
Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 37 

4.0 Development Program 

Draft, July 2022

Nickerson Street Corridor

Nickerson Street Corridor

Lake Washington Ship Canal

West
 Crem

ona S
tre

et

West
 Crem

ona S
tre

et

North

Tiffany Loop

Fremont Cut

3rd Avenue West

3rd Avenue West

Peterson Hall

Martin 
Square

New 
Student 
Center

SEATTLE PACIFIC UNIVERSITY MAJOR INSTITUTION MASTER PLAN  

SEPTEMBER 21, 2022 CAC Meeting #21



Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan I 

1.0 Executive Summary

Draft, July 2022

DRAFT
MAJOR INSTITUTION MASTER PLAN

August 25, 2022

AGENDA

Where We Are
	• Place
	• Plan & Map
	• Process & Schedule

What We Heard & How We Responded
	• Comments & Themes
	• Responses & Revisions

	• Plan Document
	• Growth
	• Expansion Areas
	• Building Heights
	• Campus Edges
	• Campus Trees & Open Spaces
	• Traffic & Parking*

*Coming soon, but not tonight



PLACE

44 acres
107 buildings

1,227 trees
167 exceptional trees

3,443 full-time students
801 faculty & staff
72 undergraduate majors
131 years of education & stewardship

SPU 
Campus
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PROCESS & SCHEDULE

Past 12 Months
	• Reviewed comments

		  152 (SDCI)
		  64 (SDOT)
		  13 (CAC)
		  26 Letters, 45 Topics (Public)
		  Redlines (SPU & Consultant Team)		

	• Responded to each comment
	• Revised Preliminary Draft
	• Finalized revisions

Next 3 Meetings 
	• September 21

	   External focus: general themes
	• October 5

	   External focus: specific items
	• October 19

	   Internal focus: general themes & specific items

External Focus = 
Campus + Neighborhood

Internal Focus = 
Campus + Campus Buildings

Note: Traffic & Parking meeting may take place on 
one of these dates.



Item Comment Response Page
Development Program

1 The CAC supports SPU's desire to increase street-level activities, 
including retail opportunities in the area, but recommends that such 
development integrate with, and build upon, the area's existing retail.

The University understands. N/A

2 The CAC supports the concept of pedestrian safety and traffic 
calming measures, particularly on and around Bertona Street, but is 
interested in learning more about the details of those measures in the 
MIMP, including the changes intended to convert Bertona Street to a 
"Neighborhood Yield Street."

Suggested pedestrian safety and traffic calming measures, including 
those for W Bertona St, as potential ways to address mobility conflicts 
and safety. Details are not addressed at the planning level of the 
MIMP. If they become projects, the University will follow the City 
process. Details will be evaluated at the project level.

51, 85-89

3 The CAC supports the proposal to create a primary, identifiable 
campus entrance at the intersection of West Cremona Street and 
West Nickerson Street, with an enhanced West Cremona streetscape 
design, and looks forward to seeing this concept further developed in 
the MIMP.

Illustrated this concept further in the Draft. 10, 11, 20, 
21, 24

Development Standards
1 The CAC supports the preservation of historic buildings and 

structures with architecturally significant features. They enhance a 
sense of history and contribute to the character of the SPU campus 
and Queen Anne. While acknowledging that nomination of buildings 
and spaces for historic preservation will occur as SPU seeks each 
Master Use Permit ("MUP") to implement its MIMP, the CAC 
recommends that the college provide an inventory of significant 
historic structures and places on the campus as part of the MIMP.

Noted all potentially eligible buildings based on age. 32

2 The CAC strongly supports retaining the density of significant and 
mature trees on the SU campus. The high tree canopy and shading 
contribute to the overall quality of the campus and neighborhood. 
THe CAC recommends that SPU provide an inventory of significant 
trees located near new structures that are proposed as part of the 
MIMP.

Provided inventory list and map of all trees on campus and within the 
proposed MIO.

Appendix

3 The CAC recommends that the college provide light and shadow 
studies during the later MUP process for development of structures 
proposed in the MIMP.

Provided light and shadow studies in the EIS. EIS

4 The CAC supports SPU's attention to the topography of the campus 
and surrounding areas and the increase in maximum height in the NE 
section of the campus.

Retained this idea, and provided additional detail about NE area (and 
other area) height limits and transitions to existing neighborhood 
fabric.

83, 91

5 The CAC strongly supports SPU's decision to move proposed student 
housing away from single-family residential areas (Ashton Hall 
parking lot, and the corner of 7th Avenue West and West Dravus 
Street) to West Cremona Street. This area is at a lower elevation 
than other parts of the campus and is closer to transit and other 
transportation facilities.

Retained this idea in the Draft MIMP. 45

6 The CAC expects to see more detailed information in the MIMP 
concerning enhancements to pedestrian and vehicle safety on West 
Nickerson Street in light of frequent pedestrian crossings, and the 
potential for mid-block crossings if future mixed-use elements that 
draw students are located on the north side of the street.

Focused on moving academic buildings south of Nickerson to 
minimize crossing needs. Provided recommendations for street and 
signal improvements. Details are not known at the MIMP planning 
level, but would be available as project planning takes place. 

10, 11, 20, 
21, 48, 65-
69, 86-89

Transportation Management Program
1 The CAC recommends that the on-campus parking supply, and the 

rate charged for on-campus parking, be designed to meet the needs 
of students and staff who drive to the campus, while also 
encouraging students and staff to park on campus rather than in 
adjacent residential neighborhoods.

Addressed the importance of this topic in the TMP chapter (and in 
response to comments from SDCI and SDOT).

114

2 The CAC recommends that SPU work closely with SDOT, with input 
from the CAC, to develop methods and parking demand 
management strategies to reduce the number of single-occupant 
vehicle trips to campus.

SPU is currently working with SDOT and SDCI to develop an 
aspirational, yet realistic, goal for to reduce the number of SOV trips 
to campus over the life of this MIMP.

108

3 The SPU campus is adjacent to a major bicycle trail used by staff and 
students. The CAC recommends that the TMP include the 
development of infrastructure to accommodate and encourage 
alternative modes of transportation through measures such as 
designated bicycle routes, bicycle racks, showers, and seating near 
transit stops.

Described how SPU currently promotes, and will continue to 
encourage, non-SOV modes of transportation among students, 
faculty, and staff.

110-117

4 While understanding that the City does not often favor street 
vacations, the CAC recommends that the proposed vacations shown 
in the MIMP or West Emerson Street between 6th Avenue West and 
West Bertona Street, and for 6th Avenue West between West Dravus 
Street and West Cremona Street, in particular, be approved as 
necessary enhancements for both pedestrian and vehicle safety in 
those areas.

Retained recommendations for potential street vacations in these 
areas.

65-67

WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED

How & Who	
	• Public comment letters
	• CAC comment letter 

	 & meeting content
	• SDCI comment letter
	• SDOT comment letter 

	 & TMP meetings
	• Internal SPU review

What Themes
	• Plan Document
	• Growth
	• Expansion Areas
	• Building Heights
	• Campus Edges
	• Campus Trees & Open Spaces
	• Traffic & Parking*

CAC Comments & SPU Responses



Seattle Pacific University Responses to SDCI Comments from 08/20/2021 City Comment Letter

08/25/2022 7

Item Page
pDraft

City Comment SPU Response Page
Draft

58 60 How were the Existing Vehicular-Pedestrian Traffic Conflict points 
identified? The text indicates these may be due to higher volumes of 
pedestrians but does not specify existing safety concerns. (MH)

Existing vehicular-pedestrian conflicts were identified by observation and 
experience. Clarified type of conflict and concern in Development Program: 
Existing Pedestrian Circulation.

48

59 60-61 Differentiate public sidewalks from internal pedestrian routes. Based on the 
underlying gray/white graphics (and Pedestrian Hardscaped Areas 
mapped on pages 73-74), it appears not all internal pedestrian pathways 
are highlighted as green. Please explain why all internal pedestrian routes 
are not identified and reasons for selecting those internal routes that are 
represented on the map.

The point of the graphic is to differentiate between existing and proposed 
primary routes--not between public sidewalks and internal paths--and to 
convey the importance of maintaining and reinforcing an interconnected 
pedestrian network. Only primary pedestrian routes are identified (green). 
Secondary routes are shown but are not called out (white). Clarified in text for 
Development Program: Proposed Pedestrian Circulation. 

49

60 61 Explore pedestrian and bicycle connections to the South Ship Canal Trail 
along the northern boundary of the MIO.

Discussed bicycle circulation and connections to Ship Canal Trail in greater 
detail in Development Program: Circulation. 

46, 47

61 62-63 Per SMC 23.69.030.E.4.c, identify private streets. Note, the maps are titled 
Existing and Proposed Vehicular Access; however, the maps depict the 
network of roadways rather than points of vehicular access. Identify 
vehicular access points to parking lots/structures, loading docks, service 
uses, etc.

Identified vacated streets, as SPU has vacated streets but does not have 
private streets per SMC definition: "street, private" means a named, private 
permanent access easement exceeding thirty-two (32) feet in width not 
dedicated to public use but that provides a roadway at least twenty-four (24) 
feet wide for internal use within a subdivision or development, and that 
includes sidewalks and space for utilities and drainage. Changed title from 
Access to Circulation to match the intent of the diagram.

50, 51

62 63 The Proposed Primary Campus Entrances include transit stop pairs that 
are nearby or in the same location as the point shown on the vehicular 
access map. Consider broadening these campus entry points to be more 
inclusive of all commuters to and from campus. (MH)

Proposed Primary Campus Entrances (now Proposed Campus Gateways) 
are for all modes; however, the purpose of showing them on the vehicular 
circulation map is to convey their role in announcing campus presence and in 
alleviating some vehicular pressure on the West Nickerson Street-3rd Avenue 
West intersection. Edited text to describe this. 

