirements. As established
in Seattle Municipal Code 23.44.010, the maximum lot coverage does vary by lot size. For
lots under 5,000 square feet, the maximum lot coverage allowed for principal and accessory
structures is 1,000 square feet plus 15 percent of lot area. The maximum lot coverage for a lot of
any size is not proposed to changed; adding a DADU to 3,200 sqaure foot lot would require that
the main house and any other structures on the lot have not already exceed the maximum lot
coverage allowed.

Both alternatives have downsides that are unavoidable. | suggest you do two things to mitigate the
impacts:

- Provide more relaxed limits for green roofs (like the height limit) or for planting trees (that are then
protected for x number of years)

- Entice the ADUs to be near high frequency transit areas with lower limits, again these are in parts of

seattle that are old and have lots of small lots. The limits that currently exist will push ADUs to places

with less opportunity

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred

Alternative includes additional height for a broader range of green building strategies. In terms
of incentivizing ADUs near frequent transit, the objective of the EIS is to increase the number
and variety of housing choices in single-family zones throughout the city, including areas near
transit.

| think something that is missing here is encouraging DADUs with garages underneath, while this

increases the height, it won't impact parking spaces as much.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Cave, Donn

The approach described in Appendix A does not adequately account for the economic factors associated
with the removal of the owner occupancy requirement, in Alternative 2.

If you refer to the previous SEPA appeal decision, see findings of fact item 28 and conclusions item
9, showing that this change exposes a new option for global real estate investment capital, that isn't
accounted for in the historical trends that the Appendix A approach relies on for the scale of impact.
Whether value analyses are accurate or not, if orders of magnitude more capital is available for only
certain outcomes, that seems very likely to affect the results, and no hint of this is to be expected in
historical performance, where the owner occupancy requirement has always been in force.

The observation (page 4-13) that lower priced areas may be rising faster in value, spotlights the obvious
consequences for this effect, in terms of displacement.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which would
eliminate the owner-occupancy requirement, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
which analyzes removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.

Chapman, Paul (Member of Welcoming Wallingford)

Remove the parking requirements. These requirements increase the cost of creating housing, making it
less affordable. They also restrict the number of parcels where housing can be built. Most importantly,
given global climate change, our city should encourage less personal car use rather than more is
environmentally prudent. Removing the parking requirements

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Allow Permits for AADUs entirely within an existing house under Subject to Field Inspection rules,
rather than the full permit process. There is very little difference between finishing a basement with a
bathroom and wet bar and constructing an AADU. The full permit process adds thousands of dollars to
the cost of an AADU because it demands the services of an architect.

Remove the owner occupancy requirement. While | know there are some concerns over the
financialization of housing, even more concerning are the restrictions on rental housing that are created
by the owner occupancy requirement. We already allow rentals of entire houses, and of apartment
buildings. Requiring owner occupancy in perpetuity means that it is impossible for home owners

to downsize while maintaining their property as a rental. To placate opposition, reasonable owner-
occupancy requirements would be acceptable, such as requiring that a legitimate owner be resident on
the property for a year, including after each sale of the property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Thank you for your hard work on this Draft EIS!

The ADU DEIS demonstrates that there are no significant impacts to policy changes that make it easier
for homeowners to build more housing that integrates well with existing neighborhood development. By
creating options for homeowners to build additional housing within the stereotypical characteristics of
single-family housing helps

1. Create much needed housing to ameliorate the housing affordability crisis,

2. Without creating adverse impacts to the physical characteristics of single-family zones,
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3. While reducing the number of houses torn down and replaced with McMansions because the existing
structure can now support more value,

4. And providing homeowners options to withstand cost of living increases by using their property to
generate additional income.

| prefer Alternative 2, with certain changes:

1. I prefer that you research allowing 2 AADUs plus a DADU as in Alternative 3. Given that we are not
changing lot coverage or materially changing the maximum envelope for the main house, this is a non-
impactful way to provide additional family-sized housing in our neighborhoods.

2. | prefer you investigate changing the rules for lot coverage to exclude non-permeable decks higher
that three feet from counting against the 35% lot coverage limit. This limit currently prevents additional
housing without creating any environmental benefits.

3. | prefer you investigate decreasing the costs for building ADUs by:

3a. Permitting AADUs entirely within an existing house under Subject to Field Inspection rules, rather
than the full permit process. There is very little difference between finishing a basement with a
bathroom and wet bar and constructing an AADU. The full permit process adds thousands of dollars to
the cost of an AADU because it demands the services of an architect.

3b. Reducing/eliminating the cost for sewer hookups for DADUs. The $15,000+ fee to begin sewer service
for a tiny house is prohibitive. As an example, the city and county could explore a rebate system on the
fees in return for maintaining the DADU with below market rents.

| agree with the DEIS Alternative 2 conclusions that the following won't have adverse impacts. |
encourage you to maintain this in the final EIS and ordinance.

1. Removing parking requirements. These requirements increase the cost of creating housing, making it
less affordable. They also restrict the number of parcels where housing can be built. Most importantly,
given global climate change, our city should encourage less personal car use rather than more is
environmentally prudent. Removing the parking requirements

2.Removing the owner occupancy requirement. While | know there are some concerns over the
financialization of housing, even more concerning are the restrictions on rental housing that are created
by the owner occupancy requirement. We already allow rentals of entire houses, and of apartment
buildings. Requiring owner occupancy in perpetuity means that it is impossible for home owners

to downsize while maintaining their property as a rental. To placate opposition, reasonable owner-
occupancy requirements would be acceptable, such as requiring that a legitimate owner be resident on
the property for a year, including after each sale of the property.

3.No MHA requirements. By allowing 2 AADUs within a structure without any MHA requirements, we can
incentivize the creation of low-impact family sized housing by existing homeowners.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of what is included related to reducing costs
and the frequent comment response regarding requests for additional changes to the Land Use
Code.

Reduce/eliminate the cost for sewer hookups for DADUs. The $15,000+ fee to begin sewer service for a
tiny house is prohibitive. As an example, the city and county could explore a rebate system on the fees in
return for maintaining the DADU with below market rents.

» Capacity charges are levied by King County; the City does not have authority to waive those
fees. King County has two studies underway that may lead to changes to the capacity charge,
including charges for a new ADU. See kingcounty.gov/services/environment/wastewater/
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capacity-charge/review-studies.aspx for more information. Please also see the frequent
comment response regarding King County Sewage Treatment Capacity Charges.

Chiachiere, Frank

| wholeheartedly support Alternative 2. As a homeowner, | want to see more options for people of
different incomes in my community and my neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Childs, Brian

Parking is a huge problem. These structures rarely have or are required to provide parking. The timeline
disconnect between public transportation infrastructure and efforts to reduce car ownership make this
areal problem. | do not want to see more ADUs in our neighborhood primarily because developers who
do not live in the neighborhood are adding more units at a total disregard for the character of those
neighborhoods. Existing homeowners bought both a property and a community, and these kinds of units
dramatically change the quality of life ... again, because of parking, congestion, and the aesthetic they
bring. Please don't allow these units anymore.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Chong, Jessica

My husband and | have been renting in Seattle and are about to close on a house. We have a new baby
and my mother is planning to move to Seattle to help take care of our baby (and future kids). She cannot
afford to buy her own place given Seattle prices, and there aren't rentals near our future home. We
would like to build an ADU or DADU on our future property so that she can live with us. We almost put
offers on 5 houses that we had to rule out because the houses just barely did not meet the current,
restrictive DADU requirements, even though the properties actually had plenty of lot space overall.

For example, some of the lots did not have space for a parking space - which should not be a problem
because my mother does not drive a car. Also, many lots had a garage that was ripe for adding a second
story to support an apartment upstairs while still allowing a parking space for us, but then we would not
have enough square footage left for her living space. The current rules forced us to prolong our house
search 6 months more than if we had had more flexibility in building a DADU in the future. During those 6
months, average Seattle housing prices increased by >$200,000!! We'd love to live in a multigenerational
setup while still maintaining our desires for privacy and independent living.

The proposed changes that are most important to us are:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number
.Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area

More allowable rear yard coverage.

.Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs.

.Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

5-113


http://kingcounty.gov/services/environment/wastewater/capacity-charge/review-studies.aspx

Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Christensen, Charles

| like option 3. It seems to balance housing and parking needs well.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Christianson, Liane

| support alternative 2 in order to add a Dadu to my home
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Totally support option 2 and have been waiting for this for a few years now. Thanks for considering it. |
hope it passes.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Don't see any impact here
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Having this option will enable me to stay in my house longer as a retired person | will not be able to
afford my mortgage without more income and would need to move. | have owned my home since 1986,
remodeled it in 2008 and do not want to move.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

My property is large enough for a another accessory dwelling on the property. It is 1/2 block from bus
and a short bus ride to light rail and the Univ of WA

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Wedgwood is a walking neighborhood and many owners here walk everywhere. Think it would have a
very small impact on the neighborhood

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Am already impacted by people parking here for the bus etc. and | plan on providing parking on the
property

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Chu, Gerry

| support changing Seattle law to make it easier to build ADUs / DADUs. We need to build more housing.
Having ADUs will not significantly change neighborhood character, and neither should neighborhood
character be viewed as static.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Clark, Gina, , Master Builders Association

When done correctly, ADUs and DADUs can have little to no significant impact on the character or
aesthetics of a neighborhood community. Design, land use, and aesthetic guidelines that consider
backyard coverage limit, bulk, scale, building height, overhangs, roof lines, architectural features, and
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landscaping, to name a few, can help blend and integrate ADUs and DADUs into existing buildings. Under
the draft EIS, the City of Seattle has determined that both Alternatives #2 and 3 have no significant
impact on aesthetics because of the regulations that are currently or will be in place to keep design
features flexible to incentive construction while preserving community character. The Master Builders
Supports limiting regulations that hand tie design and over regulate, creating barriers to construction,
disincentivizing production, and increasing cost.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

In a time of rising housing costs and decreasing supply, the Master Builders Association supports the
City of Seattle's efforts to increase the number and variety of housing choices available in single-family
zones by making it easier for property owners to permit and build ADUs. Alternative #2 would result in
the construction of 3,300 units over 10-years with no significant impacts to utilities, schools, or EMS.
While overall citywide and regional affordability will remain a concern, the addition of 3,300 units adds to
housing supply, reducing pressure in many ways including entry level housing, the "missing middle" and
for those wishing to age in place. Alternative #2 also allows for a maximum square foot of 1000 without
significant additional regulations, including FAR or off-site parking, keeping footprint and design flexible,
design flexible, not impacting FAR calculations on the main home, and not requiring owner occupancy

of the ADU or main home. Anything that can be done to reduce regulatory cost on production will help

to reduce the cost on renters and owners. This provides incentive to construct, as well as design and
building flexibility on the lot to enhance integration of the building into the lot and character of the
neighborhood, taking into account height, setbacks, and other surrounding aesthetics. Maintaining
regulation that balances environment, smart growth, and a healthy housing supply to reduce cost can

be maintained with early, open, and frequent communication with all deeply engaged stakeholders in

the home construction process. The Master Builders Association stands ready to work closely with the
City of Seattle to work on these tough issues to further reduce regulatory barriers while protecting the
environment, community character, increasing housing supply, and reducing cost.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 will allow for the construction of 3,300 units and provide additional housing choices with a
range of size, location and alternative housing options at price points that do readily exist. Alternative #2
will also result in less tear downs than Alternative #1, and about the same as Alternative #3, preserving
existing housing in communities, community character, and hopefully resulting in less gentrification.
Construction of ADUs will be broadly scattered throughout the city in neighborhoods of varying
socieconomic differences, each with unique demographics and current and future needs. Some have

a need for more student housing, some a need to fill gaps for more senior housing, others a need for
more workforce housing. But all have a need for more accessible and attainable housing at price points
that are currently difficult to find within (or outside) the city. By building ADUs, the desire is to take the
pressure off other types of units to open those markets to other renters and buyers who can afford that
product. The Master Builders supports this shift in market pricing without tearing down current units or
broadly gentrifying neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

While 3,300 units over 10 years can and will help increase housing supply and attainability for certain
sectors of the population, the units will be spread out over the city, and likely not densely centered in a
particular neighborhood or community. It would provide housing for 2,160 more residents over a 10-year
period which would be a minor, at best, increase. If ADU or DADU production does happen to center in

a particular community or neighborhood, density or production can be offset by limiting the maximum
number of people per ADU, and design standards and regulations that remain flexible to maintain
community character within the footprint of the project. The Master Builders also supports increased
density that is consistent with updates to the city's Comprehensive Plan and HALA's recommendations
to provide for and increase the type of accessibility to housing within the city. With limited buildable
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land in production within the city limits, it is paramount that the city maximize the current land available
within the Urban Growth Area to meet density targets, maximize investment in infrastructure including
transit, and create jobs/housing balance that brings equitable investment to all communities while
producing housing at all price points in production.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Although the draft EIS determined the addition of ADUs and DADUs would not have a significant impact
on off-street parking, it was acknowledged, and the Master Builders agrees, there is the potential for
adverse impacts on particular blocks within certain areas as production of ADUs and DADUs commences.
While on-site and off-site parking requirements can add a significant and at times costly regulatory
burden to developers and builders, it can also be a significant issue for neighborhoods already struggling
with challenging off-street parking realities. In addition, incentives for the construction of on-site
parking is often necessary to accommodate the reality of the need for some individuals or families to
own a car (single-moms who shuttle children, those with inflexible work schedules, those who must

work more than one job not within the city, those not within a 1/2 mile of bus service). While the Master
Builders does not disagree with the analysis conducted by the City, the reality could be that the parking
and transportation debate is not over as ADUs and DADUs are constructed and full community buy-in

is needed on a project-by-project basis. The Master Builders urges the City to remain open about the
possibility of parking incentives and flexibility in the future as projects are constructed, and neighbors
comment about the need for additional parking as ADU and DADU production begins.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The City of Seattle has determine no significant impacts the level of service for sewer, water, utilities,
schools or EMS. The Master Builders Association would tend to agree the construction of ADUs and
DADUs under either Alternative #2 or 3 would be widespread throughout the city and over a 10-year
period, resulting in little to no significant impact to these services.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Clark, Judy

Parking availability is already a crisis. We have already exceeded the availability of street parking in our
neighborhood of Capitol Hill, as well as at our son's house on Beacon Hill, while public transportation
does not appear to be keeping up with the demand. | believe that any building, DADU, ADU, apartment or
condo should include off street parking.

» Please see the frequent comment response discussion parking impacts.

It is time to change the land use code for DADUs and ADUs! For those of us who want to build a new
unit, the price of building keeps increasing, while the city prevents the addition of new rental unitsin a
housing crisis by deferring the vote.

The lack of changes in the land use code encourages more illegal units. It is better to have reasonable
rules, safe units and more fees for Seattle with a change in the land use code

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative #2 is best for our neighborhood with the 2 exceptions: There should be a parking requirement
of 1 parking space/ unit as in alternative #3, and the owner should be on premises part of the year for



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

accountability purposes. | found the FAR limit confusing, and the present lot coverage limit is sufficient.
Present maximum gross floor area limits are highly restrictive, and the proposed 1000 square foot limit
for DADUs, excluding garage and storage areas, is essential.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The addition of more AAUs and DADUs would keep more owners in their homes and fewer apartments in
the neighborhoods. This land use code change is a win-win for Seattle residents.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Collins, Drew

| think that there are flaws in all alternatives, but that the city should choose the policy that allows the
greatest number of ADUs to be built and with the least restrictions on owner-occupancy or parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| would like to be able to afford a house and ADU legislation should help housing affordability. | would
gladly live inan ADU.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We have a housing crisis.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We have a housing crisis.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We have a housing crisis. Single family zoning is racist.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Ignore parking.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Connolley, Melissa

We NEED less parking to keep people out of traffic, we should be limiting parking and forcing our public
to utilize community based transit, walking or riding. | support Alternative 2.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 meets most of the needs in our city; invites housing and use of public transportation.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Neighborhoods are essential to calling a city HOME, to keep the nature of the neighborhoods, ADU's are

agood use.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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We NEED more neighborhood alternatives to take out homes and putting in box style apartments, this
ADU's provide for maintaining HOME/NEIGHBORHOOD while increasing housing. Alternative 2 still
preferred.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 does limit parking needs, this is GOOD, we need to get people out of cars and utilizing
public transportation.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Still on Alternative 2 - so many older resident could use the added income of renting out an accessory
dwelling in order to maintain their home in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Crosser, Nicholas

If Owner occupancy requirement remains | will be forced to stop offering ADU as an affordable housing
option. Owner Occupancy requirement of ADU’s is unjust, not required of other rental housing sectors
and should stop immediately. This requirement hurts middle class families trying to keep their house.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Unfortunate that removal of owner occupancy requirement is only under Alternative 2 and not 3. If
Owner Occupancy mandate remains | will have to get rid of my ADU decreasing an affordable housing
option. Removal of owner occupancy requirement allows me to keep my house that | worked so hard for
if I need to move due to work but ever hope of coming back to the home that | own one day. Keeping the
owner occupancy requirement places an undue burden on a middle class family like mine just trying to
keep their own house. It makes no sense that currently | have to live on the property of the ADU but |
can by all means own several other rental properties in Seattle and not have to live there. Living on the
property has not been proven to make for a better landlord. It is not a requirement for landlords to live
on the property for other types of rentals and ADU's should be absolutely no different. It is just wrong to
continue to force this upon owners trying to increase affordable living options in Seattle and the owner
occupancy requirement must cease. Otherwise, | will be forced to either sell my own home or get rid of
my ADU which has provided a good option of affordable living.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cruikshank, Bill

More and more people are relying on alternative modes of transportation. Seattle is also the only major
city in the US that is seeing an increase in public transportation ridership. Car sharing and bike sharing
are become a more seamless part of our city. Alternative 2 allows for more aggressive densification
without the need for additional parking. Requiring additional parking isn't necessary and will get in the
way of ADUs being built. Alternative 2 will allow people to develop ADUs more effortlessly. Please pursue
Alternative 2

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 will help increase density in areas that are traditionally low density. Too high of a
percentage of SFH exist near Seattle's urban zones

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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In many cases it is hard to notice ADUs. They are way more aesthetically pleasing then the huge new SFH
developments seen in our neighborhoods. Alternative 2 will reduce the chance a SFH will be torn down.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

No impact to public services or utilities is predicted. Please pursue Alternative 2 for increased housing
supply.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please pursue Alternative 2 for increased overall ADU and lower percentage of tear-downs
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please pursue Alternative 2 for the increase in housing supply that will result from additional ADUs. I'm
a young adult and stress about my ability to buy a home for the first time. Relaxed ADU laws would help
me with alternative living options

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Culver, Aleksandra
Please support the most flexible options for increasing the number of new Accessory Dwelling Units.

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.
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Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Darsie, Jean

DADUs in proportion to existing buildings should be the goal. We don't need more McMansions that
change the look and feel of a neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Yes, do make the Land Use Code changes that would reduce barriers to the creation of ADUs.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Keep the requirement that the property owner live there for some time. We want to avoid creation of
AirBnBs which would be counter to the goal of making more affordable housing available to more Seattle
residents.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

DADUs in proportion to existing buildings should be the goal. We don't need more McMansions that
change the look and feel of a neighborhood.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative includes an FAR limit for single-family homes that will reduce the maximum size
allowed for new construction.



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Perhaps with a few more people living in my neighborhood, Metro will see fit to restore our service. They
left us stranded (I'm a senior citizen) with no bus services because we didn't have enough people riding
the bus.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Some sidewalks would be helpful but | don't think those are part of this proposal.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Davis, Cody

| find it ridiculous that you will allow essentially 3 units with 8 people on a lot size so small.

» To clarify, current regulations allow any number of related people or up to eight unrelated people
to live on a lot in a single-family zone, including occupants of an AADU or DADU. The Draft EIS
studied the option of increasing this to a total of 12 people on the entire lot.

| do not want my single family neighborhood re zoned.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Do not upzone our single family neighborhoods.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| love the current aesthetic of the single family home neighborhoods. It is what makes Seattle unique.
Ballard is aesthetically unpleasant because of all the young homes. Any up zoning will ruin the
neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Schools, busses, roads and other forms of public transportation are already crowded. Our infrastructure
cannot support any upzoning.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This is a terrible idea. This would have several negative impacts on the quality of life me and my
neighbor’s enjoy. Regardless of what you believe, contractors will buy the property, not give a shit about
quality or the people around them and they will ruin our single family home neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Allowing zero parking spaces for 8 people is an absolute joke. Probably the dumbest portion of this
whole proposal. Classic Seattle government engineering congestion.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

DelLucas, Karen

| am writing in support of the findings of the ADU Draft EIS (DEIS) published May 10, 2018. | particularly
want to praise the city for the historical context that was written in Chapter 3. In order to move forward,
we need to learn from our past wrongs so we do not repeat them or perpetuate them in the future. So
thank you for including this here.
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While | support the elimination of the owner occupancy requirement, | would recommend more in-depth
study of the effects this may have. It appears to be the most contested amendment and a stronger case
may need to be in documented.

| am curious, too, at whether it is possible to study the effects of inaction. "Seattle 7th most costly place
to build worldwide", http://www.djc.com/news/co/12111485.html Homeowners will still have a financial
challenge to build these units. The longer this process is drawn out, the more expensive it will be. House
sale prices are of course a part of this, too.

