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May 6, 2024 


 
 


By Email Only 
Office of Planning & Community Development 


Attn: Rico Quirindongo, Geoff Wentlandt, 


Michael Hubner, Brennon Staley, and Jim 


Holmes 


City of Seattle 


P.O. Box 94788 


Seattle, WA 98124-7088 


oneseattlecompplan@seattle.gov; 


PCD_compplan_EIS@Seattle.gov  
 


Re: Comments to Draft One Seattle Plan and Draft EIS: Congregation Beth Shalom and 35th 
Avenue NE Neighborhood 


Dear OPCD One Seattle Planning Leadership: 


This law firm represents Congregation Beth Shalom (the “Congregation”), a welcoming 
and inclusive synagogue on 35th Avenue NE in the Wedgwood neighborhood of North Seattle. 
The Congregation is a place where people meet to find family, friendship, support and 
understanding. In addition to the Congregation’s worship activities, the institution provides 
high-quality and innovative life-long Jewish learning, and operates an Early Childhood Center 
that welcomes all children and their families, including those involved in Jewish life to varying 
degrees as well as non-Jewish families. The Congregation integrates compassion and social 
justice throughout all of its activities. 


The Congregation recognizes and appreciates the complex and important 
comprehensive work that OPCD and the Mayor’s Office are currently undertaking. Although 
the institution’s internal strategic planning schedule unfortunately does not exactly align with 
the City’s Comprehensive Planning cycle and comment deadlines, we provide this brief 
comment with respect to a key issue that is on the horizon for the Congregation. 


The Congregation’s primary structures, which currently house its worship and learning 
programs as well as its Early Childhood Center, are located at 6800 35th Avenue NE, or King 
County APN 4361200005. This parcel falls within a Frequent Transit Service Area. Under the 
current Future Land Use Map (“FLUM”), it is split between Multi-Family Residential and 
Neighborhood Residential. Today, this parcel is split-zoned between LR2(M) (shown in brown 
on the following page) and NR3 (light yellow).  
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Importantly, the Congregation also owns four parcels 
immediately to the north of its primary structure, at 6830-
6842 35th Avenue NE. These parcels are also within a 
Frequent Transit Service Area, but they are all currently 
zoned NR3 and designated Neighborhood Residential under 
the current FLUM. The Congregation’s five parcels are 
shown at right, with each of them marked by a small red 
circle. The four northerly properties are maintained by the 
Congregation and currently occupied by renters. 


Notably, the Congregation’s Early Childhood Center is at full 
capacity and operating very successfully. Given the Congregation’s 
ownership of the four parcels to the north of its primary structure, the 
Congregation is evaluating the feasibility of moving the Early Childhood 
Center into an expanded space on some or all of these parcels.  


The Congregation believes that such a proposal would be of 
tremendous benefit both to the Congregation and to the larger community, 
given the critical and acute shortage of childcare options in Seattle.1 


1. Current Requests. 


As excerpted on the following page, it appears that 
the current Draft Plan would downzone the future land use 
designation of the Congregation’s southerly portion, and 
properties to the north of us, from Multi-Family Residential and 
Commercial/Mixed-Use to Urban Neighborhood. This draft map 
suggests that the entire stretch of 35th Avenue NE from the University of Washington to about 
NE 80th Street would be given the new FLUM’s lowest-density residential designation.  


The policies in the Draft Plan and the assumptions in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (“DEIS”) suggest that the proposed Urban Neighborhood status would contemplate less 
density than contemplated under either existing Multi-Family Residential or Commercial/Mixed-Use.  


The Congregation asks that the Final Plan not make this significant change. As currently 
mapped and described in the Draft Plan, the change would represent a loss in walkable and 
transit-oriented potential and flexibility for this neighborhood generally and the Congregation 
specifically. 


 


1 See, e.g., Daniel Beekman, Moriah Balingit and Sharon Lurye, In WA and beyond, a child care crisis is 
holding parents back, SEATTLE TIMES, Apr. 23, 2024. 


Figure 1. The Congregation’s five properties 
(marked with red circles), with lowrise zoning 
shown in brown, neighborhood residential zoning 
showed in light yellow, and neighborhood 
commercial shown in mustard yellow. 



https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/in-wa-and-beyond-a-child-care-crisis-is-holding-parents-back/
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The Congregation respectfully requests that the Final Plan’s FLUM not proceed with the 
Draft Plan’s proposed downzone of 35th Avenue NE to the Urban Neighborhood designation. For the 
Congregation’s properties, the Congregation instead asks that that the Final Plan’s FLUM use either 
the Corridor designation or the Neighborhood Center designation as studied in the Draft EIS. These 
designations much better represent the current traits of the Congregation’s properties traits and the clear 
existing trends of the neighborhood.  


Neighborhood Center or Corridor designations would much better align with 
the existing street, which is characterized by a range of walkable community anchors and 
“third places” like Seattle Public Library’s North Branch, University Unitarian Church, 
Top Pot Donuts, Grateful Bread, and many other low-rise to mid-rise destinations for 
the walking, rolling and transit-riding community.  


In addition, in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, to help enable prospective 
flexibility for the Congregation and City policymakers, please ensure that the scope of study includes the 
possibility of a future of the Congregation’s properties to NC1-40(M), to continue the zoning pattern 
provided to its northerly neighbors. Either of these zoning designations would align with the 
Neighborhood Center or Corridor designations requested above. 


2. Pending Requests. 


As mentioned above, the Congregation’s strategic planning cycle unfortunately does not 
perfectly match with the City’s comprehensive planning cycle, but the Congregation’s volunteer 
and professional leadership have adjusted by speeding up its long-planned study of the feasibility 
of moving the Early Childhood Center into an expanded space on one or more of the 
Congregation’s four northerly parcels. The Congregation’s initial architectural analysis has 
shown that it could be difficult or inefficient to do so under the current NR-3 zoning, so the 
Congregation may need to seek a rezone. We hope OPCD would agree that such an expansion 
would help address a dramatic shortage in childcare that is a burden on Seattle workers and 
families. 


As part of feasibility study, the Congregation is currently evaluating whether to request 
a rezone of its four NR-3 zoned properties into NC1-40(M) zoning, to better match the 
Congregation’s long-term needs and better align with the development pattern of its northerly 
neighbors.2  


We would appreciate your partnership in identifying the Congregation’s parcels for 
rezoning to NC1-40(M) as part of the Comprehensive Planning process. This action would 
support the potential for expansion of the Congregation’s Early Childcare Center, and allow the 


 


2 If this is not possible, the Congregation may instead request that its properties be fully unified within 
the LR2(M) status that applies to the south half of its primary structure. 


Figure 2. Excerpt from Draft 
Plan's FLUM, showing 
potential new designation of 
35th Ave NE. 
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Congregation to efficiently align its properties with the Plan’s larger policy goals, without 
needing to engage in a lengthy and potentially duplicative site-specific rezone process. Thank 
you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen H. Roos 
Attorney for Congregation Beth Shalom 


 
CC: Marco Lowe, Chief Operating Officer 
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May 20, 2024 
 
City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development 
Attn: Director Rico Quirindongo, Michael Hubner, Jim Holmes, Brennon Staley 
P.O. Box 94788, Seattle, WA 98124-7088 
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov  
OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov  


Subject: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS Comments and One 
Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Public Review Comments 


Dear Director Quirindongo and OPCD Staff,  


We write to you on behalf of the Crescent Collaborative: a coalition of community-based 
organizations working to support equity within the urban neighborhoods of Chinatown-
International District-Little Saigon (Asian-Pacific Islander, Southeast Asian), the Central Area 
(African-American/Black), Yesler Terrace (home to generations of new immigrants), First Hill, and 
Capitol Hill (LGBTQ) that lie adjacent to downtown Seattle. Our neighborhoods face ongoing 
challenges resulting from historical and systemic racism, impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic, and 
ongoing residential and commercial displacement pressures. Our goal is to counter gentrification in 
these significant historic neighborhoods that are cultural anchors for marginalized and low-income 
communities as we foster social equity, economic opportunity and great educational and health 
outcomes for residents and BIPOC small businesses. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the “One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft 
EIS” (DEIS) and the “One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Public Review” (Draft Plan). Please 
see below for comments from the Crescent Collaborative. Our comments are intended to convey our 
concerns that the Draft Plan will not effectively combat displacement or support equitable 
development. Additionally, the Draft Plan does not represent the original round of community 
feedback conducted by OPCD.  


Growth Strategy  


Replace the Draft Plan Growth Strategy with Alternative 5.  


● Alternative 5 plans to accommodate a higher housing unit target than the other action 
alternatives and the DEIS finds that this alternative will produce the most affordable 
housing units on net, lowest ratio of physical displacements to affordable housing units 
built, greatest reduction to economic displacement pressure, and greatest benefit for low-
income renter households 


● Include Alternative 5 in the Growth Strategy Element of the Mayor’s Recommended Plan. 
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Housing 


Build more family sized housing. 


● In the Draft Plan, the City concludes, after examining census data and community feedback, 
that the scarcity of affordable homes with multiple bedrooms contributes to Seattle’s lower 
average housing size compared to the rest of the country.  


● Planning for the next two decades of growth based on the current average household size 
assumes that the City will remain unaffordable for larger households and families.  


● Recommendations: 
o Use an average household size that anticipates a future in which the City retains 


larger households, especially families with children and seniors.  
o Expand middle housing for family-sized homes: Increase the development capacity 


for fourplexes and sixplexes and allow for 3+ bedroom homes to be built. 
o Expand the affordable housing density bonus.  


Identify and mitigate current zoning regulations with discriminatory effects and racially disparate 
impacts. 


● The history of racial segregation is still reflected in the current development patterns, 
housing conditions, and access to opportunity. Through zoning regulations like minimum lot 
size and prohibition on multifamily housing, white and wealthy neighborhoods are shielded 
from denser development. 


● Recommendations: 
o Clarify what actions are being taken to mitigate the historic and current racially 


discriminatory effects of these zoning regulations. 
o Plan for more housing production in low-displacement risk areas to address racial 


disparities. 
▪ This includes adding all Neighborhood Centers that were included in the 


August 2023 Draft Plan to the Growth Strategy. 
▪ Add the Corridor place type as described in the August 2023 Draft Plan to 


allow for midrise development capacity in low-displacement risk areas. 


Anti-Displacement Framework 


Add to and expand anti-displacement strategies in collaboration with impacted communities. 


● The anti-displacement framework does not introduce new methods or expand existing 
tools. BIPOC communities are being displaced from Seattle. It is concerning to hear that 
under the current anti-displacement framework, the City of Seattle is not shifting the 
development paradigm to retain BIPOC residents.  