46, 51

63 63 Consider establishing Design Guidelines for Proposed Campus Gateways 
and Proposed Primary Campus Entrances.

Proposed Campus Gateways indicate points of arrival defined by the 
presence of buildings and/or open space enhancements. Added design 
guidelines for Campus Gateways in Development Standards: Design 
Guidelines. 

103

64 64 Include table of existing parking inventory. Table should be consistent with 
counts inside and outside of MIO shown in the map on page 65.

Included existing parking inventory table in Appendix. Appendix

65 65 Define “Restricted Parking”. Confirm is “Restricted Parking” also surface 
parking, if not labelled “Structured/Restricted Parking”.

Changed legend to represent physical (structure, surface, below-grade) only, 
and removed use type (who is eligible). Use type is not consistent over time. 

52

66 65 Consider relabeling “Parking” to “Private Parking Within MIO” – it appears 
the only instance of this type of parking is associated with the church.

Clarified the type of parking shown and counted. 52

67 65 Label number of parking spaces associated with surface lot to the east of 
the MIO, north of Nickerson.

Labeled parking within 6 Nickerson building. Surface lot is not in University 
use.

52

68 65 How does the location of parking areas inform the circulation maps on the 
preceding pages? How will the access points be designed to preserve 
safety for all travelers? (MH)

Described in Development Program: Proposed Parking. At the MIMP planning 
level, parking informs the circulation diagram by shifting primary parking areas 
toward campus edges and away from primary pedestrian movements in core 
campus areas. The access points discussion will occur at the project level.

53

69 66 Confirm reference to page number 103. Please explain which Guidelines 
will “ensure that future parking both maintains and enhances the campus 
setting” and how. Consider developing Development Standards or Design 
Guidelines for vehicular access, screening of surface parking lots and 
parking structures, etc. 

Removed references to page numbers. Included Design Guidelines at the end 
of the Development Standards chapter.

100-103

WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED

Excerpt of SDCI Comments & SPU Responses



From: David Moehring
To: PRC; Weber, Abby
Cc: qamagnewsnwlink.com; Denman M Bird, Jr; Sharon LeVine
Subject: Seattle Pacific University Concept Plan (SDCI 3035844-LU)
Date: Monday, January 4, 2021 1:02:03 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.png

SPU Department of Construction and Inspections 01 02 20.docx
SPU ParcelReport.xls

CAUTION: External Email

Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections
Attn: Abby Weber
Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124
 
Dear Seattle Planners,
 
Thank you for allowing public comment for the Seattle Pacific University master plan. This area along Barrett and
Nickerson is a major transportation avenue for many in the city that may work or reside in Ballard, Fremont, Interbay, and
Magnolia.
 
As occasionally is the case, there are some instances in Seattle land-use considerations where the actual affected Master Plan
inclusive and adjacent property owners may some of the last to know what might be intended for their block (such as the
2019 conversion of several blocks from SF-5000 zoning to RSL, LR, and greater densities with an expanded eastern Ballard
Urban Village.)
 
I have attached an Excel list of those owners to assure that th eCity is specifically contacted regarding what the changes in
the Seattle Pacific University Conceptual Master Plan physically mean to their property and property values.  (Project
#3035844_LU).
 
In the recent past, neighborhood input expressed concerned about street vacations like the closing of West Bertona street
between 3rd Ave W and 6th Ave W that was proposed by the University in their 2000 plan. These plans were rejected
because of its adverse impacts on neighborhood traffic circulation patterns.
 
Growth within neighborhoods must consider adequate street widths and adequately sized infrastructure, West Barrett Street,
for example, is more of an alley than a street. It simply does not have the full street infrastructure for the increase in traffic
that ultimate master plan development would represent. Emergency access response times are compromised with street
congestion. The sight lines on narrow and hilly streets are very poor, and any major increase in traffic would create a
dangerous situation requiring major mitigation. Any widening of the alley would also require destroying exceptional old
growth trees (or digging up graves). Significant additional parking will also be needed, which will require further widening
of the road and cutting more trees. Finally, building multi-family housing directly across the street from a historic graveyard
is utterly out of character for the neighborhood.
 
Of significance is the impacts to the tree canopy in this area and helping to achieve the 2035 Seattle
Comprehensive Plan goal to average 30% tree canopy cover. Where most of Seattle's canopy cover exists on
residential properties, conversion of those properties often result in at least 25% reduction in the tree canopy.
 
Finally, a guiding principle of SPU’s 2000 plan was the limiting of the expansion of the University into established
residential neighborhoods. This plan seems to do the opposite. The master plan seems to provide an excessive amount of
land area dedicated for residential uses rather than academic use and academic services. SPU’s neighbors --- especially those
whichin the expanded area of the campus master plan --- need to have need to be given the opportunity to review and give
input for its development in open meetings.
 

 
1818 1st Ave. W ● Seattle, WA ● 98119 

 
January 20, 2021 
 
Abby Weber 
Seattle Department of Construction & Inspection 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 34019 
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 
Via e-mail: abby.weber@seattle.gov 
 
Re: Project # 3035844-LU 
Seattle Pacific University (SPU) - Support for CAC Scoping EIS Comments  
 
Dear Ms. Weber, 
 
The Land Use Review Committee of Queen Anne Community Council (QACC) met with neighbors 
regarding the concerns in the community raised by the proposed SPU Major Institutional Master Plan 
(MIMP).  Neighbors reviewed the plan concept and scope and discussed how changes could impact the 
neighborhood. 
 
QACC expresses its support for the issues raised in comments by the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
on this project in its letter to you of December 1, 2020.   Neighbors stated substantially similar concerns 
including potential height differentials near residential areas, potential cumulative tree and green space 
loss, pedestrian danger at street crossings, strain on existing infrastructure and utilities, loss of mixed 
housing stock, and impacts of street vacations or calming (including to freight traffic along 
Nickerson).  As such QACC adds its emphasis to the importance of the Environmental Impacts 
enumerated more fully by CAC. 
 
Queen Anne neighbors were most positively impressed with the desire of SPU to move academic uses to 
the center of campus, thereby reducing regular pedestrian crossing traffic.  In particular, neighbors 
recognized the danger of crossings at 3rd Ave W and W. Nickerson and Bertona (by the current SPU 
bookstore) and encourage the City to permit upgrades in those areas.   
 
This MIMP does not address mitigations or remediations. Potential inconvenience of street and alley 
vacations should be addressed with reference to what SPU is offering as compensation to the people of 
Seattle, including access to facilities or spaces for public use, or additions to the space and amenities 
abutting the canal trail. Without such considerations, no vacations should be accepted.  Along similar 
lines, impact to the environment should consider remediations such as solar panels and additions to 
existing tree canopy to prevent cumulative loss. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ellen Monrad, Chair     Denny Bird, Chair 
Queen Anne Community Council   Queen Anne Land Use Review Committee 
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PRC

From: Jeff Christianson <jeffchristianson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 12:04 PM
To: Sheehan, Maureen
Cc: tiffany.christianson@gmail.com; PRC
Subject: Comments on Project#3035844-LU

Categories: Public Comment

CAUTION: External Email 

Re: Project # 3035844-LU 
 
Dear Abby Weber and/or Maureen Sheehan- 
I live at 729 West Dravus Street and below are my comments/concerns regarding Seattle Pacific University 
Major Institution Master Plan.  
 
1) I do not want to see all the open green space be eliminated at the western edge of the campus abutting our 
residential neighborhood (the parks at 7th and Dravus). These act as a buffer to separate/delineate the 
University and the knighthood. I think at least one of these should be maintained.  
 
2) I am concerned about the increase in height limits adjacent to the single-family residences. I would like to 
see the current height limit held adjacent to existing residential homes and then possibly stepping up the 
heights as requested by SPU as more distance is gained to the east.  
 
3) I would like to see the future campus become more walkable to everyone including the public. This 
specifically pertains to adding sidewalks on W Barrett Street and 7th Ave West as well as pedestrian lighting.  
 

4) There is a lot of ground water that seeps out of the hillside on Dravus including the SPU property. This 
needs to be dealt with as it is impacting the public ROW on Dravus.  

5) I understand that there will be retail spaces incorporated into some of the future buildings, I would really 
like to see SPU prioritize and emphasize small/local businesses vs chains (like Subway that they have 
occupying one of their buildings on 3rd). 

6) DCI's current parking requirements are not adequate for this neighborhood and SPU should be required to 
provide off-street parking for all students/staff/visitors. How will SPU/DCI ensure that students are not parking 
in front of single-family residences adjacent to campus?  

7) There are significant trees throughout the MIMP area. These should be prioritized and maintained.  

8) MIMP should address the increased flow of traffic to the residential neighborhoods. There should be 
priority on focusing new high use (capacity) buildings to arterials outside of single-family residential 
neighborhoods (such as along Nickerson or 3rd Ave). There should be a plan to reduce speeding students (ie 
roundabouts, speed bumps, cameras, etc). No new multi-family buildings should be built without plans to 
improve/increase the ROW infrastructure to handle these changes.  