What is the environmental impact of our large population of homeless we are seeing on our streets and
setting up camps in available open space. Not that ADUs will be the magic solution, but it is one tool in
the toolbox for increasing housing options and spreading out the impact of growth throughout our city.

To be clear, | fully support all the options listed in Alternate 2. | have concerns about the MHA
requirements in Alternate 3. If the goal is to build more, adding to the cost burden is not the way to do it.

An added FAR suggested in Alternate 3, needs further study and bonuses could be used to incentivize
ADU construction. | would encourage the flexibility of the location of ADUs and DADUs on various sites.
The way it is currently written it would encourage basement AADUs which have their own cost challenges
and aesthetic issues. Many basements are not easily accessed and therefore are more challenging for
elders and people with disabilities. In my own home, | designed a street facing, ground level ADU, that
also has a direct access to the main house for when my parents are with us, but also can be locked when
there are renters. The main house is located more towards the back of the property.

| have neighbors who live in a big box 3300 SF house that | know wasn't designed for the 3 generations
that are living in it. All 4 bedrooms are on the upper floor. If the builders had had an incentive to design
differently, it might have had more flexibility for changing demographics. While I like the idea of FAR and
FAR bonus' for ADUs, | prefer the flexibility of not limiting the location.

Most lots in Seattle come with their own unique challenges. As an architect, | first have to help my clients
with understanding all of restraints imposed on each including zoning, building code, costs, and potential
site issues. When drafting the new code, | encourage maximum flexibility so that we can design and build
more ADUs.

Thank you,

Karen Delucas

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to
the Land Use Code and the response regarding the positive impacts of the proposal. Please
also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5. Finally, please see Section 4.1,
Housing and Socioeconomics, and Appendix A for additional discussion of removal of the owner-
occupancy requirement.

Deutsch, Rebecca, 350 Seattle

| support eliminating all off-street parking requirements for ADUs. Eliminating this requirement would
make it possible for our backyard space to accommodate an ADU/DADU and would make a difference in
our ability to proceed with building an ADU.

Also, | already park on the street, and | acknowledge that the increased density from more ADUs may
make on-street parking a little harder. | fully accept that tradeoff in order to prioritize our space for
housing people and creating dense, diverse neighborhoods. We can't privilege space for cars over
housing for people - housing is a human right, parking is not.
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Fundamentally, giving so much free space to cars means that we're building less housing, having fewer
sidewalks and bike lanes, and""of course""encouraging the use of fossil fuels that are devastating the
climate. It's time to start thinking about how we move people, not cars.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm writing in support of removing regulatory barriers around ADUs to encourage more affordable, and
low-carbon, housing options.

| want Seattle to be affordable, and households living in dense, transit-rich cities typically generate V4 to
Y4 the climate-destroying CO2 of those displaced to the suburbs. The EIS needs to cover the impacts to
climate change and carbon emissions, and in particular how the no-action alternative 1 continues on our
path of displacement and people moving further away, thus increasing longer commutes and carbon-
heavy lifestyles.

Neither of the existing “alternatives” maximizes the benefits and flexibility, though Alternative 2 is

a good start. In particular, | support a “preferred alternative” proposal that combines elements of
Alternative 2 and 3 to maximize flexibility and prioritize policies that *actively encourage* affordable
and green ADUs being built.

Further, my partner and | are considering building a ADU (or DADU) in our backyard, with the desire to
create more affordable housing in North Capitol Hill and generate supplemental income. But, we have
been daunted so far by the requirements and overhead planning/permitting costs. Reducing regulations
to allow for more flexible ADU building would help us make this goal happen.

However, all changes I'm advocating for come with the caveat that I'd only support including them if they
wouldn't trigger another round of EIS (we can't afford the delay).

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We need much, much more affordable housing and more dense neighborhoods, to address the
interlinked homelessness /housing crisis and the climate crisis. ADUs have the potential to significantly
increase housing supply in close-to-city-center neighborhoods, especially adding smaller, more
affordable units among larger single family houses in the least dense neighborhoods.

The EIS needs to cover the potentially large benefits to reducing emissions and getting us on track for
the city’'s Climate Action Plan goals from more mixed-mode and denser, affordable housing options
within our single-family-neighborhoods. We need ADUs to stop involuntary displacement to the
suburbs, where people have much larger carbon footprints. This is an essential part of an analysis of
environmental impact. Please cover the climate as part of our essential environment.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning the proposal’s effects on climate change.

| support the final "preferred alternative” option incorporating the following changes. However, all
changes I'm advocating for come with the caveat that I'd only support including them if they wouldn't
trigger another round of EIS (we can't afford the delay).

1) Lessen property line setback requirements for ADUs (or possibly allow it as an incentive for ADUs that
agree to make it affordable and/or built green). This would particularly help our situation, giving greater
flexibility to site an ADU in our backyard while preserving a few majestic old, evergreen trees. If we could
site the ADU a few feet closer to the property line, this would keep the ADU further from the trees' root
lines.

2) Remove the owner-occupancy requirement. It discriminates against renters and disincentivizes
building ADUs. While we have all intention of staying as owner-occupiers in our main house in the
foreseeable future, it has given us pause in considering building an ADU incase our life/job situation
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changes in the future. We don't want an ADU to potentially block us from later moving out and renting
our main house. Additionally, why shouldn't existing rental houses also be able to add ADUs?

3) Incentivize affordable rentals by eliminating development charges and MHA fees when owners
commit to holding them as rentals affordable to people making under 60% AMI for 15 years and/or when
homeowners commit to longer-term rentals for at least 10 years (e.g. not AirBnB units). In our case, we
would definitely agree to that deal, as we want to increase the affordable housing available in the city,
and the lower overhead costs would make it more feasible for us to build an ADU.

4) Streamline permitting as much as possible. With just three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce
the turnaround on permit reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved
stock plans with a list of available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping
lots or green roofs, residents who want to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through
permitting.

5) Lower the minimum square footage for lots that can support DADU's and ADU's to 2500. A 2500 sq.
ft.lot can easily support a 2-story house with a footprint of 800 sq. ft. and an ADU inside, and also a
DADU with a 400 sq. foot footprint. While in our case of a 5000 sqft lot, we would still be able to build an
ADU, | support all efforts to encourage more people to build more units.

6) Allow 2 ADUs plus 1 DADU. We should encourage the subdivision of existing large houses, especially
for empty-nesters, and we want flexibility for more units. If someone has divorced or their kids have
left home and they have space for a DADU and also a large house, it's good for everyone if they can do
2 ADU's as well as the DADU: it creates more affordable units, and allows people to stay in their own
homes when circumstances change.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Dimond, Al

| strongly support an increase in housing capacity and options. Alternative 2, with no requirement
for expensive/space-consuming/disruptive off-street parking, and removing the owner-occupancy
requirement, is a good step in the right direction.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Some of the best-looking side streets in Seattle are full of duplexes, triplexes, and small apartment
buildings. Unfortunately they're often on the periphery of major highways.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This study generally seems to support the idea that more ADU production, especially in more expensive
areas, should be a boon for affordability and opportunity.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Particularly on the fringes of urban villages | welcome changes to the character of existing development.
We have lots of places walkable to frequent transit and practical retail that could add a lot of people,
reinforcing these healthy qualities of urban life, with few plausible negative impacts.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Since you'll probably get lots of complaints about parking availability, | want to counter that: | don't think
parking availability should be a policy objective. On the public streets, car parking is the lowest-priority
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use of space. Off-street, any increase to the number of cars is counterproductive, adding to pollution and
congestion. "And | vote," as the saying goes... not for the car-coddling candidates!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Dodd, Bayley

Please don't increase the required street parking. We need safer streets for cyclists, pedestrians, and
buses. We don't need to accommodate for more cars!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please remove all barriers to increase the amount of ADUs!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Let's increase density!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please make it possible to increase density. We need more affordable units- apartments, townhomes,
fourplexes, etc. I'm a married young professional who dreams of buying a home and even though | make
good money with my husband, we couldn't afford a single family home. But we could afford a townhome
or a condo. Please create more townhomes!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Dodson, Bret
| support Alternative 2. Parking should not be required. Owner's should not be required to live in any unit.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support Alternative 2.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We also need to increase the area in the city that is zoned for multi-family housing.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support Alternative 2. More protected bike lanes!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Duggan, Phillip
My name is Phillip Duggan.

My household is made up of Phillip and Terra Duggan and regular family and friends as guests and
occasional roommates.

| live in District 5 in the Pinehurst Neighborhood.

| want more housing because because it's the only way we can be a welcoming city. I've got mine doesn't
mean others shouldn't have theirs. More personally, | want a city where my father doesn’t have to move
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away in order to retire. He's going to sell his house on Queen Anne but | would like him to stay in the area
and even smaller houses in our neighborhood are getting too expensive for him. | would also love for

my future kid to be able to live nearby but that also won't be possibly unless they pick a harrow range of
careers.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12 or more.

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.
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11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

eliason, michael

My name is Mike Eliason. | am a father, husband of two, social housing advocate and safe streets activist.
| live in Fremont, we own a car but rarely use it. We utilize transit and cargo bikes to get around. | want
more housing because we have zero security of tenure long term and we are effectively priced out of
Seattle because of the nearly city-wide ban on multifamily housing. Removing onerous and moronic
restrictions to ADUs and DADUs won't solve our housing crisis but it is a step in the right direction. If a
family like ours - union job, middle class, two kids in public school can't afford to live here, what does that
say about those who are less fortunate than us? We need to open up neighborhoods to more households
- especially ones that have seen declining or relatively flat population growth since the 1970s. We need
more housing in the city, more transit-oriented housing regionwide - to address our housing and climate
crises.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5. Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.
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6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12 - we could easily
support a cooperative of 3-family sized households on a typical 5000 sf lot - and this would allow more
low-income and non-market housing in single family zones. The city looked at doing this in the late 70s,
but ultimately relented to anti-housing homeowners.

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

With a federal government that is attempting to build walls to close off our country - we don't need
cities closing off entire neighborhoods from those who aren't wealthy. Our exclusionary zoning is

the byproduct of a segregationist (link: http://www.sightline.org/2018/05/23/this-is-how-you-slow-
walk-into-a-housing-shortage/) and before the first zoning ordinance, multifamily housing was legal
everywhere in Seattle. Today, it is illegal in nearly 90% of the entire city. It is long time we reversed these
classist land use policies and made for a more welcoming, more equitable, more sustainable, and more
livable city.

Regards,
Mike Eliason,

Fremont renter, dad, husband.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

remove all parking requirements for ADUs and backyard cottages.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Engelson, Andrew

| support eliminating the requirement of off-street parking for ADUs. | have a family of four and we
don't own a car. We get by on transit & car sharing, and the city is improving more and more each year in
making transit a more viable option for getting around the city. If we're going to have an affordable city,
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it needs to be dense and with robust transit system of buses, light rail, bike lanes, walking routes, and
car-sharing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| own a lot with a substantial backyard and am considering building an ADU, and Alternative 2 or 3 would
make that easier (since my home was built in 1922 and has no off-street parking). Building more ADUs
could make it easier for young people like my daughters or retired people to afford to live in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support increasing density in the city and changing zoning laws to allow many more apartment
buildings to be built to meet demand for housing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support the plan that would allow for the creation of the most ADUs and DADUs, to | support
Alternative 3.1 believe the city should go farther reducing parking requirements, and not require parking
set aside, even if 2 ADUs or 1 ADU & DADU are built.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We're in an affordability crisis in Seattle. | believe the priority should be building housing, not worrying
about the fine points of aesthetics.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Enns, Lisa

Support alternative 2, no off-street parking requirements
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Generally, | support Alternative 2, which seems to allow greater densities and fewer restrictions. As

half of a dual income, no kids couple, we can't even afford to buy a condo in our desired neighborhood.
Partnering with a family who wants to build a ADU or DADU is really the only way we can afford to move
out of our tiny one bedroom apartment and gain a small yard if we want to stay in the neighborhood
we've lived in for 10 years. Seattle needs to grow and add "missing middle" housing, such as ADU/DADUs,
rowhouses, duplexes, and small apartment buildings in SFR neighborhoods. Thank you for attempting to
make it easier to add density.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Etheredge, Nick

Alternative 2 (the most aggressive change) is great! Removing owner occupancy requirement is crucial to
maximizing number of ADU's, and removing parking is also really important. Please pursue this option.
We need as many new homes in single family zones as possible to accommodate more middle class
families!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Evans, Elise

| would like to see improved pedestrian networks, protected bike lanes (specifically, as opposed to other
bike infrastructure), and comprehensive public transit routes, hopefully reducing need for parking in
urban spaces.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am in support of Alternative 2 or Alternative 3, whichever may allow more than one ADU and the most
added numbers of housed people in a space.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| think that while aesthetics are worth considering, as buildings in a community where people live would
ideally be beautiful, that this is the least of my concern when it comes to pursuing more options for
housing in a dense city.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

There is clearly a disproportionate housing cost burden on people from racial and ethnic minorities.
Seattle has a history of housing discrimination policy against racial and ethnic minorities, and revising
current policy to allow for ADUs would be a step in the right direction to make all neighborhoods
accessible to people who have families that were unable to build equity in a house due to that housing
discrimination. The government needs to support policy that minimizes displacement of historically
marginalized groups.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

That was (all of this is) a lot of information to take in for public comment purposes. | appreciate how
well-researched this is, but it's hard for me to make concise comments with limited time with all this
information!

| think it's important to make sure shorelines are cared for and canopy of trees is maintained in a city, for
out health. If ADU's are added that decrease canopy or add to runoff, | hope owners will be responsible
for mitigating those effects.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy and updated
discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use.

Ewing & Clark, Inc.,

| am upset to hear the City is thinking that single family areas should become another place to cramin

as many people into the City as possible. The City is not thinking about the many people that have lived
in this City for years and made Seattle what it is today. More density means less area for the animals
that live in the City, less plant life from the development of added structures. More cars, pollution and
untreated water runoff. Stop this massive rezoning that will turn us into an overcrowded smog laden City.
Thank you.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fessel, Andy

Homeowners should be able to downscale to a DADU lifestyle and comfortably age in place. To deny
these older residents (you have to be older with more financial holdings to be able to afford property
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in Seattle) the right to park in their homes (have a garage), have a minimum of 1000 SF allowing 2
bedrooms and 2 baths, and to NOT include storage areas (above or below ground) denies them their
federally guaranteed right to occupy and use their property to fulfill their lifestyle neds.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Home owners should not be selectively required to have on-site parking, while many of their traditional
neighbors do not. Regulations must apply evenly to all homeowners, or to none.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Cities are not made up of single-family homes. That is the Seattle of yesteryear, when trees were
plentiful and jobs were in shipping and transportation. Seattle is now a technology driven city - and as
the downtown landscape has changed so must the residential structure and design.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Family sizes have dropped dramatically - from the average of 5 or more to a family size to a level closer
to 3 or 4. The presence of DADUs will allow for more families and young children who will keep the
neighborhoods vibrant, schools fully utilized, and usage of mass transit.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle faces the threat of continued developer destruction of the fabric of old neighborhoods and the
construction of new square box houses - built for maximum square footage at the least possible cost.
DADU's would allow for existing home owners to realize some rental from their property - and thus
afford to continue living in the neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The additional of small additional dwellings to a residential schema can take the pressure off the housing
crisis, and avoid more of the “"cubbyhole” apartment buildings that are springing up all over lower Queen
Anne and the Interbay sector.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The future of Seattle depends the presence of strong family relationships and multiple generations. It

is in risk of being a place only for the old , who continue to live in the homes they bought years ago - and
the wealthy young - who can afford the exceptionally high housing prices. DADU's allow an additional and
more affordable housing option for young families and multi-generational housing accomodations.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fessel, Melissa

Owners should not have to live on-site.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The DADU size should increase in size to 1000 sq feet - not including the garage.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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| live in a house in upper Queen Anne with my husband and we are expecting children. | would like to
be able to have my parents live in a DADU on our lot, and increasing the size of DADUs to 1000 Sq feet
makes this feasible.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Larger DADU size would allow for more families to live in family zones at an affordable cost.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Required parking space takes away from the green space in the lot.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fields, Shalon

The homeowner that is building the ADU should have to provide 1 off street parking space per unit. If
there is not enough land to do that then they should not be allowed to build the ADU.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| agree we should allow ADUs, however, additional parking should be made mandatory for Alternative 2
asitisin Alterative 3. | support Alternative 2 with additional parking made mandatory.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fies, Michael

The no change alternative is the only realistic way to preserve the parking availability current now, which
is under stress anyway.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Imagine your next door neighbor’s building becomes a high-density zoned structure that blocks your
views and the sun-light which you have always had and enjoyed. Imagine the destruction to your
enjoyment of your property and that of all the others in your neighborhood. Once gone, the character of
the street and your housing is forever gone, replaced by more noise, crowding, and stress.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

It seems like the real-estate economics cited for single-family zones, in which higher density building is
encouraged, is certainly beneficial for the construction industry and builders especially. | am opposed to
higher-density zoning. | have seen New Jersey up close do not wish to see the same thing happen here.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| think the No Action Alternative is the preferable choice. Streets are already full of cars, further crowding
is undesirable, resulting in serious degradation of quality of life. Building density increases without
concomitant parking spaces for residents of the new buildings has already caused unsurprising problems
of cars jamming residential streets at night.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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The ADU and DADU proposals might benefit builders, but property owners will in the main be
disadvantaged. And not just for a short term. | am opposed to the city-plan of such ghettoization.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The impacts of the proposed changes were presented as single impacts, and not apparently judged in
their totality. But the impacts would be city-wide and negative for all the residents. And they would be
negative for just about all residents.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Utilities services in my neighborhood were improved in the last few years after failing to provide reliable
electricity. We used to experience black-outs more often that one would expect in a modern city. But
that is we hope a thing of the past. Having to provide for higher density demands suddenly can only be
regarded with a skeptical eye, given the circumstances.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Street parking in many parts of town is difficult, sometimes not available during the daytime at all. No
change has these problems now. Imagine what the other alternatives will do to compound it into no-
solution misery.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

Electrical power where | live was dicey until an upgrade was installed a few years ago. Intensifying a great
power need with increased population density does not bode well for reliable service. No change does
not assure reliability, but the other alternatives will put more demands on a system that to me would
become questionable as to reliability.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

No change is preferable for reasons cited above.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

No change is preferable to degrading real-estate economics for existing home owners with the
other alternatives. Degradation by creating high density conditions would be permanent. It is really a
grotesque concept.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

No change is preferable. The increase of population density proposed in the alternatives will degrade
existing living conditions and create unsolvable parking problems. To create deliberately unsolvable
problems is not good for Seattle; why do it? It would be dereliction of duty to proceed with such harm.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Why create ugliness where beauty resides? No change is preferable to having continuing crowding,
unmanageable parking problems, loss of privacy, and all the problems of noise that come with high
density.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Instead of the City Council imposing top-down regulations, | think that such weighty matters should
be put to a vote so all citizens of Seattle can judge for themselves. Few matters could have more
consequence for us than these unwelcome high-density proposals.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Fitzgerald, Jac

Choose Alternative 2, but don't bother specifying "1 AADU and 1 DADU", just say "2 ADUs"
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm a homeowner in Capitol Hill, with 2 adults in a 1200sqft condo. | believe that we need to build

more housing, and make the city a more dense, transit-oriented place in order to maintain any form of
social equality and enable people to live in the city of Seattle without a job as a programmer. | believe
that loosening ADU restrictions are a good first step towards a more reasonable city zoning policy to
encourage this outcome. | also support the advocacy of various groups that have been helping push for
increased density around Seattle.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle’s houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12
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9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Why doesn't this chapter address the existence of multi-family dwellings in single-family zoned areas,
from back when zoning was more reasonable?

» Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for a discussion of the history of zoning in
the study area.

