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Dear Affected Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties:

Enclosed is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Seattle Pacific University Major
Institution Master Plan (MIMP). This DEIS analyzes the probable adverse environmental impacts associated
with the Draft MIMP, a No Action Alternative and four other alternatives.

This DEIS has been prepared in compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) of 1971 (Chapter
43.21C, Revised Code of Washington); the SEPA Rules, effective April 4, 1984, as amended (Chapter 197-11,
Washington Administrative Code); and rules adopted by the city of Seattle implementing SEPA — Seattle’s
Environmental Policies and Procedures Code (Chapter 25.05, Seattle Municipal Code).

Preparation of this DEIS is the responsibility of the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
(SDCI). SDCI has determined that this document has been prepared in a responsible manner using
appropriate methodology and SDCI has directed the areas of research and analysis that were undertaken in
preparation of this DEIS.

This document is not an authorization for a specific action or alternative, nor does it constitute a decision or
a recommendation for an action; it is one of several key documents that will be considered by the City of
Seattle, and other permitting/approval agencies in the decision-making process for this project. In its final
form — as a Final EIS (FEIS) — it will accompany the Final MIMP or such other alternative that may be
identified as part of the FEIS and will be considered in making final decisions concerning the project and
permits/authorizations for this project.

The purpose of this Draft EIS is to:
e identify and evaluate probable, significant adverse environmental impacts that could result from
development that is identified in the proposed Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master
Plan (MIMP) as the Draft MIMP, as well as impacts from alternatives to the Draft MIMP;
e identify measures to mitigate environmental impacts that are identified; and
e identify unavoidable significant adverse impacts that may occur.

The 30-day public comment period associated with this DEIS is: July 20, 2023 through August 19, 2023.
Agencies, affected tribes, organizations, and members of the public are invited to comment on the DEIS.
Methods for presenting your comments are described below. All comments are due no later than August 19,

2023, and can be submitted:

Via email to: Public Comments - Seattle Services Portal | seattle.gov (enter SDCI Record Number 3035844-
LU)

In writing to:  Department of Construction & Inspections
ATTN: Public Resource Center
P.O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 | PO Box 34019 | Seattle, WA 98124-4019 | 206-684-8600 | seattle.gov/sdci


https://cosaccela.seattle.gov/portal/customization/comments/default.aspx

In writing and/or verbally at the virtual DEIS public hearing:
e Meeting Date/Time: August 17, 2023, at 5:00 PM
e Online Meeting Information
o Webex Meeting Link: https://bit.ly/mtg3035844
o Listen Line: 206-207-1700 Access Code: 2480 108 6592
o Public Comment Sign Up: https://bit.ly/comment3035844

View the online DEIS public hearing and provide comments in person at:
o Seattle Municipal Tower, 700 5th Ave

Following the DEIS comment period, the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) will
prepare a Final EIS (FEIS) that addresses comments received during the DEIS public comment period.

This Draft EIS has been distributed to agencies noted on the Distribution List of this Draft EIS (Appendix A).
A Notice of Availability has been sent to those who participated in EIS Scoping and Parties of Record. The
DEIS can be reviewed online by entering the SDCI record number 3035844-LU at the Seattle Services Portal:
Search All Records - Seattle Services Portal | Seattle.gov

The Draft EIS can be reviewed at the Seattle Public Library — Central Library (1000 Fourth Ave.) and the
Queen Anne Branch (400 W. Garfield St.). In addition, a limited number of complimentary flash drives of
this Draft EIS are available — while the supply lasts -- from SDCI’s Public Resource Center on Floor 20 of the
Seattle Municipal Tower (700 Fifth Ave.).

Thank you for your interest in the Seattle Pacific University’s Major Institution Master Plan DEIS.

Sincerely,

- —7 /
/ / 5/

Nathan Torgelson, SEPA Responsible Official
Director, SDCI
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Name of Proposal

Proponent

Location

Proposed Action

FACT SHEET

Seattle Pacific University
Major Institution Master Plan

Seattle Pacific University
3307 3 Ave. W.
Seattle, WA 98119-1957

The Seattle Pacific University (SPU) is located on the north
slope of Queen Anne hill in the City of Seattle. The
approximately 66-acre campus is situated around the
intersection of W Nickerson St. and 3 Ave. W. The campus is
bordered by the Fremont Cut and South Ship Canal Trail to the
north.

The Proposed Action involves adoption and implementation of
a new Major Institution Master Plan (MIMP) for Seattle Pacific
University. The Proposed Action is described in detail in
Seattle Pacific University’s Draft Major Institution Master Plan
(dtd. May 2023) which is a document separate from this Draft
EIS. Key elements of the Draft MIMP that are analyzed in this
Draft EIS include the following:

e Goals and policies to guide campus development

¢ Maodification of the campus boundaries — three changes are
proposed in the northwest, east and southeast areas of
campus that would add approximately 18 acres to SPU’s
existing MIO boundary.

e Proposed planned! development consisting of:
- anew 61,000 sqg. ft. Student Union/Student Center;
- renovation/repurposing of an existing building; and
- demolition of an existing building for the creation of
future open space.

e Proposed potential>? long-term  development  of
approximately 2,198,600 sq. ft. associated with education
and general buildings, campus housing, athletic and
recreation development, and mixed-use and commercial
development;

e Improved pedestrian connections and vehicular access;

Increased amount of parking;

1 Planned development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development which the Major Institution has
definite plans to construct.” (SMC 23.69.030D.)

Potential development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development or uses for which the Major

Institution’s plans are less definite.” (SMC 23.69.030 D.)
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e Modification of certain development standards (e.g., zoning
designations, height limits, lot coverage, etc.);

e Analysis of potential street and alley vacations; and,
e Adoption of a new Transportation Management Plan (TMP).

Alternatives For the purposes of environmental review, five alternatives to the
Draft MIMP are analyzed in this EIS, including:

e Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative;

e Alternative 2 — No Boundary Expansion and No
Change to Height Limits;

e Alternative 3-Boundary Expansion and No Change
to Height Limits in Existing MIO;

e Alternative 4 — No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits; and

e Alternative 5 — Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits and No Street/Alley Vacations.

SEPA Lead Agency Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI)

SEPA Responsible Official
Nathan Torgelson, Director
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections

EIS Contact Person
Michael Houston, Senior Land Use Planner
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
Seattle Municipal Tower — 700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Telephone: 206.727.3885

E-mail: michaelt.houston@seattle.gov

e Approval of the Final MIMP

e Approval of a rezone to allow expansion of the MIO
boundary

e Approval of a rezone to allow changes to height limits
within the MIO

Additional approvals may be identified during project review.

Final Action Date Approval of the SPU MIMP by Seattle City Council is anticipated
in late 2023/early 2024.
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Authors and Principal The SPU MIMP DEIS has been prepared under the direction of
. SDCI. Research and analysis for this EIS were provided by the
Contributors to following consulting firms:

this EIS
e EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.,
PBC - lead EIS consultant; document preparation;
environmental analysis — land use, height/bulk/scale,
public view protection, and shadows on open space;

e Perkins + Will Architects, P.S. — Draft MIMP and
graphics for EIS (height/bulk/scale graphics, viewshed
photosimulation graphics, and shadow graphics);

e Transpo Group — transportation and circulation;

e Landau Associates, Inc. — air quality and greenhouse
gas analysis;

e Tree Solutions — tree inventory; and

e Perteet — cultural resources.

Location of Background Seattle Dept. of Construction and Inspections
D Seattle Municipal Tower
ata 700 Fifth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98124

Date of Issuance of this July 20, 2023
Draft EIS

Date Draft EIS August 19, 2023

Comments Are Due Written comments may be submitted to SDCI at the
following address:

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
ATTN: PRC

700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Comments may be also submitted electronically by
entering the record number (3035844-LU) at:
http://www.seattle.gov/project/comment
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Date of Draft EIS Public An online public hearing to gather comments on the DEIS and

. Draft MIMP will be held on: Thursday, August 17, 2023 at
Meeting 5:00 p.m.

Attendees may attend the public hearing in person or virtually,
see below for more details.

To attend virtually, use this link:

Webex Meeting Link: https://bit.ly/mtg3035844
Listen Line: 206-207-1700

Access Code: 2480 108 6592

Public Comment Sign Up:
https://bit.ly/comment3035844

If you want to attend in person, you can view the online
meeting and provide comments in person at:

Seattle Municipal Tower
700 5th Ave.
Seattle, WA 98104

All meeting facilities are ADA compliant.

Translators/interpreters provided upon request. Contact the
Public Resource Center at www.seattle.gov/project/comment
or (206) 684-8467 at least five business days prior to the
meeting to request this service.

Availability of this Copies of this Draft EIS have been distributed to agencies,
organizations and individuals noted on the Distribution List
Draft EIS (Appendix A to this document). This Draft EIS can be reviewed

at the following locations:

e celectronically on the Seattle Services Portal
(http://lweb6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/) under Record
Number 3035844-LU.

e Seattle Public Library — Central Library (1000 Fourth
Ave.); and at the

e Queen Anne Branch Library (400 W. Garfield St.).
In addition, a limited number of complimentary flash drives of

this Draft EIS are available — while the supply lasts -- from SDCI
(700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000 Seattle, WA 98104).
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Summary



SECTION [/

SUMMARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for
the Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan. Chapter 1 briefly describes the
Proposed Action (Draft MIMP) and the EIS Alternatives (Alternatives 1- 5) and contains a
comprehensive overview of environmental impacts identified for the alternatives. Please see
Chapter 2 of this Draft EIS for a more detailed description of the Proposed Action and
alternatives and Chapter 3 for a detailed description of the affected environment, environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and significant unavoidable adverse impacts.

1.2 PROJECT SUMMARY

The Proposed Action that is evaluated in this Draft EIS involves adoption and implementation of
a new Major Institution Master Plan (MIMP) for Seattle Pacific University. The Proposed Action
is described in detail in Seattle Pacific University’s Draft Major Institution Master Plan (dtd. May
2023) which is a document separate from this Draft EIS. Key elements of the Draft MIMP that
are analyzed in this Draft EIS include the following:

¢ Goals and policies to guide campus development

e Modification of the campus boundaries — three changes are proposed in the northwest,
east and southeast areas of campus that would add approximately 18 acres to SPU’s
existing MIO boundary.

e Proposed planned! development consisting of:
o anew 61,000 sq. ft. Student Union/Student Center;
o renovation/repurposing of an existing building; and
o demolition of an existing building for the creation of future open space.

¢ Proposed potential? long-term development of approximately 2,198,600 sq. ft. associated
with education and general buildings, campus housing, athletic and recreation
development, and mixed-use and commercial development;

Improved pedestrian connections and vehicular access;

Increased amount of parking;

1 Planned development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development which the Major Institution has
definite plans to construct.” (SMC 23.69.030D.)

2 Potential development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development or uses for which the Major
Institution’s plans are less definite.” (SMC 23.69.030 D.)

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section |
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For the purposes of environmental review, five alternatives to the Draft MIMP are analyzed in
this EIS, including:

1.3

Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative;
Alternative 2 — No Boundary Expansion and No Change to Height Limits;

Alternative 3 — Boundary Expansion and No Change to Height Limits in Existing
MIO;

Alternative 4 — No Boundary Expansion and Increased Height Limits; and

Alternative 5 — Boundary Expansion, Increased Height Limits and No Street/Alley
Vacations.

IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND SIGNIFICANT
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

The following highlights the impacts, mitigation measures, and significant unavoidable adverse
impacts that would potentially result from the alternatives analyzed in this Draft EIS. Table 1-1
provides a summary of the potential impacts that would be anticipated under the Draft EIS
Alternatives. This summary is not intended to be a substitute for the complete discussion of
each element that is contained in Chapter 3.
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Table 1-1
IMPACT SUMMARY MATRIX

DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Alternative 3

Boundary Expansion and No Change

to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.1 - AIR QUALITY and GHG

o Construction activity could result in
temporary, localized increases in
particulate concentrations, emissions, and
odors. With implementation of the controls
required by PSCAA for the various
aspects of construction activities and
consistent use of best management
practices (BMPs) to minimize on-site
emissions, construction would not be
expected to significantly affect air quality.

o Under the No Action Alt., only
development/renovation that is consistent
with the SPU’s current MIMP would be
built. With implementation of controls
required by PSCAA and BMPs,
construction-related air quality impacts
would not be expected to significantly
affect air quality.

o Construction air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

o Construction air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

e Construction air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

o Construction air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

e The Draft MIMP would result in an
increase in vehicular traffic to and from
the campus that would increase emissions
near the campus and along roads in the
area. While future (2035) traffic volumes
and delays would increase over existing
(2021) conditions, future CO
concentrations would be reduced due to
adoption of newer, more efficient vehicles
and cleaner fuel regulations. Model results
also demonstrate that at the lowest
performing LOS of the intersections
evaluated (Nickerson St/Westlake Ave. N
intersection), Draft MIMP related traffic
would not increase CO concentrations
over future No Action conditions. Overall,
modeling indicates that no significant
traffic-related air quality impacts would be
expected.

e Similar to the Draft MIMP, the No Action
Alt. would not be expected to result in
significant traffic-related air quality
impacts.

o Operational air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

o Operational air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

o Operational air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.

o Operational air quality impacts would be
similar to the Draft MIMP.
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DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Alternative 3
Boundary Expansion and No Change
to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.1- AIR QUALITY and GHG con't

o The Draft MIMP is expected to produce
about 2,167,343 metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent (MTCOZ2e) over a 62.5-year
lifespan. Annually this corresponds to
about 34,677 tonnes.