From: JODY CLOVIS
To: PRC
Cc: Jody Clovis
Subject: Comments on Project # 3035844-LU for SPU Major Institution Master Plan
Date: Friday, December 25, 2020 7:28:57 PM

CAUTION: External Email

12/25/2020
Attention:  Abby Weber for Project 3035844-LU
In response to the notices dated December 10, 2020, and November 30, 2020, I have
the following comments to be considered as part of the approval process for the
rezone to expand the boundaries of the Major Institution Overlay (MIO) for Seattle
Pacific University (SPU).
1.  The boundaries of the MIO for SPU are proposed to be expanded to include
properties not currently under the ownership of the University.  And within these
expanded boundaries, the Master Plan has designated some of the properties as
future student housing.  If SPU requires additional property for University uses,
particularly for student housing, they really need to acquire property already within the
existing MIO boundaries. Please do NOT allow MIO expansion into three areas:  1)
the 1/2 block facing W Etruria St, between Queen Anne Ave N and Warren Ave N, 2)
the area west of 6th Ave W, between W Nickerson St. and W Bertona St, and 3) the
1/2 block facing W Dravus St between Queen Anne Ave N and Nickerson St.  Allow
the real estate market and private investors to provide housing for students outside of
the existing MIO.
2.  Should the MIO be expanded, please keep the height within the proposed housing
areas to MIO-37, and not higher, in order to be compatible with the existing C2-40
zoning in the surrounding neighborhood.  Taller buildings in the neighborhood will
create shadow canyons, territorial view obstructions, and privacy issues for lower
buildings.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jody Clovis
7742 32nd Ave NW
Seattle, WA  98117
owner of #403 at 18 Dravus St
206 356 5680 cell
clovisfam@comcast.net

From: John Howie
To: PRC
Subject: Project Number: 3035844-LU (Major Institution Plan for Seattle Pacific University)
Date: Saturday, January 02, 2021 4:27:53 PM

CAUTION: External Email

John Howie
67 W Etruria St
Seattle
WA 98119
 

ATTN: Abby Weber, Land Use Planner, 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000, PO Box 34019, Seattle WA
98124-4019, by way of e-mail.
 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
I am writing in response to your Re-Notice of Application, Determination of Significance, and Scoping

of Environmental Impact Statement (project number 3035844-LU), dated December 10th, 2020, and

inviting comments through January 11th, 2021.
 
In general I am supportive of expansion and accommodation for growth by Seattle Pacific University
(SPU). I have reviewed the application documents on file, and submitted public comments. Despite
my support for growth of SPU, I see some minor issues in the proposed Major Institution Master
Plan that I feel should be addressed. These are:
 

1. In reviewing the Proposed Major Institution Overlay & Existing Underlying/Adjacent Zoning,
on Page 22 (I am referring to Updated page, submitted 22/03/20), I do not believe the Major
Institution Overlay (MIO) should be extended south to include the north side of W Etruria St,

between 3rd Ave W and Queen Anne Ave N. The grade is steep, and the alley is a natural
boundary between the University and residential property. Aside from the property at 68 W
Etruria St, SPU does not appear to own any of the other properties on W Etruria St in the
proposed expanded MIO, and given the density (a preponderance of townhomes with six or
eight to a lot) it is highly unlikely that SPU will be acquiring any ‘whole’ lots in the foreseeable

future. By not extending the boundary, SPU is free to focus on W Dravus St between 3rd Ave
W and Queen Anne Ave N, which is already heavily populated with student accommodation;

 
2. The proposed height increases in the MIO risk severely impacting the sweeping vistas of the

ship canal, the ship yards and marinas, and Ballard afforded from Rogers Park and when

walking down 3rd Ave W. Existing views should be maintained to the extent possible, even if
that means depriving SPU some or all of the proposed height increases;

 
3. The MIO should encourage development on W Nickerson St, especially between W Nickerson

St and W Emerson St/the Ship Canal Trail to the extent possible (bearing in mind the need to

1

PRC

From: Weber, Abby
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 1:38 PM
To: PRC
Subject: FW: DAHP Project 2020-12-07545 City of Seattle Pacific University EIS 3035844-LU

Categories: Public Comment

Please upload to the project file for 3035844-LU. Thank you! 
 

From: Jolivette, Stephanie (DAHP) <stephanie.jolivette@dahp.wa.gov>  
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2021 5:10 PM 
To: Weber, Abby <Abby.Weber@seattle.gov> 
Subject: RE: DAHP Project 2020-12-07545 City of Seattle Pacific University EIS 3035844-LU 
 

CAUTION: External Email 

Hello Abby,  
 
I am happy to clarify. Yes, although the meander line is a useful starting point, the DAHP uses additional resources to 
review projects. We also use a predictive model specifically designed for the review of projects for archaeological 
resources in Washington. You can view the model on the dahp website at dahp.wa.gov – just scroll down to Find a 
Historic Place and push the “Start WISAARD” button. Then in the map select the Predictive Model. Anything located in 
the very high – high risk categories we would request an archaeological survey. We may also request surveys in 
moderate to lower risk areas depending on other factors.  
 
The meander line is a useful tool to find the most likely places to find archaeology on the original shoreline. However, 
there is lots of archaeology outside of this meander line. In addition, after the cut was put in place a large amount of 
historic construction occurred, in some cases resulting in archaeology. The cut is also located in an area that was heavily 
utilized by Native American groups, serving as a portage route between Puget Sound and Lake Union.  
 
Much of the SPU campus area contains fill, but beneath the fill would be remnant wetlands, that used to exist before the 
cut was put in place, as well as flat areas that would have been ideal for prehistoric occupation. Obviously, the different 
depths of fill and different initial landscapes that existed below the current SPU campus will have different likelihoods of 
containing archaeology. The goal of the cultural resources review for the SPU EIS will be to identify what areas of the 
campus and at what depths it is most likely that archaeological resources may be impacted. Then this information can be 
used to help guide future development of the campus.  
 
If you have additional questions, or just want to discuss the expectations for an EIS level cultural resources survey please 
let me know.  
 
Best, 
Stephanie 
 

 

Project #3035844-LU             Attention: Abby West  SDCI Planner   1/12/2021   
 
Subject: Proposed Vacations of Streets and Alleys in the new MIMP 
 
 
In the environmental impact statement being prepared for the Seattle Pacific 
 
University (SPU) MIMP , the impacts of the proposed vacations of streets 
 
and alleys needs to be described and evaluated in detail.   First the EIS needs 
 
to explain why these vacations are necessary-not just desirable.  How are 
 
they necessary to the essential functioning of the new MIMP-explanation 
 
required?  Would not the new MIMP function nearly as well without the 
 
vacations—if so they should not be be proposed. 
 
 
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required in the EIS to evaluate the impact 
 
of the vacations to determine the effects on the existing and future traffic 
 
flow due to the street and alley vacations.  The levels of service for the 
 
intersections and the streets need to be analyzed.  If levels of service or future 
 
levels of service fall below level D due to the vacations then mitigation will 
 
be required. 
 
 
West Cremona, West Dravus, West Ewing, 6th,7th and 8th Avenues West are 
 
only wide  enough with the residential parking zones on both sides for one 
 

Project #3035844_LU-- Abby Weber SDCI Planner

Seattle Pacific University (SPU) and the SDCI are making a mistake in 

trying to prepare a new Major Institutional Master Plan (MIMP) for the 

University in the midst of a raging global pandemic.  There is no way at this 

time to for the University to predict its future and prepare a future plan until 

after the pandemic ends and the country and the economy recovers and things

stabilize.

It was surprising for the neighbors to see the signs recently posted indicating 

that a new SPU MIMP was currently being prepared.  No notices of this had 

been given previously to  neighbors about meetings of the new Citizens 

Advisory Committee  (CAC) preparing the new MIMP.  Reviewing the 

internet   reveals that the new CAC had met four times previously but 

there were no meeting minutes prepared indicating what subjects were 

discussed.

In March 2020 just at the beginning of the pandemic a new CAC was formed 

to review and approve the formulation of a new SPU MIMP.  On December 

1, 2020 the University released a concept plan for the CAC to review.
                                                        1/4

1

PRC

From: Sharon LeVine <sllevineusc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 6:53 PM
To: Weber, Abby; PRC
Subject: Project # 3035844-LU ( Seattle Pacific University- MIMP)

Categories: Public Comment

CAUTION: External Email 
 
Page 1 
 
Re: Loss of Open Space 
Study impacts of expanding lot coverage - within SPU boundaries - from  24% to 37% with proposed upzones of the 
MIMP. 
Study impacts of expanded lot coverage on retention of "exceptional" and "significant" trees and explore plans to retain 
those trees and their environmental benefits. 
Inventory all trees within SPU boundaries and document all "exceptional" and " significant: trees. 
Study what plans SPU must implement to ensure continued viability of North Queen Anne's historic legacy and urban 
forest. 
Study CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF LOSS OF "EXCEPTIONAL" AND " SIGNIFICANT" TREES THROUGHOUT CAMPUS 
BOUNDARIES. DO NOT CONSIDER LOSS ON A PARTICULAR PROPERTY AS INCONSEQUENTIAL WHEN THE 
CUMULATIVE LOSS IS WHAT IS MOST IMPACTFUL! 
Study how community character will be preserved by adding open space, street trees and other vegetation. 
 
Re: Study how Expansion East of 3rd Avenue West will impact: 
Loss of low-income housing 
Loss of long time, more affordable, single family housing 
Loss of characteristics that are attractive to families with children 
Study how the MIMP accommodates the goal of the "Queen Anne Plan" ( adopted by the Seattle City Council) " to create 
and maintain a mix of housing types that are attractive and affordable to a diversity of ages, incomes, household types, 
household sizes, and cultural backgrounds." and to 
" Promote methods of assuring housing stock will enable changing households to remain in the same home or 
neighborhood for many years". 
Study how SPU will identify "at risk" , affordable housing and what plans will be implemented to preserve existing, 
affordable housing. 
Study the effect of property taxes- and other costs- on those residences owned by private individuals ( when SPU 
expands within their neighborhood) 
 
Re: Utility Systems 
Study impacts -and mitigations of SPU expansion, increased population density and  increased usage of currently, aging, 
" challenged" utility systems such as water, sewer, gas and electric structures." 
Of note: When there was a large, recent, lumberyard fire along the Lake Washington Ship Canal , homes uphill ( about 1 
mile away) lost use of their water. 
 
Re: Historical Properties in the Expansion Area 
Inventory the " Historical Properties" within MIMP boundaries. 
Study how a goal of the "Queen Anne Plan" will be met that says" existing, older buildings are valued by the community 
and they should be preserved or modified for reuse, when possible.  New structures should respect  and be designed to 
compliment historical buildings and sites". 
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From: Pauliver <pauliver@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 1:28 PM
To: Sheehan, Maureen; PRC
Cc: tiffany.with.Paul@gmail.com
Subject: Comment on SPU Project 3035844-LU

Categories: Public Comment

CAUTION: External Email 

Hi Maureen and Abby,   
 
I wish to comment on SPU Project 3035844-LU, the Re-zoning of large portions of the space around SPU. 
 