Flannery, Eliot

(1) If Seattle isn't willing to rezone large amounts of single family zoned lots the city's housing
affordability crisis will only get worse. Limits on number of unrelated people living in a single family
zoned lot serves no purpose other than to make housing more expensive. (2) Parking requirements are
downright offensive in a city with thousands of homeless citizens. We need to build more homes for
people not for cars!

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to
the Land Use Code. Please also see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred
Alternative that removes the off-street parking requirement for ADUs.

Seattle residents do not have any fundamental or even legislated right to own a car. An automobile is

a privilege. Seattle should charge much higher fees for residential parking zone permits and use the
money to build affordable housing accessible by mass transit. Low income residents already receive
discounts for RPZ permits. High income residents should pay more for RPZ permits to subsidize housing
for the low income residents.

» The proposal evaluated in the EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to the Restricted Parking Zone (RPZ) program are not considered
as part of the proposed Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of this EIS.

Thousands of homeless citizens forced to camp on the street will affect single family zoned lots’
aesthetics vastly more than any ADUs will. Serious compromise is required to address the housing
affordability crisis. The time and money spent on this aesthetics study was a waste of resources done
to appease NIMBY voters who were never going to be satisfied with the conclusions of the report in the
first place.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Fleming, Andrew
Please support the most flexible options for increasing the number of new Accessory Dwelling Units.

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house onit, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.
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Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Fletcher, Kathryn

| support getting rid of the offstreet parking requirement. | live in the CD and we have room for at least
2-3 cars per house and most of us have one or no cars and have plenty of space on the street.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| have been following this issue for several years waiting for loosening regulations. The things that have
been prohibitive for us building DADU are off- street parking regulations, owner occupancy (though we
would be living in house forseeable future but wonder about future sale issues), and general costs of
development. | like the idea of some streamline design options and reduced sewer hook up fees along
with reduced development fees for those who will rent at reduced rate. There is no time to waste as this
process has gone on a long time already.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fliss, Tim

Single family zones in Seattle have more than enough parking. In a city with an affordability crisis, this
should be the least concern. Transit and biking improvements are the right way to address people’s need
to get around. Alternative 2 is correct in eliminating parking requirements.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Flexibility in entrance locations helps keep design simple.
The elimination of the parking requirement is a major cost saving.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Backyard cottages look great and fit in just fine. They will also allow people to have more choice in living
in the size of house they want to.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Overall alternative 2 is preferable because it lowers barriers to getting ADUs built. It provides needed
flexibility in Seattle's widespread single family zones.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is less likely to encourage tear-downs than alternative 3. It will be more helpful in allowing
families to remain in their neighborhoods by extending their houses (i.e. for aging parents) rather than
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needing to move. Alternative 2 will help providing affordable housing options in the widespread single
family housing zones in Seattle. Seattle's single family housing zones have contributed to our current
housing crisis, wealth inequality and transportation difficulties. This is a change for the better.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADU's are an incremental change if anything, and hardly differ from the impacts of tearing down small
old single family houses to build giant new single-family houses. Alternative 2 is the best way to relieve
some of that pressure.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle easily has the capacity to absorb these changes. In fact many of the single family zones have
remained constant in population or dropped slightly in recent decades.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Follis-Goodkind, Maxx

Alternative 3 seems like the best action to me, HOWEVER - | don't understand why the requirement for
the owner to occupy the residence is applied to Alternative 3 and not to Alternative 2. | think this would
result in many owners not adding ADU/DADU and instead just selling properties instead of renting them.
It feels like that was added just to make Alternative 3 unrealistic/unhelpful to solving the housing needs
problem.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Foltz, Mark A., Welcoming Wallingford
Mark A. Foltz

Welcoming Wallingford

3635 Burke Ave N.

Seattle, WA 91803

markafoltz@alum.mit.edu

June 24,2018

Councilmember O'Brien, Ms. Pennucci,

| am writing to provide comments on the Council's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for backyard
cottages and granny flats ("ADUs").

First, | want to thank the Council staff for preparing a comprehensive and thorough EIS that studies the
history of single family zoning in Seattle, and in particular draws several important conclusions that set
context:

Seattle's single family zoned areas have failed to absorb an equitable amount of the city's growth.
In fact, single family zoned areas have lost population since 1970, when single family areas were
downzoned and new housing was banned.

Single family zoned areas have generally become wealthier and whiter over time. Banning new housing in
over 60% of the city's area have exacerbated Seattle's historical segregation by race and class.
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Adding housing to single family zoned areas through ADUs will not lead to significant displacement of
low income renters by tearing down rental properties. Nearly all of the single family homes on the rental
market are already out of reach to low income renters.

On the contrary, homeowners who add a revenue stream to an existing property by building an ADU will
be able to stay in their homes, helping with living expenses and sharply increasing property taxes.

My comments consider some of the 14 elements of the two action alternatives and recommends which
aspects be included or amended in the Final EIS Preferred Alternative.

Welcoming Wallingford looks forward to working with the City to shape legislation based on this EIS that
will increase affordable housing options across the city, which are desperately needed now more than
ever.

Yours,
Mark A. Foltz

Welcoming Wallingford

Welcoming Wallingford are Wallingford residents and friends who welcome more neighbors and say
"YES!in our backyard.” Our vision is a more equitable, sustainable, and inclusive Wallingford and Seattle.

CC: Seattle City Council members, Susie Levy
Number of ADUs allowed on lots in single-family zones

The entire point of this exercise is to legalize and encourage the development of new housing in single-
family zones, where it is now illegal; the past attempt to do so in 2010 has failed. In this light, a modified
Alternative 3 - that allows two AADUs or two DADUs per lot - should be included in the Preferred
Alternative.

The DEIS shows that two additional units have no adverse impacts, so why not provide maximum
flexibility? This would legalize triplex style construction in single family zones. Note that there are
many such units already in existence in Wallingford and in other neighborhoods that were historically
downzoned from multi-family zoning. Let's look at the single block that | myself live on in Wallingford:

(image copyright Sightline Institute)

Green blocks represent duplexes and yellow blocks represent units that hold 4 or more people (including
a quad-plex and a 6-unit apartment building). These have been here for decades and no one has been
complaining about them or their "adverse impacts!”

Off-street parking requirements

Please include Alternative 2 in the Preferred Alternative as it removes off-street parking requirements
from the construction of new housing. This is consistent with the recent effort by the City to unbundle
parking from rent for tenants and to reduce minimum parking requirements throughout the city. Forcing
the construction of off-street parking will essentially bundle its costs with that of the ADU, making them
more expensive or impossible to build. Moreover, the DEIS shows that Alternative 2 will minimize the
impact on tree canopy in single family areas. Some ADUs will have offstreet parking - that is fine - but
give homeowners and tenants a choice and don't force people who don't need a car to subsidize the cost
of building parking for everyone.

Owner-occupancy requirements
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Single family homeowners are free to rent their entire property - even on platforms like AirBNB - with no
owner occupancy restriction. Why should the owners of homes with ADUs face additional restrictions?
More importantly, adding owner occupancy restrictions will discourage or prohibit the construction of
new ADUs on second homes or households with seasonal occupancy, which goes counter to the goals

of this process. Finally what happens if a homeowner with an ADU has to relocate on short notice? Kick
out their tenants and tear down their ADUs? Please include Alternative 2 in the Preferred Alternative to
remove the owner occupancy requirement out of a sense of basic fairness to property owners and future
ADU tenants alike. The DEIS shows no adverse impacts for removing the owner occupancy requirements.

Minimum lot size, Gross Floor Area, and Height

In these aspects, the proposals in Alternative 2 will enable more properties to add ADUs. Please
incorporate them into the Preferred Alternative. As the City needs to continue to invest in green
stormwater infrastructure and also encourage deep green building, an extra two feet of height
throughout would permit more efficient and greener construction techniques.

Maximum Household Size

| see no reason to limit households as they are today - common sense dictates increasing the household
size in conjunction with the increase in the number of living units per lot. Please include Alternative 2 in
the Preferred Alternative and raise the limit to 12 people per lot.

MHA requirements

Out of a sense of fairness to other housing developers, and to continue to build Seattle's base of
permanent affordable housing, it makes sense to incorporate MHA in a specific fashion for a second
ADU. | recommend customizing the MHA program for ADUs in two ways.

1. Ramp up the MHA fees over time based on the number of permitted second ADUs. The first 250 (or so)
second ADUs would be fee-free, the next 250 at 25% fee etc. This will prevent MHA from immediately
discouraging the construction of second ADUs at the time the programis rolled out.

2. Allow MHA fees to be prorated for 5 years after the unit is constructed. This will allow the homeowner
to use rental income to pay off MHA instead of requiring a large upfront payment on top of construction
and permitting costs. Homeowners do not have the same access to capital as real estate investors/
developers and the MHA program should take this into account.

Please consider alternative MHA fee schedules as suggested above in the final EIS.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Note, | will be sending these comments separately by email as the form does not preserve the images or
formatting.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Fomon, Josh

Alternatives 2 and 3 are great options to create affordable housing. We should prioritize creating more
housing over aesthetics -- especially when it comes to single-family zones. Every neighborhood is already
diverse in its aesthetics -- and it always changing to accommodate new housing. Higher buildings and
mixed-use buildings add to a neighborhood's character, economy, and sense of community. Seattle
should embrace these aesthetics before any arbitrary factor such as tree canopy.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Adding ADUs, DADUs, and backyard cottages is critical for Seattle moving forward on affordable housing
and stopping from too many members of our community being pushed out of our city or even onto

the streets. Changing our land use code must be done, and a mixture of both Alternatives 2 and 3 are
important to getting this enacted properly and effectively --- with as many affordable units as possible.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle is an overwhelmingly single-family zoned city. We need to change our understanding of what
a single-family zone means, and add smaller ADUs and DADUs, and mix-used housing to drive down
the costs of living. Creating affordable housing, market-rate housing, under-market rate housing, and
affordable homes needs to be a priority to allow all Seattleites an opportunity to live and work in our
great city. Seattle should not simply be a playground for the wealthy.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle needs density and Alternatives 2 and 3 alleviate a small burden the Seattle housing affordability
crisis faces. We need either of these option, in which we lose a bit of Seattle’'s tree canopy, but gain
accommodations that could be affordable. 28% is a tremendous level of tree canopy for a city to already
have -- and there are opportunities to expand it with city- and county-owned properties that aren't
zoned for buildings or housing.

Furthermore, Seattle has an over-abundance of single-family homes. Reducing lot sizes, adding
additional ADUs and DADUs must be a priority of the city to tackle the housing affordability crisis,
property tax crisis, and housing inventory crisis. We must recognize that single-family dwellings aren't a
one-size fits all solution and invest in density and anti-displacement measures.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The best parts of Alternatives 2 and 3 are strategies that will alleviate the housing crisis, create
affordable housing, create density and vibrant communities throughout our city, and ultimately benefit
every Seattleite who is able to stay in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Parking and transportation don't matter if our neighborhoods don't have sidewalks, safe bike lanes,
safe roadways, or adequate public transportation in which Seattlites can get around. Alternatives 2 and
3 provide for the density exceptions in which Seattle is already facing a crisis -- and we need make fewer
cars a priority. Denser, walkable neighborhoods that are accessible de-prioritize the need for cars and
consequently, parking spots.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Foxley, Collin
| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1.Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2.Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

5-141



Accessory Dwelling Units

Final EIS
October 2018

5-142

3.Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4.Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6.More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7.Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8.Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12.

9.Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10.Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11.Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Foxley, Jennifer
| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1.Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
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detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2.Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3.Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4.Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6.More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7.Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8.Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12

9.Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10.Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11.Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.
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Francis, Susan

Owners should not be required to live on site. There are many single family homes that are currently
being rented in the Queen Anne neighborhood. To require people who have an ADU or DADU to live on
site is an unequal application of the law.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

DADUs should increase in size to 1000 sq. Ft not including the garage
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Making parking spaces required takes away from yard, and therefore green, space.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More density should be allowed in single family zones. It would be good to allow people to be able to live,
and therefore afford, smaller units in the single family zones.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

My residence is in Upper Queen Anne. We want to be able to build a reasonably sized DADU to live in. Our
daughter and son in law are going to live in the main house with their family.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Frisch, G

An EIS does not need the history of racism in the city. What has that to do with the proposed changes?
Seems like a topic that is placed in the EIS for political reasons unless the city is saying the proposed
changes will undo the past or solve the socioeconomics involved. If the city believes Single Family Zoning
is inherently racist, they should say so in the EIS and defend it.

» The comment is noted.

After reading the EIS, | find it totally inadequate to support or defend the proposed changes. Stating "No
Significant Impact” due to the proposed changes is totally unsupported by the information contained in
the EIS. There are no facts provided or sound study methodologies described that even begin to address
the environmental impacts caused by the proposed changes. Increasing the housing density in single
family zoned neighborhoods will obviously impact parking, traffic, tree canopies, utilities, etc. Denying it
by the authors of the EIS will not change the obvious facts.

There are too many inadequacies in the EIS to address them all in this comment form. An adequate EIS
would at least address all of the concerns raised by the hearing examiner that forced this EIS. Each issue
should be listed somewhere in the EIS and addressed with facts or sound study methodologies.

Facts and study methodologies need to address the entire city as the proposed changes apply to the
entire city. Picking certain neighborhoods/zones of the city to study is inadequate as there is a diversity
of neighborhoods/zones in the city. If a neighborhood/zone is picked to study, the EIS needs to defend
why that is representative of the entire area being impacted by the proposed changes.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Trees. Destroying the character of the city's diverse single family neighborhoods (with the existing tree
canopies and small scale) seems like a poor trade-off for few market rate housing units that would be
created. It only takes one large ADU placed in a neighborhood to destroy the aesthetics of a block. A
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visual representation of this would be easy to provide. The EIS is inadequate in assessing the loss of tree
canopy caused by the proposed changes.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy and updated
discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use, and exceptions added to the Preferred
Alternative to preserve trees.

The EIS does not provide an adequate assessment of the impacts of increased density on public services
and utilities. Especially in the older neighborhoods.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to the water, drainage, and sewer
systems.

Fucoloro, Thomas

Density allows more people to walk, bike and take transit. Homes fo people are more important than
homes for cars. Eliminate the parking requirements.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is clearly the best, though | wish it went even further.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Backyard cottages are great for aesthetics.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We need even more density.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We need more homes.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Gagne-Maynard, Will

Again, | feel that Alternative 3 is still the winner here. Despite the possibility of decreasing street
parking, the amount of space that we devote to storing people’s cars on the public right of way is unfair
to those who cannot afford or choose not to have cars.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 3 is the winner in my mind. It will allow for the creation of additional rental properties or allow
families to live together.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| firmly support the implementation of Alternative 3 to reduce the barriers for the creation of ADUs and
increase the number of housing units that we have available in our city. | think that this represents an
incredibly easy way to add density to our city and the impacts are minimal enough for this to be worth
implementing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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| think that the land use impacts are minimal enough to pursue alternative 3.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This is of 0 importance to me. We are in a housing crisis and shouldn't be worrying about how this will
affect the looks of the area.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Gaynor, Robert
Building more housing is important to stop climate change and make more affordable for everyone.
| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1.Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2.Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3.Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4 Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5.Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6.More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7.Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8.Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12
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9.Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10.Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11.Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Do not require parking. We need to move beyond everyone owning a car to stop climate change. Instead
increase transit frequency, safe streets, and electric bikes.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADUs and DADUs look great. They add more variety to the residential areas.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Expanding and improving utilities is much cheaper than continuing to increase sprawl and much much
cheaper than hot much climate change will cost.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Increasing urban density is required to address climate change.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More housing options will allow more people to afford housing.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Support the options that give the most housing options. (combination of options 2 and 3)
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Geenen, Hugh
Please support the most flexible options for increasing the number of new Accessory Dwelling Units.

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity and institutional racism through land use planning as well as inaction on
climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.
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| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing
parking is often expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and
open area over vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also
be able to create an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent
of Seattle lots fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best
access to transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages
surveyed by OPCD stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement.
Both Portland and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced
widespread problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without
need for regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately
invested in their communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority
of Seattleites are renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle’'s houses are filled with
renters (27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing
owners to make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one
attached, one detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence.
Flexibility is key, as long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned
structures.

Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such
as dormers and green roofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary
residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows
additional flexibility in design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for
1000 square feet and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more
two bedroom plus dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the
accessory dwelling unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be
constructed on top of or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained
sites. Requiring occupancy separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce
illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating
specialized reviewers to ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCI could reduce the
turnaround on permit reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock
plans with a list of available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots,
residents who want to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation
of additional attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/
gentrification. Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and
corners should also be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are
used for family, or rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

affordable housing elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own
contribution to affordable housing on their own land.

Further study needed on limiting the size of the main house. For the final preferred
alternative, we recommend that the city not include the maximum size limit on new houses proposed as
part of Alternative 3. The DEIS indicates that the size limit would make teardowns less likely and ADU
construction more likely. However, Alternative 3 also includes rules likely to impede ADU production
(owner occupancy, parking, MHA). The analysis doesn't isolate the impact of each change, so it's unclear
which change is doing what. For the final EIS, the city should conduct further analysis to assess the
effect of the house size limit in isolation. A straightforward way to do that would be to apply the size
limit to Alternative 2 and rerun the econometric model. If the city opts to include a size limit in the
preferred alternative, it should exempt all AADU floor area from the size maximum, whether below grade
or not.

Request for additional analysis to test limits. In general the DEIS shows that the action
alternatives have substantial "breathing room" for causing any adverse impacts. This suggests that rules
could be further relaxed without risk. Most importantly, the city should analyze allowing three ADUs per
lot. Analysis could be simplified by assuming an upper-bound of 50 percent increase in ADU production.
The city should also analyze a lower minimum lot size for DADUs (2,000 ft2), an allowance for two DADUs,
an increase in the maximum size for AADUs (at least 1,500 ft2), and removal of limits on the number of
unrelated occupants.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Sincerely,
Hugh Geenen

[These comments having been submitted, | would like to add that the rules around land use as well as
the requirements of the State of Washington Growth Management Act, like SEPA and the EIS process,
are dated and no longer reflect needed environmental oversight. The t Legislature needs to revisit these
tools in light of the fact that the underlying principles of them are steeped in 20th century thinking
before we fully entered our current period of a climate change emergency. The Growth Management
Act needs to be updated for the 21st century and opposed to the long history of anti-urbanism, racism
and classism that has historically driven land use and zoning in the United States. The proof that this is
the case is that these processes are used time and time again *against* the types of initiatives, growth
and development that are, in fact, more environmentally sound and more equitable than what is being
replaced or substituted or frozen in amber by anti-growth, anti-development, anti-future, anti-change
residents.]

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Gibbs, Susan

| believe thses dweelings are good for the city. They allow affordable housing and give homeowners a
means to generate income Thank You Susan Gibbs

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Glenn, Kelly

| support the removal of barriers to ADUs as an effective and economic way to increase the supply of
affordable housing. Before we invest millions in subsidized housing, we should give people a chance to
create their own and to benefit from it.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Goodman, Naomi

Please enact the following changes to the proposed ADU regulation: 1) Remove the parking requirement.
The extra car parking space takes away both indoor square footage and garden space. 2) More height for
greenroofs. Current rules make it hard or impossible to build a comfortable two-story house with a green
roof. 3) Don't count a garage as house square footage. If you build a home above a garage, why should
the garage space count against the maximum square footage of the house? 4) Allow multiple in-house
and detached units. Why can't a property have both a backyard cottage and a basement apartment? Or
two in-house apartments and a backyard cottage? We have a housing crisis in the city and these are low
impact options to a neighborhood's character while increasing the supply of housing in the city. 5) Get rid
of the unrelated occupants limit. 6)

Streamline permitting. 6) Remove the owner-occupancy rule. If someone needs to move from their

home for some reason (job, longterm family emergency, financial changes, because they want to, etc),
should they have to evict residents and board up their backyard houses? Renters are just as valuable to a
neighborhood as homeowners, and the rules shouldn't treat them differently.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Goodwin, Jennifer

Aesthetics will not be significantly impacted by allowing more ADUs, certainly no more so than what is
currently allowed.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Creating more & smaller housing options via accessory dwellings is beneficial in allowing the aging, the
young and the working class to remain in Seattle with housing they can afford vs. leaving the city. The
city has approved so few ADUs since they became legal because the applicable regulations make doing
so for many impossible.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support option 3 in order to increase options for aging homeowners to age in place, and for their
children or other renters to have more affordable options for housing without leaving the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More housing options will help the working class, the young and the elderly and will contribute to
economic diversity.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Option 3 will promote the most density in neighborhoods while maintaining single family homes and |
support that.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Homeowners contributing to available housing by creating ADUs should receive expedited permitting for
hooking up utilities to their new construction.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Gordon, Jason

Very supportive of Alternative 2 to remove barriers to create more ADUs/DADUs and therefore more
housing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Gyncild, Brie

Alternative 2 makes the most sense for a city that is desperate for flexible, affordable housing options.
Most important, we should not be requiring off-street parking for ADUs or DADUs, should not require
MHA participation (the goal of MHA is to provide affordable housing, which ADUs and DADUs already
help with), and should not require owner-occupancy.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We should not require off-street parking for ADUs and DADUs, period. We need to increase transit
services - especially reliability and frequency - to all parts of the city, and we need to make our
neighborhoods walkable and bikeable. But in 2018, we should not be prioritizing space for personal
vehicle storage over space for people to live.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am excited about Alternative 2, in particular, and anxious for this process to move forward, making it
easier for people to stay in their homes, earn extra income or provide for elderly relatives, and create
additional housing in our city. | support the changes recommended by groups such as 350 Seattle, but |
urge you not to do anything that would trigger a second DEIS. We must move forward now!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Before Seattle had a single family zone, many neighborhoods had a mix of single-family houses,
duplexes, triplexes, and small apartment buildings. As the EIS found, ADUs and DADUs would provide a
mix of housing options in acceptable density that is compatible with Seattle’s 2035 comprehensive plan.
Moreover, Alternative 2 would likely decrease the number of existing homes that are demolished and
redeveloped, which helps retain the character and history of the neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hall, Brady

The proposed "alternative 2" change the the Seattle ADU/DADU rules is needed and necessary for the
city to address the current housing crisis. The changes would also allow homeowners in this economic
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transition period to generate extra income. It's a win/win. The current rules are outdated and applicable
to an older version of Seattle that doesn't exist anymore.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hall, Leanne

2 ADUs should be allowed.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hance, Ginnie

Please adopt Alternative 2 with the following additions: within an Urban Village, the limit should be two
ADUs and one or two DADUs depending on lot size.