The estimates of project GHG emissions
do not consider any potential efforts to
reduce emissions and/or resource
consumption by incorporating sustainable
features into the development, although
such sustainable features would be
incorporated into the project by virtue of
the City and State Building and Energy
Code requirements and the likely use of
green building technologies. Overall, GHG
emissions associated with the Draft MIMP
would contribute to the cumulative carbon
footprint of King County and no significant
climate change impacts would be
expected due to project-related GHG
emissions.

o The No Action Alt. is expected to
produce about 63,774 metric tonnes of
CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e) over a 62.5-
year lifespan and corresponds to about
1,020 tonnes annually.

o Alternative 2 is expected to produce
about 2,768,547 metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent (MTCO2e) over a 62.5 year
lifespan. Annually this corresponds to
about 46,127 tonnes.

Similar to the Draft MIMP, the estimates
of project GHG emission do not consider
any potential efforts to reduce emissions,
although sustainable features would be
incorporated into the project by virtue of
the City and State Building and Energy
Code requirements and likely use of green
building technologies. Overall, GHG
emissions associated with the Alternative
2 would contribute to the cumulative
carbon footprint of King County and no
significant climate change impacts would
be expected due to project-related GHG
emissions.

e GHG emissions and overall impacts would
be the same as Alternative 2.

e GHG emissions and overall impacts would
be the same as Alternative 2.

e GHG emissions and overall impacts would
be the same as Alternative 2.

3.2 - PLANTS and ANIMALS

e The Draft MIMP would result in the
following trees removed:
- 249 trees removed in total
- 47 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 153 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 1 tree removed w/in shoreline buffer

e The No Action Alt. would result in the
following trees removed:
- 51 trees removed in total
- 19 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 35 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 0 trees removed w/in shoreline buffer

o Alternative 2 would result in the following
trees removed:
- 278 trees removed in total
- 65 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 166 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 0 trees removed w/in shoreline buffer

o Alternative 3 would result in the following
trees removed:
- 274 trees removed in total
- 56 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 169 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 1 tree removed w/in shoreline buffer

o Alternative 4 would result in the following
trees removed:
- 266 trees removed in total
- 55 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 158 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 0 trees removed w/in shoreline buffer

o Alternative 5 would result in the following
trees removed:
- 265 trees removed in total
- 52 exceptional trees removed (groves
and/or by size)
- 164 trees removed in all ECA’s
- 1 tree removed w/in shoreline buffer

e The Draft MIMP results in the potential for
fewer ftrees to be removed than under
Alternatives 2-5, as it is largely proposing
construction in areas that are already
dominated by existing hardscapes and
buildings.

o The No Action Alternative involves the
least tree and habitat removal, as little
construction would occur.

o Alternative 2 involves the most tree and
habitat removal of all the alternatives,
including more than that proposed under
the Draft MIMP as a greater number of
buildings would be built on campus under
this alternative.

o Alternative 3 involves a similar amount of
tree and habitat removal as that proposed
under Alternative 2, and more than that
proposed under the Draft MIMP, as a
greater number of buildings would be built
under this alternative.

o Alternative 4 involves slightly less tree
and habitat removal than that proposed
under Alternatives 2 and 3, but still more
than that proposed under the Draft MIMP,
as a greater number of buildings would be
built on campus under this alternative.

o Alternative 5 involves slightly more tree
and habitat removal than that proposed
under the Draft MIMP, but less than would
occur Alternatives 2-4 as far fewer
additional buildings would need to be
constructed within the MIO boundary.

3.3 - CULTURAL RESOURCES

o Impacts to archaeological resources
under the Draft MIMP would depend on
specific project locations and depths of
excavation. An archaeologist should
review project plans and geotechnical
data prior to development of the three
planned projects. A Monitoring and
Inadvertent Discovery Plan (MIDP) or
Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) should
be prepared prior to ground disturbance.

e Same as under the Draft MIMP.

e Same as under the Draft MIMP.

e Same as under the Draft MIMP.

e Same as under the Draft MIMP.

e Same as under the Draft MIMP.
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DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Alternative 3

Boundary Expansion and No Change

to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.3 - CULTURAL RESOURCES - con

t

o Potential projects developed in the east
MIO Boundary expansion area and the
northeast portion of campus, areas
considered to have High Potential to
encounter archaeological resources, may
require archaeological monitoring of
geotechnical field investigations,
archaeological borings, or other
mechanical excavation methods to identify
deeply buried sites in areas of deep fill.

o Potential projects developed in the central
campus, an area considered to have
Moderate Potential for containing
archaeological resources, could generally
proceed with spot-check monitoring and
an IDP.

o Potential projects developed in the
south/southwest portion of campus, an
area considered to have Low Potential for
intact archaeological resources, could
generally proceed under an IDP prior to
ground disturbance.

Because the boundary expansion on the
east side of campus would not occur, High
Potential areas would not be affected
under the No Action Alternative.

Impacts in Moderate Potential areas
would be similar to those described for the
Draft MIMP, although the overall potential
for impacts would be less because much
less new development would occur.

Impacts in Low Potential areas would be
similar to those described for the Draft
MIMP, although the overall potential for
impacts would be less because much less
new development would occur.

Without the boundary expansion on the
east side of the campus, High Potential
areas expected to contain archaeological
resources would be largely avoided under
Alternative 2.

There would be a higher potential to
impact archaeological resources present
in Moderate Potential areas of the campus
as compared to the Draft MIMP, because
a greater number of buildings would need
to be developed in these areas.

Impacts in Low Potential areas would be
similar to those described for the Draft
MIMP, although the overall potential for
impacts would be higher because much
more new development would occur.

Impacts to cultural resources would be
similar to but slightly greater than the
Draft MIMP.

Impacts to cultural resources would be
similar to but slightly greater than the
Draft MIMP. This is because there would
be a higher potential to impact
archaeological resources present in
Moderate Potential areas of campus as
compared to the Draft MIMP, due to a
greater number of buildings needing to be
developed in these areas.

Impacts in Low Potential areas would be
similar to those described for the Draft
MIMP, although the overall potential for
impacts would be higher because much
more new development would occur.

o Without the boundary expansion on the
east side of the campus, most of the High
Potential areas expected to contain
archaeological resources would be
avoided under Alternative 4.

o There would be a higher potential to
impact archaeological resources present
in Moderate Potential areas of the campus
as compared to the Draft MIMP, because
a greater number of buildings would need
to be developed in these locations.

o Impacts in Low Potential areas would be
similar to those described for the Draft
MIMP, although the overall potential for
impacts would be slightly higher because
more new development would occur.

¢ Impacts to archaeological resources
under Alternative 5 would be similar to
but slightly greater than the Draft MIMP.

¢ Impacts to archaeological resources
under Alternative 5 would be similar to
but slightly greater than the Draft MIMP,
as a greater number of buildings would
need to be built in Moderate Potential
areas as compared to the Draft MIMP.

¢ Impacts to archaeological resources
under Alternative 5 would be similar to
but slightly greater than the Draft MIMP.

¢ One post-contact period archaeological
site has been recorded within the existing
SPU MIO boundary; this site is within the
footprint of a potential project. Adverse
effects to the site could be prevented by
avoiding ground disturbance within the
site boundary. If avoidance is not
possible, a DAHP-issued permit may be
required, along with monitoring for site
documentation as mitigation.

The one post-contact period site recorded
within the existing SPU MIO boundary
would not be expected to be affected.

Impacts to the recorded post-contact
period archaeological site would be the
same as described under the Draft MIMP.

Impacts to the recorded post-contact
period archaeological site would be the
same as described under the Draft MIMP.

o Impacts to the recorded post-contact
period archaeological site would be the
same as described under the Draft MIMP.

o Impacts to the recorded post-contact

period archaeological site would be the
same as described under the Draft MIMP.
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DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Alternative 3
Boundary Expansion and No Change
to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.4 - LAND USE

Implementation of the Draft MIMP would
result in intensification of uses on the
campus, expansion of the campus land
uses, and displacement and/or relocation
of some existing institutional and non-
institutional land uses. Proposed
boundary expansions would provide the
flexibility to concentrate more intense,
non-residential uses in the northern and
central portions of campus, mostly away
from single-family residential
neighborhoods to the south and west of
campus, thereby creating a residential
use buffer; that would help reduce
potential impacts to off-campus
neighborhoods.

o New campus development would be
limited to development consistent with
projects approved under the current
MIMP, but not yet built. Current MIO
boundary and height limits would be
retained. Two Education & General
buildings could be developed consistent
with the existing MIMP. The distribution,
character, and intensity of land uses and
buildings would remain similar to existing
conditions.

Up to 12 additional buildings and/or
building wings would need to be
constructed within the current MIO
boundary, and overall development on the
campus would be much more intense
than under the Draft MIMP, there would
be less of a buffer with adjacent off-
campus neighborhoods and substantially
less open space would be provided on
campus.

¢ Up to 7 additional buildings and/or wings
would need to be constructed within the
existing and expanded campus boundary.
Future campus development would be
more land use intensive and, in some
areas, built much closer to campus
boundaries than under the Draft MIMP,
but less so than under Alternative 2.

o Up to 5 additional buildings and/or
building wings would need to be
constructed within the campus. Future
campus development would be more land
use intensive and built much closer to
existing campus boundaries than the
Draft MIMP, but less so than Alternative
2.

¢ Up to 4 additional buildings and/or

building wings would need to be
constructed within the campus. Overall,
site development would be somewhat
more land use intensive than under the
Draft MIMP.

Potential housing development adjacent
to off-campus low-rise residential
neighborhoods to the east, west and
south could result in land use impacts
including increased noise levels, traffic
and pedestrian activity associated with an
increase in the number of students living
in this area. However, required setbacks,
street ROW corridors, large open space
areas, and landscape screening would
separate these new student residential
uses on campus from low-rise residential
homes off campus and reduce the
potential for incompatibilities.

o The distribution, character, and intensity
of land uses and buildings (including all
housing) would remain similar to existing
conditions.

Three additional student housing
buildings (3- to 4- levels each) would be
located along the west edge of campus,
near existing single-family neighborhoods,
increasing the potential for
incompatibilities between on- and off-
campus residential uses as compared to
the Draft MIMP.

Two additional student residential/
apartment buildings (3- to 4-levels each)
would be located along the west edge of
campus near existing single-family
neighborhoods, increasing the potential
for incompatibilities between on- and off-
campus residential uses as compared to
the Draft MIMP

o Two additional student residential/
apartment buildings (one at 3-levels and
one at 1-level) would be located along the
west edge of campus near existing
single-family neighborhoods, increasing
the potential for incompatibilities between
on- and off-campus residential uses as
compared to the Draft MIMP.

¢ No additional student residential/

apartment buildings would need to be
located along the west edge of campus,
near existing single-family neighborhoods
off campus (as would occur as under
Alternatives 2-3)

Proposed boundary expansion areas
would expand into some areas that are
currently zoned for commercial uses,
which are in limited supply within the city,
and could potentially replace these uses
with institutional uses. However, under
the Draft MIMP, approximately 225,600
sq. ft. of net new commercial/mixed-use
development is proposed, and these
areas would continue to be located mostly
along W. Nickerson St. This would
contribute to maintaining commercial
uses on campus and in the vicinity of
campus and would also enhance
accessibility to these services for the
surrounding neighborhood and campus
communities.

o The distribution and intensity of land uses
and buildings (including commercial and
mixed-use) would remain similar to
existing conditions.