My address is 626 W Emerson St, Seattle, WA 98119, the re-zoning ends next door and does not include my property. I 
would like it extended to include my property as well.  
 
I would also like to receive a notice of the decision on this zoning.  
 
Project: #3035844-LU - Abby Weber, SDCI Planner, 206 727-8602 - Floor SMT 19 
 
Thank you! 
 
 
Paul Oliver 
Pauliver@gmail.com 
443-676-1312 (Verizon / iMessage) 
919-995-3575 (Google Fi) 
My phone sends any number not in my contacts list straight to voicemail, if we haven't spoken before, text before calling. 
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PRC

From: Sue Tanner <sat.tanner@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 7:12 PM
To: PRC
Subject: Re: Comment on Scope of EIS for SPU Master Plan

Categories: Public Comment

CAUTION: External Email 

The address of Seattle Pacific University is 3307 3rd Avenue West. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sue Tanner 
 
 

From: PRC <PRC@seattle.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 10:49 AM 
To: Sue Tanner <sat.tanner@outlook.com> 
Subject: RE: Comment on Scope of EIS for SPU Master Plan  
  
Good morning Sue, 
  
Please provide the record number or the address you are providing comments for. 
  
Thank you,  
  
Public Resource Center  
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections  
P.O. Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124-4019   
P: 206.684.8467 (message line) I PRC@seattle.gov   
Hours of Operation: OFFICE CLOSED AT THIS TIME  
M/W/F: 8:00am – 4:00pm Tu/Th: 10:30am – 4:00pm  
Facebook I Twitter I Blog  
  
Helping people build a safe, livable, and inclusive Seattle.  
  
SDCI’s offices are closed to in-person services until further notice. Visit the SDCI website and read our Building 
Connections blog for service change updates. Thank you for your continued flexibility and patience as we provide online 
services to help reduce the risk of spreading the COVID-19 virus. 
  
  
  

From: Sue Tanner <sat.tanner@outlook.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 24, 2020 3:39 PM 
To: PRC <PRC@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Comment on Scope of EIS for SPU Master Plan 1

Allen, Matthew

From: Brian Watson <BrianHWatson@live.com>
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2021 1:54 PM
To: PRC
Subject: Project 3035844-LU

CAUTION: External Email 

Hello, 
 
My name is Brian Watson, I live at 654 W Emerson ST Apt 4 and am a neighbor to SPU.  Recently, the city was updating 
their rezoning plans to increase density in major busing hubs near me.  Examples were moving from 30 foot buildings to 
50 foot building in Fremont, Ballard, etc.  I was very happy to hear that the city wasn’t planning to change the heights 
around my condo which is on hillside and affords a low elevation view which is a big part of my choosing to live in this 
neighborhood.  Last month, I was distressed to hear that SPU is asking to change the zoning to the north of Nickerson ST 
as far west as 8th Ave.  I am concerned that their plans that I have been able to see online say that SPU doesn’t even own 
that land but intend to buy it if it becomes available.  I don’t mind the idea of a parking garage East of 6th, adding 
crosswalks there is a great idea.  But keep the rest of Nickerson to the West of 6th as is, at least until the big land owner, 
SPU actually owns the land and has shown more detailed plans for its use. 
 
Thank you, 
Brian Watson 
654 W Emerson ST #4 
Seattle, WA 98119 
 

Project # 3035844-LU 
Seattle Pacific University, 3307 3rd Ave. West 

 
January 25, 2021 
 
The zoning of the area at the NW corner of the SPU MIMP at W Ewing Str, W Nickerson Str, 7th Ave W, & 
9th Ave W should be MIO-37 to preserve territorial views of the water rather than MIO-65 
 
The zoning of the area at the West of the SPU MIMP at W Dravus Str, 6th Ave W, & 7th Ave W should be 
MIO-37 to prevent sun loss and overpowering by mass of the residential neighborhood to the west 
rather than MIO-65 
 
No expansion of the MIMP to include W. Dravus Str, W Etruria Str, 3rd Ave W, & Queen Anne Ave N. This 
will result in the removal of residential stock from the community 
 
There should be no mixing of classrooms & offices along the borders of existing residential use  
 
At 3rd Ave W & W Nickerson Str a signalized left turn lane should be added for north & south traffic on 
3rd Ave W. After the green left turn light, it should go to blinking yellow for the remaining sequence 
 
6th Ave W should not be vacated. This will take away from the surrounding community to the south and 
west of SPU a well-used access to the neighborhoods west of the SPU campus and W Nickerson Str 
along with access to the 6th Ave W Street end with its non-motorized personal watercraft access point to 
the Ship Canal 
 
A stop light at 6th Ave W & W Nickerson Str is not necessary and will impede freight traffic on W 
Nickerson Str which is the recognized freight corridor. Traffic calming using curb bulbs that do not 
impede the traffic lanes on W Nickerson Str but does allow for a safer & shorter crossing is a good idea. 
 
The W Emerson Str vacation is not described well enough to be accepted within this plan 
 
SPU is requesting as part of its proposed MIMP a large number of public street & alley way vacations 
with no recognition of the loss to the greater community. The vacations need to be looked at as a 
complete group along with what SPU is offering as compensation to the people of Seattle. Without this 
no vacations should be accepted as part of the MIMP or in the future. 
 
Other than a vague promise of more open space there is not the slightest detail or overview of what 
that means. More detail as to their existing and new additions to the tree inventory along with their 
commitment to the installation and use of alternate energy sources such as solar panels on their campus 
and buildings. 
 
Don Harper 
don@grantharper.net 
 





 
 
 
 

I recently saw a notice for public comment on an application to turn the SPU campus into a homeless 
shelter (permit 3018403). 
 
This is a particularly bad idea.  Please inform me as to when hearings will be held and how I can 
comment on this permit. 
 
John Berry 
 
 

 
Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
Wastewater Treatment Division 
King Street Center, KSC-NR-0505 
201 South Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 

 
 

 

January 8, 2021               sent via email: PRC@seattle.gov 
  OAP Ref No. 1829 
 
Abby Weber 
Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections 
P.O. Box 34018 
Seattle, WA 98124-4018 
 
Dear Abby Weber: 
 
The King County Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) has received the Re-Notice of 
Application, Determination of Significance, and Scoping of Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Seattle Pacific University Campus, North Queen Anne project (3035844-LU) that proposes 
modification to the Major Institution Overlay (MIO) height limits. 
 
King County facilities, the 72” Central Trunk and 138” North Interceptor, is located within 
the project area (see enclosed record drawings showing the location of the facilities in the 
project vicinity).  
 
In order to protect this wastewater facility during construction, WTD requests that Seattle 
Department of Construction and Inspections submit construction drawings for the project, 
so that WTD can assess its potential impacts. Please send drawings via email to: 
 

Local Public Agency Program 
King County WTD, Engineering and Technical Resources 
201 South Jackson Street, KSC-NR-0503 
Seattle, WA  98104-3855 
(206) 477-5414 / lpa.team@kingcounty.gov  

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Bailey Pfeiffer 
Environmental Planning Administrator 
 
cc: Mark Lampard, Local Public Agency Coordinator 
  
Enclosure: Record drawings and sewer one-lines of the Central Trunk and North Interceptor in 
vicinity of proposed project 

1

PRC

From: Jolivette, Stephanie (DAHP) <stephanie.jolivette@dahp.wa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 2:23 PM
To: PRC
Subject: DAHP Project 2020-12-07545 City of Seattle Pacific University EIS 3035844-LU

CAUTION: External Email 

Hello Ms. Weber,  
 
The DAHP has received the Notice of Application, DS, and Scoping of EIS document for Project 3035844-LU. The DAHP 
requests the opportunity to review any documentation from this project moving forward. Please send all documentation 
needing review to: SEPA@dahp.wa.gov 
 
Based on the documentation we have received it appears that an EIS is under way for this project. The Notice was not 
specific about the topics that will be covered in this EIS. The DAHP recommends that Cultural Resources be included in 
the study, as the campus contains a number of historical period buildings and is located along a waterway, making it a 
high risk area for archaeological resources. The DAHP is happy to provide information and review documents as this 
project moves forward.  
 
Feel free to contact me if you have questions about these recommendations, or if you would like to speak to a subject 
matter specialist to answer any questions about the Built Environment or Archaeological Environment for this project.  
 
We have assigned this EIS to DAHP Project 2020-12-07545. Please include this number on any communications with the 
DAHP in order to expedite our review process.  
 
Best, 
Stephanie 
 

 
DAHP staff are working remotely until further notice. My hours are 8 am – 4:30 pm Monday - Friday. 
Staff no longer have land lines. For a directory of staff cell phone numbers please see the Meet the 
Staff page on our website. 
 
Stephanie Jolivette | Local Government Archaeologist 
Work Cell: 360-628-2755 | stephanie.jolivette@dahp.wa.gov 
  
Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation | www.dahp.wa.gov  
1110 Capitol Way S, Suite 30 | Olympia WA 98501 
PO Box 48343 | Olympia WA 98504-8343 
 

 
 

Administered by The Historic Preservation Program 
The Seattle Department of Neighborhoods 

“Printed on Recycled Paper” 

          LPB 524/20 
 
December 29, 2020 
 
To:  Abby Weber, SDCI 
 
CC:   Maureen Sheehan, DON 
  Erin Doherty, DON 
 
From:  Sarah Sodt, DON 
 
Subject: DON HP Comments on SPU MIMP Concept Plan  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Seattle Pacific University 
MIMP Concept Plan dated July 2020.  The document currently does not identify nor does it 
address the exiting or potential historic resources on the campus.  At a minimum, the existing 
designated City Landmark(s) should be identified, and any resources that are 50 years old or 
older and may be demolished or substantially altered per the plan should be identified.  The 
SEPA process for evaluating demolition impacts to resources 50 years old or older, as well as 
adjacency impacts to existing designated City Landmarks should be summarized - see SMC 
25.05.675H.   
 