● Potential improvements to the suite of strategies could include increasing support for 
affordable housing, strengthening tenant protections, endorsing state-level rent 
stabilization laws, assisting homeowners involved in equitable housing development, 
promoting land banking, and more. 


o These strategies were shared by communities who are impacted by displacement or 
leading policy efforts to address displacement in their communities. 


● Recommendations: 







 


 


o Include a better comprehensive approach reflecting new and stronger strategies 
that reflect what community members  - particularly those from marginalized 
communities - shared during 2023 engagement efforts. 


o Include stronger tools to ensure that growth is equitable such as increasing support 
for affordable housing, strengthening tenant protections, endorsing state-level rent 
stabilization laws, assisting homeowners involved in equitable housing 
development, promoting land banking, and more. 


We look forward to continuing to work with you in advancing this important plan for our entire city 
and ensuring that all residents can thrive. If you have any questions, please contact Sarah Tran, Lead 
Consultant, at sarah@samapraxis.org.  
Thank you, 
Crescent Collaborative Board 
Andrea Caupain Sanderson (President) BIPOC ED Coalition 
Jamie Lee (Vice-President) SCIDpda  


Quynh Pham (Treasurer) Friends of Little Saigon  
Michelle Merriweather Urban League 
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May 3, 2024


Office of Planning and Community Development
Seattle City Hall
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor
Seattle, WA 98104
Attn: Rico Quirindongo
Email: PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov
Email: OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov


Re: One Seattle Plan
4552 University Way NE - Support for Alternative 5


Dear Mr. Quirindongo,


DCL UW, LLC, is the owner of the property located at 4552 University Way NE, on the corner of 47th
Street and “The Ave” in the heart of the U District. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”).
We write to express support for Alternative 5, but request that the Final EIS study mixed-use zoning of
up to 240 feet in height along University Way NE at least north of NE 46th Street to encourage
mixed-use redevelopment of the Property and surrounding north Ave properties. Zoning similar to the
adjacent Seattle Mixed zone would be more consistent with the City’s Urban Village concept, including
the opportunity for dense multifamily housing near transit in a neighborhood that greatly needs it.


The Property is 8,240 sf in area and is
currently occupied by a two-story retail
building. Located in close proximity to light rail
and bus stops, the University of Washington
campus, and the Ave’s prime retail corridor, the
Property presents an ideal opportunity for
mixed-use redevelopment.


Nearby properties have recently been zoned
Seattle Mixed with height limits upwards of
240 feet, as shown below, reflecting the city's
commitment to accommodating increased
residential density and fostering vibrant urban
centers. Applying this increase to the Property
and nearby properties as well would align with
the City’s policy goals for the U District and
for the One Seattle Plan more generally:
promoting greater residential density and
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enhancing transit-oriented development.
We understand that the business community on University Way south of NE 45th Street does not seek
additional density in that location due to the retail character of that portion of the Ave. The Property
and other sites further to the north, however, are appropriate candidates for mixed-use redevelopment
that maintains the distinctive nature of the neighborhood while allowing more residents and visitors to
access and enjoy it. We encourage OPCD to study Seattle Mixed densities with height limits up to 240
feet, similar to those of the surrounding areas, for the northern section of the Ave above at least NE
46th Street, including the Property. While 240 feet may be the upper envelope of what makes sense for
urban design, this will support evaluation of additional heights such as 120 or 160 feet that may
support redevelopment of this area. This will help the City to better understand the potential benefits
and impacts and be ready to adopt any necessary zoning. We believe this will not only support the U
District's objectives but also contribute to the overall livability and sustainability of our neighborhood.


Additionally, we urge OPCD to prioritize the completion of the U District subarea plan, ideally by the
end of 2025. The timely completion of this updated subarea plan, and any zoning changes that are
necessary, is essential for providing clear guidance and direction for future development initiatives in
the U District, support the One Seattle Plan vision and meet the unique needs of our neighborhood.
Please do not hesitate to reach out if we can provide any further information or assistance.


Sincerely,


Dexter Lai
DCL UW, LLC
P: 206.851.9167
E: DexterL@dclmanagement.com


cc: Councilmember Rivera
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From: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 8:22 AM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Subject: FW: South Park Historic Nomination 
 
 
 
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 18, 2024 2:33 PM 
To: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: South Park Historic Nomination 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
Dear Brennon,  
We want the City of Seattle to know we have a historic district nomination for you to look at regarding the One Seattle 
Plan.  
We work in the Duwamish Valley and have members from Seattle, Unincorporated  King County and Tukwila in our 
membership. Neighborhoods of South Park and Georgetown are of primary concern due to the plans for the One Seattle 
(Draft) Comp Plan we are commenting on today, May 18, 2024. 
Thank you for taking this comment. If you can't open it please let me know if we can help. We have sent it today under 
your deadline rules (May 20th 2024) and technically it is in the record. 
 
Penni Cocking, 
DVNPC 
Duwamish Valley Neighborhood Preservation Coalition 
dvnpcoalition@gmail.com 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, May 10, 2024, 7:06 PM 
Subject: Re: South Park Historic Nomination 
To: Spencer Howard <spencer@nwvhp.com> 
 


Awesome, thank you so very much! 
 
On Fri, May 10, 2024 at 10:23 AM Spencer Howard <spencer@nwvhp.com> wrote: 


Nadine, 


  


Great to hear from you!  


  


Doing well and staying busy ������ 


  


Attached are the files. Please let me know if you have any questions. 
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Best, 


Spencer 


  


From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2024 2:27 PM 
To: Spencer Howard <spencer@nwvhp.com> 
Subject: South Park Historic Nomination 


  


Hi, Spencer- 


  


How are you? 


  


Do you still have an electronic copy of the final South Park Historic nomination that you can send to us? 


  


We are in the process of reviewing the Comprehensive Plan for the neighborhood and think that a copy of this for our new 
council officials will be very helpful to maybe moving forward in recognizing South Park's history. 


  


I have a new computer and do not have it in my file.  Let us know if there is a charge for the it. 


  


Thank you and take care! 


  


Nadine Morgan 


DVNPC 
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From: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 8:22 AM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comment on One Seattle Plan Comprehensive Plan 
 
 
 
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 12:28 AM 
To: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Comment on One Seattle Plan Comprehensive Plan 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
Dear Brennon,  
We thought you should know and want to know why proposed One Seattle Plan Comprehensive (draft) Plan 
doesn't coincide with the accepted planning for boundary communities sharing the South Park 
Neighborhood? Seattle's Urban Center and Urban Village Plans for South Park are not appropriate.  
The South Park Neighborhood has two jurisdictions. Three, if you include Tukwila where half of the South 
Park  Bridge serves South Park across the Duwamish River. 
 
We are direct and to the point. We do not think Seattle's proposed plan for South Park is correct for South 
Park. The Urban Center status Seattle has carelessly assigned South Park makes it vulnerable to upzones 
that are dangerous for the population of residents but also day workers that work in South Park's 
neighborhood manufacturing/ 
industrial/marine businesses.  
South Park's geology is within a large liquifaction zone, flood zone and nearly zero sea level throughout the 
area. 
Why hasn't Seattle thought better of its idea to make South Park into something it won't be able to be? 
Seattle's Urban Center idea for this neighborhood (that does not qualify for an urban village) is foolhearty and 
a MISTAKE. Seattle has already put hardship in South Park with the incompatible industrial zones around it. 
Why make life harder for the people living in South Park with even worse land use possibilities such as what 
an Urban Center brings? Does Seattle enjoy torturing South Park? 
 
 
Seattle did not realize what it has done over the decades to South Park!!!!!!! 
Why? DID Seattle: 
1. Make incompatible zoning with no buffer zones between residential and industrial? (1923 and 
onward...also not even mentioned in the One Seattle Plan) 
2. Rezone SF5000 to RSL when South Park already had RSL 2500 historical plats throughout? (Seattle's Comp 
Plan 2035 missed this feature of South Park entirely) 
3. Densify an area along a TOXIC SUPERFUND River which allows less safety and makes climate change 
worse for the residents and workers?(takes out trees and habitat which could mitigate these environmental 
problems) SOUTH PARK DOES HAVE 'LOVE' CANAL. 
4. Allow super charged extra density in South Park that has ancient infrastructure AND WAS PLATTED IN 1890 
with small streets, old pipes and lots of truck traffic? 
5. Pay no attention to liquifaction dangers in South Park in the One Seattle Plan? 
6. Not take into consideration other jurisdictions and their zoning plans for the same neighborhood? 
7. Not realize the need for larger yards and less density in South Park as the neighborhood can't handle so 
much hardscape and impermeable surfaces? 
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8. Not take into consideration that making South Park an Urban Center would be incompatible with goals of 
other jurisdictions within the same Neighborhood? South Park is better served from other jurisdictions within 
it. 
9. Not realized South Park is all in an environmentally sensitive critical area? 
10. Not realized the historical/cultural significance of both Georgetown and South Park as they were earliest 
settled towns along the Duwamish River before boundaries were drawn and only land claims made? 
 
Sincerely, 
Penni Cocking, 
Duwamish Valley Neighborhood Preservation Coalition 
May 20, 2024 
12:25 a.m.. 
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From: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 8:23 AM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Subject: FW: Supporting aviation impacted communities ✈ 
 
 
 
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 5:41 PM 
To: Staley, Brennon <Brennon.Staley@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: Supporting aviation impacted communities ✈ 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
Hello Brennan Staley,  
We received this email because the South Seattle areas of South Park and Georgetown are impacted greatly 
by air flight paths both to King County Airport and to SeaTac Airport.  
Planning to increase residential density and to build tall multi-unit buildings in these Seattle neighborhoods 
is a bad idea for the impacts from the air flight path corridors that are abundant here. Constant exposure to 
pollutants from airplanes, jets, noise for these Duwamish Vallley citizens greatly increases already the worst 
healthy air and environment of any Seattle areas. We refer you to the air quality study of the CHIA Report by 
Lynn Gould. Community Health Impacts Assessment=CHIA. 
 
We are asking you, Seattle, what investigative fact finding health study documents have you referred to that 
makes you think the Georgetown and South Park neighborhoods need to be considered for further density 
and newly developed tall buildings especially since they are directly under the flight paths of the major 
regional air corridors? 
 
We are further concerned (greatly!) that both neighborhoods have suffered with 'Love Cannal' toxic ground 
pollution you are ignoring in wanting to increase housing densities in South Park and Georgetown. The 
Washington State Department of Ecology has installed (toxic) pollution ground monitoring wells in many, 
many sites throughout South Park and Georgetown. These neighborhoods suffer from Seattle's legacy of 
environmental poisons from  unmonitored industrial land use zones along the Superfund Duwamish River. 
Seattle, please tell us what is your reason for wanting to allow more lives to be impacted with exposure to 
toxics by planning more dense residential development in the Duwamish Valley? Seattle, you are practising 
environmental racism by lumping South Park, especially, into the UBAN CENTER category of the One Seattle 
Plan and hoping no one notices.  
 