Additional commercial and mixed-use
buildings would need to be located more
internally to campus to accommodate the
same amount of square footage as the
Draft MIMP. This would displace
Academic uses planned for the central
core of campus under the Draft MIMP,
would locate commercial uses further
away from W. Nickerson. This would
contribute to maintaining commercial uses
on campus and in the vicinity of campus
but would decrease neighborhood
accessibility to these services.

Similar to the Draft MIMP and consistent
with the existing land use patterns,
commercial uses and mixed-use areas
would continue to be located mostly along
and close to W. Nickerson St., which
would contribute to maintaining
commercial uses on campus and in the
vicinity of campus and enhance
accessibility to these services for the
surrounding neighborhood and campus
communities.

e Some commercial uses and mixed-use

areas would need to be located more
internally to campus to accommodate the
same amount of square footage as under
the Draft MIMP. This would displace
Education/General uses planned for the
central core of campus, would locate
commercial uses further away from W.
Nickerson. While maintaining commercial
uses on campus and in the vicinity,
neighborhood accessibility to these
services would decrease.

e Some commercial uses and mixed-use

areas would need to be located more
internally to campus to accommodate the
same amount of square footage as the
Draft MIMP. This would displace
Education/ General uses planned for the
east campus area, would locate
commercial uses further away from W.
Nickerson. This would contribute to
maintaining commercial uses on and in
the vicinity of campus but would decrease
neighborhood accessibility to these
services.
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DRAFT MIMP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Proposed Action No Action Alternative No Boundary Expansion and No (Boundary Expansion and No Changel  No Boundary Expansion and Boundary Expansion, Increased
Increase to Height Limits to Height Limits in Existing MIO Increased Height Limits Height Limits & No Street Vacations
3.4 - LAND USE - con'’t
o Eight street or alley vacations are o No street enhancements, or street/alley o Fewer street enhancements or street/alley | o Proposed street enhancements and o Fewer street enhancements and only o No street enhancements or street/alley
proposed as part of the Draft MIMP; vacations (and the open space the vacations (and the open space the street/alley vacations (and the open those street/alley vacations (and the open vacations (and the open space the
significant land use impacts would not be vacations provide) would occur. vacations provide) could occur within the space the vacations provide) could still space the vacations provide) located vacations provide) located within the
anticipated. New opportunities for existing MIO. occur. within the MIO boundary could occur. existing MIO boundary or in the MIO
potential open space areas and Boundary expansion areas would occur.

pedestrian connections would be provided
by the potential street and alley vacations.
Each street or alley vacation would be
required to go through the City of Seattle
vacation process and, ultimately, to obtain
discretionary legislative approval from
City Council.

3.5 - HEIGHT, BULK and SCALE

e The overall size, bulk, and scale of the ¢ No boundary expansions and no MIO o No boundary expansions and no MIO o Future campus development would be o Future campus development would be o Overall, site development would be
SPU campus would increase with zoning changes, height limits, or other zoning changes, height limits, or other denser than the Draft MIMP, but less denser than the Draft MIMP, but less somewhat denser than the Draft MIMP.
development under the Draft MIMP, with modifications to existing development modifications to existing development dense than Alternative 2. There would dense than Alternative 2. There would be No street enhancements or street/alley
the greatest increases in height/bulk/scale standards would occur. Height, bulk, and standards would occur. Overall, future be somewhat more development more development within the existing MIO vacations (and the open space that the
occurring in the north and central portions scale conditions of the SPU campus campus development would be much occurring within the existing MIO campus campus boundaries occurring overall and vacations provide in certain areas) within
of campus. Lot coverage and FAR would would remain similar to existing denser than the Draft MIMP. There would boundaries overall and somewhat less less functional open space due to no the existing MIO boundary or in the MIO
increase, resulting in slightly decreased conditions. be more development within the existing functional open space (including on boundary expansions occurring. Building Boundary expansion areas would occur.
open space across campus and increased MIO campus boundaries and less Tiffany Loop) due to no changes to height bulk and scale could increase as larger
density as compared to existing functional open space (including within limits. Building bulk and scale could buildings would potentially need to be
conditions. Tiffany Loop). Building bulk and scale increase as larger buildings would developed to make up for lack of height
could increase as larger buildings would potentially need to be developed to make increases, but the height increases would
potentially need to be developed to make up for lack of height increases, but the offset the need for increased bulk and
up for the lack of height increases and boundary expansions would offset the scale to a certain extent. Two additional
boundary expansions. Three additional need for increased bulk and scale to a residential buildings (three to four levels)
housing buildings (three to four levels) certain extent. Two additional residential would be located along the west edge of
would be located along the west edge of buildings (three to four levels) would be campus, near existing single-family
campus, near existing single-family located along the west edge of campus, homes.
homes. near existing single-family homes
Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section |
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DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Alternative 3
Boundary Expansion and No Change
to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.5 - HEIGHT, BULK and SCALE - con’t

¢ Height limit changes are proposed to the
interior of the existing SPU campus and
the MIO expansion areas. Along the west
and southwest edge of the existing
campus, the MIO periphery adjacent to
surrounding residential properties and
existing neighborhood residential zoning
would maintain existing height limits of 37
ft., 50 ft., and 65 ft.; maintaining a buffer
between surrounding residential areas
and the campus core. The other portion of
the proposed MIO periphery adjacent to
residential properties would maintain 37 ft.
height limits or increase by 10 ft. to a 50-
ft. height limit (in the Southeast Expansion
area). There would be a limited potential
for conflict between the 50-ft. buildings
that could be built under the proposed
MIO zoning in the Southeast Expansion
area and adjacent low-rise residential
areas. This potential conflict would be
attenuated by existing topography in this
area, as well as by vegetation and street
ROWs.

¢ Height conditions on the SPU campus
would remain similar to existing
conditions.

o No changes to height limits would occur;
height conditions would be as allowed by
the 2000 MIMP.

o Height conditions would be as allowed by
the 2000 MIMP in the existing MIO.
Height increases in the expansion areas
would be the same as the Draft MIMP.
Similar to under the Draft MIMP, there
would be a limited potential for conflict
between the 50-ft. buildings that could be
built under the proposed MIO zoning in
the Southeast Expansion area and
adjacent low-rise residential areas. This
potential conflict may be attenuated by
existing topography in this area, as well as
by vegetation and street ROWs.

¢ Height conditions would be similar to the
Draft MIMP in the existing MIO; no
boundary expansions would occur.

o Height conditions would be similar to the
Draft MIMP. Similar to that under the
Draft MIMP, there would be a limited
potential for conflict between the 50-ft.
buildings that could be built under the
proposed MIO zoning in the Southwest
Expansion area and adjacent low-rise
residential areas. This potential conflict
may be attenuated by existing topography
in this area, as well as by vegetation and
street ROWs.

3.6 — PUBLIC VIEW PROTECTION

¢ No significant impacts to views from the
protected David Rodgers Park viewpoint
would be anticipated. Most of the planned
and potential development constructed
under buildout of the Draft MIMP would
not be visible; only two potential campus
development projects could potentially be
visible, were vegetation not obscuring the
view. Overall, views from the park would
generally remain the same as under
existing conditions.

o The two new projects that could be built
under the No Action Alternative would
not be expected to be visible from David
Rodgers Park, and view conditions would
remain generally as described under
existing conditions.

o Twelve additional buildings and/or building
wings would need to be fit within the
existing campus under Alternative 2, and
it is possible some of these buildings
could be partially visible from David
Rodgers Park. However, additional
buildings would be expected to be only
minimally visible, if at all, and significant
adverse impacts to views would not be
anticipated. Views of the two potential
campus development projects that could
potentially be visible would be the same
as described for the Draft MIMP.

Seven additional buildings and/or building
wings would need to be fit within the
existing campus under Alternative 3, and
it is possible some of these buildings
could be partially visible from David
Rodgers Park. However, additional
buildings would be expected to be only
minimally visible, if at all, and significant
adverse impacts to views would not be
anticipated. Views of the two potential
campus development projects that could
potentially be visible would be the same
as described for the Draft MIMP.

o Five additional buildings and/or building
wings would need to be fit within the
existing campus under Alternative 4., and
it is possible some of these buildings
could be partially visible from David
Rodgers Park. However, additional
buildings would be expected to be only
minimally visible, if at all, and significant
adverse impacts to views would not be
anticipated. Views of the two potential
campus development projects that could
potentially be visible would be the same
as described for the Draft MIMP.

Four additional buildings and/or building
wings would need to be fit within the
existing campus under Alternative 5, and
it is possible some of these buildings
could be partially visible from David
Rodgers Park. However, additional
buildings would be expected to be only
minimally visible, if at all, and significant
adverse impacts to views would not be
anticipated. Views of the two potential
campus development projects that could
potentially be visible would be the same
as described for the Draft MIMP.

3.7 - SHADOWS on OPEN SPACE

o Off-Site Public Open Spaces - 6" Ave. W
Street End and West Ewing Mini Park -
would not be expected to be affected by
shading from new buildings constructed
under the Draft MIMP.

¢ No boundary expansions would occur,
and no new development would be built in
the vicinity of the 6th Ave. W Street End or
the West Ewing Mini Park. Shadow
conditions on these two areas would
remain the same as existing conditions
and no new shading impacts would occur.

o Shading impacts to off-campus open

spaces would generally be the same as
described under the Draft MIMP (i.e., no
significant new shading).

o Similar development to the Draft MIMP
would be built in proximity to West Ewing
Mini Park and the 6th Ave. W Street End,
and overall shadow impacts would be the
same as described for the Draft MIMP
(i.e., no significant new shading).

e Shading impacts to off-campus open
spaces would generally be the same as
described under the Draft MIMP (i.e., no
significant new shading).

o The entirety of the 6t Ave. W Street End

would be shaded on Winter Solstice at
noon. Shading impacts to off-site public
open spaces would otherwise be similar to
the Draft MIMP (i.e., no significant new
shading) during all other key solar days of
the year and times of day.
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DRAFT MIMP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Proposed Action No Action Alternative No Boundary Expansion and No (Boundary Expansion and No Changel  No Boundary Expansion and Boundary Expansion, Increased
Increase to Height Limits to Height Limits in Existing MIO Increased Height Limits Height Limits & No Street Vacations
3.7 - SHADOWS on OPEN SPACE - con’t
» On-Site Public Open Spaces - Martin » No new shading would occur to Martin e Shadow impacts to Martin Square would | e Overall shadow impacts to Martin Square | ¢ Shadow impacts to on-campus open e Shading impacts to Martin Square would
Square and Tiffany Loop — would not be Square. Some new shading could occur to generally be greater than would occur would generally be greater than would spaces would generally be the same as be greater than the Draft MIMP at 8 AM
expected to be significantly affected by Tiffany Loop, primarily in the southwest or under the Draft MIMP in the mornings at 8 occur under the Draft MIMP in the the Draft MIMP, as planned and potential and 9 AM during all four key solar days of
shading from new buildings constructed southeast portion of the Loop due to the AM (9 AM on Winter Solstice). Shading morning at 8 AM (9AM on Winter Solstice). projects, in the vicinity of these open the year, because an additional building
under the Draft MIMP. construction of a new building southeast impacts to Tiffany Loop would also Shading impacts to Tiffany Loop would spaces would be the same as the Draft would need to be built to the east of
of the Loop. However, minimal shadows generally be greater than would occur also generally be greater than would occur MIMP. Martin Square. Shadow impacts to
from the building would be experienced as under the Draft MIMP at 8 AM, noon, and under the Draft MIMP, particularly at 8 AM Tiffany Loop would generally be similar to
new shading due to the presence of 5 PM, depending on the extent of tree and noon on the Equinoxes and Summer the Draft MIMP.
existing trees in the southeast portion of coverage. Shading impacts to Tiffany Solstice. Shading impacts to Tiffany Loop
Tiffany loop. Loop would be especially significant due to would be especially significant due to the
the construction of two buildings within the construction of a new building within the
open space area. open space area.