One concern that came up in the public hearing was the diminishing of the tree canopy when increasing
buildings in SF zones. A requirement could be added to plant a new tree if one was removed.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy and updated
discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use, and exceptions added to the Preferred
Alternative to preserve trees.

The aesthetic of a DADU or simple ADU on an existing property could not possibly be any worse than
some of the amazingly ugly file cabinet/kleenex boxes they are currently putting up all over our SF
zones.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Purchasing a home with an ADU or DADU becomes more affordable as a renter or a family member can
contribute to the mortgage / utility costs. They also help prevent displacement as a home owner is not
forced to move as they now have a renter to share in expenses.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Current single family houses were built for families - sometimes large families - 8 to 10 or more people.
Today these same single family houses have one or two people. Adding and ADU or DADU for one to five
people often does not even bring it up to the original occupant capacity.

Also, the current SF zoning lot coverages are usually much larger than the houses on those lots - | know
because our family has built two new single family houses after tearing down the old tired originals.
Adding one or two ADUs even if the house foot print is increased in most cases would not come close to
what would be allowed for new construction. That could be a requirement, depending on the lot size -
additions cannot exceed existing SF lot setback restrictions.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

1. Financing for lower or fixed income home owners should be considered. This could be a good use for
some of the MHA funds.

2. Please speed up the permitting process and cost.

3. A catalog of approved DADU city designs a home owner could choose from would help with costs and
speed up the process.
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4. Simplify the landlord/tenant laws for ADU/DADU owners. The current laws are difficult to navigate and
could scare off a lot of folks.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs.

One area parking should be a concern in my neighborhood would be around the Fauntleroy Ferry Area.
They are already swamped with folks parking in the neighborhood catching the ferry. In the same vein,
there should be some parking requirements in Urban Villages - but that's another email.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

Again, the increase in capacity of these ADU/DADU SF homes are not any more than large families of a
couple decades ago. It seems the public service/utility concern would be far greater in the urban village
up zones - going from SF5000 to LR3, RSL, and NC3 or 5.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Harding, Kathy

Among the many differences that are obvious and avoided in the discussion of impacts within this
section are the significantly low number of cars parked, the height, scale and bulk of the buildings, the
lack of backyards and privacy, and elimination of most of the tree canopy, and of course the "~“heat island
effect’ which contributes to the increase in ambient temperature of the environment.

Additionally, the DEIS suggests that there will be no adverse impacts because maximum lot coverage
calculations will not change and therefore no additional building area can occur. This is false on several
levels:

A. The proposal calls for the reduction in allowable lot size from 4,000 sq ft down to 3,200 sq ft. The
current code calls for a maximum lot coverage to be no greater than 35% on any lot above 5,000 sq ft.
However, a 3,200 sq ft lot enjoys an exception and allows a lot coverage of 46.25% or 11.25% greater lot
coverage than a typical single-family lot.

B. The proposal also changes a current regulation in place to preserve back yards, trees, open space
and privacy. The current code limits lot coverage in rear yards to 40%. The proposal changes that to
60% which equates to a significant increase in building opportunities and diminishment of the rights of
neighbors protected in the current code.

Beauty matters. Cramming tons of people into overdeveloped single-family lots by building ADUs is not
the answer. Replacing silly townhouses that serve no one particularly well--not families with children, not
elderly with mobility issues, not single people who want to stay in their homes as their needs change, not
everyone's need for green space and privacy--with APARTMENT BUILDINGS is the answer to growth and
increasing density!

» Please see Section 4.3, Aesthetics, for revised graphics showing cars and additional discussion
of the aesthetics analysis methodology in Appendix C. Please also see Chapter 2, Alternatives,
for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative, which would allow increased rear lot coverage for a
one-story DADU only if its construction does not result in tree removal.

For all the time and work you seem to put into these drafts, you seem to simply borrow from Portland
planners. We are not the same city. Use your imagination and borrow from the dense cities of the east
coast, where wonderful neighborhoods were organized around distinct identities. Ruining the beauty,
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green canopy, and quiet of single-family neighborhoods in order to create density that benefits mainly
property owners, landlords, and developers is short-sighted--and misses the entire point of creating
affordable housing. We already know the the city doesn't encourage true affordable housing because
the city doesn't require developers to pay fair market rate for affordable units not built and the city
doesn't track the minimal fee developers do pay. Why not offer tax breaks or other monetary benefits
to homeowners who want to develop mother-in-law apartments within their existing structure (either
basement or garages)? Why not guarantee that the city will build parks to make up for the lost green
space and places for children, pets, and grown ups to play and gather? Why not reject the out-of-
character elevated "luxury” townhouses with rooftop decks -- that kill green canopy, create massive
shadows, increase traffic/congestion, and sell for well over 1M dollars, in an absolute cynical slap in
the face to cause of affordable housing -- and make developers build smaller, kinder houses with green
space and smaller footprint? The people buying those townhouse, typically developers moving in from
out of town, will indeed survive. The people of Seattle have enjoyed their smaller homes in single-family
neighborhoods for generations.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

NO ACTION IS BEST.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The DEIS does not address or present mitigations concerning the fact that ADU's are by definition not

affordable. City witness Matt Hutchens, Architect who designs and builds ADU's and DADU's testified

that these units are not affordable as construction costs can average $250 -$350 per sq ft to construct
and would be rented for at least $2,000-$3,500 per month to cover development costs.

Why should the general public subsidize a property owners private investment?

Another very critical issue absent from the DEIS is the recognition that over 50% of these ADU's and
DADU's are occupied not by Seattle renters, but by short term tourist and visitor stays through Airbnb,
VRBO and others. The city's own survey and witnesses testified that ADU's and DADU's provided rental
housing, and housing choices for family members as well. But they also admitted that 50% were being
used as portfolio investments as short-term nightly rentals.

Again, why should the general public subsidize a property owners private investment?

The city has done no comprehensive analysis to determine how the ADU alternative options would
impact -- increase or decrease -- the supply of affordable housing.

The issues of displacement are not comprehensively studied within the DEIS. As noted above within the
Hearing Examiners Decision, the opportunities for displacement are broad and include many unintended
consequences proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3. For instance, the City's own expert witness Sam Lai
testified that by removing the owner occupancy requirement from the code, there

would most likely be a significant increase in destruction of affordable housing and displacement of
communities that rely on those affordable homes, cultural displacement from neighborhoods that have
enjoyed security for generations, and gentrification of vulnerable neighborhoods due to anticipated
rampant speculation.

The ownership issue was completely overlooked and ignored as a potential environmental impact. The
greatest concern among all citizens who provided commentary, testimony, and evidence in the last
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few years has been the elimination of the owner occupancy requirement "" again rendering this DEIS
inadequate.

» As outlined in Section 1.2, Proposal Objective, the objectives of this proposal are to remove
regulatory barriers to make it easier for property owners to permit and build ADUs and to
increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family zones.

The position that eliminating these protections and opening up every neighborhood to multi-family
speculation would have no impact is absurd and lacks adequate professional study, any documented
unbiased proof and a responsible and comprehensive study within the DEIS. There has been no
analysis of the impacts of "scattershot”population density increases under ADU development, versus
strategic development in urban centers and villages which focus development proximate to alternative
transportation and social services investments.

Under full build-out, there is no analysis of public safety and security and social equity issues of
population densities oriented to alleys and backyards, rather than to street sidewalks ("eyes on the
street” security issues and social integration and community cohesion). There has been no analysis
of fire and life safety issues with regard to fire protection from alleys, which currently the Seattle Fire
Department prohibits.

And what are the shade and shadow impacts under full build-out for each alternative?

It is inconceivable to us that the DEIS cannot identify even one adverse impact.
» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

» The Full Build-Out scenario was included only in the aesthetics analysis to illustrate a
hypothetical redevelopment of all lots with the largest possible main house and maximum
number of ADUs allowed. We do not expect this scenario to occur but include it here to illustrate
the maximum scale of development allowed under each alternative. It is included for illustrative
purposes only and is not an expected outcome of any alternative analyzed in this EIS.

Your assumption that only 2-3 percent of single family parcels would develop ADUs is extraordinarily
low. Indeed, why bother with this code change if that is the only anticipated growth? Therefore your
projections for increased parking needs are not credible. You also fail to note that increased cars means
not only increased parking needs but increased traffic -- speeding cars down narrow streets where
children play, people walk their dogs, and neighbors gather to talk. We have already this seen shift
DRAMATICALLY as people hurry to work downtown and to SLU. | have personally witnessed four near
fatal collisions of speeding drivers into small children. Outside my house. If this doesn't impact livability, |
don't know what does.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

During our appeal hearing, the City admitted that they had not even called Seattle Public Utilities to
confirm that single-family neighborhoods could accommodate a doubling or tripling of households. While
this was shocking then, this section of the DEIS basically appears to defend that decision by holding

that any impacts upon utilities, schools, and other infrastructure has already been considered within the
Comprehensive Plan, and therefore no further or much deeper study is necessary. Obviously, you lose
credibility with this stance.

» Staff from Seattle Public Utilities have been involved in the review of the EIS. Please see the
frequent comment response concerning impacts to the water, drainage, and sewer systems.
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Harris, Marlow

Eliminate the parking requirement for MIL's, ADU's and DADU's.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| prefer Alternative #3 and believe that homeowners should be encouraged to build MIL apartments,
ADU's and DADU's. Many folks can remodel their basements or garages and add living space. But it's
important to make the rules simple and not so complicated, so more of these additional units can be
simply and cheaply built.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

By encouraging MIL's and ADU's, this is equivalent to "scatter site housing” and will help bring low-
income people into already established neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Most MIL and ADU's will not even be noticable, as they will be inside the current building envelope. No
design review required!

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

There will not be any additional impact on public services and utility use for most MIL's and ADU'’s as
most of these are small and will only house one or two extra people.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Haugerud, Tosten

City streets are a public asset, and access to street parking is not a right of property owners.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

"Backyard cottages” are by definition not visible from the street. The average lot size in Seattle single-
family zones has plenty of space for additional density without blocking views or light to neighboring
houses.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

"incompatible with existing development” is a misnomer. This proposed Land Use Code changes are wise
and forward-thinking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support the proposal to remove regulatory barriers to ADU/DADU construction in Seattle. This is cost-
and space-effective method for adding density and (relatively) affordable housing in our city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

These are positive outcomes!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Finally! 23 members of the QACC wasted 2 years of precious time, only to be re-told "ADUs/DADUs are
still a great idea". Keep pushing this forward!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Heerwagen, Troy

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
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available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Herron -- Homeowner, resident

My hope would be for Seattle for Seattle to remove the owner occupancy requirement. Neither Portland
nor Vancouver Require owner occupancy in their ADUs. Life is unpredictable and it's impossible to
require every owner to have to either sell their house (instead of keeping it as a hard-earned investment)
or stay in their house because the city makes them.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Just because people can add ADUs, doesn't mean that every house will become a duplex or triplex.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hevly, Nancy

This entire proposal is repugnant but the worst element is encouraging profit-seeking developers to
take over single family neighborhoods when the city erases the requirement for owner-occupied rental
properties. Our prime example is the University Park neighborhood north of the UW campus. Every

kind of housing is available there -- boarding houses, accessory units, mother-in-laws, units in garages,
basements and attics. All of this works as a desirable neighborhood for, families, students and tenants
of all ages, races and incomes because the owner-occupied rule is the wall that repels slumlords and
profiteers. It is shocking and dismaying that the city government hopes to hand this city of families (who
vote for school and parks levies) over to the Sisleys of this world.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hickey, Nate

Allowing height limit exceptions for dormers, skylights, and other projections is extremely important.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please remove all parking requirements and focus on residential parking zones and transit upgrades.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Great work. Don't let the NIMBY's get you down. Seattle needs more creative legislation. One aspect that
isn't covered is working with banks to ensure they value the income stream like a commercial property
when they value loans, otherwise financing is more difficult.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs.

Alternative 3 is superior if there were no owner occupancy requirement, which is a major hindrance to
more units being developed. Alternative 2 is the next best option. We cannot afford to keep the status
quo for ADU development when we have such good regional examples in Portland and Vancouver.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 seems slightly better than Alternative 3, but both do a good job of encouraging less tear-
down scenarios, which will help retain neighborhood character. High levels of displacement around
Greenlake is curious.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Good impact statements that summarize the positive benefits of ADU and DADUs.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hilde, Jean

| don't think DADUs or backyard cottages will change the aesthetic of a neighborhood. There are many
DADUs in place now that no one ever sees or is even aware that they exist.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

If the City of Seattle is serious about increasing affordable housing, then adopting new ADU and DADU
regulations, preferably Action Alternative #2, is the way to do it!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| prefer Action Alternative #2. Homeowners should not be required to live on the property in order to
build an ADU or DADU. This stifles the ability to build and to provide more housing. For instance, we own
a property in Seattle that we rent to our children and their friends at low market rates because these
young people cannot afford the going rates that Seattle demands. However, we ourselves do not live on
that property. With the current regulations, we cannot build an ADU or DADU (which would provide more
housing for our young family friends) even though our family members live on the property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hill, Gregory

The DEIS provides an limited discussion regarding this important issue. During the 1980's, Seattle was
routinely mentioned as one of the most livable cities. The most often cited reason was the ability to own
a house relatively close to downtown and a network of neighborhood businesses that made it possible
for many shopping trips to be walking trips, and the supply of low cost, older buildings for start up
businesses.
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The proposed changes to the DADU ordinance (now ADU to confuse the issue) are particularly traumatic
as regards the cost of housing. Proponents like to suggest that having a DADU will make it cost less to
live in your house. However, no realistic proforma has been provided. What can be said is that we know
there is vast wealth in Asia looking for a place to invest. We can see the affects in Vancouver B.C. The
proposed elimination of the owner occupancy requirement will convert our city of homes, to investment
properties. This will significantly raise the value of homes and the vast wealth will quickly convert our city
from one with ownership opportunities to one without. | fail to see the economic impacts of converting
the housing in Seattle from family home ownerships to investment opportunities for non-residents from
other countries.

| understand that some members of the city council believe this will create thousands of new homes. It is
clear that only half of the DADUs built to date are even rented. The notion that we can solve housing cost
by selling out city to foreign investors is really not adequately discussed or weighed as befits such an
important change.

» Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of housing and
socioeconomics, including a pro forma analysis to help understand how the proposed changes
might alter the underlying real-estate economics.

Tree are animportant resource in our city. Already people buying on speculation are asking that all trees
be cut down as a term of sale. It is easy to see our city being changed to a barren landscape under the
current proposal.

This has happened in the commercial and lowrise zones, it should not be allowed to happen in the SF
zones.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy and updated
discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use, and exceptions added to the Preferred
Alternative to preserve trees.

The graphics in this document appear to be calculated to hide the impacts of this DADUs as proposed.

» Please see Section 4.3 - Aesthetics and Appendix C for information about the methodology used
in the aesthetics modeling and analysis.

Hollowed, Danae

| prefer Alternative 2.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Hornyack, Peter

Please support the most flexible options for increasing the number of new Accessory Dwelling Units.
Seattle’s long history of codified inequity through land use planning has resulted in an unprecedented
shortage of housing, skyrocketing rents and rampant economic displacement. | support reform for ADU
and DADU construction because we need to use every tool available to help alleviate Seattle's housing
shortage.

The Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of ADUs are non-
significant. | would like to see the preferred alternative in the final EIS recommend all options that
increase ADU flexibility and reduce barriers to the construction of new ADUs. | strongly support all of
the recommendations from the Seattle Planning Commission [https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/
Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/MinutesAndAgendas/FinalSPCADUDEISLetter.pdf] and urge
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that the final EIS incorporate these recommendations. | would like to see the preferred alternative in the
final EIS recommend:

- Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize housing, trees and open space
over vehicle storage.

- Striking all owner-occupancy restrictions. Owner-occupancy requirements are classist because

they are predicated on the idea that renters are inferior neighbors to owners. For that reason alone

they should be eliminated, but even worse these requirements would reduce the overall number

of accessory units constructed. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD stated

the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement [https://www.
seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Ongoinglnitiatives/EncouragingBackyardCottages/
RemovingBarrierstoBackyardCottages.pdf]. Both Portland and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy
requirements and have not experienced widespread problems with speculation while maintaining high
percentages of owner occupancy without need for regulation. Eliminating owner occupancy restrictions
would allow maximum flexibility for both renters and owners.

- Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allowed by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

- Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key.

- Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

- More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

- Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units to 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

- Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

- Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

- Finally, do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) for ADU and DADU construction,
and eliminate as many other permitting fees as possible. Any fees will reduce the overall number of
accessory units constructed at a time when a severe shortage of housing of all types is the primary
contributor to rising rents and economic displacement in our city.
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Sincerely,
Peter Hornyack
3806 Evanston Ave N (District 6)

Seattle, WA 98103

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Howard, Oralea

| support Alternative 3.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

My only concern is related to permeability. | understand that there is an incentive to have a green roof
but | would like to see further discussion of how Seattle will address runoff as our density increases and
we see greater amounts of precipitation from the effects of global warming in the years ahead.

» Please see Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, for discussion of stormwater and Chapter 2,
Alternatives, for a discussion of lot coverage.

Hunter, Collin

| believe it is important to match the look and feel of the original house as well as the neighborhood.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Having two children that are graduating or in college, or parent in-laws that are aging, | have no simple
way to provide assistance like | could if permitted to build a back yard cottage, that is a livable space.
The financial impact on them is huge. By allowing me to have this as an option it would provide tangible
benefits to my family in the short term as well as rental income in the long term.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Current land use in inconsistent at best. You can take a 7000 sq ft lot and split it, while having lot
coverage of 80% or more. You should provide a home owner that same ability with a detached dwelling,
other wise you benefit the developers but not the homeowners. | agree the dwelling should match the
look and feel of the neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support expanding the ability of homeowners to have this as a viable option. Current restricts do not
allow a homeowner to capitalize on providing housing to family or renters. We looked into building a
detached mother-in-law and could build a 300 sq ft dwelling at a cost of $200k, the math did not add up.
Not to mention who would want to live in a closet.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

As Seattle is moving towards enticing folks to not drive cars, the need for off street parking is
inconsistent with that goal. | would also say many current houses are not required to have off street
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parking so why should you place an additional barrier on folks that want this as an option, when it is not
required by a stand along house.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle is growing and the density is increasing. This provides an option that helps address the issue.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

hutchins, matt

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.
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Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

parking is a huge impediment, leads to unnecessary impervious area and often is immediately
abandoned, so also money down the drain

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

concur that slight increases in bulk do not increase environmental impact
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your excellent work on the options!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please study the FAR limitation, but with incentives to get back to the SFZ bulk by building accessory
dwellings, building green, preserving existing housing

Owner Occupancy restrictions limit many of the potential options over the life of a dwelling and should
be stricken outright.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

increase height, and rear yard lot coverage. do not apply MHA fees to accessory uses.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

streamline permitting by dedicating three reviewers to ADUs--it would make the process much friendlier
to neophytes who'd like to build an ADU for themselves

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you for your excellent work on the options!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.
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The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
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would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

streamline permitting by dedicating three reviewers to ADUs--it would make the process much friendlier
to neophytes who'd like to build an ADU for themselves

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

parking is a huge impediment, leads to unnecessary impervious area and often is immediately
abandoned, so also money down the drain

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

concur that slight increases in bulk do not increase environmental impact
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

increase height, and rear yard lot coverage. do not apply MHA fees to accessory uses.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please study the FAR limitation, but with incentives to get back to the SFZ bulk by building accessory
dwellings, building green, preserving existing housing

Owner Occupancy restrictions limit many of the potential options over the life of a dwelling and should
be stricken outright.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative includes an FAR limit. Please see section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics for how
that impacts the estimated number of ADUs built.