Being an 'Urban Center' doesn't fit South Park. You know South Park doesn't qualify as an Urban Village in the 
first place as that has been the cruel 'joke' that was implored by you to bring density to the all of the Urban 
Villages from the last Comp Plan 2035. South Park isn't laughing. Density is not a good idea for South 
Park...that you didn't study and is currently undergoing even more Federal Duwamish River clean up 20 + 
years and counting. 
Seattle, what you have planned in your One Seattle Plan is shameful for the struggling people in these 
sensitive Duwamish Valley environments. Do already suffering Seattle Duwamish Valley people solicit more 
cruelty in your eyes with the One Seattle Plan?  
We will c.c./forward Adam Smith your One Seattle Plan for these neighborhoods and this comment.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
Penni Cocking, 
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President 
Duwamish Valley Neighborhood Preservation Coalition 
dvnpcoalition@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, May 17, 2024, 1:24 PM 
Subject: Re: Supporting aviation impacted communities ✈ 
To: Nadine Morgan <nadinechasemorgan@gmail.com> 
 


Nadine, I will put this in as a comment on the Seattle Comp Plan.  
Penni 
 
On Fri, May 17, 2024, 12:35 PM Nadine Morgan <nadinechasemorgan@gmail.com> wrote: 
This looks like a good thing. 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Representative Adam Smith <imawa09@mail.house.gov> 
Date: Fri, May 17, 2024 at 7:54 AM 
Subject: Supporting aviation impacted communities ✈ 
To: <nadinechasemorgan@gmail.com> 
 


This week I voted for the FAA Reauthorization bill and I'm pleased to share that it passed the House                      
                                                                                


 


Home Issues Legislation Services 


 


Nadine,  


This week, I voted for the FAA Reauthorization bill. I'm pleased to share that it passed the House.  


Many people in the Ninth District live in communities near airports and airflight pathways. 


The FAA reauthorization bill will not only strengthen our air transportation system but will help 
mitigate the impacts of aviation noise and emissions that disproportionately fall on these 
communities.  
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https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2fhow-can-i-help-you&redir_log=310006085951320

https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=FAA+Reauthorization+bill&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2fnews%2fpress-releases%2fFAAFY2025&redir_log=034866820315380





 


I am thrilled that the bill includes a modified version of my legislation, the Protecting Airport 
Communities from Particle Emissions Act, to help us better understand ultrafine particles and 
a provision to permanently protect North SeaTac Park, a beloved green space in my district. 


Wins for Washington's Ninth in this bill:  


• Protecting North SeaTac Park 
• Ultrafine Particles (UFP) Study 
• Aircraft Noise Advisory Committee  



https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=pic1&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2fnews%2fpress-releases%2fFAAFY2025&redir_log=034866820315380





• Community Collaboration Program 
• Alternative Aviation Fuel Investments 
• Address Aviation Emissions 
• Airport Planning and Development and Noise Compatibility Planning and Programs 
• Increases Environmental Program Eligibility 


The federal government must do more to support aviation impacted communities, and I believe 
this reauthorization takes meaningful steps to enhance engagement between the FAA and 
residents in these communities and tackle the health, environmental, and quality of life impacts 
of aviation noise and emissions.  


I appreciate you taking the time to read this update. Feel free to forward to friends, neighbors, and 
family who might find this interesting.  


Sincerely,  


   


   


   


Adam Smith 
Member of Congress  


P.S. What did you think of this email update?  
 
Your input helps me better represent you in our nation's capital. Please click one of the options 
below to take my quick feedback survey and sign up for updates on how I’m working for you.   


• I liked it. Thank you for your message! 
• Sorry, I thought it could be better. 
• Other: Not sure/I have a suggestion. 


Remember, if you ever need help right away with the federal government – anything from 
backlogged veterans’ benefits to stalled tax refunds – please contact my office in Renton at (425) 
793-5180. You’re also always welcome to contact my office to share your concerns on any issue. 



https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2femail-feedback&redir_log=444580249102295

https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2femail-feedback&redir_log=444580249102295

https://iqconnect.house.gov/iqextranet/iqClickTrk.aspx?&cid=WA09AS&crop=15626.24611472.4254593.8366426&report_id=&redirect=https%3a%2f%2fadamsmith.house.gov%2femail-feedback&redir_log=444580249102295
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April 25, 2024 


The Honorable Bruce Harrell 
Mayor of Seattle 
Rico Quirindongo, Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development  
via e-mail 
 


RE: Seattle Planning Commission comments on the draft One Seattle Plan, 


Comprehensive Plan Update 


Dear Mayor Harrel and Director Quirindongo, 


As stewards of our city’s Comprehensive Plan, the Seattle Planning Commission has 


closely reviewed the draft One Seattle Plan – the major update to the current Seattle 


2035 Plan – and we appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments and 


recommendations on this important document that is “the centerpiece of local long-


range planning, which contains a vision, goals, objectives, policies, and implementation 


actions that are intended to guide day-to-day decisions by elected officials and local 


government staff.”1 


 


In 2022, we released four issue-specific briefs to help inform the One Seattle Plan: 


Updating the Growth Strategy; Addressing Displacement in Seattle's Comprehensive 


Plan; Repurposing the Right-of-Way: Mobility Options and People-Oriented Streets in 


an Equitable City and Meeting the Challenge: Supporting Affordable Housing in the 


Comprehensive Plan.  


 


We have approached review of the draft Plan by asking the following key questions: 


• How is racial and social equity promoted throughout? 


• How are anti-displacement strategies actionable? 


• How is climate resilience prioritized? 


• How is equitable housing access and choice ensured throughout the city, and  


• How is a sustainable quality of life ensured for all residents? 


 


Overarching comments applicable throughout the draft Plan 
 


Approachability of draft Plan 


The Planning Commission appreciates the readability of the draft Plan, the accessibility 


including the search function in the PDF, and the technical edits that render the draft 


Plan consistent in tone and content. 


 
1 MRSC. Growth Management Act. Accessed April 15, 2024. https://mrsc.org/explore-
topics/planning/gma/growth-management-act  



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/GrowthStrategyIssueBrief_FINAL.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/SPC_Anti-displacement_Issue_Brief_March2022_Web.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/SPC_Anti-displacement_Issue_Brief_March2022_Web.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/RightofWayIssueBrief_layout-V5-10.31.22.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/RightofWayIssueBrief_layout-V5-10.31.22.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/SPC_Affordable-Housing-Issue-Brief_FINAL_with-Appendix.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/SPC_Affordable-Housing-Issue-Brief_FINAL_with-Appendix.pdf

https://mrsc.org/explore-topics/planning/gma/growth-management-act

https://mrsc.org/explore-topics/planning/gma/growth-management-act
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Racial equity 


We are encouraged to see that policies promoting racial equity and equitable outcomes are found 


throughout the draft Plan. In addition, there are explicit acknowledgments of harms disproportionately 


suffered by Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) and low-income communities because of past 


planning practices and decisions. However, identification of past harms is not enough without actionable 


reparative policies specifically related to addressing past and current harms. The draft Plan names three 


high-level strategies the City hopes to use to repair those harms: increase housing production, invest in 


affordable housing, and implement measures to prevent displacement. Yet, these high-level strategies do not 


specifically address the needs of communities who still face disparate housing outcomes today such as 


Native American, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Pacific Islander, and specific Asian communities like Vietnamese 


and other Southeast Asian communities.2 The draft Plan appears to hope that improving housing 


affordability and displacement pressure overall will be enough to help overcome these long-term inequities. 


We are confident our city can do better. We would like to see meaningful policies that specifically address 


communities who experience the greatest burdens because of Seattle’s past and current planning practices. 


We look forward to a final Plan that includes specific policies to both address these past harms as well as 


ensuring access to opportunity for all residents. 


 


Displacement 


The Commission is pleased to see a nuanced understanding of displacement included in the draft Plan. The 


draft Plan and its supportive documents recognize that displacement is multi-faceted and explore many 


types of displacement including physical, economic, commercial, and cultural displacement, as well as the 


cumulative impacts of exclusionary zoning on neighborhood choice. We also appreciate that anti-


displacement policies are included across many different elements of the draft Plan as clearly demonstrated 


by Appendix B of the Anti-Displacement Framework supplemental document. 


 


The Anti-Displacement Framework, however, is not enough to address the scale of displacement in Seattle. 


The Framework, as drafted, is a list of what the City is already doing to address displacement, yet 


displacement has already impacted many people and continues to happen. We want to see more of what the 


City will do differently moving forward to address displacement. For example:  


• How will the many anti-displacement policies sprinkled throughout the draft Plan function together 


to form a complete strategy?  


• How will the proposed policies work to address the specific issues of displacement raised by the 


Draft Housing Appendix and in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)?  


• How will the City hold itself accountable to the community organizations they worked with in 


drafting the Anti-Displacement Framework? 


 


We are concerned with the proposed approach to areas at high risk of displacement in Neighborhood 


Residential zones as described in the Updating Seattle’s Neighborhood Residential Zones report.3 The 


 
2 City of Seattle. 2024. Draft Housing Appendix, Page 37 and 38. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftHousingAppendix.pdf  
3 City of Seattle. 2024. Updating Seattle’s Neighborhood Residential Zones, page 21. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialCon
ceptsDRAFT2024.pdf  



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftHousingAppendix.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialConceptsDRAFT2024.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialConceptsDRAFT2024.pdf
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report proposes reduced density in high risk of displacement areas of Neighborhood Residential zones 


which would in practice allow only three units on a standard 5,000 square foot lot as opposed to four. We 


see how this could be an effective strategy for reducing development pressure in high displacement risk 


areas. On the other hand, we have concerns that it may have unintended impacts such as reducing access to 


development opportunities for communities that have been consistently cut out from wealth-building 


opportunities in the past. We would like to see additional economic feasibility and impact studies around 


this concept. 


 


We are interested to hear what the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) learns from 


communities impacted by displacement in response to the anti-displacement policies proposed by the draft 


Plan. We hope to hear future updates from the City about whether impacted communities feel the policies 


included in the draft Plan are sufficient and whether they have concerns that still need to be addressed.  


 


Measurable metrics to evaluate performance and course correct as needed 


The draft Plan has many admirable goals and associated policies from which to build. We encourage 


additional aspirational goals with clear and measurable performance targets to build accountability. 