3.8 - TRANSPORTATION
o Trip Generation - Total net new trip

Total net new trip generation would be as | e Total net new trip generation would be as | e Total net new trip generation would be as Total net new trip generation would be as Total net new trip generation would be as

generation would be as follows: follows: follows: follows: follows: follows:
Total daily vehicle trips: 2,356 Total daily vehicle trips: 872 Total daily vehicle trips: 3,122 Total daily vehicle trips: 2,612 Total daily vehicle trips: 3,102 Total daily vehicle trips: 3,256
AM Peak Hour: 113 AM Peak Hour: 81 AM Peak Hour: 143 AM Peak Hour: 110 AM Peak Hour: 142 AM Peak Hour: 131
PM Peak Hour: 199 PM Peak Hour: 86 PM Peak Hour: 219 PM Peak Hour: 185 PM Peak Hour: 215 PM Peak Hour: 198
o Non-Motorized Transportation - on- o No changes to the existing non-motorized | e Some pedestrian circulation e Some pedestrian circulation e Some pedestrian circulation ¢ Opportunities to eliminate and reduce
campus connections would be improved system are assumed with the No Action improvements that would be implemented improvements that would be implemented improvements that would be implemented pedestrian-vehicle conflict points would
and frontage improvements would be Alternative. However, recommended under the Draft MIMP would not occur under the Draft MIMP would not occur under the Draft MIMP would not occur be limited without street or alley
provided with newly constructed buildings. improvements outlined in the Seattle’s under Alternative 2, and there would be under Alternative 3, and there would be under Alternative 4, and there would be vacations.
Additionally, several roadway and 2035 Comprehensive Plan and 2014 fewer opportunities for ground-floor retail fewer opportunities for ground-floor retail fewer opportunities for ground-floor retail
intersections improvements would result Bicycle Master Plan, including bicycle space and overall street activation within space and overall street activation within space and overall street activation within
in benefits to pedestrian access and lanes along several streets, would the surrounding campus the surrounding campus the surrounding campus
circulation. improve bicycle connectivity in the study

area if implemented.
The Draft MIMP would continue to
provide bicycle amenities on-campus and
make improvements and/or additions as
the projects are built.

o Transit Service - Transit facilities on- o Transit facilities on-campus would not be e Projected transit trips would be higher o Projected transit trips would be lower than | e Projected transit trips would be higher e Projected transit trips would be lower than
campus would not be anticipated to anticipated to change. Transit utilization than the Draft MIMP. While transit trips Draft MIMP. than the Draft MIMP. While transit trips Draft MIMP.
change. Transit utilization increases of 3 increases of 8 % or less would be would be higher, there would be sufficient would be higher, there would be sufficient
% or less would be expected. No route expected. There would be available capacity to absorb these new trips. capacity to absorb these new trips.
would be anticipated to operate at above capacity to accommodate additional riders
50 percent capacity and there would be during the weekday peak periods.
available capacity to accommodate
additional riders during the weekday peak
periods.
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DRAFT MIMP
Proposed Action

Alternative 1
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2
No Boundary Expansion and No
Increase to Height Limits

Boundary Expansion and No Change

Alternative 3

to Height Limits in Existing MIO

Alternative 4
No Boundary Expansion and
Increased Height Limits

Alternative 5
Boundary Expansion, Increased
Height Limits & No Street Vacations

3.8 - TRANSPORTATION con’t

o Traffic Volumes - The majority of
intersections along W Nickerson Street
would grow by less than 10%, with a few
intersections projected to grow between
10 and 12%. Within the campus, some
intersections would experience traffic
growth, while some would experience a
decline in traffic. The growth and shift in
traffic volumes would primarily be due to
the increase in parking along W Cremona
St. and the shifting in vehicular traffic as a
result of the street vacations and
intersection improvements.

o Traffic volumes would generally grow
proportionately throughout the study area
based on overall campus population
growth. Given that there are no changes
to roadway network and no changes to
locations of off-street parking as part of
the No Action Alternative, there would
be no major shifts in traffic throughout the
study area.

o Traffic volumes within the west side of
campus (along 6th Avenue W) would
decrease, while traffic volumes within the
east side of campus (along 3rd Avenue W
and Queen Anne Avenue W) would
increase. This is primarily a result of
mixed-use development centered around
3rd Avenue W and W Cremona Street
versus along W Nickerson Street between
6th Avenue W and 3rd Avenue W as part
of the Draft MIMP

o Traffic volumes within the campus (along
6th Avenue W and 3rd Avenue W) would
generally decrease, while traffic volumes
east of campus (along W Nickerson
Street west of Queen Anne Avenue N)
would generally increase. This is primarily
a result of some mixed-use development
shifted to W Cremona Street versus W
Nickerson Street between 6th Avenue W
and 3rd Avenue W as part of the Draft
MIMP.

o Traffic volumes within the west side of
campus (along 6th Avenue W) generally
would decrease, while traffic volumes
within the east side of campus (along 3rd
Avenue W and Queen Anne Avenue W)
would generally increase. This is primarily
a result of some mixed-use development
shifted to W Cremona Street versus W
Nickerson Street between 6th Avenue W
and 3rd Avenue W as part of the Draft
MIMP.

o Traffic volumes would increase at
intersections that would no longer be
impacted by street vacations, but volumes
would otherwise generally decrease. With
all other Action Alternatives, the street
vacations would result in an increase in
traffic along 3rd Avenue W as an
alternative to 6th Avenue W. Without the
street vacations, volumes would not shift
from 6th Avenue W and therefore 3rd
Avenue is projected to see a decline in
trips. Additionally, some mixed-use
development would be shifted to W
Cremona Street versus W Nickerson
Street between 6th Avenue W and 3rd
Avenue W as part of the Draft MIMP.

o Traffic Operations - The majority of off-
site study intersections would continue to
operate acceptably at LOS D or better
during the weekday AM and PM peak
hours. Consistent with the No Action
conditions, three intersections are
forecast to operate below LOS E or F at
signalized locations and LOS F at stop-
controlled intersections during the AM
peak hour, and five intersections are
forecast to operate below these standards
during the PM peak hour. However,
proposed mitigation measures and
accompanying changes in circulation
would result in improvements to overall
intersection operations. The Draft MIMP
would result in the most advantageous
system-wide LOS results.

The majority of off-site study intersections
would continue to operate acceptably at
LOS D or better during the weekday AM
and PM peak hours. During the weekday
peak hours, five intersections are forecast
to operate below LOS E or F for
signalized locations and LOS F at stop
controlled intersections. The projected
operations are generally consistent
between the 2031 and 2035 No Action
Alternative conditions in terms of poor
operations.

o Operational differences between the Draft
MIMP with mitigation measures
implemented would be minimal, but the
Draft MIMP would result in the most
advantageous system-wide LOS results.

Operational differences between the Draft
MIMP with mitigation measures
implemented would be minimal, but the
Draft MIMP would result in the most
advantageous system-wide LOS results.

o Operational differences between the Draft
MIMP with mitigation measures
implemented would be minimal, but the
Draft MIMP would result in the most
advantageous system-wide LOS results.

Operational differences between the Draft
MIMP with mitigation measures
implemented would be minimal, but the
Draft MIMP would result in the most
advantageous system-wide LOS results.

Section |
Summary

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan
Draft EIS
1-10



SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND SIGNIFICANT
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Air Quality

Mitigation Measures

Construction

Although significant air quality impacts are not anticipated due to construction of the planned
and potential projects, construction contractors would be required to comply with all relevant
federal, state, and local air quality regulations.

Construction contractors could minimize emissions from diesel-powered construction
equipment, to the extent practicable, by taking steps such as implementation of best
management practices that would reduce emissions related to project construction.
Management practices for reducing the potential for air quality impacts during construction
include measures for reducing both exhaust emissions and fugitive dust. The Washington
Associated General Contractors brochure, Guide to Handling Fugitive Dust from Construction
Projects and the PSCAA suggest several methods for controlling dust and reducing the potential
exposure of people to emissions from diesel equipment. A list of some of the control measures
that could be implemented to reduce potential air quality impacts from construction activities
follows:

e Use only equipment and trucks that are maintained in optimal operational condition.

e Require all off-road equipment to have emission reduction equipment (e.g., require
participation in Puget Sound Region Diesel Solutions, a program designed to reduce air
pollution from diesel, by project sponsors and contractors).

e Use car-pooling or other trip-reduction strategies for construction workers.

e Implement restrictions on construction truck and other vehicle idling (e.g., limit idling to a
maximum of five minutes).

e Spray exposed soil with water or other suppressant to reduce emissions of PM and
deposition of particulate matter.

e Pave or use gravel on staging areas and roads that would be exposed for long periods.

e Cover all trucks transporting materials, wetting materials in trucks, or providing adequate
freeboard (space from the top of the material to the top of the truck bed), to reduce PM
emissions and deposition during transport.

e Provide wheel washers to remove particulate matter that would otherwise be carried off-site
by vehicles in order to decrease deposition of particulate matter on area roadways.

e Cover dirt, gravel, and debris piles as needed to reduce dust and wind-blown debris.

e Stage construction to minimize overall transportation system congestion and delays to
reduce regional emissions of pollutants during construction.

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section |
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Other than direct construction equipment and activity emissions that would be addressed as
described above, the largest potential emissions source related to facility construction would be
traffic-related emissions associated with disrupted and/or rerouted traffic in the site vicinity.

With appropriate controls, construction-related diesel emissions would not be expected to
significantly affect air quality in the project vicinity.

Operation of Proposed Action or Alternatives

The screening analysis described in this section indicates that operation of the Draft MIMP or
EIS Alternatives would not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. Consequently,
no specific additional mitigation is necessary or proposed.

GHG and Sustainability

The environmental analysis described above does not quantify or take into consideration any
potential efforts to reduce climate change-related impacts by incorporating sustainable features
into the development. However, it is assumed that sustainable features would be incorporated
into individual projects as they are built to reduce the impacts quantified in this section. These
sustainable features would be considered in the approach to the design of buildings, and in
ongoing site programming and management. Sustainable features would be incorporated into
the project through compliance with requirements of Building and Energy Codes and the
potential use of the green building technologies, which are described in proposed design
guidelines and in ongoing site programming and management.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse air quality or greenhouse gas emission-related impacts have
been identified and none are anticipated.

Plants and Animals

Mitigation Measures

« Site planning around exceptional trees would follow the requirements outlined in SMC
25.11.050, 25.11.070, 25.11.080 and 25.11.090, which outlines replacement requirements
for exceptional trees and trees over 24 inches that are removed for development.

« Site planning around trees in environmentally critical areas (ECAs) would follow the
requirements outlined in SMC 25.09.070, which requires mitigation sequencing at project
review. Mitigation for lost tree canopy in developed areas of the site could likely include
restoration and planting in the steep slope areas.

« All pruning required for construction clearance must be performed by an ISA certified
arborist conforming to current ANSI A300 standards.

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section |
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Prior to construction the exact locations of trees would be surveyed, and plans would be
reviewed by an arborist to determine impacts to trees, final retention numbers, and
locations with respect to specific ECAs. It is possible that utilities, demolition, grading, and
revised building footprints could have a considerable impact on overall tree retention.
Considering tree retention throughout the design and development phase would lead to an
increase in overall tree retention, avoid unnecessary tree removal, and ensure that trees
with high retention value can be protected.

Alternative designs that would better maximize tree retention and urban wildlife habitat by
shifting proposed buildable areas around existing trees/groves on campus should be
studied further in the Draft MIMP.

The Draft MIMP could include "Tree Preservation" Design Guidelines or develop tree
standards/guidelines regarding construction activities and trees, to ensure that trees with
high retention values and trees that are in good condition/health be considered for
retention and protection, as well as maximizing mature tree retention around the perimeter
of the site, within groves, and within ECAs (steep slope areas especially).

When developing the campus, the locations of groves in particular, individual exceptional
trees, and other trees of all sizes should be taken into consideration to ensure a diversity
of size, age, and species on campus.

Increasing tree species diversity is important to urban forest resiliency. New plantings
should strive to increase diversity throughout the campus and should avoid bigleaf maple
(Acer macrophyllum), red maple (Acer rubrum), and Leyland cypress (Cuprocyparis
leylandii) species since they already make up the majority of tree species on campus. Red
maple can be an especially problematic species in urban areas due to a large
concentration of surface and girdling roots, as well as narrow branch unions that are more
prone to failure.

The exceptional grove to the east of Potential Project H-9 in the Draft MIMP should be
taken into consideration when finalizing the design for the proposed building.

Each proposed/potential development project that is built on campus would be required to
replace trees that are removed and to provide new landscaping on campus, which would
help to mitigate the short-term impact of this loss of habitat.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

As indicated in this section, certain existing trees and/or habitat on campus could be removed or
affected by adjacent ground disturbance during construction. With implementation of proposed
mitigation measures noted above, no additional significant unavoidable adverse impacts to plant
species on-site or proximate to the site are anticipated under the Draft MIMP.