Jacoby, Kathryn

| am a homeowner in District 6, in Greenwood. | would like to see more density within neighborhoods,
including my own. Before | bought, finding an affordable place to rent, with outdoor space (private or
shared) where our pets could run around and we were removed from busy, noisy roads, proved difficult.
Had there been any ADUs or backyard cottages to choose from, we would have had a better set of
options. ADUs are a great alternative to apartments for a peaceful place to live, family friendly, and
affordable, with outdoor access. | would like to see the City make them easy and attractive to build and
occupy. *I support and echo the recommendations of pro-density/pro-ADU/DADU groups, like Sightline
and SeaTech 4 Housing.* If we're being honest, | don't want to live on a busy, trafficky, exhaust-heavy
thoroughfare like Aurora or Holman; I'm guessing you don't either. Allowing/encouraging low-impact
density to neighborhoods gives people more choice in their housing situations and healthier, safer,
happier places to live. Thank you for considering the needs of all Seattleites, including renters.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

James, Rochelle

This is what | am most concerned about. Our infrastructure is failing and pushed to its limits. The idea
that this City would allow more density without developers carrying the lion's share of the infrastructure
repair/update costs is beyond me. We have and aging sewer system and on older lots, they will probably
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need to replace old pipes that lead from the property to the main line. Density should not come before
infrastructure imporvements.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

No one should ever have to park on a public street every day in front of their home. My street is always
full of car to go and adding more permenant cars would be a nightmare. Our streets are already too
narrow as it is. In the places where there are no sidewalks, the street will be turned into an unsafe one lan
road if people cannot park in their driveway. No new density without dedicated parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Visually this looks like a shanty town. The loss of privacy and natural light due to increased height is
already bad enough. Adding the acessory dwellings affects privacy and noise as well.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Increased density is already putting a strain on neighborhood resources including fire, police, healthcare,
childcare and other necessity services. Changing the land use also eliminates options for people. Single
family neighborhoods offer a sense of community and stability that people desprately need. As a person
of color who lives in South Seattle, | know first had that density is negatively effecting people of color.
The City must rectify this by slowing growth in South Seattle. The residents here are less equipped

to handle it. Unlike Madison Park, Wallingford, Magnolia, Ballard etc. All of these neighborhoods are
already wealthy and can better handle the high proces that density brings. We cannot in the south end.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Option 1is the preferred option - No action should be taken at this time
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Stop this density nonsense. We have a ton of availible housing. Numbers are not the issue. Affordability
is the issue. The City needs to get a back bone and require that all of these new apartments have a
percentage of units that minimum wage earners can afford. Seattle policies are causing segregation
and displacement. If every new building was required to have a percentage at 30% earners and the rest
at market rate they would still make money, units would be filled and our communities would be more
diverse.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of potential reductions in development
costs included in the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.2, Planning Context, for a discussion
of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs and increase the affordability of
ADUs.

Increasing the number of units has not increased afforability in Seattle whatsoever. However, the lack of
planning on the part of the City to mitigate the impacts of our increase in population has had negative
effects on current and new residents. The quality of life in Seattle is going down as prices go up and the
strain on our roads, utilites and other vital services are stretched.

» Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of potential impacts
of proposed changes on housing affordability. Please see Section 3.2, Planning Context, for
information related to additional strategies the City is considering related to ADU cost and
affordability.
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Jensen, Eric

Alternative 2 looks like the best option.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Jensen, Jim

Please support Alternative 2, which provides the greatest flexibility in establishing attached and
detached ADUs in our neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| appreciate the opportunity to create up to two ADUs per lot without the owner occupied restriction
previously in place. including the option of putting the ADU in the front or side yard as may be viable
on any particular lot. | support this flexible approach to creating more density in our single-family
neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Jeremy Swirsley
Lots should allow 2 ADUs and an ADU. Remove owner occupancy requirement. Do not limit the size and

footprint of ADU.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| would support allowing more ADUs to be constructed.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please remove all parking requirements.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Seattle seems well prepared for this.
»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Johnson, Cathy

| support Alternative 2: one in-law apartment and one backyard cottage allowed on the same lot; parking
no longer required for ADUs; the homeowner may live elsewhere.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Johnson, Maggi

We have to allow our single-family zones to be used more efficiently and allow them to get a little denser.
| think the ADU's and DADU's are compatible with that. One great thing about DADU's is that, unlike in
apartment buildings, residents have a little bit of access to private outdoor space for gardening and
relaxation. As long as we have requirements that limit lot coverage and, | think, requiring owners to live
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on site (to prevent developers from maximizing occupancy in an unthoughtful manner), | think we can
continue to have lovely, green, vibrant neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

As mentioned above, | wonder if it is possible to "tune” the parking requirement to the neighborhood. For
instance, in our neighborhood (Lakewood--southeast Seattle) there are generally far fewer cars parked
on the neighborhood streets than in, say, Phinney. So maybe our neighborhood is more capable of having
units without off-street parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Generally, | support Alternatives 2 or 3, or some combination of alternatives. | wonder if it is possible to
"tune” the parking requirement to the neighborhood. For instance, in our neighborhood (Lakewood--
southeast Seattle) there are generally far fewer cars parked on the neighborhood streets thanin, say,
Phinney. So maybe our neighborhood is more capable of having units without off-street parking. We
have a 800 sf backyard building that was built as a work-studio/storage space. We would love to convert
it now to a DADU. It would be perfect for someone--snug and comfortable, nice setting. However, it was
built to 2002 energy code. Due to the design, it would be prohibitive to insulate it up to today’'s code

to get it permitted. Our main barriers to turning this viable living space into a DADU is the energy code
requirement and the off-street parking requirement. However, | do think that owners should be living

in the house where there are ADU's and DADU's. | think if people start developing lots completely for
rental, that will adversely affect land use and aesthetics.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

As mentioned above, | did not see any chapters addressing access to parks, trails and other public places
(isitincluded and I missed it?). In a denser City, these types of spaces are critical to maintaining quality
of life. The final EIS ought to specifically address the needs for green spaces in a denser City, the load

on existing resources, and the expected costs of making sure these resources will be in good shape and
meet the needs of the growing population.

» Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This section has been updated to include a discussion of parks
and open space.

| prefer options that would result in fewer tear-downs. As | mentioned above, | also think that owners
should be living in the house where there are ADU's and DADU's. | think if people start developing lots
completely for rental, that will adversely affect land use and aesthetics.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| have read studies of all the empty bedrooms in Seattle, due to a number of factors including empty-
nesters and foreign investors. With our critical housing shortage, | support changes that make more
affordable units available and make better use of our land and housing stock. We absolutely have to
provide more housing for people, and this seems like a relatively gentle way of doing it.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
In a denser City, access to parks, trails and other public places where people can comfortably hang out

and recreate is critical. | think this is should be addressed in this chapter.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Johnson, Matthew

| support the alternative that provides the maximum number of housing units in the shortest time. WE
HAVE A HOUSING CRISIS.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

WE HAVE A HOUSING CRISIS, NOT A BAD LOOKING BUILDING CRISIS!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

All SF zoning should be rezoned to LR3.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to regulations to rezone single-family zones is outside the scope
of thi EIS.

WE HAVE A HOUSING CRISIS. ACT LIKE IT!
»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Get rid of all parking minumums. WE HAVE A HOUSING CRISIS.
»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Johnson, Whitney

I'm a long time member of Seattle's Central District (district 3), a neighborhood my family has lived in

for over 50 years (experiencing redlining and other racist land use policies & practices). Currently | live
with my mother and grandmother (a household of 3). | want more housing and simpler, easier regulations
guiding ADU development because | see it as one of the only ways that | and my family will be able to
continue to afford to live in this city, and in this neighborhood. The ability to construct an ADU is one of
the few ways that | see being able to also maintain inter-generational, as well as mixed-income housing
in the city.

| support final EIS recommendations that do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability rules, since

| know of many ADUs that are used for family, or rented well below market -- which is what | will do if |
am able to construct an ADU for my family! Adding a fee for their creation for affordable housing would
drastically reduce the ability of normal people like me to make their own contribution to more housing
that is affordable!

In addition -- | support reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating
specialized reviewers to ADU/ DADU projects. With dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the
turnaround on permit reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock
plans people who want to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.
Permitting challenges have been a huge and expensive hurdle for my church (Madrona Grace
Presbyterian) in trying to build a tiny house and house a homeless person on our property - during which
our city declares a homelessness state of emergency! Please align our city policies with our stated
investment in, and dedication to, equity and racial justice by allowing people to build affordable housing
in simple, straightforward ways!

Lastly, | hope that these recommendations reflect a sense of environmental equity and justice

by reflecting how much housing development and displacement has been concentrated in some
neighborhoods (like the CD) and not others (e.g. https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/
some-seattle-neighborhoods-are-untouched-by-rapid-population-growth-why/) -- | think ADUs/DADUs
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are one avenue to creating both more housing and greater equity as far as development and growth has
touched this city.

Thank you!
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Jonas, Melissa

We need to make it easier to build all kinds of housing, and we need zoning solutions that make it easier
for people to remain in our community. Lowering barriers to building ADUs will help everyone.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Please prioritize race and social equity toolkit results over public comment.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Jude, Roxane

| strongly oppose ADU zone change on single family zones! | live in a mixed zone neighborhood and
parking is a nightmare, blocking driveways and mailboxes! We don't even have sidewalks. Out of country
buyers snap up Seattle property for profit before a resident hopeful has a chance to bid.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Over crowding is already a problem
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Terrible affect on parking and traffic is already bad. Parking a problem in my mixed zone neighborhood
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Terrible idea that will only impact quiet neighborhoods and turn them into where | live off Greenwood
Ave and Bitterlake! Terrible parking problems with car prowlers regularly.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Justice, Kathy, Johnston Architects

| support Alternative 2, most importantly to remove the owner-occupancy requirement, since it not
required of the rental of single-family homes. The rules should be consistent.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The rules for height and the direction that the front door is oriented should be consistent.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Not only do ADUs help non-developers invest in their community using smaller construction budgets,
allowing mother-in-law apartments to give older family members a place to age in place or to give young
adult kids a place to jump start their lives.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Reducing restrictions on ADUs is the least impactful way to increase density without sacrificing the
character of individual neighborhoods. Current Land Use Code promotes tearing down a small single
family home and replacing it with a massive single family home.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Be swift. Expedite permit processing. Hire more SDCI staff, especially SDOT. Thanks.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The rules should be consistent for ADUs, single-family homes, and apartment buildings. Parking
exceptions that are available for those housing types need to be available for ADUs.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Having greater density is an efficient use of public transit, community services, and utilities.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

kaminski, robert
Please support the most flexible options for increasing the number of new Accessory Dwelling Units.

| am concerned that Seattle is faced with a housing crisis, increasingly unaffordable housing, a long
history of codified inequity through land use planning, and inaction on climate change.

The recent Draft EIS has concluded that the environmental impacts of reducing regulation of Accessory
Dwelling Units are non-significant. The benefits of ADUs could be widespread, if we select options that
maximize the production of this very adaptable and accessible form of dwelling.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation while maintaining high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters (27%) and
Seattle’s Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-dwellings.

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.
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Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet and
attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Kaufman, Pat

Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to make
two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or rented
well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing elsewhere
would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to affordable
housing on their own land.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of what is included related to reducing
permitting costs.

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Keller, Jeremy

| don't believe this analysis addresses some of the benefits of requiring less parking spaces. Less parking
means less impervious surfaces which reduces runoff, increases rainwater infiltration, and decrease the
urban heat island effect. Other benefits to less parking requirements are decreased construction costs,
which lowers housing costs and will lead to more affordability.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning the positive impacts of the proposal.

In general the study understates the benefits of option 2 to the environment and community from
increased density and more housing stocks ability to drive affordability.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning the positive impacts of the proposal.

My impression is that the owner-occupancy requirements in options 1 and 3 are more onerous than
given credit for in the analysis. The owner-occupancy covenant limits a home owners options to address
future uncertainty. Personally | have wanted to build an DADU, but we live close enough to the university
that we expect we will want to rent the house out in the future. Furthermore the home value would be
reduced with a covenant in place limiting the ability to rent it.

» Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for additional discussion related to the
effects of the owner-occupancy requirement on ADU production.

This chapter doesn't fully address the benefits of increased density to the delivery of public services and
utilities. Spreading the fixed infrastructure costs of the utilities over more consumers will decrease cost
of service for all residents of the city.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning the positive impacts of the proposal.
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Kelsey, AM

Alternative 2 is preferred as it brings the most units into existing developed areas. Aesthetic impacts will
be acceptable.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is preferred.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is preferred. Changes to density and scale will be acceptable.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is preferred. Transportation, and parking impacts will be acceptable.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Let's please get going on this! We can't have the sort of housing crisis seen in San Francisco. In-fill is
critical. Allow homeowners some flexibility in helping create more housing choices in desirable, close- in
neighborhoods. Level the playing field between homeowners and developers and waive the parking
requirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Kennedy, lola

please do not apply MHA rules to ADU or DADU constrution
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

treehouses would allow us to keep more of our canopy in place.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

visual interest could be greatly improved by encouraging unusual building types.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| would like building codes to be modified such that unusual structures such as treehouses can be
approved if they meet livability standards.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to the building code ar outside the scope of this EIS.

Kent, Le'a

| support Alternative 2 because it does not maintain the owner-occupancy requirement in perpetuity. |
hope that eventual legislation will have a temporary owner-occupancy requirement of 2-5 years--long
enough to deter developer use of ADU/DADU as a “single family triplex loophole,” but short enough to
allow for flexiblity for the property owner and to ensure that the housing stock created by additional
ADUs and DADUs is not destroyed if the original owner/builder is no longer able to live on the property.
The FAR ratio changes in Alternative 3 are interesting because they disincentivize the building of
unafforable, very large houses, but without the ability for the property to eventually go into the hands
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of a non-owner-occupant, Alternative 3 does not result in the long-term creation of more affordable
housing stock.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 does not require permanent owner-occupancy of the property. Alternative 3 does. This
Chapter failed to consider long-term marketability of the ADU property and failed to consider whether
the affordable, denser housing options created by more ADUs and DADUs will be sustained if the only
option when the original owner dies or chooses to sell is to sell to another owner who will owner-occupy.
Under Alternative 2, the next owner could either be an owner who lived on the property or an investment
purchaser. Under Alternative 3, the only possible sale is to an owner who wishes to live on the property.
Indeed, under current code, if the new owner did not want to live on the property or was eventually
unable to live on the property, the DADU or ADU would have to be destroyed as a separate dwelling unit.
The impact of future destruction of housing units under Alternative 3 is not set forth in the analysis.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative includes removing the owner-occupancy requirement.

Kirk, Christopher

It is impossible and unnecessary to list all of the missing and inadequate aspects of the draft EIS
because the scope of the proposed action is so grossly and irrationally broad. The proposed land use
changes cover all of the single-family zoned land in the city, and about half total city land area, and
therefore the analyses of impacts are unrealistically crude and inappropriate. The EIS lumps together all
of the many different types, scales, locations, geographies, economies, and populations of the diverse
areas and neighborhoods in the city into a few generic examples for analysis. The EIS must be broken

up into separate environmental impact reviews, one for each identifiable sub-area of the city, the same
way normal, rational urban planning is conducted. This is not too much to require when considering the
potential impacts to so much area and so many people.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Kolton, Bryce

Parking requirements are totally unnecessary for any single family housing within a ten minute walk of
a frequent bus line. Instead of subsidizing cars and single occupancy vehicles, which make up a small
minority of people entering Seattle, let's reinvest money into the bus and bike networks which carry
far more people. Do not require parking on the property; with parking spots costing up to hundreds of
thousands to build per space, we should not be investing in such a wasteful transportation method in
Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

It's nice to see that models predict increasing AADU and DADU properties will keep so many local and
older houses from being torn down for the new giant houses we see developers creating. It means more
families can live in Seattle

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Large DADUs, so long as they remain somewhat shorter than the original building, do not seem to
negatively damage the aesthetics of a neighborhood because they tend to sit behind the existing home.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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| prefer Alternative 3 for its higher density and more potential units, which will hopefully increase
affordability in Seattle. However, requiring off-street parking seems unnecessary for most units,
especially those along transit corridors.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

If possible, urban villages should be expanded, and general zoning around Seattle should allow denser
buildings in single family areas, especially near current and future transit lines.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to urban village boundaries are not considered as part of the
proposed Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of this EIS.

Kranwinkle, Sara

Every house should have 2 parking spaces.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The city's environmental impact study should reflect every neighborhood.
» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

The EISis too general- it doesn't reflect the different qualities of each neighborhood.
» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Yes, the visual impact of a lack of trees and large number of boxy structures is depressing, and
not the Seattle | was raised in. Please try to vote for something that helps retain the charm of our
neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| vote for No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) to the Land Use Code
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

You can't use a blanket approach with single family homes as they differ depending on the
neighborhood. Adding ADU's/DADU'’s in Magnolia for instance will increase property taxes and not
increase affordable homes.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.

Increasing the height of buildings and their setbacks on Queen Anne Ave N will change the entire feel of
the main street. It will lose its charm and neighborhood feeling. If QA Ave is on the list, why isn't Madison
Ave in Madison Park on it?

» The study area for the EIS includes land zoned single-family outside of existing urban villages
and urban village expansion areas studied in the Mandatory Housing Affordability EIS (please
see Exhibit 2-1 in Chapter 2 Alternatives for a map of the study area). A duplex is not a permitted
use in single-family zones. An existing duplex would be considered a nonconforming use. Adding
an ADU to a nonconforming use might be possible but would require review by the Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections to determine that the existing duplex is legally
nonconforming.
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Kuever, Karyn

| was unable to read the entire draft, but saw nothing regarding the requirement that the electrical box
had to be in a common area to both the dwelling and the ADU. | had what could have been a nice ADU
when | lived in Seattle, but the box was in the ADU. We had friends living in it for awhile and they were
perfectly OK with us entering their unit in an emergency if we had to access the breaker. They only lived
there a short time, but in the 6 years we had the home, we only had to access the box twice. It seems
unnecessarily expense to have to move the electrical box when it is such a rare need and the landlord
does have the legal right to enter a tenant's dwelling in an emergency. People who are interested in the
lower rent and convenience of ADU's are quite willing to accept an inconvenience or two, and this should
not be a barrier. If this were changed, it would remove a financial barrier to lots of people with potential
ADU's in accessible basement areas.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to building or elecrical codes are not considered as part of the
proposed Land Use Code changes and are outside the scope of this EIS.