Measurable targets should be added throughout the Plan in each element to ground visionary goals in 


achievable benchmarks that can be tracked throughout the life of the Plan and subsequent subplans and 


policies. Policies should then articulate how the measurable target will be achieved, with interim targets to 


determine progress toward the established goals. The Climate and Environment element of the draft Plan 


has several strong examples of goals with measurable targets such as CE G1, CE G5, and CE G12. We 


would like to see more elements of the Plan include measurable targets like these. The Commission offers 


sample metrics for the transportation element on page 11 of this letter to illustrate what this could look like. 


 


Summary of element-specific comments 
Following is a summary of key comments and recommendations for the specific elements we reviewed 


including the issue of public health which was not a standalone element in this draft.   


 


Growth Strategy 
The One Seattle Plan 2024 update to the City’s comprehensive plan is a critical opportunity to address 


Seattle’s housing affordability crisis and prepare the city for a more sustainable, climate resilient future. The 


Draft One Seattle Plan growth strategy includes several promising features like expanding growth around 


compact, walkable hubs in new Neighborhood Centers; expanding certain existing Urban Centers; and 


including more types of development in Neighborhood Residential zones like duplexes, triplexes, 


fourplexes, sixplexes, and cottage housing and corner retail. While we think the draft growth strategy is 


moving in the right direction, ultimately the growth strategy does not do enough to change existing 


unaffordable, inequitable, and unsustainable patterns of development.  


 


Recommendations:  


Plan for additional growth. The draft growth strategy plans to accommodate 100,000 housing units 


over the next 20 years. This is only slightly above Seattle’s adjusted housing growth targets and total housing 


needs allocated to Seattle in the King County Countywide Planning Policies, which establish the minimum 
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expectation for the amount of housing that Seattle must plan for. According to a 2021 BERK study, 


Seattle’s growth target “represents a significant slowing of the rate of housing production in Seattle.”4 This 


same study suggested that a growth target above the minimum required by the state and closer to 120,000 


new units by 2044 would be more inclusive. A more inclusive growth strategy would “increase housing that 


meets the needs of more moderate- and middle-income residents and reduces market pressure on lower 


income households.”5 Seattle exceeded its growth targets in the Seattle 2035 Plan and continuing to plan for 


the minimum housing growth targets and housing needs will not help us climb out of the existing housing 


deficit. The current growth target of 100,000 units is only 5,000 new units of housing on average each year 


for the next 20 years, while Seattle’s housing production has averaged over 8,000 units per year over the last 


ten years.6 In order to ensure everyone has a home they can afford in the neighborhood of their choice, we 


need to plan to increase, not reduce, our current rate of housing production. The City should plan for at 


least 120,000 units as studied in Alternative Five of the DEIS, if not more. 


 


Go further to expand access to more housing types in more areas of the city. In broad strokes, 


the draft growth strategy proposed in the draft Plan only includes small, incremental changes to the existing 


growth strategy, which has been shown to raise housing prices, restrict access to areas of high opportunity, 


and create inequitable outcomes for communities of color.7  An equitable growth strategy is one where 


everyone has access to all residential neighborhoods no matter their race, income, family size, ability, or 


other identity protected by our state and federal fair housing laws. Seattle’s growth strategy should do more 


to meet this standard. 


 


We appreciate that the draft Plan begins to expand areas of the city that allow multifamily buildings between 


five and eight stories (approximately 50 to 85 feet in height), as this is the housing type most likely to be 


affordable to low-income households making less than 80 percent of area median income (AMI).8 The new 


Neighborhood Centers are a positive step toward a more polycentric and walkable city. Creating 


Neighborhood Centers will bring Seattle closer to a 15-minute city model of growth.9 Expanding the 


borders of some of Seattle’s constrained urban villages like Queen Anne makes sense and is a good step.  


 


Yet, beyond these limited changes, housing growth under the draft Plan will continue in nearly the same 


way it has since the urban village strategy was introduced in the 1990s. A vast majority of growth will be 


focused in centers (regional, urban, and neighborhood) and concentrated along arterials, leaving much of 


the city zoned for areas that prohibit construction of housing at densities low-income households can 


afford. 


 
4 BERK. 2021. City of Seattle Market Rate Housing Needs and Supply Analysis, page 51. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/SeattleMarketRateH
ousingNeedsAndSupplyAnalysis2021.pdf  
5 BERK. 2021, page 52. 
6 City of Seattle. 2024. Housing Production Dashboard. 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/1111d274c85e4ca48af719da4b26fe9f  
7PolicyLink. 2021. Advancing Racial Equity as part of the 2024 Update to the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan and Urban Village 
Strategy.https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/Seattle'sComprehensivePlan/
ComprehensivePlanPolicyLinkFinalRecommendations.pdf  
8 Draft Housing Appendix, pages 115, 118.  
9 See our Updating the Growth Strategy issue brief for more information about the 15-minute city concept.  



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/SeattleMarketRateHousingNeedsAndSupplyAnalysis2021.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/SeattleMarketRateHousingNeedsAndSupplyAnalysis2021.pdf

https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/1111d274c85e4ca48af719da4b26fe9f

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/Seattle'sComprehensivePlan/ComprehensivePlanPolicyLinkFinalRecommendations.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/Seattle'sComprehensivePlan/ComprehensivePlanPolicyLinkFinalRecommendations.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/GrowthStrategyIssueBrief_FINAL.pdf
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Upholding this pattern of economic and racial exclusion will do little to reduce disparities in housing 


affordability, access, and choice. According to the City’s own analysis: 


“This kind of exclusionary zoning concentrates students of color in higher poverty schools that 


struggle to meet their needs. The location of multifamily housing near major roadways can help 


with transit access but exposes residents in these units to higher levels of air pollution. This land 


use pattern also results in inequitable access to large parks and open spaces that are more 


commonly located in neighborhoods with primarily single-family housing where yards with trees 


are already more abundant.”10  


See the Housing section of this letter for further discussion of housing affordability, access, and choice. 


 


To truly expand access to housing for all households throughout Seattle and increase housing supply 


enough to reduce market pressures and lower prices, the City needs to allow five to eight story multifamily 


housing in many more areas of the city. The City should do this to ensure low-income households do not 


continue to be excluded from high opportunity areas of the city. It will also make the Plan more responsive 


to Countywide Planning Policy H-18.11  


 


To achieve this goal, the City should:   


•  Substantially expand the number of Neighborhood Centers in the growth strategy with a focus on 


maximizing transit investments and existing neighborhood resources. Neighborhood Centers are an 


opportunity to use existing commercial and transit nodes to expand Seattle’s options for housing in 


more neighborhoods while also providing access to daily needs. The City should be taking a 


proactive approach to planning business-supportive neighborhoods by providing broader 


opportunities and infrastructure to support small businesses and mixed-use developments citywide. 


• In particular, the City should place more Neighborhood Centers in places considered “lower 


disadvantage and priority” according to Seattle’s Racial and Social Equity Index. In communities 


with high risk of displacement, engage in strategies that prioritize allowing at-risk community 


members the choice to stay in place and to meaningfully shape the location of new upzoning in the 


places of highest opportunity for them. 


• Allow buildings up to eight stories in Neighborhood Centers, with a particular focus on five to 


eight story buildings that are most likely to provide housing units affordable to households making 


at or below 80 percent of area median income.  


• When focusing dense growth along arterials for access to transit, expand the placement of 


multifamily housing along arterials to one to three full blocks from the arterial. Pair this with 


development standards that put less massing of sensitive uses directly along the block facing the 


arterial. These changes could allow more households the opportunity to live in areas of the city that 


provide amenities like large parks and quiet streets for recreation while still improving access to 


transit. 


 
10 Draft Housing Appendix, page 160. 
11 King County. 2021. King County Countywide Planning Policies, page 46. https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-
county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-
planning/cpps/kc_2021_cpps_ord_19660_113021.pdf?rev=dc68c4a4ea67465c8c79de0869fcb867&hash=A3EB1B05
E22148F999802F018F0827B3  



https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kc_2021_cpps_ord_19660_113021.pdf?rev=dc68c4a4ea67465c8c79de0869fcb867&hash=A3EB1B05E22148F999802F018F0827B3

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kc_2021_cpps_ord_19660_113021.pdf?rev=dc68c4a4ea67465c8c79de0869fcb867&hash=A3EB1B05E22148F999802F018F0827B3

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kc_2021_cpps_ord_19660_113021.pdf?rev=dc68c4a4ea67465c8c79de0869fcb867&hash=A3EB1B05E22148F999802F018F0827B3

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/cpps/kc_2021_cpps_ord_19660_113021.pdf?rev=dc68c4a4ea67465c8c79de0869fcb867&hash=A3EB1B05E22148F999802F018F0827B3
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• Establish measures of interim success, informed by the City’s Equitable Development Monitoring 


Program (EDMP), which seeks to track the City’s progress to support more equitable access to 


housing and neighborhoods of choice. For example, track access to neighborhoods with essential 


components for livability12 such as well-funded schools, healthy environments, open space, and 


nearby employment. 


 


Make Neighborhood Residential zones more effective. The proposed growth strategy makes 


changes to the city’s existing Neighborhood Residential zones with the goal of bringing more small-scale 


and middle housing opportunities to more households. The proposed changes, however, are not likely to 


change what can reasonably be built in those areas nor make it possible for low-income households to live 


in these neighborhoods.  


 


The proposed zoning described in the Updating Seattle’s Neighborhood Residential Zones report13 will 


allow an additional unit on each lot, going from three to four, but keeps the developable area the same, 


which creates smaller units. The units produced by this strategy may be slightly more affordable than the 


accessory dwelling units (ADUs) that can already be produced today,14 but they will also be much smaller 


and therefore less able to accommodate larger households. The small decrease in projected cost will still 


leave these units out of reach for the majority of Seattle households.15 Additionally, simply allowing 


duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes to be built is not the same as promoting their development. If the 


allowed development capacity does not create units conducive to resale, developers will likely continue to 


build large, detached homes rather than duplexes or fourplexes. We need stronger policy language and 


commitments to allowing middle housing in Neighborhood Residential zones.  