Additionally, it does not appear that there has been a survey of potential historic resources 
completed for the campus; in the future it is advisable for a survey to be completed so as to 
comprehensively understand the historic resources on the campus and in any potential 
expansion areas. 
 
If you have any questions, please call me at 615-1786. 
 
 
 

 

 

 
December 21, 2020 

Abby Weber 
Seattle Department of Construction & Inspection 
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 34019 
Seattle, WA 98124-4019 
Via e-mail: abby.weber@seattle.gov 
 
Re:  Seattle Pacific University Citizens Advisory Committee EIS Scoping Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Weber, 

The Seattle Pacific University (SPU) Major Institutions Master Plan (MIMP) Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) is 
charged with advising the City and SPU concerning the development of the new Seattle Pacific University Major 
Institutions Master Plan (MIMP). The CAC has the opportunity to comment on the Scope of the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). The CAC offers the following comments: 

Height, Bulk and Scale 
The increase of height limits, as well as the added potential for development sites that are larger 
than the prevailing pattern of the surrounding neighborhood, may result in adverse height, bulk, 
and scale impacts between areas of less intensive zoning and more intensive zoning. 

1. Analyze the impacts of orienting development on W. Nickerson St. toward the South Ship Canal Trail. 
2. The proposed MIO boundaries increase all MIO-50 to MIO-65. Impacts on properties adjacent to the 

MIO boundary, specifically around the southwest portion of campus (7th Avenue W including W 
Cremona St., W Dravus St., and W Barrett St., and 5th Ave W between W Barrett St. and W Dravus St.) 
need to be analyzed. Mitigation measures, such as extending the MIO-37 buffer, and including 
landscape buffers, building setbacks, and buildings stepping up, need to be considered to create 
adequate transitions from the campus to these properties.  

3. There are significant topographic changes on campus and the surrounding neighborhood. 
Consequently, the taller campus zoning heights will impact surrounding properties differently, 
depending on where each sits on the high and low points of the slope. For example, the area south of 
Hill Hall sits at the high end of the valley and should be assigned a lower building height.  

 
Land Use 
Increasing the capacity for institutional uses by expanding the SPU MIO district may result in 
adverse land use impacts, including incompatibility with the surrounding residential uses; 
influence on the surrounding commercial land use pattern and availability of commercially zoned 
land; and creation of inconsistencies with the adopted goals and policies of the Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan. 

4. Analysis of the expansion of the MIO Boundary into non-residential areas needs to be provided to 
ensure future uses are compatible with adjacent properties and explicit transparency with the current 
property owners is needed. Specifically, the area north of W. Nickerson St. and west of 6th Ave. W. 

WHAT WE HEARD & HOW WE RESPONDED

Public Comment Letters
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4.0 Development Program 

LEGEND

EXISTING VEHICULAR 
CIRCULATION

This diagram shows the urban roadway 

classification for streets within and 

around the SPU campus, and where 

congestion occurs. 

The darker the color, the higher the 

priority for vehicle movement and lower 

the priority for service and access to 

adjacent land. Because SPU is located 

at the intersection of one principal 

arterial and two minor arterials, and 

because there are high volumes of 

pedestrian activity crossing these 

vehicle-oriented streets, conflict and 

congestion is common.

Existing Vehicular Access

 Principal Arterial

 Minor Arterial

 Collector Arterial

 Neighborhood Yield  
  Street

         Congested   
  Intersections

      Existing MIO Boundary
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LEGEND

PROPOSED VEHICULAR 
CIRCULATION

A new campus entrance at West 

Cremona and West Nickerson Streets, 

and a road realignment at 6th Avenue 

West and West Bertona Street, could 

redistribute vehicular traffic from 

one primary intersection across three 

intersections instead. Doing so would 

also eliminate some conflict at West 

Bertona Street and 3rd Avenue West, 

and reduce through-traffic for a more 

pedestrian-oriented West Bertona 

Street.

Proposed Vehicular Access

 Principal Arterial with  
  bike facility

 Minor Arterial

 Collector Arterial

 Neighborhood Yield  
  Street

          Proposed Campus  
  Gateways

          Proposed Primary  
  Campus Front Door

      Future city bike facility

      Existing MIO Boundary

      Proposed MIO Boundary

SERVICE ACCESS 
DISCUSSION TO BE 
COMPLETED WITH TRANSPO

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern		
	• Inconsistencies with names and 

numbers.
	• Missing some code requirements.
	• Typos.
	• Requests for clarification.
	• Requests for reorganization.

Response / Revision		
	• Edited for clarity and consistency.
	• Edited for legibility, navigation, and organization.
	• Included more detailed and comprehensive 

information.
	• Reorganized Document.
	• Investigated numbers in more detail, cross-checked 

among sources.
	• Placed maps with existing and potential conditions 

side-by-side and all potential maps on the right.

Existing Potential
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1.0 Executive Summary

Factors driving growth & change Challenge to resolve Solution

Critical space deficiencies Mismatch between existing facilities and needed program space
Expand square footage to support modern needs 
in learning and student life

Growing enrollment Growth up to 6,000 students in the next 20 years Expand square footage to support growth

Increasing residential population 70 percent of undergraduates to live on campus Develop more residential housing

Expansion toward W Nickerson St Shift campus away from residential area toward commercial area Develop north and east

Pedestrian-vehicular conflict at W Nickerson St High volumes of student pedestrians crossing major arterial Relocate academic uses

Additional athletic functions on campus Interbay soccer field lease expires in 2029 Provide space for potential soccer field

How does the MIMP guide growth and change? 
Six factors are driving most of the need for growth at SPU. 

This MIMP addresses challenges that must be resolved 

to accommodate this growth, and offers opportunities for 

amenities, such as new open spaces, that come with growth.

Broad, intentional strategies anchor and organize this 

MIMP. The strategies provide the logical basis for SPU’s 

requested changes to the 2000 MIMP, guide planning and 

implementation, and prioritize balancing the University’s 

need to grow with the neighborhood’s need for predictable 

development impacts.

The strategies inform development and planning decisions, and 

provide a central framework for physical campus organization. 

A new campus entrance. Looking west along W Cremona St toward Tiffany Loop

Chart from Executive Summary

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern	
	• Unclear about exactly what the 

MIMP is, why you are doing it now, 
and what it's for.

		

Response / Revision		
	• Added Executive Summary with MIMP Primer 

section.
	• Added explanations and rationale.
	• Relocated content too specific for Introduction.
	• Presented more information in charts and graphics.
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1.0 Executive Summary
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KEY CAMPUS STRATEGIES

Establish a primary campus entrance along Cremona Street, 

with an enhanced streetscape design that extends to and aligns 

with the historic Tiffany Loop.

Develop with sensitivity along the Major Institution boundary 

and transition respectfully between campus and low-rise 

residential areas and public edges.

Concentrate academic functions south of Nickerson Street—

around the historic Tiffany Loop and along an enhanced 

Cremona streetscape—to cluster uses and reduce pedestrian-

vehicle conflicts.

Right-size academic and student life space to meet physical 

and programmatic needs.

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.

Continue to grow away from the south residential area, down the 

hill toward the north and east.

11 44

22 55

33 66

Bird’s eye view of campus. Looking Southwest from above the Fremont Cut.
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Nickerson Street Corridor
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Lake Washington Ship Canal
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Diagram from Executive Summary 
and Introduction

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern		
	• Would like to see much more 

detailed plans for buildings and 
streets.

		

Response / Revision		
	• MIMP is high-level planning document, not a set 

of building plans.
	• Clarified campus strategies and level of 

information known about Planned Projects.
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5.0 Development Standards 

The University’s design guidelines are guidelines only and have no regulatory effect. They aim to encourage excellence in design for all campus 

projects and to uphold features that reinforce institutional identity. The guidelines are posed as a checklist of questions, which allows the 

University and design partners to evaluate projects throughout all decision-making stages. The open-ended nature of the questions, and the 

strategic thinking they promote, lead to more flexible, context-aware, and context-sensitive design solutions that work with changing conditions. 

A. Site Planning
1. How does the design reinforce campus form and 

support future development?

2. How does the design provide open space opportunities 
on site and/or within adjacent spaces?

3. How does the design reinforce existing positive 
streetscape characteristics (when relevant)?

4. How does the design support view corridors?

5. How does the design locate entrances at prominent 
intersections and pathways?

6. How are entries clearly identified?

7. How does the design encourage human activity on the 
ground plane?

8. How does the design encourage and support pedestrian 
and bicycle activity?

9. If the project is located at an intersection, how are 
there clear wayfinding elements at pedestrian and 
vehicular scales?

10. How does the site design reinforce the University’s 
identity?

11. For projects involving parking and/or service access, 
how does the design minimize parking and auto 
impacts on pedestrians and adjoining property?

12. For projects involving parking, how does the design 
discourage parking in the building setback areas 
adjacent to streets?

13. On corner lots, for projects involving parking, how does 
the design orient the building to the corner and parking 
away from the corner on public street fronts?

B. Height, Bulk, and Scale
1. How is the design consistent with the height, bulk, 

and scale development standards of the most recently 
adopted MIMP?

2. How does the design use height, bulk, and scale 
to delineate internal uses, including entrances, 
classrooms, stairwells, and atriums?

3. How does the design project an appropriate transition 
to nearby, less intensive zones?

4. How does the design allow for flexibility in internal 
programming?

5. If located on a slope, how does the design utilize the 
topography to reduce massing?

C. Architectural Elements and Materials
1. How does the design compliment positive existing 

character and/or respond appropriately to nearby 
historic structures?