Under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, buildings are proposed along the southeastern,
northeastern, and western edges of Tiffany Loop, which would require the removal of some of
the largest and most prominent trees on the campus.
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Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measures

Measures Applicable to High Potential Areas and some Moderate Potential Areas

The following recommendations apply to projects in the area mapped as Qw and in locations
mapped as Qvr where Holocene deposits were observed in geotechnical borings.

e Archaeological survey with subsurface testing is recommended prior to ground
disturbance for projects with the potential to encounter previously undisturbed Holocene
deposits. Archaeological monitoring of geotechnical field investigations, archaeological
borings, or other mechanical excavation methods may be required to provide adequate
opportunity to identify deeply buried sites in areas of deep fill.

o Affected Tribes should be notified in advance of archaeological field investigations and
afforded the opportunity to observe or participate.

o If archaeological sites are recorded during survey, the Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation (DAHP) and affected Tribes should be consulted to determine
appropriate site treatment.

e Projects impacting recorded sites should be designed to avoid ground disturbance within
the site boundary. If avoidance is not possible, the project would require an
Archaeological Site Alteration and Excavation Permit from the DAHP prior to any ground
disturbance within the site boundary — along with archaeological monitoring for site
documentation.

Measures Applicable to Moderate Potential Areas

The following recommendations apply to projects in the area mapped as Qvr.

e During the design phase, a professional archaeologist should review project plans and
recent geotechnical reports produced for the project to determine if an MIDP or an IDP is
needed:

o An MIDP should be prepared by a professional archaeologist prior to ground
disturbance and include a provision for notifying affected Tribes in advance of
ground disturbance and inviting observation by a Tribal representative if desired.
The MIDP should also establish monitoring methods and protocols to be followed
in the event of an inadvertent discovery, including notification of affected Tribes
and the DAHP: or

o An IDP should be prepared by a professional archaeologist prior to ground
disturbance and should establish procedures and protocols to be followed in the
event that construction excavations encounter potentially significant
archaeological material.
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e Construction crews involved in ground disturbance should be briefed on the MIDP in a
tailgate at the beginning of the project, prior to beginning ground-disturbing work.

e An IDP without monitoring may be appropriate for projects in areas where fill and
Holocene deposits are absent or where recent construction has already disturbed
historic fill.

Measures Applicable to Low Potential Areas

The following recommendations apply to projects in the areas mapped as Qva or Qvic.

e Projects in these areas are recommended to proceed under an IDP. The IDP should be
prepared by a professional archaeologist prior to ground disturbance and should
establish procedures and protocols to be followed in the event that construction
excavations encounter potentially significant archaeological material.

e Construction crews involved in ground disturbance should be briefed on the IDP in a
tailgate at the beginning of the project, prior to beginning ground disturbing work.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

With implementation of the identified mitigation measures noted above, no significant
unavoidable adverse cultural resources-related impacts are anticipated.

Land Use

Mitigation Measures

As no significant impacts have been identified for development associated with the Draft MIMP,
there are no mitigation measures required. Mitigation measures for indirect land use impacts
(e.q., transportation, height, bulk, and scale, etc.) are addressed in their respective sections of
this Draft EIS and through applicable City codes.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Under the Draft MIMP and Alternatives 2-5, intensification in land uses on the campus would
occur as a result of the increased development that is proposed. Potential development along
the periphery of the existing campus MIO boundary and within the planned boundary expansion
areas would have the potential for land use impacts to surrounding neighborhoods. The
greatest potential for these impacts to occur is under Alternative 2; development under
Alternative 5 would have similar impacts as those described under the Draft MIMP. There
would be a significant impact to designated open space areas on campus under Alternatives 2
and 3, as new buildings are proposed within these areas.

With implementation of the mitigation discussed above, no significant unavoidable adverse land
use impacts would be anticipated under the Draft MIMP.
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Height, Bulk and Scale

Mitigation Measures

The following measures could be implemented to better integrate new development into the
neighborhood and lessen impacts as related to height, bulk, and scale:

¢ Additional building setbacks, additional building facade modifications, and appropriate
building finishes (e.g., color and materials) could be used to reduce perceived height,
bulk, and scale impacts. These measures could be included in the design and
development regulations in the approved MIMP and/or implemented through future
approvals.

e Where impacts would be most noticeable in relation to off-site multifamily low-rise-zoned
development, upper-level setbacks could be employed adjacent to the campus
boundaries to reduce perceived height.

e Proposed landscaping could provide screening in areas where there could be
height/bulk/scale impacts on adjacent uses.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Development would result in changes to the height, bulk and scale conditions on the SPU
campus, but with implementation of identified mitigation measures no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts are anticipated.

Public View Protection

Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse impacts to David Rodgers Park are anticipated to result from
development of the Draft MIMP or Alternatives 1-5, and no mitigation is necessary.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to protected public views are anticipated under the
Draft MIMP or Alternatives 1-5.

Shadows on Open Space

Mitigation Measures

Although no significant adverse shadow impacts are anticipated under the Draft MIMP, the
following mitigation measures could further minimize the potential for impacts from shadows:
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o Future new building design could consider the final orientation, siting, and massing to
minimize the potential shadow impacts to these open spaces.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Shadow impacts associated with development of the Draft MIMP and Alternatives 1-5 would
not be expected to result in significant impacts to off-campus open spaces (West Ewing Mini
Park and the 6" Avenue W Street End). Alternatives 2 and 3 could result in significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to on-campus open spaces.

Transportation

Mitigation Measures

This section presents mitigation measures that would offset or reduce potential impacts of the
Alternatives. The impacts of the Alternatives are similar and would be improved by a consistent
set of mitigation measures.

Intersection Improvements

Intersections that are impacted by the Alternatives could be mitigated with the following
proposed intersection improvements:

e 6th Avenue W/W Nickerson Street — A traffic signal is proposed which would help
address side street delay as well as provide a supplemental location for pedestrians to
cross W Nickerson Street. The signal was shown to meet warrants based on the
projected volumes.

e 3rd Avenue W/W Bertona Street — Given the close proximity to the signalized
intersection of 3rd Avenue W/W Nickerson Street, there are limited opportunities to
adjust the traffic control. However, the proposed traffic signal at 6th Avenue W/W
Nickerson Street provides the opportunity to implement turn restrictions at 3rd Avenue
W/W Bertona Street such that vehicles traveling east through W Bertona Street can
access W Nickerson Street via 6th Avenue W as an alternative. The proposed turn
restrictions would limit eastbound traffic to right-turns only thus reducing delay related to
left-turning and through vehicles. The northbound left-turn movement would remain to
help process traffic traveling west into campus, but c-curb would be implemented to
restrict eastbound movements.

In conjunction with the proposed turn restrictions at 3rd Avenue W/W Bertona Street,
changes to channelization along the northbound approach of 3rd Avenue W at W
Nickerson are proposed to incorporate a northbound left-turn lane. Additionally, leading
pedestrian intervals are proposed to reduce potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts for
pedestrians crossing W Nickerson Street.

e W Cremona Street/W Nickerson Street — A traffic signal is proposed which would help
address side street delay as well as provide a supplemental location for pedestrians to
cross W Nickerson Street.
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Transportation Management Plan

In addition to the proposed intersection improvements, the proposed TMP would include
programs and strategies applicable to faculty, resident and commuter students, and staff that
are designed to reduce parking and traffic demands associated with projected growth at SPU.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Development of the Draft MIMP and increase in on-campus population to up to 6,000 student
FTE by the year 2035, as well as construction of mixed-use development components would
result in increases in all travel modes — vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycles. It is
anticipated there would be significant and unavoidable impacts at the intersection of Fremont
Avenue N/W Nickerson Street as a result of the cumulative impacts of campus growth and
mixed-use development.

This signalized intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour and
degrade to LOS F from LOS E during the PM peak hour. The forecast delay with the Draft
MIMP would increase by just over one second during the AM peak hour and increase by just
over six seconds during the PM peak hour as compared to the No Action Alternative
conditions. While the impact of the Draft MIMP at this intersection is considered significant
based on the increase in delay, there are limited opportunities to implement improvements at
this intersection due to the split-phased signal operations. The intersection already has a high
cycle length and considerable turning volumes which result in limited opportunities to reallocate
green time amongst the approaches. As such, no improvements are proposed at this
intersection.
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Chapter 2

Project Description — Proposed MIMP
and Alternatives



SECTION Ii

PROJECT DESCRIPTION -
DRAFT MIMP and OTHER
ALTERNATIVES

This Chapter of the Draft EIS provides discussion on the existing campus and surrounding areas,
planning activities conducted in support of the proposed Draft Seattle Pacific University Major
Institution Master Plan (Draft MIMP), and a description of the EIS Alternatives (Alternatives 1
through 5). A detailed description of the affected environment, impacts, mitigation measures and
significant unavoidable adverse impacts is provided in Section Il of the Draft EIS.

2.1 PROPONENT/PROJECT LOCATION

Proponent

The proposed Draft Major Institution Master Plan (MIMP) is sponsored by Seattle Pacific
University (SPU).

Project Location

Seattle Pacific University is located on the north slope of Seattle’s Queen Anne hill. SPU’s
existing campus boundary (also referred to as the Major Institution Overlay [MIO] boundary)
encompasses an area of approximately 66 acres. The campus generally extends from the
Fremont Cut on the north to W. Barrett and W. Dravus streets on the south and on the west from
7" Ave. W. to Queen Anne Ave. N. on the east.. Figure 2-1 is a regional map of the City depicting
the location of SPU and Figure 2-2 is a vicinity map of the campus and immediate surrounding
area.

2.2 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The following includes an overview of Seattle Pacific University, existing campus facilities, the
major institution planning process, and phased environmental review.

Seattle Pacific University is a privately-funded, fully accredited institution of higher education and
a member of the consortium of Christian colleges. SPU was founded in 1891 by the Free
Methodist Church of North America on a donated five-acre site that includes its present location.
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In addition to the main campus in Seattle, SPU operates a 965-acre wilderness and field station
on Blakely Island in the San Juan Islands and a 155-acre campus retreat on Whidbey Island
known as Camp Casey.

SPU currently offers 71 undergraduate majors and 59 undergraduate minors, 31 master’s degree
programs, five doctoral degree programs, and eight graduate certificates.:

Existing Campus Facilities

The Seattle Pacific University campus encompasses an area of approximately 66 acres within
SPU’s existing MIO boundary (see Figure 2-3). Within the MIO, SPU owns an area of
approximately 44 acres (Figure 2-3), other entities (public or private) own an estimated 4 acres
and City of Seattle public rights-of-way comprise an additional 18 acres.

As of 2023, SPU owns 97 buildings within the existing MIO, comprising a total of approximately
1,228,700 sq. ft. of gross floor area (gfa). In addition to buildings owned by SPU within the existing
MIO, SPU owns seven buildings, comprising a total of approximately 30,200 sq. ft., outside the
MIO and the University leases an additional four buildings (30,800 sq. ft.) outside the MIO. All
buildings owned by SPU outside the existing MIO were used for housing and the buildings leased
by SPU outside the existing MIO boundary are used for education and general use.
Approximately 43 percent of the total building area owned by SPU is in housing, 44.5 percent is
in educational and general space, 6.7 percent is used as athletics/recreation space, roughly 1
percent is mixed-use space, and approximately 5 percent is vacant.?

Figure 2-4 is a map of the SPU campus depicting the existing MIO boundary, all buildings that
are owned by SPU within and outside the MIO, and buildings outside the MIO that are leased by
SPU. Table 2-1 provides information concerning each building; data in the table is keyed to
Figure 2-4.