 
12 Seattle Planning Commission. 2010. Seattle Transit Communities, page 13. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/SeattleTransitCommunities/STCFin
alLayout.pdf  
13 City of Seattle. 2024. Updating Seattle’s Neighborhood Residential Zones. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialCon
ceptsDRAFT2024.pdf  
14 Table 16 in the Draft Housing Appendix shows that ADUs, while more affordable than some other types of 
condominiums available for homeownership, are still not affordable to households making at or below 142 percent 
area median income.   
15 Figure 37 in the Draft Housing Appendix shows that multifamily units in Seattle are selling for prices that only 25 
percent of Seattle households could afford and that estimate includes older condominium buildings in the city. New 
units built under the expanded Neighborhood Residential zoning are likely to be affordable to an even smaller 
percentage of households. 



https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects#tagjumptoedmp

https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects#tagjumptoedmp

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/SeattleTransitCommunities/STCFinalLayout.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/SeattleTransitCommunities/STCFinalLayout.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialConceptsDRAFT2024.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodResidentialConceptsDRAFT2024.pdf
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The diagram above shows that the proposed zoning for Neighborhood Residential zones does not change development capacity 


when going from three units allowed on one lot to four or six units. The impact is like cutting a pie into smaller pieces when 


what we need to do is make the pie larger. Diagram by Matt Hutchins. 


 


To make the updates to Neighborhood Residential zones more effective at expanding housing choice and 


affordability, the City must increase development capacity in Neighborhood Residential zones beyond what 


is proposed in the draft Plan. The City should look to the state’s model code as a roadmap and strive to 


meet, if not exceed, the concepts the state is encouraging cities to embrace. Other cities are already leading 


the way, and we encourage Seattle to join them.  


 


Ideas the Commission recommends include:  


• Reward extra units by allowing for more bulk as units are added to a lot as an incentive like the 


standard suggested in the State model code.16 Allow at least 1.2 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for four or 


more units and increase FAR as units are added. Or use a simpler model of unlimited density 


within the buildable area like Spokane’s successful Building Opportunity for Housing Program.17  


• Align the affordable housing bonus, described in the Updating Seattle Neighborhood Residential 


Zones report,18 with the needs of specialized builders like Habitat for Humanity and the Seattle 


Social Housing Developer. The City should match the requirements of the bonus with the ideal 


building type for these groups to make their projects more feasible and to encourage more 


 
16 Washington State Department of Commerce, 2024, House Bill (HB) 1110 Middle Housing Model Ordinance, page 13. 
https://deptofcommerce.box.com/s/2l4yetpanyztkjbpumdfdadghh2rfag7 
17City of Spokane. Building Opportunity for Housing. Accessed April 15, 2024. 
https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/shaping-spokane-housing/building-opportunity-for-housing/    
18 City of Seattle, 2024, Updating Seattle’s Neighborhood Residential Zones, page 22. 



https://deptofcommerce.box.com/s/2l4yetpanyztkjbpumdfdadghh2rfag7

https://my.spokanecity.org/projects/shaping-spokane-housing/building-opportunity-for-housing/
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subsidized affordable housing throughout the city, which aligns with the stated goals of the draft 


Plan. 


• Don’t count Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) when counting density. The draft Neighborhood 


Residential zone update includes ADUs in the count of maximum units per lot, which undercuts 


some of the existing incentives for building them. The proposed changes would remove helpful 


code exceptions, like the exemption from the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program, 


that have made them easy to build. ADUs became popular in recent years because the City worked 


to reduce barriers to ADU permitting and development through projects like ADUniverse,19 it does 


not make sense to discourage them now. They are a low-impact way to provide additional housing 


options and should still be encouraged alongside the added density in the Plan.  


• Explore new models for adding affordable housing units in market rate developments in 


Neighborhood Residential zones. To bring more income-restricted housing in small-scale buildings 


across all neighborhoods, Seattle should consider a new inclusionary zoning model like the one 


recently adopted in Portland.20 In the new model, the City fully subsidizes the gap between 


development costs and reduced rent for income-restricted units through a property tax break. The 


program may be more likely to create income-restricted units in more areas of the city than the 


expansion of Seattle’s existing inclusionary zoning models into Neighborhood Residential zones.  


 


Connect the growth strategy, housing, and transportation through one vision. The Plan needs 


to include a clear vision for how transportation will be prioritized within and between neighborhoods. The 


Plan should provide policy guidance on how to allocate street space based on land use characteristics and 


street mobility function. Additionally, the City needs travel demand management strategies that can scale 


and adapt with growth. When new housing starts coming online in Neighborhood Centers or in 


Neighborhood Residential zones, travel demand management strategies like transit and parking 


management should be ready to come online at the same time. See the Transportation section of this letter for more 


details.  


 


Add a Neighborhood Center around the 145th Street Station Area. Every other station area in 


the Sound Transit 2 phase of light rail expansion and located in a residential zone has a plan for increased 


growth. Planning for a Neighborhood Center at the 145th Street Station is an important opportunity to 


create a vibrant, walkable, and more sustainable mixed-use area near transit. Greater density at the 145th 


Street Station area would also better align with the growth planned for this area on the Shoreline side of the 


City of Seattle boundary.  


 


Land Use 
Please see the Growth Strategy section of this letter above, as many of our Land Use recommendations are reflected there. 


 


The Planning Commission applauds the tone and clarity of the updated Land Use element goals and 


policies. We would like to see a clear articulation of how the proposed land use policies achieve the desired 


 
19 City of Seattle. ADUniverse, accessed April 15, 2024. https://aduniverse-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/  
20 Andersen, Michael. February 23, 2024. “Now fully funded, Portland’s affordability mandate should be a model.” 
Sightline. https://www.sightline.org/2024/02/23/now-fully-funded-portlands-affordability-mandate-should-be-a-
model/  



https://aduniverse-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/

https://aduniverse-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/

https://www.sightline.org/2024/02/23/now-fully-funded-portlands-affordability-mandate-should-be-a-model/

https://www.sightline.org/2024/02/23/now-fully-funded-portlands-affordability-mandate-should-be-a-model/
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outcomes and an overall vision for the future of the city. Additionally, we would like to see more evidence 


of how community input was incorporated in the updated land use policies.  


 


Recommendations: 


Eliminate exclusionary communities and create an affordable, equitable, and sustainable 


Seattle. The One Seattle Plan should focus growth and investment in complete, walkable, and sustainable 


communities across the entire city. We feel that it is imperative that the Plan include policies that encourage 


middle housing like triplexes, fourplexes, sixplexes, townhouses, and stacked flats throughout residential 


areas. We would like to see a growth strategy that ensures low-income households can live throughout the 


city, which may mean allowing more middle-density multifamily buildings (five to eight stories) in many 


more places than are allowed today. The growth strategy and supporting land use policies should create 15-


minute connected neighborhoods that include housing and mixed uses within walking distance of frequent 


transit, daily needs, and the essential components for livability. 


 


Reduce housing costs by removing minimum off-street parking requirements. The 


Commission would like to see an acknowledgement that parking minimums are a barrier to the production 


of housing. The high cost of incorporating off-street parking spaces increases the overall cost of housing 


developments and further reduces the availability of affordable housing options. We support inclusion of 


policy LU 5.3 to avoid setting minimum parking requirements for housing in areas well-served by transit. 


We understand that implementation of 2023 Washington State House Bill (HB) 1110 precludes parking 


minimums within one-half mile of bus rapid transit and light rail stops.21 We recommend removing 


minimum parking requirements citywide to reduce housing costs and encourage alternative transportation 


modes. Many cities including San Francisco, CA and San Jose, CA have recently made this shift and Seattle 


should follow. 


 


Expand the corner store concept. The Commission is supportive of the inclusion of corner stores and 


cafes in Neighborhood Residential zones to support the evolution toward communities where housing, 


shopping, schools, and jobs are within a 15-minute walk, bike, or transit ride. However, the Plan would 


benefit from a more detailed description of the policy vision for corner stores. Land use policies should 


recognize that population density must be adequately increased to make these neighborhood business 


opportunities financially viable. The concept of corner stores could be expanded to allow small business 


opportunities wherever the market sees an opportunity and a need. This small ground floor retail model 


could also be applied to locations with access by the city’s extensive alleys. 


 


Recognize the shift in where people live and work. The draft Plan does not adequately recognize 


the changing dynamic between residents’ living spaces and where they work. With many people working 


from home more than before the pandemic, daily life and commuting patterns have shifted significantly 


with many more daily needs being met closer to home. The Plan should acknowledge this shift and 


incorporate flexibility into land use policies associated with residential and commercial uses. 


 


 
21 State of Washington. 2023. Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill 1110. https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-
24/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1110-S2.SL.pdf?q=20240424182455 
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Transportation 
The Planning Commission is pleased to see that goals and policies related to prioritizing personal vehicles 


are no longer the primary focus of the Transportation element. The draft Plan presents an ambitious 


network for active transportation and transit to accommodate growth and provide transportation choices. 


Reducing car dependency and shifting to alternative travel modes will be of critical importance to meet the 


City’s health, safety, climate, and racial equity goals. The goals and policies identified in the Transportation 


element in coordination with the new Seattle Transportation Plan (STP) will identify the necessary 


transportation infrastructure to increase mobility for all, mitigate local climate change impacts, and promote 


a healthy urban environment. We encourage ongoing coordination with the Seattle Department of 


Transportation to ensure that implementation of the STP and any updates to that Plan align with the final 


growth strategy adopted in the One Seattle Plan. 


 


Recommendations: 


Articulate a transportation system vision that advances our goals. The Transportation element 


includes positive language around sustainable transportation and improving equitable access to affordable 


transportation for everyone, but the future vision for the city’s transportation system in 2044 is not clear. 


We recommend that the Plan establish a clear vision that ties all the goals together and develop an 


implementation hierarchy that determines how all conflicting interests integrate into a cohesive network that 


achieves our broader goals. 


 


Allocate street space to reinforce our land use vision. Seattle’s transportation system is key to 


achieving our future vision for Seattle. The way that we use our street space determines how we move and 


access opportunities aligned with our collective goals of climate action, racial equity, and safety. The 


Transportation element should provide clear right-of-way allocation guidance and decision-making 


hierarchy that supports the growth strategy and land use policies. Seattle’s transportation system should be 


prioritized by place type: 


 


• Within neighborhoods, focus on local, well-connected networks of active transportation (walking, 


cycling, rolling) for short, sustainable trips. 


• Between centers and neighborhoods, prioritize trips by transit. 


• Between Manufacturing Industrial Centers (MICs), major centers, and regionally significant 


transportation facilities such as the Port of Seattle and I-5, prioritize the safe and reliable movement of 


goods and services. 


 


The prioritization framework should be operationalized with policy guidance on how to allocate street space 


based on land use characteristics and street mobility function based on the place types described above. 