Kundig, Olson

Parking should not be an issue in SFO zoning. This is a non-issue. | do not think ADUs or DADUs should
have ANY required parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support Option 2 and 3, we need as much housing as possible in the city
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This is a really great study. Ultimately, | think it proves we need to simply upzone our Single Family
zones. | don't think this is a good solution, at all, and the neighborhood would be better off if it simply
upzoned to allow for larger development. Some people would hang onto their single family properties
and others wouldn't, ultimately, it would provide a variation in scale that makes Capitol HIll so pleasant.
This proposal is a band aid, not a solution. That said, since I'm arguing for the most density possible, I'm
for Option 3, still.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

If, your first goal is: "Community. Developing strong connections between a diverse range of people and
places” we should be upzoning all SFO neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

LaBenz, Scott

I am in favor of Alternative # 2 for the proposed changes to ADUs / DADUs
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lague, Rich

| support Alternative 2
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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We desperately need more affordable housing. Increasing the density of our neighborhoods is the best
way we can create that housing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lamb, Jim

The EIS seems to show a huge oversupply of parking in our city. This doesn't even count the tens of
thousands of garages that aren't used for cars. If we aren't going to force homeowners to park in their
garages, we shouldn't be forcing parking to be included with ADU/DADUs

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Strong preference for Alternative 2
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Strong preference for Alternative 2. Owner occupancy will be a headache to police and can easily be
gotten around. If the owner isn't required to live in a home that doesn't have an ADU, | don't see why
having an ADU should require them to be there. That restriction feels like a made up way to suppress
construction.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

More units and fewer McMansions make this city accessible to more people. Alternative 2.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We allow such a variety of styles and sizes for single family residence that the impact to scale for DADUs
seems small. The smaller DADU buildings provide a nice contrast to giant homes being built.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We should take a regional view here. It's more efficient to have residents living in higher density than to
have suburban sprawl. These new residents will also increase tax base in Seattle, which can go towards
expanding utility capacity.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Langager, Mark

Either 2 or 3 would be good, because of the dire need. This doesn't directly benefit me, because
increasing supply reduces home value for my wife and me, potentially. But the need is dire, and it's the
right thing to do. It's Seattle's turn to show tech we're serious. When we do "build more” they will "come
more”, and there's the indirect benefit. Option 2 might avoid some junkiness, but the need can certainly
justify Option 3. I hope that supporting one or the other of these two doesn't diminish overall support for
allowing these buildings. But forced to choose, | would choose 3.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
Yes, we will have a greater share of rentals with ADU increases. But rentals are apparently what we as a

city lack. | would rather have more rentals and fewer homeless around town.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Lara, Myra

Considering both our housing crisis and environmental crisis (sprawl = car dependency = further
detriment to our planet), | personally support Alternative 2 with a few caveats. Ideally, duplex/triplex/
garden style apartments are legalized in the entire city, which give amazing flexibility to many household
sizes, and would make a lot of Alternative 3 options moot.

Allow more than 1000 sf for family sized units.
Consider FAR limits for single family zones in general (better put, "Residential Zone") in Alternative 2
_OR_

Consider increasing the lot area coverage to 45% when DADU/ADU combo present. That gives a nice
possible 1,000sf footprint for both cottage/principal structure for better ground floor accessibility.

No owner occupancy requirement in any alternative. This is a barrier mostly informed by fear and
classism without looking into the core of how to dissolve speculation. The majority of Seattlelites
are now renters, and many “homeowners" are also "property owners" i.e. own single family homes
throughout the city as rental properties.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

Consider either reducing, eliminating or delaying development and permitting costs for low-income
people building cottages, but housing in general OR owners/landlords that provide <60%AMI housing
costs. We want to encourage these homes.

Find ways to codify smaller lots to encourage diverse ownership.

Allow up to 12 NON-RELATED people in one lot with DADU or ADU present.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Consider renaming "Single Family Zones" as "Residential Zone" to truly transition into a post-climate
change, post-fossil fuel world.

Consider reducing the front yard setback to 10' when cottage present (gives both room to breathe/
cultivate green space and trees.)

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

Thank you for tackling this. I'm commenting because | am someone who would love to live in a cottage
either on a parcel of land | bought from an owner or a friend. | think the livability of Seattle won't be
compromised with the addition of these and more, especially when in today's economy, the “traditional”
single family house is not only unaffordable and but also has too much space for the average household.
Thank you!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

In general, we need better bus and rail services. Remove all parking requirements for DADU/ADU for
maximum flexibility.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Laurie Amster-Burton

My name is Laurie Amster-Burton. | live in a rented apartment on Capitol Hill with my husband, teenage
daughter, and our cat. | want more housing for personal reasons: we live near three households of

close relatives who are also renters. Our rent, and theirs, goes up every year; I'd like us all to be able

to continue living in Seattle. More ADUs in Seattle will help to provide more affordable options for
families like ours, and ADUs in more neighborhoods around Seattle means more options for places to
live, rather than being limited just to the areas that have apartments right now. | also want more housing
for everyone in our city. Working in Seattle Public Schools, | encounter many families who have had to
move and change schools due to economic eviction, leaving them unable to find affordable housing in
the neighborhood of their children’s school. | want the city to streamline the ADU permitting process and
make it as affordable as possible for property owners to construct new housing. I do not want an owner
occupancy requirement. | don't expect to ever buy a home in Seattle; many others are in my position. As
renters we are responsible residents who contribute to our communities.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The city should not require parking spaces when accessory dwelling units are built. Required parking
takes space that could be open space/green space for gardens and trees. It also encourages people to
own cars. As a renter who has traveled by transit and not owned a car for nineteen years, | know that not
having a parking space in my apartment building has been instrumental in discouraging me from buying
acar.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lawton, Marsha

This is a personal issue for me, as | have moved to Seattle to be able to provide care for my grandchild.
Given the real estate market in the areg, it is a stretch financially to maintain an independent residence.
The option of living on the property owned by my daughter and son-in-law would relieve both my own
financial pressure, but add to their equity and free up the housing I'm using now for someone else. We
would certainly be be sensitive to environmental issues and be happy to follow city regulations to allow
me to be in a home where we are available to care for each other with such great convenience.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lawton-Crane, Jessie

My name is Jessie Lawton-Crane. | am a mother of one, married in a single-family home. | live in Lake
City, and bought my home there because we love the diversity of the residents here. I'm in favor of more
housing because, simply put, | want more neighbors! Having rental units available means that my son
will grow up surrounded by a wider variety of people, including those who would not be able to afford a
single-family home in Seattle. | bought my home assuming that density would increase; | do not want to
exclude others from living in my neighborhood.

| support more Accessory Dwelling Units and would like to see the final EIS recommend:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.
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2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5. Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCI could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.
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Lazerwitz, Jay

| support Alt 2, with additional considerations: Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs
regardless of number. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. Striking the owner occupancy
restriction. Increasing the size and height allowances.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to
the Land Use Code. Please also see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would remove the off-street parking requirement and the
owner-occupancy requirement.

Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative includes an FAR limit. Please see the analysis in Section 4.1, Housing and
Socioeconomics, for a discussion of teardowns and displacement.

Allowing owners to make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or
one attached, one detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence, will
make this legislation more effective. Also, not applying the Mandatory Housing Affordability for the 2nd
added unit will reduce the development costs for homeowners.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Increasing the size and height allowances will make these structures more useful for the tenants,
providing sufficient storage and additional bedroom options. Roofs that include photo-voltaic systems
should also quality for additional height. Also, separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number and size of dwellings that can be constructed.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Having dedicated staff to review ADU/DADUs could reduce the turnaround for permit reviews.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is expensive,
often unnecessary as more and more residents do not own cars.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Reducing the sewer hookup charges would greatly reduce the development costs.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Leckrone, Judith

| strongly support Alternative 2. Our city needs affordable housing and as single family homeowner,
| welcome and encourage ADUs and backyard cottages in all neighborhoods - including mine which is
Seward Park. We need to reduce the barriers and costs of ADUs and Alternative 2 seems to do that best.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Lee, Jacob

Every DADU/AADU I've seen has been all but hidden from street view by the main house. There's no
aesthetic impact. If anything, what's aesthetically offensive is the 3k sf giant mcmansions going in when
we can't build multiple reasonably-sized units on a property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm strongly in favor of Alternative 2. That provides the lowest barriers to owners adding more housing to
our city, which we desperately need, through the addition of AADUS & DADUs, and removing the owner-
resident requirement, which improves the ability to get financing to build those units.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Street parking is a privilege, not a right. Street parking should not be considered in any zoning decisions.
If a property owner wants parking, they can put it on their own property.

Improved sidewalks, bike transit, and public transit options are important, but | believe they can come
behind increased resident density.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 3 is not sufficient, Alternative 2 is a great first step to adding density in the SF lots that make
up the majority of the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| think this research is substantial and good, and that Alternative 2 is a good choice with these in mind.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Not sure what is meant by Land Use impacts? It's residential land, being put to residential use.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Leed, Roger M.

The ADU proposal was developed without any meaningful effort to elicit neighborhood input and
opinions. Neighborhood councils and civic organizations were ignored by the City. This proposal

was developed behind closed doors and will produce strongly negative impacts on neighborhoods
throughout the City, particularly the lower income areas. Allowing ADU's will attract speculators

and get rich quick developers who will see opportunity for profit. They will focus on lower-income
neighborhoods with the lowest housing prices. Even if the ADU is built by the homeowner, the effect will
be the same: the property will increase in value. The prospective homebuyer who simply wants a family
home will have to pay for a home plus an ADU. The City's ideologically motivated program, proclaimed
to increase affordable housing, will do just the opposite. The sharp operators will snap up available
affordable "starter houses” and the families looking for such homes will lose out. The sharp operators
will build to the maximum density to add a rental housing income stream, and then resell to make a
profit. The City's intent is easily skirted: developers can live in the house for a short time, then sell and
move on. The neighborhood will lose stable long-term residents who will be outbid by developers. The
higher value former single-family house, now an income property, will move the neighborhood toward
gentrification. Increasing the population in single family neighborhoods will have numerous adverse
impacts, depending on area. Can the schools handle the new students? Are there enough parks and
libraries to serve the needs of the higher population? Are there sidewalks and safe streets to walk

and ride bicycles? Is there adequate healthy food shopping supply within reasonable distance? Is the
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transit service adequate to handle the increased demand? Are there enough police and fire resources

to handle the larger population? Who is going to pay to meet these needs and where will the money
come from? Why hasn't the City fully analyzed these impacts? That analysis requires projecting probable
population increases by neighborhood, listing the City and other public services that will be degraded,
and the adverse impacts on existing residents, and estimating whether these impacts can be avoided or
mitigated. If mitigation is possible, how much will it cost and how long will it take and who will pay for it?

» Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of potential impacts on
affordability as well as a discussion of estimated ADU production and number of tear downs by
neighborhood profile. In addition, please also see Section 4.4, Parking and Transportation, for
a discussion of transportation and Section 4.5, Public Services and Utilities, for a discussion of
impacts on public services and utilities.

This misguided proposal will decrease the supply of affordable single-family housing. It will significantly
increase the population of short-term renters in single-family neighborhoods with insufficient City
services and improvements, thus adversely affecting the quality of life for all residents. Renters with
children will further overcrowd City schools. Many neighborhoods have almost no available on street
parking because the streets are narrow and there are numerous curb cuts. Renters with cars will cause
parking problems for all residents. Transit service is spotty and not close in many areas. If people can't
get to work they can't pay the mortgage or the rent. The EIS ignores or minimizes these impacts because
it is trying to justify ADU's instead of doing what the law requires, analyzing impacts objectively.

» Please see Chapter 3, History and Planning Context, for a discussion of the City's short-term
rental regulations and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for information about how we
considered short-term rentals in the analysis. Please also see Section 4.5, Public Services and
Utilities, for a discussion of impacts on school capacity.

ADU's are a gift to property speculators and developers, and will undercut the viability and livability
of all Seattle neighborhoods. Seattle's strong single-family neighborhoods are its’ most outstanding
residential feature, These span the whole range of family incomes and ethnic groups. To harm these
in order to serve an ideological objective that has been pushed by policy theorists cheered on by
development interests would be a mistake that could never be corrected.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Leibrand, Scott

This analysis comprehensively demonstrates that neither alternative 2 nor 3 would significantly worsen
on-street parking availability, and therefore parking and transportation issues should not prevent
moving forward with the proposed zoning changes.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Overall, this EIS does an excellent job demonstrating that marginal changes in the direction of allowing
additional infill development of Seattle's single-family residential zoned neighborhoods would be almost
entirely beneficial, with marginal improvements on housing availability and affordability, and negligible
negative impacts on land use, parking, transportation, or public services. | would encourage the city

to adopt alternative 2, and then consider further changes to support additional infill development of
duplexes, triplexes, and even apartments in denser areas (those near transit, and where significant
numbers of multi-unit attached buildings already exist in single-family residential areas).

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.
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Alternative 2 seems like the most suitable of the proposed alternatives, as it would encourage the most
production of much-needed new housing units, improve housing affordability, and maximize flexibility to
respond to changes in market conditions.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

None of the l[and use changes contemplated here appear problematic in any way. The anticipated land
use actions spurred by alternatives 2 and 3, appear to be quite compatible with the nature of Seattle's
single-family zones, and in fact would appear to be beneficial in encouraging infill development
consistent with current neighborhood character and discouraging tear downs that would place expensive
neighborhoods even more out of reach of most Seattle residents.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The impacts of both alternatives 2 and 3, but especially alternative 2, are positive overall compared to
alternative 1. 1 appreciate the focus on continued marginal improvements to improve housing supply and
affordability.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Levine, Al

As a homeowner in the Green Lake Neighborhood | support significant liberalization of the ADU
requirements in order to create as many units as possible. If that ends up with three units on every
residential lot, great. | lost support the elimination of off street parking requirements in all single family
zones. Costco garages and two cars per household are not a sustainable strategy for our city or our
planet.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lewis, Adam

| support Alternative 2. | would prefer that there be some requirement that the owner occupy the
property for a period after the ADU is built, but no requirement is preferable to a long-term requirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lindenbaum, Kathleen and Jeffrey

Alternative 2 and 3 are premature proposals without adequate planning or justification. And as such, are
not acceptable proposals by the city - at this time.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative #1 should be chosen. In the same way that the "so-called Headtax" came before a
thorough explanation of how taxes would be used, there is no compelling reason(s) stated for this
proposal. Currently property owners are building ADUs throughout our neighborhood of Queen Anne,
and throughout the city in our friends' neighborhoods. In addition, if the proposal cannot produce

a "comprehensive impact summary” about neighborhoods (because they're too diverse for such a
summary - my reading), this is a super important reason not to act. To approve Alternative 2 or 3 would
be a significant lack of responsibility on the part of City governance.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding individual neighborhood review.
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There have already been enough studies to support Alternative #1, and a thorough study of future
services and utility needs. Current documentation indicates there is no plan in place to meet current
needs, let alone future needs that have not been well documented.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to the water, drainage, and sewer
systems.

Linn, Jeffrey

My name is Jeffrey Linn

| live in Wallingford

| have a 12 year-old daughter. | am concerned about her ability to live in Seattle when she grows up.
We need a much wider variety of housing options than is currently allowed in Seattle.

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures.

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage.

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings.

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5. Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12
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9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCl could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Loe, Laura, volunteer organzier with MOAR

My name is Laura Loe Bernstein. I'm a U District renter that lives with two roommates in a single house
and | live in the basement. I'd love my own kitchen downstairs and have this be an official ADU. | make
music and we musicians love basement ADUs! Please make the changes our city needs to have more
housing choices for aging in place, intergenerational living.... making it easier and cheaper to build
cottages and granny flats are the bare minimum changes we should be making during a housing and
climate crisis!

As part of the group MOAR we are recommending the following for the final EIS:

1. Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Allowing owners to
make two accessory dwelling units either both as attached to the primary dwelling or one attached, one
detached, or both in a detached structure, in front or to side of primary residence. Flexibility is key, as
long as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures. Thisis a
way to help folks save money!

2. Elimination of the parking requirement for ADUs regardless of number. Providing parking is often
expensive, unnecessary, and in many cases infeasible. This will prioritize vegetation and open area over
vehicle storage. Do we have a car storage - crisis vs a people need housing and our climate is changing
too fast- crisis?

3. Striking the owner occupancy restriction. Owners of Seattle backyard cottages surveyed by OPCD
stated the greatest barrier to creating a DADU was the owner occupancy requirement. Both Portland
and Vancouver do not have owner occupancy requirements and have not experienced widespread
problems with speculation. Both maintain high percentages of owner occupancy without need for
regulation. Finally, the underlying rationale that renters or landlords are not adequately invested in their
communities is an outdated and classist prejudice, especially considering the majority of Seattleites are
renters, and that there are very few new opportunities to own. Seattle's houses are filled with renters
(27%) and Seattle's Single Family zones are filled with thousands of grandfathered lowrise multi-
dwellings. Don't side with anti-renter neighbors. RENTERS MAKE GREAT NEIGHBORS, TOO!

4. Elimination of minimum lot size for ADUs. If you can put a house on it, you should also be able to create
an ADU by right, within the same bulk restrictions allows by the zone. Fourteen percent of Seattle lots
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fall below the current lot size threshold and they are often in neighborhoods with the best access to
transit, schools, parks and jobs, exactly where most people would like to live.

5. Increasing the allowed gross floor area for detached accessory dwelling units for 1000 square feet

and attached dwellings units to 1500 square feet. This small increase will lead to more two bedroom plus
dwellings for the larger Seattle households. Separating non-livable space from the accessory dwelling
unit's gross floor area calculation will increase the number of dwellings that can be constructed on top of
or adjacent to existing garages by allowing for more flexibility on constrained sites. Requiring occupancy
separation and separate entrance to living and storage spaces would reduce illegal conversions.

6. More allowable rear yard coverage. Having increased rear yard coverage allows additional flexibility in
design, to preserve trees, yard space, or existing accessory structures.

7. Incremental increases in size and height allowances and options for roof features such as dormers and
greenroofs. These cottages are still 10 feet shorter than what is allowed for the primary residence.

8. Support raising maximum household size, total number of residents on site to 12

9. Do not apply Mandatory Housing Affordability. Many of the ADUs we have are used for family, or
rented well below market. Adding a potentially five figure fee at their creation for affordable housing
elsewhere would drastically reduce the ability of everyday people to make their own contribution to
affordable housing on their own land.

10. Reducing pre-development costs and streamlining permitting by dedicating specialized reviewers to
ADU/ DADU projects. With three dedicated staff positions, DCI could reduce the turnaround on permit
reviews to a matter of weeks rather than months. If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of
available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want
to build an ADU have a clear and predictable pathway through permitting.

11. Studying how limiting new principal structures to .5 FAR can incentivize the creation of additional
attached and detached accessory dwellings, and limit displacement/ demolition/ gentrification.
Additional FAR bonuses for green building, specific site conditions such as alley and corners should also
be a component of this study.

Thanks for taking the time to consider my recommendations!

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

There is enough parking in Seattle compared to most other cities I've lived in. We need to stop
prioritizing this in our decision making.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thanks for this work.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm frustrated this is even a consideration in a housing crisis and a climate crisis.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The Sewage Canard shouldn't be a reason to stop people from having housing.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Lui, Henry

| strongly support proposal #2 due the the calculation of 1000sqft exclusing garage and storage space. If
proposal #2 is not chosen, it will not be feasable to build an ADU unit on my property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lunden, Zach

| strongly support reducing the restrictions on ADU's and DADU's. | would like to see the requirement
for setbacks eliminated. | would also like to see higher FAR's, height limits, and total square footage
allowances for ADU's and DADU's. Parking should not be required for any of these, and there should be
no limit on short term rentals or requirements for owner occupation of any structures.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Lustig, Ankrom Moisan Architects

The historic neighborhoods with the older house will have a complete identity loss at the expense of
developers.

» Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This chapter has been updated to include a discussion of
historic resources.

Lustig, Kurt

| think that there should be neighborhoods preserved as single family communities as many other cities
have done. We have historic homes being torn down everyday for profit, and this will too become a
money game. Lofty expectations of creating more housing is not why people will be participating--at the
expense of the neighborhood's identity.

» Please see Section 4.2, Land Use. This chapter has been updated to include a discussion of
historic resources.

I'm not for cramming more houses into less space. QA already has densities that are high.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This will be a “for profit" movement--people with lots not big enough to participate will lose value on
their homes and have to deal with issues were part of the reason they bought in the neighborhood to
begin with (e.g traffic etc)

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I'm 100% against this and intend to take legal action if needed to protect the integrity of our
neighborhood. This will be a lengthy process for the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This will be a disaster. Parking is becoming harder already at current densities. Traffic has become
dangerous on neighborhood streets already due to the increasing populations commuting from the
eastside to the waterfront. Please see for yourself during rush hours and mid-day weekends.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Our utilities already are antiquated. A full upgrade will be required, paid by the embedded single family
tax payer w/o any gains. The developers and new families utilizing the ADU will have the only gains.

» Staff from Seattle Public Utilities have been involved in the review of the EIS. Please see the
frequent comment response concerning impacts to the water, drainage, and sewer systems.

Lyles, Lizabeth

| don't care which of the options, I'm fine w/ more ADU's & also apts w/in the home, either/or/both. We
need more housing, not rent control or penalizing landlords. BUT, you need to require at least 1 parking
spot for the home if there is extra housing. It's probably not as crucial here, but the city is "gave away the
farm” not requiring parking in new developments. Another 22 unit went in w/ ZERO parking near here,
penalizing existing homeowners. Now the mayor wants to charge tolls since now due to crowded streets
(w/ all the tenants who don't have spots now occupying them). Let alone the unused bike lanes. We need
more parking, not less!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

MacAdam, Matthew

| share the concerns (noted in the EIS) that parking will be an issue in certain neighborhoods. | think the
EIS underestimates the potential problems, though--certain neighborhoods are already maxed out on
parking, and Metro transit is not doing a good enough job yet that Seattle is really liveable without a car.
Metro needs to step up it's game for this to really work. Transit works better with density, so perhaps
this will work itself out, but Metro's track record is not great.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts to parking.