2. While avoiding literal interpretations of historic campus 
buildings, how does the design contribute to buildings 
that compliment and strengthen the overall campus 
appearance?

3. How does the design reflect the character of its 
intended use and district location?

4. How does the design prioritize human scale and human 
activity?

5. How does the design incorporate durable, attractive, 
environmentally preferable, and well-detailed finish 
materials?

6. For projects involving parking, how does the design 
minimize garage entrances?

GUIDELINES BY TOPIC AREA

Excerpt from Design Guidelines

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern		
	• What guidelines are in place to 

achieve desired character and scale?

Response / Revision		
	• Added Design Guidelines to guide decision-

making as projects become more defined.
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LEGEND

Existing Facilities 

 Mixed Use & Commercial

 Education & General

 Education & General (Leased)

 Athletics & Recreation

 Housing

 Vacant

 Non-University Housing

 Existing MIO Boundary

Approximately 1,228,700 square feet 

across approximately 100 buildings on 

or near the SPU campus are currently 

owned or occupied by the University. 

(See Appendix for square footage per 

building.)

This diagram shows all buildings 

SPU owns and leases. Buildings are 

identified by their primary use and 

unique University-assigned Building 

Identification Number.

Revised Building ID Map

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern		
	• The Building ID numbers are 

confusing and don't seem based 
on anything.

Response / Revision		
	• Revised building ID numbers to match SPU 

building numbering system.
		



Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 43 

4.0 Development Program 

Draft, July 2022

Summary of Planned & Potential Development (GSF)

To be Retained:Planned (c1) = a - b1

To be Retained:Potential (c2) = c1 - b2

Net New (e) = d1 + d2- b2- b1

Total Campus Sq Ft (f) = a + d1 + d2 - b1 - b2

Existing Area numbers include Leased Space (30,800)

Existing Area numbers include Capstone rental properties (23,500)

*Church not included in the Additional Future Leased Space

Use Existing (a) To be Demolished (b) To be Retained (c) New Development (d)
Future Additional 
Leased Space * Net New (e) Total Campus (f)

Planned (b1) Potential (b2) Planned (c1) Potential (c2) Planned (d1) Potential (d2)

Athletic & 
Recreation

82,700 0 82,700 82,700 0 388,500 305,800 388,500

Education & 
General

547,700 53,600 255,000 494,100 239,100 61,000 716,900 66,500 469,300 1,083,500

Housing 525,900 0 149,500 525,900 376,400 0 856,100 706,600 1,232,500

Vacant 60,900 0 60,900 60,900 0 (60,900) 0

Mixed Use & 
Commercial

11,500 0 11,500 11,500 0 237,100 225,600 237,100

Total 
Summary 
GSF:

1,228,700 53,600 559,600 1,175,100 615,500 61,000 2,198,600 66,500 1,646,400 2,941,600

DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

The table below tracks total GSF of existing conditions 

through full build-out, including planned and potential 

buildings that need to be demolished, buildings that need to 

be retained, new development, net new square footage, and 

total square footage at completion of the plan.

Revised Development Summary Table

DOCUMENT

Question / Concern		
	• There are errors in the Long-Term 

Development Summary.

Response / Revision		
	• Revised Development Summary Table for 

clarity and accuracy.
	• Tied all SFs back to Development Summary 

Table.
		



Themes
	• Growth 
	• Expansion Areas
	• Building Heights
	• Campus Edges
	• Open Spaces & Trees
	• Traffic & Parking	

	

CONTENT

Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 55 

4.0 Development Program 

Draft, July 2022

LEGEND

Types of Open Spaces

 Athletic Field
 Woodland

 Lawn
 Courtyard

 Quad Gathering Space
 Visual Connection

 Physical Connection
 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary
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PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHTS
The number of levels were determined 

by overall need, efforts to respect 
existing massing around Tiffany Loop 

and adjacent sites, and preservation of 
views. The number of levels anticipated 

for new buildings ranges from 1 to 6 
stories. In several cases, the number 

is lower than the proposed height 
limit. This is because the MIMP height 

designations as specified in Seattle 
Municipal Code are listed in limits such 

as 37, 50, and 65 feet. In addition, 
the proposed height limits leave  

some flexibility and allow for vertical 
elements like clock towers.

Taller buildings are mitigated by 
topography, setbacks, and building 

modulation, or are located away from 
existing lower-height buildings. Heights 

may change slightly, but will not exceed 
height limits stated in this MIMP. 

Building Massing

 Proposed Building
 Existing Buildings

 Non SPU-Owned Buildings
 Existing Surface Parking
 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 51 

4.0 Development Program 

Draft, July 2022

LEGEND

PROPOSED VEHICULAR 
CIRCULATION

A new campus entrance at West 
Cremona and West Nickerson Streets, 

and a road realignment at 6th Avenue 
West and West Bertona Street, could 

redistribute vehicular traffic from 
one primary intersection across three 

intersections instead. Doing so would 
also eliminate some conflict at West 

Bertona Street and 3rd Avenue West, 
and reduce through-traffic for a more 

pedestrian-oriented West Bertona 
Street.

Proposed Vehicular Access

 Principal Arterial with  
  bike facility

 Minor Arterial
 Collector Arterial

 Neighborhood Yield  
  Street

          Proposed Campus  
  Gateways

          Proposed Primary  
  Campus Front Door

      Future city bike facility
      Existing MIO Boundary

      Proposed MIO Boundary

SERVICE ACCESS 
DISCUSSION TO BE 

COMPLETED WITH TRANSPO
Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 49 
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PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN 
CIRCULATION

With campus expanding east, and 
academic uses concentrating south 

of West Nickerson Street, primary 
pedestrian movements will occur 

between the east and west ends of 
campus. Regularly spaced connections 

linking primary origins and destinations 
will complete an interconnected 

pedestrian network that provides 
access within and beyond campus.

 Existing Primary  
  Pedestrian Route

 Future Primary  
  Pedestrian Route

        Existing City Bus Stop
         Existing Crosswalk

         Future Crosswalk
 Existing South Ship  

  Canal Multiuse Trail
      Existing MIO Boundary

      Proposed MIO Boundary

Proposed Pedestrian and Bike Access

TO BE CONFIRMED 
WITH TRANSPO

OPEN SPACE

BUILDINGS

VEHICULAR
CIRCULATION

PEDESTRIAN
CIRCULATION

Approach	
	• Think in Systems-Level Layers
	• Balance Competing Priorities	
	• Meet Program Need
	• Meet City Requirements
	• Minimize Impact on Neighborhood	



GROWTH

Question / Concern		
	• Why does SPU want to grow?

	• Why is SPU expanding when 
enrollment is declining?

	• Why is SPU expanding during a 
pandemic? 

	• Why aren't you switching to 
remote learning?

		

Response / Revision		
	• SPU needs to grow to:

		  1. Support long-term enrollment growth
			   aspirations.
		  2. Match space types and sizes with current and
			   future pedagogies.
		  3. Remain competitive with other institutions in the
			   higher education landscape.

	• Anticipate an initial enrollment decline followed by 
steady increase. 

	• Pandemic reinforced the importance of on-campus, in-
person education model. 

	• MIMP has decades-long planning horizon. Anticipate 
COVID-19 will not meaningfully affect the potential 
development program. 

	• Addressed all above topics in revised document.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP (E.5.)

SPU owns multiple properties within 

the existing and proposed MIO District. 

This is a comprehensive representation 

of all properties SPU owns and leases 

within the City of Seattle.

N 150’0’

Existing Proposed

MIO % MIO %

44 ac 67% 46 ac 55%

4 ac 6% 13 ac 15%

0 ac 0% 1 ac 1%

18 ac 27% 24 ac 29%

MIO Total 66 ac 100% 84 ac 100%

 SPU-owned Parcels

 Other Privately-owned Parcels

 SPU Foundation-owned Parcels

 Right-of-Way

 Proposed MIO Extension

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Property Ownership
Note: Information as of January 2022

Owned by SPU

Owned by others

EXPANSION AREAS

W Nickerson St

W Ewing St

Nickerson St

3r
d 

Av
e 

W

W Dravus St

W Barrett St

W Dravus St

W Etruria St

W Bertona St

W Emerson St

6t
h 

Av
e 

W

Response / Revision		
	• Need to prepare for unknown historic designation, 

which could prevent reusing existing campus 
buildings.  

	• Need to provide space for soccer field in case City 
does not extend Interbay lease.

	• Can establish ownership predictability and access 
for neighbors (SPU already owns and occupies 
properties in expansion areas).

	• Existing buildings are good match for SPU program, 
so new buildings not needed in expansion areas.	
	

A

B

C

Question / Concern		
	• Why is no development  shown in 

the expansion areas? 
		

Property Ownership Map

	•	 Own Own 
PropertyProperty

	•	 Own Own 
PropertyProperty

	•	 Occupy Occupy 
PropertyProperty
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP (E.5.)

SPU owns multiple properties within 

the existing and proposed MIO District. 

This is a comprehensive representation 

of all properties SPU owns and leases 

within the City of Seattle.

N 150’0’

Existing Proposed

MIO % MIO %

44 ac 67% 46 ac 55%

4 ac 6% 13 ac 15%

0 ac 0% 1 ac 1%

18 ac 27% 24 ac 29%

MIO Total 66 ac 100% 84 ac 100%

 SPU-owned Parcels

 Other Privately-owned Parcels

 SPU Foundation-owned Parcels

 Right-of-Way

 Proposed MIO Extension

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Property Ownership
Note: Information as of January 2022

EXPANSION AREAS

W Nickerson St

W Ewing St

Nickerson St

3r
d 

Av
e 

W

W Dravus St

W Barrett St

W Dravus St

W Etruria St

W Bertona St

W Emerson St

6t
h 

Av
e 

W

A

B

C

Question / Concern		
	• Why is no development  shown in 

expansion areas? 
		