 


Establish visionary goals and measurable targets. The Transportation element, like all elements in 


the Plan, should include aspirational goals with clear and measurable performance targets to build 


accountability. Examples of measurable targets include: 
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• Vehicle-Miles Traveled: Reduce total vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) on city streets by at least 37% by 


2044. (Relevant goal areas: TG 1, TG 3, TG 4, TG 6) 


• Mode Share: Increase trips by active and shared zero-emission modes to represent 70% of all travel by 


2044. Reduce travel by single-occupancy vehicle to less than 30% of all trips. (Relevant goal areas: TG 


1, TG 2, TG 3) 


• Climate Action: Reduce transportation related greenhouse gas emissions by 82% by 2030 from the 2008 


baseline.22 Prioritize mode shift first, then electrification. Prioritize electrification of public transit. 


(Relevant goal areas: TG 1, TG 3, TG 4, TG 6) 


• Street Space for People: Increase travel by alternative modes, including walking, cycling, and transit on 


Seattle’s busiest streets by 2044 by implementing connected multimodal networks. 


• Build safe walking and cycling infrastructure in parts of the city where it is missing. 


 


Elevate safety. The Transportation element should elevate the safety goal to the top of the element (up 


from goal TG 6) and place more focus on the high-crash network. We would like to see TG 6 re-titled to 


something more closely related to the City’s stated commitment to eliminate traffic deaths and serious 


injuries. The focus should be on the high-crash network where 80 percent of deaths and serious injuries 


occur. The element should have a set of policies aimed at improving the safety of multilane arterials. 


 


Plan for Complete Streets. Re-envisioning the public right-of-way as limited and increasingly valuable 


public space – and reprioritizing its use in response – will open a myriad of possibilities for improving city 


life while meeting important policy goals. Complete Streets are intended to create a transportation system 


that works for everyone. The Plan should integrate nuance on how we have limited space and need 


guidance on what’s important on specific corridors. In 2007, the Seattle City Council passed Ordinance 


122386, known as the Complete Streets ordinance, which directs the Seattle Department of Transportation 


(SDOT) to design streets for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and persons of all abilities, while 


promoting safe operation for all users, including freight.23 The City should acknowledge the significance of 


this ordinance by prioritizing and implementing Complete Streets projects citywide, and not just on 


neighborhood streets. 


 


Incorporate travel demand management. The Transportation element should include clear policies 


that articulate how the city’s transportation system will adapt to change as the final growth strategy is 


implemented. The Commission recommends inclusion of innovative travel demand management tools such 


as road use charging, where drivers pay for use of the road network based on distance traveled, as well as 


providing incentives such as ORCA cards to reduce car trips. Any inclusion of travel demand management 


in the Plan should be paired with racial equity analysis and mitigation for low-income households that rely 


on cars due to the disproportionate impacts of displacement or lack of sustainable transportation 


infrastructure. 


 


 
22 Seattle Office of Sustainability and Environment. 2013. Seattle Climate Action Plan, page 19. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/Environment/ClimateChange/2013_CAP_20130612.pdf  
23 Seattle Department of Transportation. Complete Streets in Seattle, accessed April 22, 2024. 
https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/projects-and-programs/programs/urban-design-program/complete-streets-
in-seattle 



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/Environment/ClimateChange/2013_CAP_20130612.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/projects-and-programs/programs/urban-design-program/complete-streets-in-seattle

https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/projects-and-programs/programs/urban-design-program/complete-streets-in-seattle
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Reform parking policies. The Commission is pleased to see that the Land Use element includes policies 


related to off-street parking. The Transportation element should reflect those land use policies and establish 


similar policies for off-street parking and parking demand management. Seattle is leading its peer cities in 


the number of cars owned per capita,24 which requires a comprehensive parking management policy that 


considers both on- and off-street parking and should be flexible to adapt with the city’s growth in areas with 


increased density of jobs and housing. 


 


Make changing commute patterns central to the Plan. The Transportation element should elevate 


the importance of goals related to jobs and commuting patterns. The draft Plan does not appear to reflect 


the changing nature of work and overemphasizes centralized employment in Downtown and other Regional 


Centers. The Plan should recognize the changed relationship between job centers and neighborhoods as 


more employees have shifted to working from home more frequently. 


 


Housing 
The Housing element of the draft Plan includes many strong policies that align with the Planning 


Commission’s vision for a more equitable and affordable future of housing in Seattle. We appreciate the 


language in the draft Plan around addressing past harms of exclusion, race-based discrimination and 


segregation caused by practices such as redlining, racially restrictive covenants, and exclusionary zoning that 


have led to large discrepancies in homeownership, housing-cost burden, and wealth building for people of 


color. We also appreciate the policies that start to repair those harms through more housing opportunities 


throughout the city and more housing choices that can work for households of all incomes, sizes, and needs 


including households with a member who has a disability and larger households with children or with 


multiple generations living together. 


 


While we support the policy direction of the housing element, the proposed growth strategy will not 


support the policies in the housing element that seek to expand housing choices and opportunities for 


everyone. The growth strategy does not do enough to shift the current pattern of racial and economic 


exclusion from much of Seattle’s residential neighborhoods and add capacity that can counteract decades of 


underdevelopment of housing and an increasingly expensive housing market. 


 


Recommendations: 


Pair strong housing policies with a growth strategy that promotes equity. Many areas of the 


draft Plan and Draft Housing Appendix note that past harms of racial discrimination, exclusionary zoning, 


and disparate housing cost burdens will be addressed in this Plan by expanding access to more affordable 


housing in more areas of the city. While we applaud this vision, the proposed growth strategy does not 


provide meaningful changes that are necessary to achieve this goal. The King County Countywide Planning 


Policies compel Seattle to adopt a plan that increases the ability of all residents to live in the neighborhood 


of their choice and reduce disparities in access to opportunity. The proposed changes in land use patterns 


 
24 Balk, Gene. February 18, 2021. “Seattle has finally reached peak car, and only one other densely populated U.S. city 
has more cars per capita.” Seattle Times. https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/seattles-car-population-
has-finally-peaked/ 



https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/seattles-car-population-has-finally-peaked/

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/seattles-car-population-has-finally-peaked/
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are unlikely to be sufficient to ensure everyone in Seattle can afford to live where they choose and to reduce 


disparities between neighborhoods.  


 


The One Seattle Plan as drafted does little to shift the existing land use patterns that have caused racially 


disparate outcomes. The Draft Housing Appendix provides data that shows many people of color in Seattle, 


particularly Black households and Indigenous households, experience higher rates of housing cost burden,25 


lower rates of homeownership,26 and in the case of Indigenous people, are decreasing in population within 


the city.27 The current housing market locks the most affordable homes, multifamily apartment buildings, 


into small areas of the city that are often along noisy and polluting major highway corridors or in areas that 


historically faced disinvestment. If the City continues to concentrate affordable housing types like 


multifamily apartments in the same areas of the city, these long-term patterns of inequity will not change. 


The City should plan for more multifamily housing in more areas of the city such as in high access to 


opportunity areas and near amenities like large parks, schools, and healthy food sources. 


 


The Plan could also do more to improve the quality of life for households living in multifamily buildings. 


The City places many multifamily buildings along major arterials because these are often aligned with high-


capacity transit corridors. The draft Plan doubles down on this strategy by allowing additional density in 


Neighborhood Residential zones on blocks that touch major arterial streets. While it makes sense to pair 


housing density with access to transportation, it is important to consider the quality of life of those living 


along transit corridors. The City can encourage housing growth near transit while also allowing multifamily 


housing to be placed one to three blocks away from high-volume and high-speed arterials. The City can also 


make changes to the arterials themselves to make them more pleasant to live near.  


 
The diagram above shows how housing placed a similar distance away from a transit stop can have different access to amenities 


like open space and quiet streets for walking and rolling. Diagram by Matt Hutchins.  


 
25 Draft Housing Appendix, page 42. 
26 Draft Housing Appendix, page 39. 
27 Draft Housing Appendix, page 26. 
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The City should work to improve quality of life when zoning for housing along major arterials. This could 


be achieved in a variety of ways, such as:  


• Allowing housing types like multifamily buildings further into Neighborhood Residential zones by 


one to three blocks;  


• When selecting where to upzone along arterials, consider that not all arterials may be suitable for 


more housing due to their auto-oriented design, while others may provide the best access to 


resources such as a light rail or bus rapid transit stop; and  


• Improving the arterials themselves, such as adding vegetation and widening sidewalks, to make 


them part of a broader livable environment.28  


 


Increase housing supply overall to improve affordability. Seattle has not kept up with housing 


demand for decades, creating an increasingly tight market where more and more households are competing 


for homes. Seattle needs a housing strategy that can address the forecasted need and the backlog of housing 


production. 


 


Seattle’s current housing market is unaffordable to many households. The Draft Housing Appendix 


includes a telling table that indicates which housing types are affordable to households with various 


common jobs.29 While a teacher or an electrician may be able to afford the average one-bedroom unit in 


Seattle, an electrician who is a single parent could not afford a two-bedroom unit. Two minimum wage 


workers who both work full-time would have to share a studio apartment because even the average one-


bedroom unit would be unaffordable. One of the key drivers of this unaffordable housing market is chronic 


lack of supply. 


 


Improving affordability of housing in the city has many benefits that impact everyone who lives in Seattle. 


Ensuring housing can be affordable to anyone who wants to live in the city means we all benefit from more 


diverse communities and the many cultural gifts each community can share. Building a city where more 


people can live near where they work and play also means we are building a more climate-friendly city with 


more sustainable transportation options. Additionally, building more workforce housing creates a more 


economically successful city where people can afford to live near jobs and their favorite shops and services, 


creating a strong supply of workers and customers for local businesses. To reap those benefits, Seattle needs 


to unlock more areas of the city to more compact and affordable housing types. The City should plan to 


accommodate more housing overall and open up more residential areas of the city to dense growth to 


increase overall supply and relieve market pressure. See the Growth Strategy section of this letter for more details. 


 


Lean into a growth strategy that promotes better housing choice by allowing more types of 


homes, for more types of households, everywhere. In addition to not being affordable to low- and 


moderate-income households, Seattle’s housing market is also not friendly to large households such as 


families with children or multigenerational households. Detached homes make up most of the housing in 


Seattle with three or more bedrooms, which would be large enough for moderate and large sized families. 


 
28 McAndrews C, et al. 2017. Understanding and improving arterial roads to support public health and transportation goals. 
American Journal of Public Health. Volume 107(8) 1278-1282. 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5508169/  
29 Draft Housing Appendix, Table 23, page 90 



https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5508169/
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With the average new detached home requiring an income over 230 percent of area median income to be 


affordable,30 and the few apartments in the City with three or more bedrooms not affordable to households 


with incomes at or below 120 percent of area median income,31 most large households cannot afford 


housing in Seattle.  


 


Most new housing built in Seattle is multifamily apartment buildings with studios and one-bedroom 


apartments. Very few new apartment buildings include units with three bedrooms or more and many of the 


ones that do are in subsidized, income-restricted buildings. If we continue on this path, we will become a 


city that has no space for large households, which can mean fewer households with children or aging adults. 