1 https://spu.edu/about-spu/spu-facts
2 SPU Draft MIMP, May 2023. Existing areas numbers/percentages include leased space and Capstone rental

properties.
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SPU Existing Facilities

Table 2-1

Built Building Building Name Address GSF Height Built Building Building Name Address Height
#
1966 Demaray Hallt 509 W Bertona St 40,400 |49 1961 Hill Hall: 3231-6th Ave W 70100 | 43"
1960 Weter Hall’ 3317-5th Ave W 19,200 |37 1967 Falcon Apartments' | 500 W Emerson St 9,600 |31
Gwinn Commons 3310-6th Ave W 34,700 |32’ 1965 e 34 W Cremona St 5,800 o7
1949 Marston Hall* 3350-5th Ave W 34,400 |41 Apartments!
1949 Watson Hall® 353 W Bertona St 15,700 |33 House 651 W Bertona St 1,90 |28
1960 Student Union 315 W Bertona St 20,300 |24’ House 3206-4th Ave W 1,400 |28
Sl :ﬂ Office 3210-4th Ave W 2,300 |28
1960 Crawford Misuc 3224-3rd Ave W 13,900 |23’
Building! House 3304-7th Ave W 1,600
1939 Mckinley Hallt2 3234-3rd Ave W 14,300 |40’ House 512 W Barrett St 2,500 |28’
1952 Beegle Hall 13 3214-4th Ave W 13,500 |37’ Duplex 508-510 W Etruria St 1,200 | 28
1893 Alexander & Adelaide | 3244-3rd Ave W 11,300 |48’ Duplex 520-522 W Etruria St | 1,200 [ 28
Hall 2 Duplex 528-530 W Etruria St | 1,200 | 28
1950 Moyer Hall! 3236-5th Ave W 28,900 |39 gl 607-609 W Etruria St | 1,200 | 28"
1904 Peterson Hall3 3307-3rd Ave W 22,200 |36 Birsles 314.314.5W Dravus | 2,000 | 28’
McKenna Hall 350 W Bertona St 13,500 | 32 St
SBGE Center House | 335 W Nickerson St 2,200 |28 House 320 W Dravus St 1,500 |28
various Bookstore! 310 W Bertona St 5,100 13 House 403 W Dravus St 2,200 28
various U.S Bank- 301 W Nickerson St 2,500 13 House 409 W Dravus St 2,600 28'
various Otto Miller Hall' 3469-3rd Ave W 52,600 |31 Duplex 3201-5th Ave W 2,500 |28
various Printing & Mailing® 323 W Nickerson St 1,400 14 House 14 W Cremona St 1,400 28°
various Royal Brougham 3414-3rd Ave W 82,700 |52 House 18 W Cremona St 1,500 |28
Pavilion-?
o House 22 W Cremona St 1,900 28’
1927 Art Center! 3 W Cremona St 10,400 |22’
Duplex 26-26.5 W Cremona St | 1,500 28’
1972 Facility Operations 2 W Dravus St 13,200 |19
Center'-? House 30 W Cremona St 2,400 28’
Davis Apartment 3019-3rd Ave W 7,400 House 650 W Cremona St 2,700
1964 Ashton Hall* 611 W Dravus St 95,500 |56 Office 324 W Nickerson St 1,600 |28
1954 Hillford House! 600 W Dravus St 3,700 18' Storage 18 W Cremona St 1,000 28
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Table 2-1 (con’t)
SPU Existing Facilities

Built Building Building Name Address Built Building Building Name Address
#
4-plex 3469-3475 6th Ave W | 3,400 28’ Apartments 608 W Emerson St 7,600
Wesley Dravus 20 W Dravus St 20,600 Eaton Hall 339 W Bertona St 63,2C0
Apart t
S Apartment/ADU 25 W Dravus St -
Wesley Cremona 13 W Cremona St 20,600
Apartments 1965 Apartments? 35 W Cremona St 6,900
Kingswood House 303 W Dravus St 2,800 House 323 W Dravus St 1,800
Bailey Apartments! 3041-55-3rd Ave W 7,100 1965 Apartments! 650 W Bertona St 3,700
Office 328-328.5 W 2,200 28’ Duplex 3463 6th Ave W 4,000
Nickerson St House 34 W Dravus St 1,800
House 41 W Cremona St 1,600
= ’ Triplex 615-617-619 W 3,000
House 307 W Dravus St 1,200 Emerson St
Office 3220-6th Ave W 2,900 28 196 Cremona Classrooms 38 W Cremona St 8,400
House 3212-6th Ave W 2,900 28' House 516 W Dravus St 1,500
Bertona Classrooms 107 W Bertona St 7,800 28’ House 701 W Dravus St 2,200
Ames Library 3226-6th Ave W 60,000 |49 Bookstore Annex 319 W Nickerson 5t 900
Walls Advancement 25 W Nickerson St 10,700 |21 various Commercial Duplex! 3308-3310-3rd Ave W | 1,600
1
Center 5 plex 68 W Etruria St 4,400
H R 330 W Nick St 3,300 22"
Bl e crersan Arnett Hall 3309-6th Ave W 46,300
uilding
Duplex 415 W Dravus 2.000 28" 4 W Nickerson 4 W Nickerson St 9,600
MeuEe 657 W Bertona 2 600 28’ 6 W Nickersen 36 W Cremona St 19,500
MeuEs 703 W Bertona 1,900 o8 1910 qumer NW 360 W Nickerson St 32,200
Millworks!
Triplex 37 W Dravus 2,900 28' ] i
1944 Former King 366 W Nickerson $t 15,300
Emerson Hall 500 W Emersen St 95,300 |35 Building!
Duplex 31-33 W Dravus St 2,360 28' 1956 Nickerson Studios? 340 W Nickerson St 10,000
Shile) 25 W Dirous i G0 U Duplex (inhabitable) | 319-319.5 W Dravus [ 3,600
:m Safety & Security 601 W Emersen St 3,700 28’ St
Triplex 605 W Emerson St 4,400 28" House (inhabitable) 3042-4th Ave W 1,600
4-plex 528 W Dravus St 3,600 |28 House 23 W Cremona St 2,700
Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section Il
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Table 2-1 (con’t)
SPU-Existing Facilities

Built Building Building Name Address
#
House 25 W Cremona St 2,200
House 29 W Cremona St 400
House 500 W Barrett St 3,600
1950 Quonset Hut! 345-347 W Ewing St 7,200
House (inhabitable) A1 W Dravus St 1,600
Senior Art Studio 101 Nickerson St Ste B | 1,700
House 36 W Dravus St 1,100
House 38 W Dravus St 600
House 42 W Dravus St 2,200
3120-3rd Ave W 2,300

1964 Financial Affairs
Office!

Source: SPU Draft MIMP, 2023
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In addition to facilities depicted in Figure 2-4, SPU leases the soccer field at the City of Seattle’s
Interbay Athletic Complex (approx. 2,800 ft. west of the campus) for the University’'s NCAA
Division Il men’s and women’s soccer games and practices.

Major Institution Master Planning Process
Previous Campus Master Planning

The proposed Draft MIMP represents the third Major Institution Master Plan? that has been
prepared by Seattle Pacific University in compliance with Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter
23.69 for Major Institution Overlay Districts, as well as to fulfill SPU’s need for a comprehensive
campus development plan. The first MIMP was adopted by Seattle City Council on March 11,
1991 (Ord. 115574). The second MIMP, which is in effect at the time of this EIS, was adopted by
the Seattle City Council on August 21, 2000 (Ord. 120074).

Current Campus Master Planning

Seattle Pacific University began the process of updating the 2000 MIMP in August 2019 with
submittal of a Notice of Intent to the City of Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
(SDCI). The City published a notice relative to formation of the required Development Advisory
Committee (DAC)* and recommendations concerning prospective DAC members were approved
by the Seattle City Council in July 2020. Also, in July 2020 SPU submitted their proposed Concept
Plan® to SDCI. The first meeting of the DAC (orientation) occurred August 4, 2020, and the first
working meeting occurred September 1, 2020. Since September 2020, meetings have been held,
mostly on a monthly basis, when there is material to review. Due to COVID-19, many meetings
were being held remotely, as directed by the Governor's Order on physical distancing measures.
Meetings are now occurring in a hybrid format.

The planning process associated with SPU’s Draft MIMP has involved numerous meetings to
encourage broad involvement by numerous entities. See Appendix B of this Draft EIS for a list
of key meetings.

Phased Environmental (SEPA) Review

Projects proposed in conjunction with the Final MIMP represent planned and potential
development. As such, the approval of the Seattle Pacific University MIMP is classified under
SEPA as a non-project (also referred to as a programmatic) action. A non-project action is defined
as an action that is broader than a single site-specific project, and involves decisions on policies,
plans or programs (WAC 197-11-704 and 774. This EIS is a programmatic document in that it
addresses a broad range of development that is anticipated to occur over an extended period of
time.

Individual planned or potential development proposals that exceed SEPA thresholds will require
project-specific environmental review at the time of permitting. The review may focus on the
proposed development and environmental impacts and will compare information associated with
the site-specific proposal with data noted in SPU’s Compiled Adopted MIMP and the associated

4 The DAC was formerly named the Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC).
5  Seattle Pacific University, 2020
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Final EIS¢. If additional environmental impact analyses are needed, such would be provided in
conjunction with the MUP for that site-specific project.

2.3 SEATTLE PACIFIC UNIVERSITY’S PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Seattle Pacific University’s Draft MIMP is a land use plan specific to SPU’s existing campus,
SPU’s proposed MIO expansion areas, and planned and potential development that is proposed
by SPU. The University has identified the following key strategies and opportunities specific to
this Draft MIMP. Consistent with Seattle’s Environmental Policies and Procedures for alternatives
in an EIS, these objectives frame the range of reasonable alternatives that are described in
Section 2.5 — Alternatives.

e Establish a primary campus entrance along West Cremona Street, with an enhanced
streetscape design that extends to and aligns with the historic Tiffany Loop.

e Develop with sensitivity along the Major Institution Overlay boundary and transition respectfully
between campus and low-rise residential areas and public edges.

e Concentrate academic functions south of West Nickerson Street—around the historic Tiffany
Loop and along an enhanced West Cremona streetscape—to cluster uses and reduce
pedestrian-vehicle conflicts.

e Right-size academic and support space to meet physical and programmatic needs.

e Provide more on-campus student housing to strengthen the on-campus community, decrease
trips to campus, and reduce impacts on the number of neighborhood rental units.

e Continue to grow away from the south residential area, down the hill toward the north and east.

e Establish a signature, centralized campus that exemplifies SPU’s vibrant legacy as a leading
national Christian institution of higher learning focused on faith-based education.

e Incorporate new and expanded open spaces for students and neighborhood residents.
e Support an accessible campus that is as navigable as possible for all abilities.

e Gradually replace surface parking with below-ground garages and well-screened structures to
concentrate vehicular flow and improve the pedestrian environment.

e Enhance the West Nickerson Street corridor with new mixed-use opportunities and more
welcoming athletic facilities.

e Enhance the image and appearance of campus through the architectural design, circulation,
and landscaping of new development.

e Incorporate sustainable principles for all aspects of campus site and building design,
construction, maintenance, and operations.

e Introduce streetscape improvements to reduce hazards and unify campus appearance and
identity.

6 The Compiled Adopted MIMP is the approved MIMP and includes all City Council changes and conditions that
were imposed during the MIMP approval process (SMC 23.69.032 K.).
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2.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED MAJOR INSTITUTION
MASTER PLAN

The Proposed Action involves adoption and implementation of a new Major Institution Master
Plan (MIMP) for Seattle Pacific University. Key elements of the Draft MIMP (dtd. May 2023) that
are considered in this Draft EIS are described in detail in this section.

2.4.1 Proposed Campus Development

2.4.1.1 Proposed Campus Boundary (MIO) Changes

As depicted by Figure 2-5, three boundary adjustments are proposed in the northwest, east
and southeast areas of campus. These areas, as well as the public rights-of-way within these
areas, would add approximately 18 acres to SPU’s MIO for a total area of 84 acres. Excluding
public rights-of-way, the additional expansion area approximates 12.2 acres. SPU currently
owns approximately 53 percent of the land within the proposed MIO boundary expansion
areas; land owned by other entities approximates 16 percent; and public rights-of-way
comprise an estimated 29 percent. The following is an overview of the three proposed
boundary expansions.

e Northwest — This change would extend the MIO boundary in two areas.

- The west boundary of the campus would be extended west, between W. Bertona St. and
W. Nickerson St., a distance of approximately 160 ft., encompassing 14 parcels and would
add roughly 1.4 acres.

- North of W. Nickerson St. the west boundary and the north boundary would both be
modified. The west boundary would be extended west to 8" Ave. W., a distance of
approximately 800 ft. In addition, the north boundary would be extended north to the South
Ship Canal Trail, a distance of between 150 and 250 ft. This boundary expansion would
encompass 26 parcels and would add roughly 4.7 acres.

Proposed boundary changes in the northwest portion of the campus would add a total of
approximately 6.1 acres to the MIO boundary (excluding public rights-of-way).

e East — This change would extend the east boundary of the campus east a distance of
approximately 800 ft. encompassing 14 parcels and add roughly 4.2 acres (excluding public
rights-of-way).

e Southeast — This boundary change would extend the southeast boundary of the campus south
a distance of approximately 120 ft. encompassing 35 parcels and add roughly 1.9 acres
(excluding public rights-of-way).

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section I
Draft EIS Project Description
2-12 Draft MIMP & Alternatives
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2.4.1.2 Planned Campus Development

Planned campus development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development
which the Major Institution has definite plans to construct” (SMC 23.69.030D).

Seattle Pacific University proposes three planned projects, which include construction of a
new campus building — the Student Center, demolition of the existing Marston Hall building to
provide open space, and renovation of the Moyer Hall building. The net effect would result in
the addition of approximately 7,400 sq. ft. of gross floor area to the existing campus total of
approximately 1,228,700 sq. ft., as noted in Table 2-1. The result would be a campus-wide
total gross floor area of roughly 1,236,100 million sq. ft.