	•	 Soccer fieldSoccer field

	•	 Use Existing Use Existing 
BuildingsBuildings

	•	 Use Existing Use Existing 
BuildingsBuildings

	•	 Unknown Unknown 
historic historic 
designationdesignation

	•	 More More 
PredictabilityPredictability

Response / Revision		
	• Need to prepare for unknown historic designation, 

which could prevent reusing existing campus 
buildings.  

	• Need to provide space for soccer field in case City 
does not extend Interbay lease.

	• Can establish ownership predictability and access for 
neighbors (SPU already owns and occupies properties 
in expansion areas).

	• Existing buildings are good match for SPU program, 
so new buildings not needed in expansion areas.	
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6.0 Appendix

Underlying
Zoning

Existing
MIO Proposed Modification Underlying

zoning 2000 MIO Proposed Modification Difference* Reason Underlying 
standards 2000 MIO Proposed Modification Difference Reason

Existing 
MIO

1 C2-55 (M) MIO-37 MIO-65 Yes 55 37
65 +

UI-35, 
UG-35

Yes +10
Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights to meet 
University program needs and mixed-use potential along 
Nickerson corridor. Comply with UG Shoreline Overlay.

Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases 0', 2', 15' Yes Increase

0' at north MIO boundary for development 
flexibility, 2' at Nickerson for ped activity w/ 
streetscape space, 15' at Cremona to minimize 

2 LR3-RC (M) MIO-37 MIO-50 Yes 40 37 50 Yes +10
Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with expansion area's 
adjacent LR3 zone (40') and Nickerson corridor's MIO zone 
(65'). 

5'-7' 5'-7' 2', 15' Yes Increase,
decrease

2' at Nickerson for ped activity w/streetscape 
space, 15' at 6th to minimize height impact.

3a NC2-55 (M) MIO-37 MIO-65 Yes 55 37 65 Yes +10
Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights to meet 
University program needs and mixed-use potential along 
Nickerson corridor.

Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases 2', 15' Yes Increase 2' at Nickerson for ped activity w/streetscape 

space, 15' at 6th to minimize height impact.

3b NC2-55 (M) MIO-50 MIO-65 Yes 55 50 65 Yes +10
Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights to meet 
University program needs and mixed-use potential along 
Nickerson corridor.

Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases 2', 15' Yes Increase

2' at Nickerson for ped activity w/streetscape 
space, 15' at 3rd, Bertona to minimize height 
impact.

4 NC1-55 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 55 37 37 No 0 SDOT-controlled land. Not a development area. Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases N/A No N/A SDOT-controlled land. Not a development 

area.

5 LR2 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 40 37 37 No 0 Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with expansion area's 
adjacent LR1 zone (30'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase 15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks.

6 LR2 (M) MIO-37 MIO-65 Yes 40 37 65 Yes +25 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs. 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

7 LR1 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 30 37 37 No 0 Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with adjacent SF 5000 
zone (30'). 5'-7' 15'-20' 15', 20' No No

difference
15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks, 
20' at west MIO boundary as buffer.

8 LR3 (M) MIO-50 MIO-65 Yes 40 50 65 Yes +15 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs. 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

9 NC1-55 (M) MIO-50 MIO-65 Yes 55 50 65 Yes +15 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs.

Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

10 LR3 (M) MIO-50 MIO-65 Yes 40 50 65 Yes +15 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs. 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

11 LR1 (M) MIO-50 MIO-50 No 30 50 50 No 0
Campus edge. Keep Hill Hall (43') conforming to existing MIO 
zone (50'), and maintain compatibility with adjacent SF 5000 
zone (30').

5'-7' 5'-7' 15', 20' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact, 20' at west MIO 
boundary as buffer.

12 LR1 (M) MIO-50 MIO-65 Yes 30 50 65 Yes +15 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs. 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

13 LR3 (M) MIO-37 MIO-65 Yes 40 37 65 Yes +25 Campus core. Allow for greater floor-to-floor heights and 
additional space needs. 5'-7' 5'-7' 5'-7', 15'  Yes,No

Increase, 
no 

difference

5'-7' to maintain continuity with neighborhood 
blocks, mind the topography, and support 
reusing existing structures, 15' to minimize 

14 C2-55 (M) MIO-37 MIO-50 Yes 55 37 50 Yes +13 Campus edge. Establish compatibility with adjacent expansion 
area's proposed MIO zone (50').

Upper-level in 
some cases

Upper-level in 
some cases 15' Yes Increase 15' to minimize height impact.

15 LR1 (M) MIO-50 MIO-37 Yes 30 50 37 Yes -13 Campus edge. Establish compatibility with adjacent SF 5000 
zone (30'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15', 20' Yes Increase 15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks, 

20' at west MIO boundary as buffer.

16 LR2 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 40 37 37 No 0 Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with adjacent SF 5000 
zone (30'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15', 20' Yes Increase,

decrease
15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks, 
20' at west MIO boundary as buffer.

17 LR2 (M) MIO-65 MIO-65 No 40 65 65 No 0 Campus edge. Keep Ashton Hall (56') conforming to existing 
MIO zone (65'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15' Yes Increase,

decrease 15' to minimize height impact.

18 LR1 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 30 37 37 No 0 Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with adjacent LR1 zone 
(30'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15', 20' Yes Increase 15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks, 

20' at south MIO boundary as buffer.

19 LR3 (M) MIO-37 MIO-37 No 40 37 37 No 0 Campus edge. Maintain compatibility with adjacent LR3 zone 
(40'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 15', 20' Yes Increase 15' to maintain continuity with campus blocks, 

20' at south MIO boundary as buffer.

20 LR3 (M) MIO-37 MIO-50 Yes 40 37 50 Yes +10 Campus edge. Establish compatibility with adjacent LR3 zone 
(40') and expansion area's proposed MIO zone (50'). 5'-7' 5'-7' 5'-7' No No

difference

5'-7' to maintain continuity with neighborhood 
blocks, mind the topography, and support 
reusing existing structures.

Zoning Category Heights
(in feet)   Setbacks (from ROW or MIO boundary)

Existing MIO Existing MIO Existing MIO

ZONING MODIFICATIONS
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 Commercial / Mixed-Use

 Multi-Family

 Industrial

 Single Family

 Major Institution

 Shoreline Overlay

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Major Institution Overlay

 MIO-37 (Major Institution  
 Overlay 37)

 MIO - 50 (Major Institution  
 Overlay 50)

 MIO-65 (Major Institution  
 Overlay-65)

Existing Zoning and Proposed MIO Overlay

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS 
(C.2.) 

SPU is proposing three expansion 

areas contiguous to campus but away 

from the single-family residential 

neighborhood. SPU is also proposing 

height increases from the existing MIO 

designations in the campus core, as 

well as some height decreases adjacent 

to single-family areas.

Response / Revision		
	• Revised map includes underlying 

zoning and proposed MIO height 
designations.

	• New modifications table shows 
difference between underlying 
standards and proposed 
modifications.

		

Question / Concern		
	• How are proposed heights and 

other standards different from 
underlying zoning?

BUILDING HEIGHTS

Proposed Zoning 
Diagram

Modifications Table 
from Appendix



Seattle Pacific University - Draft Major Institution Master Plan 91 Draft, July 2022

5.0 Development Standards

Height Change 

 MIO 65

 MIO 50

 MIO 37

 Expansion Area

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

LEGEND
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5.0 Development Standards 

HEIGHT LIMITS (C.3.b.)

In the 2000 MIMP, the height limits range from MIO-37 to 

MIO-65 (with numbers designating the height limit in feet). 

MIO-65 remains the height limit for the proposed MIMP.

Generally, proposed increases to height limits—from MIO-37 

and MIO-50 to MIO-65—occur in the central campus area and 

along West Nickerson Street, while proposed decreases and 

“no modification” areas occur at campus edges abutting the 

residential neighborhood. In proposed expansion areas, SPU is 

requesting some changes to underlying zoning height limits that 

generally follow the same approach.

Buildings in the central campus area must support modern 

academic uses, which now require greater floor-to-floor 

dimensions than those found in older buildings to allow 

for systems support in the interstitial spaces and still have 

adequate ceiling heights.

Proposed height limits of MIO-37 are to remain along much of 

the MIO periphery adjacent to residential properties, and, in 

areas where it is not the proposed maximum, topography, wide 

rights-of-way, or setbacks and building massing and modulation 

techniques mitigate the transition.

Maximum Allowable Height

Area Existing* Proposed Modification

Existing MIO

1** 55 65 Increase

2 40 50 Increase

3 55 65 Increase

4 55 37 Decrease

5 40 37 Decrease

6 40 65 Increase

7 37 37 None

8 50 65 Increase

9 55 65 Increase

10 50 65 Increase

11 50 50 None

12 50 65 Increase

13 40 65 Increase

14 55 50 Decrease

15 50 37 Decrease

16 40 37 Decrease

17 65 65 None

18 37 37 None

19 40 37 Decrease

20 40 50 Increase

Expansion Area A

A1** No Limit*** 65 See note

A2** No Limit*** 65 See note

A3 45 50 Increase

A4 55 65 Increase

A5 55 50 Decrease

A6 40 37 Decrease

A7 30 37 Increase

Expansion Area B
B1** 55 50 Decrease

B2 55 50 Decrease

Expansion Area C C1 40 50 Increase

*Maximum under current MIO or underlying zoning

**Shoreline Overlay

***No height limit for industrial uses. 45 feet for other uses.

Response / Revision		
	• Added new MIO height limit map and 

reference table. 
	• Consolidated height discussion. 

Question / Concern		
	• Building height information is in several 

places and should be in one.

BUILDING HEIGHTS

New Building Heights MapNew Building Heights Chart



BUILDING HEIGHTS

Response / Revision		
	• MIO heights are increments/ranges.
	• SPU proposes heights based on 

program need, not maximum heights.
	• Different building types have 

different floor-to-floor heights. 

Question / Concern		
	• Why don't potential building heights 

reach MIO height limits?