The City should incentivize the inclusion of units with three or more bedrooms in multifamily apartment 


buildings. The City should also adjust development capacity for middle housing in Neighborhood 


Residential zones to allow for larger units in multiplexes. 


 


The City must also consider how development promoted by the draft growth strategy will impact people 


with special housing needs such as people with disabilities. People with disabilities often need homes that 


are a single level or that include wide hallways and open floor plans. People with disabilities are also 


disproportionately low-income, so many cannot afford to purchase or rent a detached home that meets 


their needs. As a result, many people with disabilities in Seattle are left to search for limited rental housing 


in multifamily buildings that were designed to be accessible. We appreciate language in the Housing 


Element that suggests housing should aim to serve people with accessibility needs through “universal design 


features and one-story layouts.”32 We are concerned that the proposed growth strategy will likely encourage 


more townhome-sized units in more areas of the city, which are often tall and narrow with many stairs. 


These housing types are not accessible to people with mobility challenges such as people who use 


wheelchairs, or aging adults. A better housing type would be stacked flats, which typically have one-level 


units and can be found in configurations like a sixplex or an eightplex. Allowing six units to a lot in more 


areas of the city could increase access to floor plans that work for people with disabilities. The City should 


allow for increased development capacity in Neighborhood Residential zones to promote more affordable 


and accessible housing types like stacked flats in more areas of the city.  


 


We would like to see the Plan more directly address affordability and access to neighborhoods by 


incentivizing buildings that can be more affordable to families with children, multi-generational families, and 


those with disabilities.  


 


Reduce barriers to building permanent supportive housing (PSH) and emergency housing 


in more areas of the city. The City’s housing needs projection estimates that Seattle will need 15,024 


more units of PSH and 21,401 emergency housing beds/units by 2044.33 The Draft Housing Appendix 


notes the prohibitive costs of building and operating PSH and that access to residential treatment centers 


for mental and behavioral health has been decreasing due to labor shortages and closures of facilities in a 


 
30 Draft Housing appendix, page 77. 
31 Draft Housing appendix, page 83. 
32 City of Seattle. 2024. Draft for Public Review One Seattle Plan Comprehensive Plan Update, Page 102. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf  
33 Draft Housing Appendix, Table 2, page 14 



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf
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time when demand has increased notably. Given these substantial financial challenges that inadequately 


resource capital operations and services funding, the City should resource all aspects of PSH, reduce any 


procedural barriers, and encourage the placement of PSH and emergency housing in more areas of the city.  


 


The City should document in the Housing Appendix known barriers to siting different types of PSH and 


emergency housing in consultation with developers and operators of those housing types and include 


needed policy changes to remove those barriers in the Plan. Identifying and removing these types of barriers 


is called for in both the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.020(2)) and the Countywide Planning 


Policies H-1, H-2, H-4, H-12, and H-13). 


 


Climate and Environment   
The Climate and Environment element in the draft One Seattle Plan positions the city to be in compliance 


with the GMA (per Washington State House Bill 1181 passed and signed into law in 2023) well in advance 


of the 2029 deadline. Naming climate and sustainability as a key move in the draft Plan’s introduction as 


well as including climate policy statements throughout the draft Plan is a positive emphasis of the 


importance of the integration of these policies.  We appreciate the specific metrics included in the element 


including reducing core greenhouse gas emissions by 58 percent from 2008 levels by 2030 and attaining 


carbon neutrality by 2050 and look forward to more specific policy language in the final Plan. 


 


Recommendations: 


Emphasize mode shift and provide trip reduction detail. In the Transportation subsection of Part 


1, emphasize mode shift before vehicle electrification and prioritizing electrification of public vehicles over 


private. Additionally, we suggest greater specificity around the types of vehicle trips to be reduced and by 


how much. 


 


Include more strategies to help ensure an equitable transition to zero carbon energy. In the 


Buildings and Energy subsection (Part 1), include additional methods to lessen the impacts of transitioning 


to zero carbon energy on low-income renters and homeowners beyond providing more time to meet 


building performance standards.  


 


Support an equitable food system. In the Solid Waste subsection (Part 1), consider expanding current 


policy language to encourage and support a food system that equitably distributes access to local and 


culturally relevant foods.  


 


Articulate a clear and strong commitment to earthquake preparedness and response. Part 2 


is missing dedicated policy elements tied to earthquake preparedness and response, instead appearing to 


lump earthquake preparedness and response under the term ‘other natural hazards’. With the Cascadia 


subduction zone along the coast and the Seattle fault running through South Seattle, a major earthquake 


impacting Seattle is a question of when, not if, and with disproportionate impacts to Black and low-income 


communities especially. The Office of Emergency Management (OEM) conducted preliminary modeling in 


2019 that showed that the larger the earthquake, the more outsized the burden on minority or low-income 
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communities.34  We commend the City for including references to earthquakes and seismic retrofitting 


throughout the draft Plan in the Land Use, Housing, Capital Facilities, Utilities and Climate & Environment 


elements. However, because all other components of the comprehensive plan would likely be put on hold 


during response to and recovery from a large earthquake, the City should include a separate subsection 


dedicated to earthquake preparedness and response policies that address components such as seismic 


retrofitting, enhanced building codes, early warning systems, vulnerability assessments, emergency response 


systems, plans for immediate post-event population needs such as food, water, shelter, utilities, 


communications, etc., and equitable distribution of resources before and after catastrophic events.  


 


Enable strong anti-displacement policies and affordable housing to foster stable and 


resilient frontline communities impacted by climate change. Acknowledge in Part 2 of this 


element adequate housing supply and options as a climate strategy for healthy, resilient communities. 


Include specific anti-displacement policy language in Part 2 of this element. 


 


Strengthen commitment to achieving racial and social equity in health outcomes. In the 


Community-Based Climate Resilience subsection (Part 2) consider stronger and more specific language in 


the policy related to achieving racial and social equity in health outcomes. 


 


Discourage additional growth in flood-prone areas and support communities already in 


place. In the Sea-Level Rise and Flooding subsection (Part 2) consider stronger language (in conjunction 


with Land Use policy 17.11) to discourage additional growth in flood-prone areas, as opposed to merely 


regulating development, while supporting communities already in place. Policies committing to additional 


investments and climate adaptive building requirements in those parts of the city subject to sea level rise, 


such as South Park, should be included in this element." 


 


Ensure convenient access to food and reduce food insecurity. In the Healthy Food System 


subsection (Part 2), re-emphasize the need to eliminate food deserts and reduce food insecurity by 


providing options for a diversity of people. Strengthen policy language from “support convenient access to 


nutritious, affordable, and culturally relevant food… (CE 14.2)” to provide or ensure convenient access.  


 


Ensure water bodies are safe during extreme heat events. In the Water subsection (Part 2), 


include a policy regarding the biological and chemical monitoring of water bodies likely to be used in times 


of extreme heat to cool so as to ensure those bodies are safe. 


 


Parks and Open Space 
We appreciate acknowledging the potential for the public right-of-way to be repurposed to create additional 


gathering and recreating spaces in this element. The need for citywide community gathering spaces can be 


 
34 City of Seattle. 2020. Social Justice and Earthquakes: Modeling inequity with One Concern software. 


https://southseattleemerald.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/02/2019_12.03_SocialJusticeAndEarthquakes_byCityOfSeattle-MayorsOffice.pdf  


 


 



https://southseattleemerald.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/2019_12.03_SocialJusticeAndEarthquakes_byCityOfSeattle-MayorsOffice.pdf

https://southseattleemerald.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/2019_12.03_SocialJusticeAndEarthquakes_byCityOfSeattle-MayorsOffice.pdf
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met, in part, by creative leveraging and use of the public right-of-way.35  Policy language around parks and 


open space programming being responsive to the communities they serve is encouraging. Policy language 


throughout the element that emphasizes equitable access and investment and seeks to address inequities is 


promising.  


 


Recommendation: 


Consider a policy that prioritizes the retention and expansion of natural features and seeks options for non-


permeable surfaces. 


 


Public Health  
While public health is not a separate element in this draft Plan, the commission thought it important to 


review the draft Plan for goals and policies related to public health, as an important indicator of racially 


equitable growth and a sustainable quality of life for all who live in Seattle. Policies related to public health 


are found in the Land Use; Transportation; Utilities; and Climate & Environment elements. 


 


Recommendations 


Consider noise pollution when assessing health impacts. Consider noise pollution in addition to 


other forms of pollution when considering public health impacts especially in relation to the siting of 


affordable housing. 


 


Incentivize the creation of buildings that promote health and well-being. To promote public 


health, incentivize the use of health-promoting building certification standards for all buildings in the city, 


such as Fitwel (https://www.fitwel.org/) and WELL https://www.wellcertified.com/) standards, in 


addition to green building standards.  


 


 


The Planning Commission appreciates the work of City staff and in particular Michael Hubner and 


his colleagues in the Office of Planning and Community Development. The Commission would not 


have been able to do as thorough a review of the public draft without the willingness of Mr. Hubner 


and staff to attend many meetings and present regularly on their work. The Commission looks 


forward to the recommended One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. 
  


 
35Seattle Planning Commission. 2022. Repurposing the Right-of-Way: Mobility Options and People-Oriented Streets in an Equitable 
City. 
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/RightofWayIss
ueBrief_layout-V5-10.31.22.pdf  



https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SeattlePlanningCommission/ComprehensivePlan/RightofWayIssueBrief_layout-V5-10.31.22.pdf
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Thank you for your consideration of our comments and recommendations and please do not hesitate 


to contact us or our Executive Director, Vanessa Murdock, at vanessa.murdock@seattle.gov should 


you have any questions. 


 
Sincerely, 


 


 


McCaela Daffern and David Goldberg 
Co-Chairs, Seattle Planning Commission 
 
Cc: Seattle City Councilmembers 
 Ben Noble, Aly Pennucci, Lish Whitson; City Council Central Staff 
 Marco Lowe, Christa Valles; Office of the Mayor 
 Maiko Winkler-Chin; Office of Housing 
 Michael Hubner; Office of Planning and Community Development 
 Jessyn Farrell; Office of Sustainability and Environment 
 Gregg Spotts; Seattle Department of Transportation 
 


 


DISCLOSURES/RECUSALS: 
Co-Chair McCaela Daffern works for King County and has recused herself from review of the 


Seattle Comprehensive Plan in her role at King County. She disclosed that her opinions are her 
own, not her employer’s. 


Commissioner David Goldberg disclosed his views are his own and not those of his employer, the 
Washington State Department of Transportation. 