An overview of each of these projects is provided below; each is depicted in Figure 2-6. See
SPU’s Draft MIMP? for details regarding each project.

Student Center —

Location: This building would be located in the central portion of campus in the northeast
portion of Martin Square, south of W. Bertona St. and west of the vacated 5" Ave. W.

Massing/Height: This would be a 4-story, 61,000 sq. ft.2 building.

Net change in Campus Gross Floor Area — This project would result in a net increase of
approximately 41,800 sq. ft. in the campus gross floor area (with demolition of 19,200 sq. ft. of
existing space).

Proposed Uses:
Above-grade
- 4 floors of student-related functions — 61,000 sq. ft.; and
Below-grade
- one level of support space associated with the Student Center.

Demolition Necessary: Weter Memorial Hall (2-story, approximately 19,200 sqg. ft. building
that was built in 1960).

7 The Draft Major Institution Master Plan (dtd. May 2023) is a document separate from this Draft EIS.
8  This area represents space above-grade.
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e Marston Site Future Open Space® — see Figure 2-6

Location: This project would be located in the central portion of campus east of the vacated
5t Ave. W. and south of W. Bertona St.

Massing/Height: This project would involve demolition of an existing 4-story building in order
to provide a site for future open space for SPU.

Net change in Campus Gross Floor Area — This project would result in a decrease of
approximately 34,000 sq. ft. in campus gross square footage.

Proposed Uses: Removal of Marston Hall (education and general building) would provide
open space centrally-located within the campus that is proximate to the proposed Student
Center. The area created by removal of Marston Hall would be seeded and landscaped.

Demolition Necessary: Marston Hall (4-story, approximately 34,000 sq. ft. building that was
built in 1949).

o Moyer Hall Repurpose — see Figure 2-6

Location: This project would be located in the central portion of campus east of the vacated
5% Ave. W. and between W. Bertona St. and W. Dravus St.

Massing/Height: This project would involve interior renovation of this existing 3-story building.
Net change in Campus Gross Floor Area — No change in campus gross square footage.

Proposed Uses: Renovation of Moyer Hall (student residence hall and offices) would enable
repurposing and upgrading of this building to enhance student-related functions within the
campus core

Demolition Necessary: No demolition is proposed for this 3-story, 30,000 sq. ft. building that
was built in 1950).

2.4.1.3 Potential Campus Development

Potential development is defined by the Seattle Land Use Code as “development or uses for
which the Major Institution’s plans are less definite” (SMC 23.69.030 D.).

Seattle Pacific University has identified approximately 49 potential long-term development
projects, including 38 located within the existing MIO boundaries, 8 within the proposed MIO
boundary expansion areas and one (project MUC-3) that is half in the existing boundary and
half in the Northwest Expansion area. Each of these potential development projects is
depicted in Figure 2-7; reference numbers that are shown correspond to information
contained in Table 2-2, which provides more information concerning each potential
development project. See the Draft MIMP for additional details.

9  The Draft MIMP states: ‘SPU views campus green space as a learning lab much like an arboretum, where the
classroom extends to the outdoors. Species hardiness and robustness is a priority, as is species diversity. Native
species are part of the overall landscape and are sited in areas most appropriate for their needs.’
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Table 2-2
Potential Long-Term Development Projects

Building # Project Type  Building Use New Sq Ft Levels Building #  Project Type Building Use New Sq Ft Levels
EG-1 New Build Education & General 48,800 4 H-13 New Build Housing 17,600 3
EG-2 New Build Education & General 57,200 4 H-14 New Build Housing 17,600 3
- New Bui Housi 20,4
EG 3 New Build | Education & General 38,400 |4 Hia £n Bl el g4 2
EG-4 Addition Education & General 20,400 5 H:lo Hew Build Housing 17400 .
H-17 New Build Housing 17,700 5
EG-5 Addition Education & General 56,000 4
: - H-18 New Build Housing 27,600 5
EG-6 New Build Education & General 65,400 4
H-19 New Build Housing 37,500 b
EG-7 New Build Education & General 90,000 4
- } H-20 New Build Housing 28,200 4
EG-8 New Build Education & General 94,000 4
o i H i
EG-9 New Build | Education & General + Parking 16,800 1 He2l Hicw Bl S 2,000 3
EG-10 New Build | Education & General 88,000 |4 22 New Bulld | Housing 3,000 3
EG-11 Addition Education & General 5,200 4 ot Hew Bliid Hodsing 2,000 3
- New Buil Mi U C ial 7,900 3
B New Build | Education & General 45200 |4 st nEl el S Soniiia 27
£G-13 New Build Education & General 72,000 5 MUC-2 New Build Mixed Use & Commercial 11,300 1
New Build e 16.800 3 MUC-3 New Build Mixed Use & Commercial 110,200 4
Heo New Build Hotising 19,200 3 MUC-4 New Build Mixed Use & Commercial 53,800 1
MUC-4(H New Build Housi 161,400 3
H-3 New Build | Housing 23,100 3 B New Bui Sae
_ R Housing A 3 New Build Mixed Use & Commercial 33,900 5k
H-5 New Build Housing 5 000 ) New Build Athletic & Recreation 222,600 3
Ho6 New Build Housing 5.000 2 AR-2 New Build Athletic & Recreation 165,900 3
H-7 Addition Housing 5,000 2 RENOVATION PROJECTS
h-8 New Build Housing 5,000 2 Building #  Project Type | Building Use Gross Floor  Levels
H-9 New Build Housing 144,000 6 Area
H-10 New Build Housing 91 500 5 EG(R)-1 Renovation Education & General
O New Build Education & General 19,500 1 EG(R)-2 Renovation Education & General 27,400 3
H-11 New Build Housing 78,000 4 EG(R)-3 Renovation Education & General 42,000 4
H-12 New Build Housing 85,800 6 EG(R)-4 Renovation Education & General 27,900 4
Source: SPU Draft MIMP, 2023
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Each of the potential campus development projects would depend upon the availability of
funding and, in the case of development that is identified within the proposed MIO boundary
expansion areas, successful site acquisition. The potential development projects depicted in
Figure 2-7 would add approximately 1,712,900 sq. ft. of net new gross floor area to the
existing campus total (accounting for demolition of existing buildings). The result would be a
campus-wide total gross floor area of roughly 3.0 million sg. ft. and a campus-wide Floor Area
Ratio (FAR) of 1.47.1° This FAR calculation applies to the entire MIO District and not to
individual land parcels, and excludes street rights-of-way and properties within the MIO District
boundary not owned by SPU.

As depicted in Figure 2-7, an estimated 38 potential development projects (approx. 80% of
the total) could be located within the existing MIO boundary. Four potential projects are shown
in the proposed Northwest MIO boundary expansion area (including one project that is half in
the existing boundary and half in the expansion area) and five potential projects are shown in
the East MIO boundary expansion area (this includes three renovations of existing buildings
and two new buildings). No development projects are depicted in the Southeast MIO
boundary expansion area.

2.4.1.4 Summary of Planned and Potential Campus Development

Overall, buildout of all planned and potential development projects under the Draft MIMP
would result in approximately 2,259,600 sq. ft. of new construction. Minus approximately
613,200 sq. ft. of demolition, this would result in approximately 1,712,900 gross sq. ft. of net

new development on the SPU campus. Refer to Table 2-3 for a summary of planned and
potential development.

Table 2-3
Summary of Planned & Potential Development (gross sg. ft.) in the Draft MIMP
Aggregated Existing Planned Potential Demolition Future Net New | Cumulative
Categories gfa gfa gfa gfa Additional gfa Total gfa
Leased
Space
Mixed-Use 11,500 237,100 11,500 225,600
Housing 525,900 856,100 149,500 706,600
Education & 547,700 61,000 716,900 308,600 66,500 535,800
General
Athletics & 82,700 388,500 82,700 305,800
Recreation
Vacant 60,900 60,900 (60,900)
Total (gfa) | 1,228,700 61,000 | 2,198,600 613,200 66,500 | 1,712,900 2,941,600

Source: Perkins + Will, 2023

10 FAR is a ratio of the relationship between the amount of gross floor area or chargeable floor area permitted in one

or more structures and the area of the lot on which the structure(s) are located (Seattle Municipal Code
23.84A.012). Building area below-grade is not included in FAR calculations.
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Table 2-4, below, summarizes the development categories of net new development that
would occur under full buildout of the planned and potential development.

Table 2-4
Planned and Potential Development — Net New (gross floor area)
Housing Education & Athletics & Mixed-Use & Vacant
General Recreation Commercial
706,600 535,800 305,800 225,600 (60,900)
41.2% 31.2% 17.8% 13.1% (-3.5%)

Source: Draft MIMP, May 2023

Campus Enrollment and Staffing

Existing Enrollment

Based on autumn 2019 information (latest year of non-COVID-19 influenced data), SPU’s
existing enroliment (full-time and part-time) and the number of faculty and staff included the
following:

- enrollment: total - 3,657 FTESs, consisting of 2,717 undergraduate students
(1,493 undergraduates [on-campus] and 1,124 undergraduates [commuters]),
and 940 graduate students (commuters);

- faculty and staff: total 593.

Projected Enroliment

It is anticipated that the planned and potential development could result in the following
enrollment, faculty and staff populations. These data equate to an enrollment increase of
1,883 undergraduate students (72%), an increase of 688 graduate students (85%) over the
University’s 2019 survey, and an increase in faculty and staff of 267 (45%).

e enrollment: total - 6,000 FTEs, consisting of up to 4,500 undergraduate students
(3,150 undergraduates [on-campus] and 1,350 undergraduates [commuters]), and
1,500 graduate students (commuters); and
e faculty and staff: total 860.
2.4.1.5 Potential Parking and Access
Seattle Pacific University currently has 1,520 parking spaces for students, faculty and staff.
These spaces are primarily located in surface lots, including several surface lots that are

located nearby campus but outside the current MIO boundaries. Structured parking is located
beneath two residence halls and two apartment buildings.

SPU proposes to increase the amount of parking available to students, faculty and staff.
Figure 2-8 depicts potential campus locations (a combined total of 2,560 potential parking
spaces) including one parking structure, 13 below-grade parking areas, and two surface
parking lots.

11

The number of full-time equivalent (FTE) Undergraduate students is derived based on the sum of student-
generated credits divided by 15; Graduate FTE is based on the sum divided by 9.
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The Seattle Municipal code identifies parking minimums and maximums of 1,670 and 2,267
spaces, respectively. SPU evaluates parking on a campus-wide basis and would not build
more parking than allowed by the code.

2.4.1.6 Potential Street Enhancements and Street / Alley Vacations

Seattle Pacific University proposes a number of potential street enhancements to improve the
pedestrian experience, improve safety for drivers and pedestrians, and to promote ease of
access for both, including the following.

1 — Signalizing the intersection at 6" Ave. W. and W. Nickerson St.;

2 — Crosswalk improvements at 3" Ave. W.;

3 — Intersection improvements at W Cremona St.;

4 — Crosswalk enhancement at W. Dravus Street and 3@ Ave. W.’

5 — Traffic calming along W Bertona St.;

6 — Improvements to the Demaray parking lot;

7 — Widening of W Dravus St. between Humes Place W. and 61 Ave. W.; and,

8 — Streetscape enhancements to W. Cremona St. between 3 Ave. W. and W. Nickerson St.

In addition to the street enhancements noted above, SPU proposes eight street or alley
vacations; each is depicted in Figure 2-9 and described generally below.

1.

6" Ave. W. -- This would involve vacating a portion of 6" Ave. W. between W.
Cremona St. and W. Dravus Street. This vacation would be intended to improve
pedestrian safety to-and-from student housing facilities.

W. Emerson St. -- This would involve vacating a portion of W. Emerson St. between
W. Bertona St. and 6" Ave. W. Subsequent enhancements to the vacated street would
include additional landscaped open space.

Irondale Ave. W. -- This would involve vacating this north-south street between W.
Bertona St. and W. Cremona Street.

Alley -- This would involve vacating the east-west alley between W. Nickerson St. and
W. Ewing St. (southernmost W. Ewing St.)!? from 6" Ave. W. to 3" Ave. W.

W. Ewing St. -- (southernmost W. Ewing St.) -- This would involve vacating this
approximately 20-foot wide right-of-way between 6" Ave. W. and 3" Ave. W.

T-Shaped Alley -- This would involve vacating the T-Shaped alley that is present on
the block bound by W Cremona St. on the north, Queen Anne Ave. N. on the east, W
Dravus St. on the south and 3 Ave. W on the west.