Cremona Apts 27'

Alexander and Adelaide 
Hall 48'

Ashton Hall 56'

MIO-37'
~ 3.5 Levels

~ 4.5 Levels

~ 6 Levels

0'

MIO-50'

MIO-65'

MIO-240'

Limit

Existing

Target

Pro
gr

am
 N

ee
d

M
ax

 H
eig

ht

Ex
ist
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g P

ro
gr

am
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Height Change 

 MIO 65

 MIO 50

 MIO 37

 Expansion Area

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

LEGEND

37

37

37

37

65
37

65

65

65
37

BUILDING HEIGHTS

W Nickerson St

W Ewing St

Fremont Cut
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W Barrett St
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Response / Revision		
	• Adjusted heights in areas adjacent to 

surrounding zones. 

Question / Concern		
	• Potential building heights in proposed MIO 

are not compatible with surrounding zones.

Preliminary Draft 
Height Limits

30

30

40

40

40
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Height Change 

 MIO 65

 MIO 50

 MIO 37

 Expansion Area

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary
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50
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BUILDING HEIGHTS
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Response / Revision		
	• Adjusted heights in areas adjacent to 

surrounding zones. 

Question / Concern		
	• Potential building heights in proposed MIO 

are not compatible with surrounding zones.

Proposed Maximum 
Heights & Compatibility



Hillside topography: W Etruria St looking south-southwestPotential reuse: W Etruria St looking northeast

CAMPUS EDGES

Response / Revision		
	• SPU would reuse existing buildings, not 

build new.
	• Changed proposed height limit to 50 

(10-foot increase from underlying and 
surrounding zones).

	• Topography variation from north to south is 
greater than 10 feet.

Question / Concern		
	• Height limits and development standards 

for Etruria expansion area are incompatible 
with surrounding neighborhood.	



Queen Anne Ave N

Queen Anne Ave N

W Etruria St

W Etruria St

To Tiffany LoopTo Tiffany Loop

W Dravus St

W Dravus St

3rd Ave W
3rd Ave W

Etruria-Dravus Block
looking southwest

To Tiffany Loop

CAMPUS EDGES

Built in past 15 years
W Etruria StW Etruria St
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PLANNED & POTENTIAL 
BUILDINGS BY USE

Education & General

Central campus core

Housing

As a buffer at neighborhood edges

Athletics & Recreation

Near outdoor recreation opportunities

Mixed Use & Commercial

Along the Nickerson corridor

Long-Term Building Uses

LEGEND

 Future Structured Parking

 Future Education & General

 Existing Education & General

 Future Mixed Use & Commercial

 Future Athletics & Recreation

 Mixed Use with Housing Above

 Housing with Ground Level E&G

 Future Housing

 Existing Housing

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Revised Building Use Diagram

Response / Revision		
	• Primary focus is on scale buffer and 

use compatibility.

	• SPU-owned residential is a 
more accessible neighborhood 
relationship than when owned by 
others.

Question / Concern		
	• Residential use is not an adequate 

buffer.

CAMPUS EDGES



New open space diagram
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LEGEND

Types of Open Spaces

 Athletic Field

 Woodland

 Lawn

 Courtyard

 Quad Gathering Space

 Visual Connection

 Physical Connection

 Existing MIO Boundary

 Proposed MIO Boundary

Campus typology Non-campus typology

Response / Revision		
	• Open spaces are fundamental 

components of campus planning. 
Buildings and open spaces 
together form a campus.

	• Added diagrammatic 
representation of primary, 
secondary, and informal open 
space typologies.

Question / Concern		
	• What will happen to open spaces 

at full build-out?

TREES & OPEN SPACE
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Existing Campus Circulation

LEGEND

 University Owned Buildings

 Bike Facility

 Shared Pedestrian/Bike Path

 Pedestrian Route

 Bus Route

 Neighborhood Yield Street

 Collector Arterial

 Minor Arterial

 Principal Arterial

 Bus Stop

 Primary Pedestrian Crossing

 Bike Route

 Pedestrian Hardscape Areas

 Surface Parking

 Existing MIO Boundary

Revised Building Use Diagram Existing connection to be 
maintained

Response / Revision		
	• South Ship Canal Trail connections 

already exist. SPU will continue to 
support connections to the trail and 
other open spaces. 

	• Added connectivity map and 
descriptive text.

Question / Concern		
	• Consider making connections to 

larger open spaces and South Ship 
Canal Trail network.

TREES & OPEN SPACE

W Nickerson St
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d 
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W

South Ship Canal Trail
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15

475 Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

American sweetgum 17.1 Good Good 17 27 ‐ Site tree

476 Cercidiphyllum 
japonicum

Katsura tree 7.0 Good Fair 8 30 ‐ Site tree

477 Salix sp. (native) Native Willow 22.9 21.6,7.6 Good Fair 12 8 Exceptional Site tree
478 Liquidambar 

styraciflua 
American sweetgum 13.9 Good Good 14 27 ‐ Site tree

479 Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

American sweetgum 13.7 Good Good 16 27 ‐ Site tree

480 Chamaecyparis 
lawsoniana

Lawson cypress 28.7 Fair Fair 12 30 ‐ 16408

481 Chamaecyparis 
lawsoniana

Lawson cypress 6.5 Good Good 4 30 ‐ Site tree

482 Quercus rubra Red oak 11.2 Good Good 13 30 ‐ 0
483 Fraxinus oxycarpa  Raywood ash 16.8 Good Fair 18 24 ‐ 0
484 Fraxinus oxycarpa  Raywood ash 13.2 Good Fair 16 24 ‐ 0
485 Fraxinus oxycarpa  Raywood ash 16.0 Good Fair 18 24 ‐ 0
486 Fraxinus oxycarpa  Raywood ash 11.1 Fair Fair 15 24 ‐ 0
487 Liquidambar 

styraciflua 
American sweetgum 12.1 Good Good 12 27 ‐ Site tree

488 Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

American sweetgum 11.8 Good Good 12 27 ‐ Site tree

489 Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

American sweetgum 12.4 Good Good 14 27 ‐ Site tree

490 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 24.5 10.5,7.4,10.8,8.2, 
8,7,10.6,5

Fair Fair 21 30 ‐ 0

491 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 11.5 6.5, 4, 8.6 Good Fair 12 30 ‐ 0
492 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 31.2 6.8, 17, 13, 15, 

12, 10
Fair Fair 23 30 Exceptional 0

493 Quercus garryana Garry oak 7.6 Good Fair 21 6 Exceptional 0
494 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 8.0 Good Fair 20 30 ‐ 0
495 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 17.3 10.2, 14 Fair Fair 17 30 ‐ 0
496 Quercus garryana Garry oak 10.7 Good Fair 22 6 Exceptional 0
497 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 7.0 Poor Fair 8 30 ‐ 0
498 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.7 Good Fair 15 30 ‐ 0
499 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 10.1 Good Good 12 30 ‐ 0
500 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 8.6 Fair Fair 10 30 ‐ 0
501 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 9.7 Good Good 21 30 ‐ 0
502 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 23.6 12.3, 13.7, 10.1, 

10.8
Fair Fair 26 30 ‐ 0

503 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 13.9 7, 8, 9 Fair Poor 18 30 ‐ 0
504 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 21.2 11, 14.3, 11.2 Good Fair 28 30 ‐ 0
505 Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf maple 13.1 Fair Fair 26 30 ‐ 0

TableofTrees_SPU_MIMP_073021
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Excerpt of Tree Inventory Map 
from Appendix 

Excerpt of Tree Inventory Table 
from Appendix 

Response / Revision		
	• Added tree inventory and map.
	• SPU engages in ongoing tree 

maintenance, protection, and 
stewardship.

	• SPU retains mature trees unless 
they are safety hazard.

Question / Concern		
	• Concern about loss of trees, 

especially exceptional trees.

TREES & OPEN SPACE
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1.0 Executive Summary

Factors driving growth & change Challenge to resolve Solution

Critical space deficiencies Mismatch between existing facilities and needed program space
Expand square footage to support modern needs 
in learning and student life

Growing enrollment Growth up to 6,000 students in the next 20 years Expand square footage to support growth

Increasing residential population 70 percent of undergraduates to live on campus Develop more residential housing

Expansion toward W Nickerson St Shift campus away from residential area toward commercial area Develop north and east

Pedestrian-vehicular conflict at W Nickerson St High volumes of student pedestrians crossing major arterial Relocate academic uses

Additional athletic functions on campus Interbay soccer field lease expires in 2029 Provide space for potential soccer field

How does the MIMP guide growth and change? 
Six factors are driving most of the need for growth at SPU. 

This MIMP addresses challenges that must be resolved 

to accommodate this growth, and offers opportunities for 

amenities, such as new open spaces, that come with growth.

Broad, intentional strategies anchor and organize this 

MIMP. The strategies provide the logical basis for SPU’s 

requested changes to the 2000 MIMP, guide planning and 

implementation, and prioritize balancing the University’s 

need to grow with the neighborhood’s need for predictable 

development impacts.

The strategies inform development and planning decisions, and 

provide a central framework for physical campus organization. 

A new campus entrance. Looking west along W Cremona St toward Tiffany LoopA New Campus Entrance, looking west along an 
enhanced West Cremona Street

Tiffany 
Loop
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Coming Soon
Traffic & Parking Comments, Questions, Responses, and Revisions

THEMES: TRAFFIC & PARKING
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4.0 Development Program 

Draft, July 2022

Nickerson Street Corridor

Nickerson Street Corridor

Lake Washington Ship Canal

West
 Crem

ona S
tre

et

West
 Crem

ona S
tre

et

North

Tiffany Loop

Fremont Cut

3rd Avenue West

3rd Avenue West

Peterson Hall

Martin 
Square

New 
Student 
Center

SEATTLE PACIFIC UNIVERSITY REVISIONS to the PRELIMINARY DRAFT MIMP
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