Alternative 2 is better, if no other reason than that the current rules that include garage/utility space in
ADU square footage discourage property owners from using the lot coverage from their existing garage
for a DADU. Folks don't want to give up their garage. Under alternative 2, property owners can basically
just throw an apartment on top of their garage--no increase in lot coverage, no real environmental
impacts.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

MacArthur, Rob

Accessory dwellings are a necessary step, whatever their impacts might be.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This concern s irrelevant compared to the scale and severity of the housing crisis.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

This concern s irrelevant when weighed against the scale of the housing crisis.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Magula, Claire, Bellwether Housing

| cannot wait for the City of Seattle to make building ADUs more accessible and easy. I'm encouraged

by cities, such as Portland, that have had huge increases in ADUs built after changing the regulations.
Seattle needs every possible unit of housing that can be built here and MUST take every action possible
to make it easier to build a diverse range of housing options. | personally would love to live in an ADU
and one day hope to even own a home with one. This gives renters and homeowners more choices about
affordable places to live. Densify-ing our single family zones in particular is a critical way to help manage
population growth that might alleviate some of the burden urban villages have been carrying as the
centers of urban density growth. We need to utilize ALL our housing resources and tools and ADUS are a
fantastic way to do that.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am in favor of Alternative 2. We should maximize ADU production. We need every unit of housing we
can get.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am in favor of Alternative 2. We cannot limit home building because of parking; we need to reduce
single-occupancy car driving and continue to expand transit.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mann, Amy

One of the joys of living in the city, in an urban area, is public transportation and NOT having to deal with
traffic as the driver of a single- or low-occupancy vehicle. More folks should embrace that. The savings of
not owning and garaging and servicing a car are not insignificant and the peace of mind is worth a lot.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

ADUs will allow more housing without the building density of high rises; a compromise between single-
family only (which is not forward-thinking) and high rises everywhere which can be a bit much. Remember
when cities developed row houses which provide higher density than single-family neighborhoods???

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Again, ADUs offer a transition from single family homes to higher density without having to go the route
of highrises.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Change is something we should all embrace and ADUs offer a tweaking of the single family
neighborhood toward row houses and town houses and garden apartments without a drastic upset of
the look of the single family neighborhood.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The more diversity the better; neighborhoods that become mono-cultures don't build as vibrant a
community as diversity; diversity of age, income, ethnicity, etc. are all important parts of a vibrant
community.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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With enough civic will public services and utilities can be adapated to deal with ADUs.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mar, Sibyl

Alternative 2 is preferred
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Marcum, Luke

Adopting Alternative 2 will help increase housing affordability throughout the city. This will help reduce
the number of restrictions placed on property owners that could benefit from another rental unit on
their property. Homeowners across the city are suffering from increased cost of living every year. With
the help of a DADU/AADU's rental income, it helps prevent these homeowners from being priced out of
the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 would help increase the quantity of smaller rental units in residential areas closer to the
city's core. The current code tends to favor properties away from urban cores rather than closer to
busier urban centers. The current land use code restricts certain people from having the opportunity to
construct a DADU/AADU. By adopting action 2, it gives people with more property restrictions the option
to add another unit within their property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mark, Jonathan

| agree with the DEIS' conclusions that Alternatives 2 and 3 would not create significant adverse
environmental impact.

| appreciate the background information this DEIS provides, showing that Seattle's zoning has become
more restrictive since 1923, creating widespread single-family areas which are relatively unaffordable,
less accessible to the non-white popultion, and have failed to absorb any of Seattle's 17% population
growth between 1970 and 2010.

Allowing increased ADU's is a small but necessary step and | am grateful for this report's thoughtful
analysis.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Marris-Swann, Anthony, City of Renton

Cities are for people, not cars. No new parking.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Aesthetics are important, providing housing is more important
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Benefits of increased density outweigh costs
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Build housing faster to bring costs down
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Yes, make the process as simple as possible
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Martinez, lan

We are in a housing emergency. The City should take action immediately to allow up to two ADUs per lot,
without any onerous restrictions, such as parking or occupancy requirements. The City should allow for
the maximum proposed number of unrelated people (8) and an unlimited number of related people on
lots, while square footage limits should exclude garage and storage areas, which are clearly being used
as a "loophole” to prevent development.

Please use this opportunity to take bold action and stem the housing crisis, while moving our city into
the new century.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

My name is lan Martinez; my household is made up of myself and my partner. | live in Capitol Hill. | want
more housing because right now, the dream of ownership is slipping away from middle class people like
me; simply affording rent is slipping away from my blue collar brothers and sisters; lack of housing means
more and more people have to sprawl out into surrounding cities, which is bad for congestion, traffic,
civic harmony, and the region generally.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

While homeowners value aesthetics, the look and feel of a house is not something | believe the

city or even neighbors should be able to determine at the expense of a homeowner's autonomy. A
neighborhood's character is determined by the people who live there, by the arts and culture created
there, by the shops and commerce offered there, not by what the buildings look like. To quote a famous
urban planner "if your neighborhood character depends on how the buildings look, you don't have a
neighborhood; you have a theme park."

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

The existing ban on apartments across nearly two thirds of the city produces extremely class-biased
outcomes; perpetuating it through a ban on ADUs generally and the owner-occupancy requirement
specifically is therefore classist by definition. Renters are shown to make good neighbors and class
diversity is proven to benefit neighborhoods.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
| strongly urge the city NOT to require any parking. Parking requirements make building new housing

incredibly difficult and sustain our city's unhealthy addiction to cars.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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McConachie, Anders

| appreciate and support either of the alternatives (2 or 3). However | think greater moves/impacts
need to be made. Density is important to Seattle, while also having the freedom to have a single family
dwelling. Allowing home-owners to build AADUS/DADUs and also have the option for movable ADUS.
Appendix Q needs to be adopted in Seattle( http://www.ecobuilding.org/code-innovations/policy-
profiles/2018-tiny-house-appendix-to-residential-code/tiny-house-appendix-g-as-proposed) with
allowances for movable tiny houses, and alternative eco-friendly options such as compostable toilets
and gray water systems. Also residential uses for small parcels of land that are too small to develop. As
someone who wants to make Seattle my long-term home, but has no hope of owning a house or condo,
DADUs/movable ADUs are my best option.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

| support alternatives 2 and 3. | would also ask that there be allowances made for AADUS/DADUS to
use things such as movable tiny houses, composting toilets instead of plumbed toilets, and graywater
systems.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

DADUs/ADUs would preserve the existing look and feel of many neighborhoods as many of these
structures wouldn't be visible by the street while also increasing density. Movable tiny houses should be
allowed in order to allow someone to own the tiny home, but move it to various backyards as the host
families buy/sell houses. This allows for the tiny house owner to own a house, but still have flexibility
within the city if the property is bought/sold by the main homeowner, without the investment of the
permanent AADU/DADU.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS focuses on proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Modifying what constitutes a single-family dwelling by removing the
requireming that the structure has a permanent foundation is outside the scope of this EIS.

Many people see established trees as beneficial to property values in single family homes. Another
option would be to take smaller land parcels that are too small for development and ensure they have
electric and water utility service to allow for smaller dwellings to be developed to also increase density.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the
construction of ADUs. Changes to zoning are not considered as part of the proposed Land Use
Code changes and are outside the scope of this EIS.

There could be an option where homeowners (empty nesters, retirees) move into an DADU/AADU and
rent out the larger main house. This would lower their need for upkeep, supplement a limited income,
potentially provide community and support, and avoid displacement or the need to move into a
retirement community for longer. Current permitting system is not cost effective/ easy enough for many
people to attempt. There is more incentive just to sell.

» Under existing regulations, the owner-occupancy requirement allows an owner to live in either
the ADU or the main house. If the owner-occupancy requirement was maintained, as described in
Alternative 3, an owner could still live in either ADU or the main house.

McKay, Ali

My name is Ali McKay.
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My household is made up of 4 people plus an ADU with 2 more.
| live in District 43.

| want more housing because increasing housing density it is vitally important both for the environment
and for equitable and just housing. Obviously, we have a lot of people moving to the city, and the increase
in housing prices is directly adding to our homelessness crisis. Adding accessory dwelling units can

help people on fixed incomes afford to stay in their homes. | also think that single-family home zoning
perpetuates previous racist practices such as red lining and restrictive covenant”~s based on race. We
need to undo that, and one way to start doing so is to increase density.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

McMahan, Kevin

| am writing in strong support of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIS published on May 10. | believe it best
leverages current single family zoning to increase density in a manner that maximizes property owners'
discretion and respects neighborhood character. We have a very large lot in north Seattle with a very
narrow easement to access the rear lot. The flexibility of not requiring owner occupancy offers a great
incentive for development and use of such units for owners. Removing the requirement for off-street
parking would also fit our neighborhood since running a driveway through a narrow easement to a large
back lot such as we have on our property might be unnecessarily disturbing to renters of the current
house and neighbors to the south. It is also possible that renters be Metro commuters since express
buses to the UW are in easy walking/biking distance from our property.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

mcmillen, sam

I've been exploring the option of building a dadu but the current restrictions are making it too costly to
make financial sense. Please increase the square footage to 1000’ increase the rear yard coverage to
60% and remove the owner occupancy requirement. and | will build a dadu asap and help out with the
housing issues seattle is facing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

I've been exploring the option of building a dadu but the current restrictions are making it too costly to
make financial sense. Please increase the square footage to 1000’ increase the rear yard coverage to
60% and remove the owner occupancy requirement. If you do this | will build a dadu asap and help out
with the housing issues seattle is facing.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mengstu, Asrade

I own an AADU in Leschi, and | very much support Alternative 2. | think homeowners with an ADU should
be given the choice of renting out their entire house (both the main house and the ADU) if they choose to
do so. Tying them to their house because of the ADU is one of the reasons people shy away from building
an ADU in the first place. | support the elimination of the homeowner occupancy requirement.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Merkle-, Michelle

| like the direction we're going with these alternatives. Agree that min. lot size of 3200 s.f. is wise. | like
the idea of extending area to 1,000 sf, excluding garage and storage areas. Would you also consider
including mechanical spaces? Are mechanical spaces part of a storage area? Wondering if there could be
even greater height flexibility in the alternatives.

| notice that the DADU sketches/representations tend to hide the structure behind the main house.
Instead, | would like to be able to announce a beautiful structural, along with functionality, versatility,
great design, and many sustainable aspects. If | were able to raise the height limit by 3-4 ft., | could
create a structure that is close to the same height as my current home, and allow for railing for a roof-
top deck, which would have views on all sides, including a view of the ball park across the street (a view
my husband and | have enjoyed from our home for many years, and would like to make available for the
cottage, as well).

The extra height would also allow for an elevator addition (in 10 years) which would extend to the
rooftop deck. We plan to retire in the DADU, eventually, and like the idea of building accessibility/

aging in place options into the design. | wonder if | designed a home that more than met (and on many
components exceeded) standards, and could show benefit to my building design (solar, heat pump, green
roof and green deck, water catchment system, shed roof, and green, local materials + a well-insulated
structure) with a list of economic benefits (versatile area- 7 minutes to downtown, across street from 16-
acre park, 5-minute bus ride to the UW, etc.), if you would consider reducing the structure height limit.

In one alternative, there's mention of height limit restriction excluding things like ‘dormers that add
space' (not an exact quote). | believe my overall design (which has no dormers) makes great use of space-
with no wasted areas. My DADU design is an example of how you can do alot with 1,000 sf, and preserve
green space, have minimal impact, and add tremendous beauty to the neighborhood. Hoping you would
consider one exception (height limit) with my design. In addition to the above points, | think the DADU
would looks better if it were the same height or slightly higher than my current home height (2 stories w/
semi-lit basement).

Thanks for your time and energy.

Michelle Merkle

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

Messier, Judie

| support Alternative 2 WITH THE FOLLOWING EXCEPTIONS: (1) Off-Street Parking Requirements
should be Alternative 1 or Alternative 3; (2) Owner-Occupancy Requirements should be Alternative 1 or
Alternative 3; (3) Predevelopment costs: | suggest that Seattle follow the lead of Portland, OR which on
May 3, 2018 permanently waived their system development charges on their ADUs. This will strongly
incentivize those who are considering constructing an ADU or DADU.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative. Please see
Chapter 2 for a description of what is included related to reducing costs, and Section 3.2,
Planning Context, for a discussion of additional strategies the City may consider to reduce costs
and increase the affordability of ADUs.

There should be an off-street parking requirement, equivalent to Alternative 1 or Alternative 3.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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ADUs and DADUs can only be an improvement on the UGLY multi-unit buildings that developers are
constructing everywhere, that look like cardboard boxes with windows, and do not in any way match the
character of the extant neighborhood..!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

microhouse

There is already a parking waiver system which allows for conditions where the cost to add parking is
expensive or otherwise infeasible. If we are serious about building equitable communities we shouldn't
be caviler about parking. Those who depend most on cars are the working poor and families with
children. More than others, the working poor don't have the luxury of having just one job in an urban
center served by transit. They need a car to get to multiple jobs in dispersed locations, often in off hours.
Similarly, it is virtually impossible for families with young children to function in Seattle without a car.

» Please note that the existing regulations do not allow a parking waiver due to financial
constraints. The Director of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections may
waive the off-street parking space requirement for an ADU if: the topography or location of
existing principal or accessory structures on the lot makes provision of an off-street parking
space physically infeasible; or the lot is located in a Restricted Parking Zone (RPZ) and a current
parking study is submitted showing a utilization rate of less than 75 percent for on-street
parking within 400 feet of all property lines of the site.

Special consideration should be given to alley and corner lots to handle increased density.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Comment by Alternate:

1. Number of ADU's on a lot: Alternative 1 no action or Alternative 3 Allow an ADU and DADU on lot while
maintaining the owner occupancy covenant.

DADUs built under current land-use have an impact to the built environment but one generally in keeping
with current development patterns in SFR zones. Allowing three units especially in combination with the
removal of the owner occupancy requirement will lead to SFRs designed and built to be rentals with a
much higher combined value. Because the combined rentals will have a higher value than one smaller
SFR there will be financial incentive to increase the demolition of naturally occurring affordable SFR
housing. In addition, the higher combined value of three units will make their purchase that much less
obtainable for a family and more appealing for an out of area investor. It has been well documented in
the HALA literature that opportunity gaps exist based on proximity and home ownership. Ownership

is one of the primary means of accumulating and maintaining household wealth. This is true for
marginalized communities but also for middle class families. Allowing more than one ADU per lot, and
eliminating the owner occupancy requirement, will reduce the amount of affordable housing available to
families to own.

2. Parking: Remove parking requirement for ADUs. Alternative 1: no action.

There is already a parking waiver system which allows for conditions where the cost to add parking is
expensive or otherwise infeasible. If we are serious about building equitable communities we shouldn't
be caviler about parking. Those who depend most on cars are the working poor and families with
children. More than others, the working poor don't have the luxury of having just one job in an urban
center served by transit. They need a car to get to multiple jobs in dispersed locations, often in off hours.
Similarly, it is virtually impossible for families with young children to function in Seattle without a car.
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3. Owner Occupancy: Alternative 1 or Alternative 3

The EIS looks at the effects of removing the requirement all together for the sake of studying the
impacts. The original proposal to sunset owner occupancy after a period of time is good and should
minimize the destruction of naturally occurring affordable housing by speculative developers. The period
of time should be 3 years. However, owner occupancy should be required for all DADUs used short term
rentals.

4. Reduce minimum lot size: Alternative 3

We already design many cottages on lots less than 4,000 sq. ft in size and the size of the cottage on
smaller lots is driven by lot coverage as it should be.

Additional alternatives: Portland and Vancouver give special consideration to alley lots and corner lots.
These lots can more readily handle increased development without disrupting the neighborhood fabric.

5. Increasing the allowable cottage size from 800 to 1,000 sq ft.: Alternative 3

increasing the allowable size 200 sq. ft. is a great idea and makes it easier to fit in two bedrooms.
However, Alternative 2 excludes the garage and other storage from this calculation potentially allowing
2,000 sq. ft. ADUs. We frequently design cottages where the garage space is not intended for parking
but as part of the cottage. The city can't and shouldn't mandate that garages are used for parking but
not including this space in the allowable square footage will unnecessarily increase the allowable size
and bulk of DADUs. And will have a negative impact on the character of neighborhoods, the amount of
natural light and vegetation available.

6. Additional Height: Alternative 1 (no action)

While almost all of the cottages we design are built to the allowable height limit the current height limit
is adequate for a two story structure. Additional height can reduce the amount of sunlight reaching
neighboring yards. The multi-family code has provisions that allow additional height with a consideration
for the impact of shading on neighboring properties. Something similar can and should be adopted for
DADUs wanting higher height limits.

7. Lot coverage Limit: Maintain.

Recognizing that yards do have a value both for families raising children and as green spaces and as a
way to reduce stormwater runoff.

8. Rear yard coverage alternate: Increase to 60% (Support):
The proposed changes don't actually increase the total amount of lot coverage allowed.
9. Rooftop features alternate (Support):

Allowing rooftop features, namely shed dormers to extend above the base ("eave height") will not
increase the bulk of DADUs allowed under the current land use code and therefor have no environmental
impact but will facilitate good design.

10. Location of entry alternate (Support): the alternative to allow entries located facing the nearest lot
line as long as the entrance is located 10 ft or more away.

11: Maximum Household Size: No change, Alternate 1 or 3
Alternative: increase the household size along with maintaining owner occupancy requirements.

12: MHA fees would apply when an owner applies for a second ADU.
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MHA fees will discourage the creation of additional units. It would seem better to require that additional
units, if allowed, meet affordable housing guidelines.

13: Reduce pre-development costs by 10%.

SDCl can start by assigning a designated reviewer for DADUs wich will eliminate inconsistencies and
streamline the review process saving both time and money.

Additional alternative: SDCI can waive fees for DADUs with affordable housing criteria.
14. Introduce a maximum FAR ratio: Alternate 3

This is a big introduction into the EIS study. Currently, the FAR is not restricted in single family zones and
size is restricted by setbacks and lot coverage. As shown in the EIS introducing an FAR limit will increase
the number of smaller more affordable houses being built and reduce the destruction of naturally
occurring affordable housing.

» Please see Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, for a discussion of impacts due to removal
of the owner-occupancy requirement. The analysis shows that under all action alternatives, the
number of demolitions will decrease. Please also see the frequent comment response concerning
impacts to parking.

The EIS provides a useful tool for community members and the city to evaluate the impacts of growth
in residential neighborhoods. The information gathered can and should be used shape policy in

our changing city. Given the information presented, we support Alternative 3 with its emphasis on
maintaining the scale of existing development in single family residential zones. Most importantly
the EIS finds that Alternate 3 will reduce the amount of natural occurring affordable housing lost

to redevelopment. We feel that a moderate pace of scaled growth will lead to more equitable and
environmentally sustainable Seattle that maintains a strong sense of place.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Backyard cottages are a great addition to our city providing the low hanging fruit for increasing urban
density while providing housing opportunities for families. The EIS study finds that backyard cottages
increase housing options in areas that are deemed to have the highest access to opportunity. In fact we
see this trend on an ongoing basis. A majority of the cottages we design (greater than 10% of Seattle
DADUs to date) are being built as rentals. And while the cost of construction is relatively uniform across
the city, rental rates vary greatly. As a result, the return on investment is higher for a cottage builtin a
more desirable neighborhood with higher rental rates.

As rental rates have increased so to have the number of backyard cottages built. Current rates of
production are close to 150 new DADUs per year. The EIS analysis finds that Alternate 1 (no action) would
result in the production of 1,890 new DADUs, Alternate 2 (representing the broadest range of changes)
would result in 1,820 new DADUs and Alternative 3 would result in 1,705 new DADUs being built in the
next ten years. It is interesting to note, that of the alternates, the highest number of DADUs would be
produced under Alternate 1 which represents no change to the current land use code. The increase

in number of AADUS under the proposed alternates seems to come from the removal of the owner
occupancy covenant and the allowance of an additional ADU.

Allowing three units especially in combination with the removal of the owner occupancy requirement will
lead to SFRs designed and built to be congregate rentals (not well suited to families) with a much higher
combined value. Because the combined rentals will have a higher value than one smaller SFR there will be
financial incentive to increase the demolition of naturally occurring affordable SFR housing. This is borne
out by the draft EIS results. In addition, the higher combined value of three units will make their purchase
that much less obtainable for a family and more appealing for an out of area investor. It has been well
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documented in the HALA literature that opportunity gaps exist based on proximity and home ownership.
Ownership is one of the primary means of accumulating and maintaining household wealth. This is true
for marginalized communities but also for middle class families. Allowing more than one ADU per lot, and
eliminating the owner occupancy requirement, will reduce the amount of affordable housing available to
families to own.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which would
eliminate the owner-occupancy requirement, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
which analyzes removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.