Queen Anne Avenue N -- This would involve vacating a portion of the north-south
street between W Nickerson St. and the South Ship Canal Trail.

W Cremona Street -- This would involve vacating a portion of the east-west street
between W Nickerson Street and the South Ship Canal Trail.

12 There are two parallel W. Ewing Streets separated by approximately 100 ft.
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2.4.2 Modification of Certain Development Standards

2421

Land Use Designations

Figure 2-10 depicts existing zoning designations for property within SPU’s current MIO
boundary, as well as property proximate to SPU’s boundary.

e MIO Boundary Expansion Areas

As described earlier and depicted in Figure 2-5, MIO boundary expansion is proposed
in three areas - in the northwest, east and southeast areas of campus. Expanding the
MIO boundaries to include these areas would require the following zone
reclassifications; each is shown in Figure 2-11.

24.2.2

Northwest — This MIO boundary change would apply to the area that is bisected
by Nickerson Street, as described below.

South of W. Nickerson St., the west MIO boundary of the campus would be
extended west, between W. Bertona St. and W. Nickerson St. Properties in this
area would be rezoned from LR1(M), LR2(M) and LR3(M) to MIO-37-LR1(M), MIO-
37-LR2(M), and MIO-50-LR3 RC(M). North of W. Nickerson St., the west
boundary and the north MIO boundary would both be modified. The west boundary
would be extended west to 8" Ave. W. and the north boundary would be extended
north to the South Ship Canal Trail. Properties in this area would be rezoned from
C2-55(M), LR3 RC(M), and IB U/45 to MIO-65-C2-55(M), MIO-50- LR3 RC(M),
and MIO-65-IB U/45 and MIO-65-IG1 U/45.

East — This change would extend the east MIO boundary to the east. Properties in
this area would be rezoned from C1-55(M), and C2-55(M) to MIO-50-C1-55(M)
and MIO 50-C2-55(M).

Southeast — This MIO boundary change would extend the southeast boundary of
the campus south. Properties in this area would be rezoned from LR3(M) to MIO-
50-LR3(M).

Height Changes

As indicated previously, currently the Seattle Pacific University campus has three Major
Institution Overlay zoning designations with a range of underlying zoning designations® (see
Figure 2-10). Generally, the central portion of the campus is zoned MIO-50 — with a height
limit of 50 ft.; most of the southwest portion of campus is zoned MIO-65 — height limit is 65 ft.,
and all remaining portions of the campus are zoned MIO-37—height limit is 37 ft.

13 Underlying zoning designations refers to the suffix in the zoning designation (e.g., MIO-50-LR3). In this example,
the LR3 is the underlying zoning designation.
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Figure 2-11 depicts proposed zoning modifications. Several key changes that are proposed
include:

The height limit of properties in the central portion of the campus with a current height limit
of 50 ft. would increase to 65 ft. with the change from MIO-50 to MIO-65;

The height limit of properties in the southeast portion of campus (west of Queen Anne Ave.
N. and south of W Cremona St.) with a current height limit of 37 ft. would increase to 65
feet with the change from MIO-37 to MIO-65;

The height limit of an area in the northwest portion of campus south of W. Nickerson St.
and east of 6™ Ave. W. that currently has a 37-foot height limit (zoned MIO-37) would
increase to 65 ft. (proposed zone- MIO-65);

The height limit of properties north of W. Nickerson St. would generally increase from 37
ft. to 65 ft. with the change from MIO 37 to MIO 65, except for an area bordering the R3
RC(M) zoned neighborhood, which would change from MIO 37 to MIO 50;

The height limit of an area in the east portion of campus east of Queen Anne Ave. N. that
currently has a 55-foot height limit (zoned C1-55) would decrease to 37 ft. (proposed zone-
MIO-37) south of W Nickerson St. and would increase to 50 ft (MIO-50) north of W
Nickerson Street.

Other development regulation modifications that are proposed as part of Seattle Pacific
University’s Draft MIMP include:

Campus-wide floor area ratio;
building setback modifications;
lot coverage modifications

See the Draft MIMP for details.

2.4.3 New Transportation Management Program

In addition to proposed modifications associated with Seattle Pacific University’s Development
Program and Development Regulations, changes are proposed with regard to SPU’s existing
Transportation Management Plan (TMP). Details concerning SPU’s existing and proposed TMP
are described in detail in the Draft MIMP and in Section 3.9 — Traffic and Transportation of this
Draft EIS. In summary, the proposed changes would include:

A campus wide single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) goal of 35 percent for the daytime

campus population.

The standard implementation requirements, including:

transportation coordinator;
periodic promotional events;
commuter information centers; and,

O
O
O
o ridematching service coordination.

A number of supplemental measures implemented in conjunction with SDCI and SDOT to

provide incentives for achieving the TMP goals.
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2.5 ALTERNATIVES

SEPA requires analysis of “reasonable alternatives” as part of an EIS and defines reasonable as
“actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a lower
environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation.”* Alternatives analysis
must include examination of the “no action” alternative — this would essentially leave the current
MIMP in place, which currently has some additional development to be completed. Seattle Pacific
University has identified project objectives, which are included in the Draft MIMP and in this Draft
EIS (Section 2.3).

Seattle Pacific University has identified the Draft MIMP as the Proposed Action for compliance
with SEPA. In order to conduct a comprehensive environmental review, five alternatives to the
Draft MIMP have also been identified and they include:

e Alternative 1 -- No Action Alternative;

e Alternative 2 — No Boundary Expansion and No Change to Height Limits;

e Alternative 3-Boundary Expansion and No Change to Height Limits in Existing MIO;
e Alternative 4 — No Boundary Expansion and Increased Height Limits; and

e Alternative 5 — Boundary Expansion, Increased Height Limits and No Street
Vacations.

As with the Draft MIMP, information is provided below concerning key features associated with
each alternative. The Draft MIMP and each alternative are analyzed in Section Il of this Draft
EIS in light of the following eight environmental parameters: Air, Plants and Animals, Cultural
Resources, Land Use, Height, Bulk and Scale, Public View Protection, Shadows on Open Space,
and Transportation impacts. The analysis in Section Ill identifies existing conditions, probable
adverse environmental impacts associated with each alternative, measures to mitigate identified
impacts, and discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts. Alternatives 1-5 would not meet all of
the Universities objectives.

2.5.1 Alternative 1 -- No Action Alternative

See Figure 2-12 for a site plan of the campus under the No Action Alternative.

2.5.1.1 Proposed Campus Development
Campus Enrollment and Staffing

Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that the demand for higher education in
the region would continue and that student enroliment and faculty staffing would represent
a condition in which enrollment is approximately equivalent to the highest enrollment
observed in recent years, with approximately 4,300 students (3,300 undergraduate
students and 1,000 graduate students) and 593 faculty and staff.

¥ WAC 197-11-440(5)
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Modification of the Campus Major Institution Overlay (MIO) Boundaries
No boundary expansions would occur.
Planned Development

Under the No Action Alternative, only development / renovation that is consistent with
the SPU’s current MIMP could be built. The quantity of new development would be limited
to the maximum developable gross floor area and overall maximum Floor Area Ratio
allowed under the current MIMP (1,222,900 sg. ft. of gross floor area and 0.71 FAR).

Overall, it is anticipated that two Education & General projects could be built without
exceeding the maximum developable gross floor area and FAR, adding approximately
188,400 sq. ft. of total development to the existing campus. These two projects would
include a building located to the north of Martin Square (up to four-levels in height), and
an assemblage of three structures located on and adjacent to the existing surface parking
lot located south of Tiffany Loop (four-level buildings).

Potential Development

No potential development would occur under the No Action Alternative.

Potential Parking and Access

Approximately 72 surface parking spaces would be lost due to development of one of the
Education & General projects, reducing the existing campus parking supply to 1,307
spaces.

Potential Street Enhancements and Street/Alley Vacations

No street enhancements or street/alley vacations would occur.

2.5.1.3 Modification of Certain Development Standards

No MIO zoning changes, height limits or other modifications to existing development
standards would occur.

2.5.1.4 Transportation Management Plan
No change to SPU’s existing TMP would occur.

Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative would not be consistent with Seattle Pacific
University’s project goals relative to the proposed boundary expansion and height increases
(see Section 2.3 of this Draft EIS). The University indicates that the proposed boundary
expansions and height increases are essential for the long-term program and operational
effectiveness of Seattle Pacific University. Additional constraints resulting from
implementation of the No Action Alternative would include:

e Losing the ability to right-size the campus to address existing deficiencies required to
meet current needs.

Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section I
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¢ Losing additional capacity to accommodate future growth.
e Limiting the University’s ability to direct institutional growth north and east.
¢ Reducing the amount of campus square footage per student.

e Limiting opportunities for students to live on-campus.
Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying Implementation
Another No-Action-related consideration involves the possibility of delaying implementation of
the Draft MIMP -- to some future time. If this course of action is taken, the following outlines

possible benefits and disadvantages of such delay.

Benefits of Deferral

e The advantage of deferral is that environmental impacts noted in Section Il of this
Draft EIS with regard to the development alternatives would not occur at this time,
but would be delayed until project implementation.

e Future re-development options for the various portions of the campus would not
be foreclosed.

Disadvantages of Deferral

o Deferral would not necessarily eliminate or lessen the severity of environmental
impacts that have been identified -- merely postpone them. In some situations,
this could result in greater cumulative impacts (e.qg., traffic, noise, aesthetics, etc.)
as aresult of redevelopment,?s due to changes in background conditions, changes
that occur with regard to other nearby major institutions, and changes that occur
with regard to nearby Urban Centers.

e |t is anticipated that SPU would continue to grow and develop within its existing
MIO boundaries. By deferring the adoption of the major institution master plan,
the State, City and the surrounding community would lose the opportunities
expressed in the purpose and intent of establishing boundaries and master plans.

o Deferral would be inconsistent with SPU’s mission, vision and project goals.

e Impacts with regard to SPU operations could occur, including more-intensive
utilization of existing facilities. Greater demands on existing capital facilities could
result in increased maintenance and operational costs to the institution with the
potential for shortening the lifetime of the facilities.

o Deferral may limit SPU’s ability to effectively respond to opportunities for program
expansion/modification in response to changes in community needs.

15 Such development would be consistent with the Adopted Compiled MIMP.
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¢ In all probability, deferral would add to the capital cost associated with specific
development projects. Depending upon the amount of delay, deferral could result
in a less operationally efficient campus or even abandonment of some
development projects.

e Deferral would not meet the University’s objectives.
2.5.2 Alternative 2 -- No Boundary Expansion and No Change to Height Limits
2.5.2.1 Proposed Campus Development
Refer to Figure 2-13 for a site plan of the campus under Alternative 2.

Campus Enrollment and Staffing

It is anticipated that enrollment, faculty and staff projections associated with Alternative
2 would be the same as the Draft MIMP, including: 6,000 students (up to 4,500
undergraduate students and 1,500 graduate students); with a faculty and staff of
approximately 860.

Modification of the Campus Major Institution Overlay (MIO) Boundaries
No boundary expansions would occur.
Planned Development

Two of the three Planned development projects described for the Draft MIMP could still
occur under Alternative 2 (Student Center and Moyer Hall Repurpose). However, it would
not be possible to accommodate the Marston Site Future Open Space project (project #2
on Figure 2-6) as this location would be needed to accommodate a new Education and
General Studies building (project #7 on Figure 2-13).

Potential Development

It is anticipated that a similar amount of potential development would occur under
Alternative 2 as compared to the Draft MIMP (refer to Table 2-3), except that 76,100 sq.
ft. of Education & General use space, 26,000 sq. ft. of Athletic & Recreation space,
188,800 sq. ft. of housing and 153,200 sq. ft. of mixed use space would not be able to be
accommodated within the building footprints shown in Figure 2-6 that are proposed in the
Draft MIMP (see Figure 2-13 and Table 2-5).

Development Summary
Overall, 2,259,600 sqg. ft. of planned and potential development could be built, with net

new planned and potential development categories as summarized below in Table 2-5.
This is the same amount of development as would be accommodated under the Draft

MIMP.
Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan Section Il
Draft EIS Project Description

2-32 Draft MIMP & Alternatives



Seattle Pacific University Major Institution Master Plan
Draft EIS

o '} - -

—
e, LEGEND

Proposed Buildings
Retained Buildings

il

Future Parking Structure
oo Existing MIO Boundary

Street / Alley Vacations

Unaccommodated Sq Ft

Mixed Use*
(153,200 sq ft)

Housing*
(188,800 sq ft)

Education & General*
(76,100 sq f