While a majority of the code changes are geared towards DADUs, it is interesting to note, that of the
alternates, the highest number of DADUs would be produced under Alternate 1 which represents no

change to the current land use code. Given those results, it would be hard to argue that the proposed
changes are necessary to encourage DADUs.

The rate of AADU construction is scheduled to increase as a result of the changes in Alternates 2 and

3. Of these, the primarily impact appears to be increasing the number of ADUs allowed per property.
Alternate 3 does this while maintaining the owner occupancy requirements. Alternate 2 only marginally
increasing the amount of ADUs built. However, removal of the owner occupancy requirement (Alt 2) will
decrease inventory for home ownership, increase the loss of naturally occurring affordable housing
through redevelopment, and encouraging speculative development from out of area investment groups.

» Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which would
eliminate the owner-occupancy requirement, and Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics,
which analyzes removal of the owner-occupancy requirement.

Stormwater: The EIS study is not adequate. Simply stating that the maximum allowable lot coverage is
not increased under the proposal does not mean that there is no impact to increasing development in
single family neighborhoods. Most ADU and DADU projects are under the drainage review threshold so
do not provide any on site storage or mitigation. Seattle does not limit the amount of impervious surface
or require stormwater management for projects that create less than 1,500 sf of new impervious surface.
The result is that the impervious surface for a lot with a new backyard cottage could be 65%, or more for
a small lot.

Increasing develoment in single family zones will increase stormwater runoff. As we witnessed, when
the west point waste treatment plant went down, we are at capacity for dealing with urban stormwater
runoff. The best alternative is maintain vegetation and to allow stormwater to enter the ground

where it can be filtered and recharge streams and lakes. The rainwise program recognizes the value of
groundwater infiltration but also importantly that it is less expensive to provide point source treatment
than to create new treatment capacity. No funding source is identified in the draft EIS for increasing
capacity for stormwater management.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted. Please see the frequent comment response
concerning impacts to the water, drainage, and sewer systems.

Miller, Chad

Remove parking requirements. Single car culture isn't sustainable and transportation infrastructure has
shifted to transit, pedestrian, and bike based.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Miller, Krystal

| enthusiastically support Alternative 2 for changes to the rules around ADU and DADU development

in the city of Seattle. The removal of a parking requirement, the repeal of the owner-occupancy
requirement and the easing of other existing restrictions would help to create a variety of housing types
for our diverse population, many who may be forced to leave to keep their housing costs a reasonable
part of their spending.

Alternative 2 would provide an option for those who would like to provide nearby housing for senior or
disabled family members they would like to care for while allowing the dignity and independence for
those individuals to have their own space and privacy. This is something my husband and | frequently
discuss as my parents age out of the ability to care for my brother with autism--this is one way we could
provide care for him and still allow them the ability to care for his own space and maintain his right to
privacy.

The easing of the owner-occupancy requirement would also create more housing options for those who
wish to own real estate as part of their business or estate, but for various reason are not able to live in
Seattle. It gives more freedom for those who need or want to leave the city to open their home to renters
without needing to sell their home, possibly reducing the housing supply should the future owner not
rent out units on the property.

The removal of the parking requirement is simply common sense for a rapidly urbanizing city during a
critical moment in our local and global environment. Parking requirements also keep the cost of housing
higher, and also would prevent units from being build on properties that aren't able to provide off-street
parking.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Thank you so much for considering changes to the existing ADU requirements to help lower the cost of
housing and increase the availability and type of housing for those who currently live, and want to live,
in Seattle. | am a single-family homeowner, who owns a personal vehicle, with ADU's on my block, and
support the work by the City of Seattle to increase housing choices in Seattle.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Miller, Scott

I'm so please to see the City of Seattle making progress on bringing common sense reforms to the
development of housing options that integrate with existing single family zoned neighborhoods. This
is especially important with the context of the fight over low income housing costs and proposed
taxes. The Queen Anne Council's fight against this common sense reform reflects the worst aspects of
NIMBYism in our City.

»  Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mitchell, Ben

In general the DEIS shows that the action alternatives have substantial "breathing room” for causing
any adverse impacts. This suggests that rules could be further relaxed without risk. Most importantly,
the city should analyze allowing three ADUs per lot. Analysis could be simplified by assuming an upper-
bound of 50 percent increase in ADU production. The city should also analyze a lower minimum lot size
for DADUs (2,000 ft2), an allowance for two DADUSs, an increase in the maximum size for AADUs (at least
1,500 ft2), and removal of limits on the number of unrelated occupants.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code.

The DEIS demonstrates that the proposed ADU rule changes under either action alternative would have
no significant adverse impacts on communities. | believe that the DEIS supports the broadest range of
changes to the land use code, and therefore | strongly support Alternative 2 rather than Alternative 3.

Alternative 2 updates Seattle’'s existing ADU regulations in all the most important ways to allow more
homeowners to construct these much-needed, flexible homes:

allows two ADUs per lot

removes all off-street parking requirements

lowers the minimum lot size for detached ADUs from 4,000 to 3,200 ft2

removes the owner occupancy requirement

raises the occupancy limit on unrelated people from 8 to 12

relaxes various size restrictions for detached ADUs
For the final preferred alternative, | support Alternative 2 as proposed, with the following modifications:
1. allowance for two attached ADUs (as in Alternative 3) or two detached ADUs, or one of each
2. minimum lot size of 2,000 ft2 for detached ADUs

3.increase in maximum height of three feet over the existing limit, regardless of lot width, for detached
ADUs

4.increase in maximum height of two additional feet for projects with green roofs or those pursuing the
city's "Priority Green" program

5. maximum size limit of 1,500 ft2 for attached ADUs
6. removal of the occupancy limit on unrelated people
7. allowance for placement of a detached ADU in a lots front yard or side yard

8. removal of all restrictions on the location of entries for detached ADUs

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Monteleone, Rebecca, Sierra Club Seattle Group
Dear Ms. Pennucci,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs). The Sierra Club strongly supports policies that will allow for more
ADUs, especially by reducing barriers to their construction.

Sierra Club supports Alternative 2, along with a preference for one provision from Alternative 3.
Alternative 2 represents the most improvement in adding to supply of ADUs, and has the greatest
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potential for the city to make progress in sustainability and affordability. We also support the
Alternative 3 provision that allows construction of a second attached ADU as a substitute for a backyard
cottage. The minimum lot size assessed in the Draft EIS for adding an ADU should be reduced below the
3,200 square foot area which was considered. We suggest reworking the pertinent analyses using a 2,500
square foot minimum lot size in the final EIS.

ADUs and DADUs represent greener, more affordable housing and give owners more flexibility. ADUs
and DADUs can support large or intergenerational families who have outgrown their existing home

or whose elders have moved in with their younger relatives. They can provide an opening for a young
family to buy a home and offset their mortgage through rental income--allowing them to build equity in
a difficult market. ADUs and DADUs are also more sustainable. Smaller homes generally use less energy
and have a smaller climate impact. They also allow for more urban density, which reduces sprawl and the
destruction of the environment. And by reducing commute times, carbon emissions are also reduced.

One reason Sierra Club strongly supports Alternative 2 is because it eliminates the requirement for
off-street parking when building ADUs and DADUs. Overall, the EIS finds that ADU production would not
have an adverse impact on the availability of on-street parking. In cases where the City anticipates minor
impacts (>85% of street parking capacity is utilized), parking strategies such as providing secure bike
parking, subsidized transit passes for ADU residents, and subsidized ride or car sharing access should be
required as mitigation for local parking impacts. Single-occupancy vehicles cannot be the future if we are
going to combat climate change and manage traffic in a vibrant urban area. Requiring ADUs to have off-
street parking is a tremendously limiting factor that will only prevent their development while solidifying
reliance on single-occupancy vehicles.

The projected number of new backyard cottages would cover “less than 0.1 percent of the total
tree canopy in single-family residential areas"” according to the EIS analysis. We especially support
having no off-street parking required for ADUs given the EIS finding that, "removing the off-street
parking requirement could reduce the amount of vegetation and tree removal otherwise needed to
accommodate a parking space when creating an ADU."

We also believe that the development of more ADUs is an equitable solution that represents our works
in centering equity, justice, and inclusion. Alternatives 2 and 3 both represent fewer physical teardowns,
and thus less physical displacement, than taking no action. Projections for Alternative 2 lead to fewer
teardowns than does the status quo because making it easier to build ADUs shifts the financial benefit
away from teardowns in many cases. And, as detailed above, ADUs also present opportunities for
intergenerational and/or large families. Additionally, creating more living units is one factor that mitigate
the increase in housing prices, since supply does not currently meet demand.

The Sierra Club urges the city to adopt Alternative 2 and expand housing choices by supporting more
ADUs and DADUs.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,
Rebecca Monteleone

Chair, Sierra Club Seattle Group

» Please see the frequent comment response regarding suggestions for additional changes to the
Land Use Code. Please also see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.



Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018

Moriarty, Ryan

Removing the barrier of creating additional parking is essential for growing our density and improving
transit ridership. Please ensure this is part of the solution.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mountjoy-Venning, Cliff

Your report notes that single-family zoning was started as a way to exclude minorities and low-income
people from certain areas of the city, and that it continues to serve that function today. So instead of
considering how changes might be "incompatible with existing development in Seattle's single-family
zones", perhaps we should be looking at how single-family zones are incompatible with creating an
equitable city as we continue to grow.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Alternative 2 is clearly the superior option in almost every category: it doesn’'t make sense for there to be
owner occupancy requirements - what if the owner needs to move away? They shouldn't be forced to sell
or leave the property vacant. There should also be no parking requirements. We already have too much
empty parking in the city, and if that ever changes, we should rely on market forces to provide additional
parking rather than force every lot to include parking whether it will be used or not. It's also important

to exclude any garages from the floor area, since that isn't actually part of the livable structure. The

one change | would suggest is to remove the limit on percentage of area roof features can take up. You
should be able to design any kind of roof provided it is within the height limit.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Allowing more ADUs, and making them easier and cheaper to build is a necessary step towards solving
our housing crisis. However, it doesn't go nearly far enough. The best alternative would only add 3,300
units according to your analysis, far below what is needed to keep up with demand for housing. If we
really want to solve this crisis, then it's time for Seattle to do away with single-family zoning. SFZ is racist
in origin and continues to exclude minorities and low income people, and yet it makes up over half of

the residential land in our city. Having broader areas of lowrise and medium rise density has numerous
advantages over our current system of largely suburban style lots with pockets of intense density.
Medium and lowrise buildings are much more visually appealing than full-block behemoths. People decry
much of the development in Ballard because it's ugly, yet the blocks of pre-war three-story buildings in
Capitol Hill are celebrated. It also increases the resilience of neighborhoods by allowing smaller changes
over time. Those full block behemoths can only be replaced one full block at a time, whereas smaller
scale density can change and grow more naturally. Finally, smaller scale density is cheaper to build - both
because it's smaller and because you can avoid needed steel and concrete with shorter buildings. This
allows a wider swath of the city to potentially own property and build equity, rather than forcing all new
development to be made by multi-million dollar companies.

Increasing the supply of ADUs is an overdue step, but really the conversation should be about making
LR1 the minimum zoning code in the city.

» Please see updated information in Section 4.1, Housing and Socioeconomics, on proposed ADU
production resulting from the proposed changes. Please note that the proposal evaluated in this
EIS is related to proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the construction of ADUs. Rezoning
single-family zones to multifamily zones is outside the scope of this EIS.
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Alternative two will add the most housing units and therefore should be selected. We need more housing
now!

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Mullendore, Zoe

| am supportive of this concept and encourage the city to move forward with allowing ADU's in Seattle.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Murphy, Akira

| strongly support alternative 3 in the hopes that it will reduce rent.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| strongly support alternative 3, and 2 to a lesser extent, and wish this process had been quicker and not
held up as much.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Myers, Zachary

| agree on certain aspects of both alternatives which will reduce barriers to construction such as
removing required parking and the owner-occupancy requirement. The former will help with flexibility on
siting and construction of ADUz and the later will help create a more dynamic housing market. However
such restrictions as arbitrary unit sizes for these cottages may limit the amount of potential units
created in Single Family Home Areas.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

We are drastically under built in most areas of the city especially in the areas presented in this plan.
ADU's will do little to change the aesthetics, | believe it will help create a more robust neighborhood
culture to a majority of the city. | think figuring out a way to utilize green space effectively will be
important for the city to try to incentivize. We will need to figure out a viable and expedited replacement
method if tree canopy or vegetation is reduced to fit a home on a lot.

» Please see the frequent comment response concerning impacts on tree canopy and updated
discussion of tree canopy in Section 4.2, Land Use, and exceptions added to the Preferred
Alternative to preserve trees.

These units also create more density and options for people who don't want to live in a busy urban
district or on a main commercial strip. Relaxing these ADU requirements will also allow local homeowners
to utilize their existing parcel and provide extra income to stay in the city. Local landlords are key to a
healthy city and rental market, development and housing corps from out of town our market for their
bottom-line is worrisome to say the least. With median home prices approaching a million dollars in most
single family home neighborhoods in the city and half of the current work force making under 50,000
dollars it is important that we have affordable options for homebuyers and ADU's fit somewhere in

the area's housing mix. We should be building neighborhoods that strive to house people from diverse
income brackets. Helping prod this equity will create a more stable social fabric in the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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| agree with the governments findings on this, ADU's will allow for a more flexible and more robust land
use on existing land within the city of Seattle. It will benefit the city because there will be more people
living on one parcel therefore making it more efficient for those parcels to be serviced by the city.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Taking the parking requirement out will help better utilize parcel development and also help increase the
density of these neighborhoods. A car is a vastly inefficient way to move around the city and the parking
space and structures related toit's storage is space ill-allocated. This current pattern of land use in single
family homes creates a weak car urbanism that benefits no one. It creates a system where households
have too many cars per capita and transit routes go under-utilized by a majority of the neighborhood.
Also this would help reduce congestion and help meet our climate goals if these adus were placed in
neighborhoods with high transit frequency but low density. Renters and buyers of these units will figure
out ways to get to and from work without a personal car.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

As | mentioned in land use, besides a more complex connection to the main utility lines and infrastructure
these dwellings will make more economical sense to hook up and scale up with this development. It is
more efficient than traditional development and will take less linear feet of infrastructure for these
utilities to connect to these units rather than a suburban style development. As far as schools, these
smaller homes might be one of the only affordable units for families in these neighborhoods. This is
one reason i'm against the 1,000 sq ft limit, a few extra hundred square feet might allow a family of

4 to live a bit more comfortably and stay in the city. Most good Seattle Public Schools are located in
neighborhood's with 1 million + home values. These ADU's will help retain some smaller families and
help diversify schools in Seattle by allowing lower income families to attend schools with traditionally
high incomes and wealth. Lastly, with the development of more roof runoff it will be important for SPU's
Rainwise Program to expand and allow for cistern or rain garden installations at the ADU's especially if
the existing house on the parcel is eligible. Adding a Adu might double the potential captured area of
rain on one parcel. It will be crucial to figure out a way to reduce CSQ's in basins that are single family
and benefit from this development. Also from a design perspective it may be more practical to combine
cisterns and rain gardens installations on one parcel.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Naess, Ralph

| think including parking in the footprint of the ADU's is reasonable as outlined in alternative 3.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am doubtful that this will have a meaningful impact on affordability, but its worth a try. Alternative
3is preferred in that it will require property owners to live on the property. This will help to maintain
neighborhood integrity and reduce the opportunity for landlords to create "boarding houses” out of
ADU's and DADU's.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Gradual, smaller scale is the way to start. The law of unanticipated consequences means we cannot
accurately project how this will impact communities, until it is implemented. Start slow. You can always
ease regulations later.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Alternative 3 is a good compromise between aesthetics and improving housing access.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support Alternative 3, because it will help maintain neighborhood integrity.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| support Alternative 3. Best compromise between increasing housing and maintaining neighborhoods.
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Namkung, Ju

| live in Wallingford, in District 4 and am very concerned about the lack of affordable housing in Seattle. |
myself am fortunate to be a homeowner but there are thousands who are no longer able to afford to buy
homes in Seattle. We should allow for more rentable housing to help more people all along the income
spectrum to be a part of our vibrant community. | favor Alternative 2 because it removes the owner-
occupancy requirement and the parking requirement and reduces the barriers for owners to add ADUs to
their properties.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

Nan Todd -Smethurst

If your area is red lined to become multi- family what are your options
» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.

| am surprised that there are no allowances in the new code proposals for "true tiny houses " that are
built to a standard building code of the City or A RIVA Code. In addition there is no indication of a staged
conversion submital .

There appears to be no increased pricing diversity if the new code changes are implemented .

In a City where lower cost options are necessary to provide for extended family living accomadations
which will be rapidly increasing with the onslaught of an aging population, and disabled adults and
children with special needs-- there are no provisions in this code.

» The proposal evaluated in this EIS focuses on proposed changes to the Land Use Code for the

construction of ADUs. Modifying what constitutes a single-family dwelling by removing the
requirement that the structure has a permanent foundation is outside the scope of this EIS.

Neiman, David

| support Option 2, as it provides the most opportunity for homeowners to build ADU’'s and DADU's with
the fewest restrictions. | support incorporation of one idea from alternative 3 which would allow (2)
ADU's in any form (either attached or detached. | would also recommend loosening of restrictions that
govern where DADU's can be placed, and removal of all restrictions for where unit entries can be located.

» Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted.
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Nest Architecture & Design,

Thank you for all your work! | support comments by Dan Bertolet of Sightline dated June 8, 2018. Mine
is an abridged version of MOAR Backyard Cottages' comments by co-organizers Matt H & Laura L with
added comments based on my experience designing 10 DADUs. | support:

* Eliminate parking requirement. All of the DADUs ive designed had ample street parking. Owners still
park on the street and have planted gardens and chicken coops in the driveways.

* Reduce minimum lot size for ADUs. Anyone regardless of lot size they own should be able to add an
ADU.

* Portland and Vancouver dont have owner occupancy requirements and they are ahead of Seattle in
production. Single Family rental houses dont have owner occupancy requirements.

* Freedom to choose best fit and type when creating accessory dwelling units. Flexibility is key, as long
as the overall form fits within the bulk of currently allowed Single Family Zoned structures. In addition,
allow Jr Adus with minimal permitting, to create more affordable, legal units (until they turn 21).

* Increase height allowances for green roofs. Add height allowances and flexibility of material and
methods to shield from view/privacy between poorly scaled transition from SF zones to NC zones (if
those SF zones have no chance of being rezoned to a MF, to buffer between SF & NC).

* Increase rear yard coverage for additional flexibility/buffering neighbors privacy, better chance of
preserving trees.

* Reduce pre-development & permit costs by dedicating specialized reviewers to ADU/ DADU projects.
If the city pre-approved stock plans with a list of available zoning departures, such as 2 extra feet of
allowable height for sloping lots, residents who want to build an ADU have a clear and predictable
pathway through permitting.

* No MHA. Even without this fee, 3 potential homeowner clients have backed away. It is important to
have owner/builders who have equity in home, as part of the affordable housing on solution.

» Please see the response to the form letter included in Section 5.5.

Newbold, Sheri

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS, and for providing this thorough Draft EIS
document.

| support providing the most flexibility for creating ADUs and DADUs. The more flexibility the code
provides, the more units that will be created since the code will have more potential to meet the
individual personal and property circumstances.

Alternative 2 of the three alternatives studied provides the most flexibility, and so | support all of the
changes in Alternative 2.

Items where | suggest further study:

Alternative 2 #6: The height limit ought not be determined by lot width because regardless of lot width,
there are building code requirements for minimum interior height as well as cultural preferences about
interior height. Please study increasing the height limit for all DADUs regardless of lot width.
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Alternative 2 # 13: Construction costs in Seattle are expensive. Construction cost (hard cost) is the main
cost of creating DADUs and ADUs and is also one of the main impediments to their creation. To be clear,
soft costs (pre-development and design) are a small portion of the total cost of building an ADU or
DADU. There are multiple current ideas on how to reduce soft costs for ADU and DADU creation. These
need to be studied more extensively.

One idea that has been discussed is to immediately remove the sewer capacity charge from the addition
of a new DADU.

Another is to dedicate staff to review DADUs and ADUs. They also would review other projects; however,
this trained, dedicated staff would consistently review all submitted ADU and DADU projects which

will red