Commissioner Xio Alvarez disclosed her views are her own and not those of her employer, LMN 
Architects. 


Commissioner Rick Mohler disclosed his views are his own and not those of his employer, the 
University of Washington 


Commissioner Radhika Nair disclosed her views are her own and not those of her company, Seva 
Workshop. While she has worked on many City projects, she has not worked on this draft Plan. 


Commissioner Dhyana Quintanar disclosed that her views are her own, not those of her employer, 
WSP. 


Commissioner Lauren Squires disclosed that her opinions are her own, not those of her employer, 
King County Metro. 


Commissioner Jamie Stroble disclosed that she worked with one of the community-based 
organizations funded by the City to provide input on the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. She 
disclosed that her opinions are her own, not those of any present (the Nature Conservancy) or 
former employer. 


Commissioner Rose Lew Tsai-Le Whitson disclosed that their opinions are their own, not those of 
their employer, Jacobs Engineering. 
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5/1/2024


Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development
One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft


Dear Rico Quirindongo, Patrice Carroll and Jim Holmes,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the One Seattle Plan to advance a vision for the future
that aligns with the City’s core values to make Seattle more equitable, livable, sustainable, and resilient
for today's residents and generations to come. Seattle and its surrounding environs are an area that the
Duwamish Tribe considers culturally significant. The Duwamish River and its ancestral People who
continue to reside in the area today, are a marginalized, displaced indigenous Tribe whose current
Longhouse sits in an industrialized and heavily polluted area of Seattle. Most of our Tribal Members were
forced to leave our ancestral lands and live on reservations, except for a persistent, resilient faction. The
Duwamish had known village sites along the Duwamish River, near downtown Seattle, Ballard, near
University Village, and along the shores of Lake Washington.


We note that there are approximately 111 historical and ancestral Duwamish place names within the
current City of Seattle map boundaries. About 29 place names are located in the manufacturing and
industrial centers, 26 are located in parks and open spaces, 10 place names are located in regional
centers, 4 in urban centers and the rest are in the other place types.


These sites are where the Duwamish fished, hunted, gathered camas roots, tule, cattails, berries, and
other native plants to maintain our way of life. Near the turn of the 20th century, significant grading of
the landscape by European settlers affected our waterways and drastically changed aquatic life and
resources for the Duwamish. The Montlake Cut lowered the Big Lake (Lake Washington) significantly so
that the Black River has all but dried up, decimating the salmon run, diminishing habitability for riparian
life and destroying our birthplace. Straightening of the Duwamish River also destroyed integral places
(bends and brackish ponds) for salmon to acclimate to salt water before heading out to sea. Small
streams were buried further depleting places for salmon to spawn.


Native plants that once covered the areas are overgrown with invasive plant species such as ivy, holly,
and blackberry bushes. These invasive species reduce diversity of food sources and attract nonnative
birds and non-native pollinators to the area. Because of these changes the Duwamish are a marginalized
Tribe today and it is now more important that the Duwamish continue its native traditions.


In the One Seattle Plan Draft, it states that “As the climate changes, Seattle residents are experiencing
environmental, health, and economic effects.” This is not the first time that these effects negatively
impacted residents in the Seattle area. The Duwamish experienced and are still experiencing the effects
of pollution and destruction of our usual and accustomed places that we managed. If the effects of
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climate change are defined and explained in this manner, the Duwamish and its land already know too
well “climate change”.


In the mid-1970s the archeological site, Duwamish Number One Site designated 45- Kl-23, was
discovered in the former Duwamish River Estuary located at həʔapus Village Park & Shoreline Habitat,
formerly T107 Park. The artifacts are evidence that the Tribe existed archaeologically and thrived with
the resources on hand along the estuary and the immediate vicinity. The site is directly across West
Marginal Way SW, where a new Longhouse, owned and operated by the Duwamish Tribe was built and
opened to the public in 2009.


The Duwamish Tribe strongly urges you to restore our ancestral lands. Our ancestral land was and can
still be a benefit for all. In the introduction of the Climate and Environment section, the plan states,


“Seattle is a place of unparalleled natural beauty. Indigenous peoples, stewards of these lands
and waters from time immemorial, continue to remind us of our connections to nature to sustain
and inspire us. Newcomers are drawn by access to nature both within the city as well as to the
mountains, rivers, and beaches beyond. Strong values of environmental protection and
sustainability have shaped our Comprehensive Plan from the start.”


If you peeled back the beautiful face, you would see that post European contact, our waters are polluted,
our fish runs are down, the Duwamish estuary that used to filter our waters are gone and that the flora
and fauna are reduced to invasive species and/or are gone. Would you drink the waters directly drawn
from the Duwamish River? Would you readily eat the fish caught near the mouth of the River in Elliott
Bay? Would you eat the berries grown near deposited cement kiln dust near Delridge? If you drill down 5
feet in Gas Works Park (the site of one of our ancestral place names) and see the partially combusted
petroleum toxins, would you visit the park with your family, friends and pets or kayak near its shores?
The Tribe insists that it be returned to its respectful self and we would like to be part of that
conversation.


Below are some observations that the Tribe believes would be helpful in guiding you to achieve the One
Seattle Plan:


■ The Tribe in general supports “The Housing and Affordability: Expanding Housing Opportunities
Across the City”.


■ We suggest that housing should be available to all income levels of any abled person with
adequate space to live with access to clean water, clean land, community and transportation,
not just an opportunity. We suggest that housing reflect the Coast Salish design of our ancestors
- for reference view the web pages for the Duwamish Longhouse and Cultural Center and the
Intellectual House on the University of Washington campus. The designs were not only
functional and adapted to our climate conditions, but also aesthetically pleasing.


Duwamish Tribe | 4705 W. Marginal Way SW, Seattle, WA 98106 | 206-431-1582
www.duwamishtribe.org



https://www.duwamishtribe.org/longhouse

https://www.washington.edu/omad/intellectual-house/phase-2/

https://www.washington.edu/omad/intellectual-house/phase-2/





DUWAMISH TRIBE


dxʷdəwʔabš


■ Maintain adequate housing and spacing to maximize and maintain land and water resources for
all.


■ In general the Tribe supports the “Equity and Opportunity: Promote a More Equitable Seattle as
We Grow”. As Seattle’s first peoples, we were also unfortunately the first peoples to be forced to
leave and become Seattle’s first homeless people. We wholeheartedly agree with “...more types
of housing in many areas of the city and includes strategies to produce homes that are
accessible, affordable, and designed to meet the needs of Seattle’s diverse households. In doing
so, we aim to redress the legacy of redlining and racially restrictive covenants that shape Seattle
to this day.”


■ The Duwamish Tribe in general supports “Community and Neighborhoods: Focus Growth and
Investment in Complete Walkable Communities”. Our surrounding environs once held trails that
we freely moved between to obtain resources and canoe between land and water. This free
movement allowed us to be part of our own community and to visit and trade with others up
River and around Lake Washington and Lake Union.


■ With regard to “Climate and Sustainability: Meet the Challenges of Climate Change for a Resilient
Future”, the Duwamish Tribe strongly agrees with achieving carbon neutrality by 2050 or sooner.
We suggest that all vehicles on land and water be non-fossil fuel based. This includes but is not
limited to automobiles, trucks, trains, boats, ships, motorcycles, water pleasure craft,
construction and landscape equipment. We suggest that you start within the Duwamish Valley
and Lake Union areas.


■ The Duwamish Tribe would strongly request that our traditional natural resources be allowed to
thrive abundantly in our ancestral lands including within the bounds of the City of Seattle. The
Duwamish Tribe is highly concerned about the State and Regional Policy Framework section. The
Washington Growth and Management Act clearly protects the farms and forests from sprawl
outside urban areas like Seattle and its surrounding modern suburbs. This puts an undue burden
on Seattle’s traditional indigenous populations and the Duwamish Tribe. Seattle’s and the
Duwamish Tribe’s traditional hunting grounds and forests were within the City of Seattle current
borders and a highly valued area for trade and commerce simultaneously. We urge you to work
with other cities and local governments to maintain Seattle’s once natural beauty and resources
and to allow forests and “farmland” to return. The idea of creating a “concrete jungle” in Seattle
will not deter the effects of climate change and will certainly not maintain an illusion of
permanence for the generations of tomorrow.


■ The Duwamish Tribe would request that we be given notice of planning and implementation of
parts or part of the plan. We would like an active engagement with the City of Seattle. Our first
and foremost concern is protection of our sacred sites and place names. Please do not dismiss
us. We are valued members of our Tribe, our culture, our community and society. We request
recognition of our ancestral place names and inclusion. We need to respect our ancestors by
protecting our cultural resources regardless of the proximity to Meander Lines. Do not deny us
this right.
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■ In general the Duwamish Tribe agrees with the Land Use section and its discussion on urban
design with regard to the natural environment. We caution that the City of Seattle be mindful of
the rate of development and its impact on water quality, fresh and saltwater shorelines, and the
riparian environment. The lower reach of the Duwamish River has seen increased pollution after
European contact which continues to this day. In addition, the channelization of the River has
been detrimental to flood impacts, not to mention the impact of the stripping and subsequent
lack of native vegetation that once supported a healthy environment for abundant fish and
wildlife. This landform change and others has exacerbated bluff erosion and landslides within the
City limits as well as the disastrous floods as a result of King Tide within the Duwamish River
Valley.


■ The Tribe strongly recommends only native vegetation be used for any proposed landscaping to
enhance habitat for fish and wildlife, and native avian life and native pollinators. The Tribe
supports observing critical area tracts and stream buffers to preserve any remaining wetlands
and stream buffers. Loss of wetland habitat is known to affect the viability of fish, water quality
and increase the effects of seasonal urban flooding. We also support the active removal of
noxious weeds and invasive plant species.


■ The Tribe recommends that natural drainage system or street swales be implemented when
reconstructing or redesigning public works like sewer or storm water – Sustainable
Infrastructure - OPCD | seattle.gov


■ The Tribe recommends that attention to waste, wastewater and stormwater treatment plants be


given one of the highest priorities to avoid untreated, polluted waters into our waterways during


power outages as a result of storm events or other natural disasters.


■ The Tribe recommends that computer models be employed to evaluate hydrologic displacement


both above and below ground during strong seismic shaking due to fault slippage, and


displacement due to landslides, tsunamis (or seiches) and/or volcanic lahar flows.


■ The Duwamish Tribe also recommends that all outdoor lighting be dark sky compliant.
■ The Duwamish Tribe requests that Place Types and Other areas (from Figure 2 in the Plan) be


given original Duwamish place names alongside their current modern English name in
consultation with the Duwamish Tribe. This will also help preserve our culture and allow us to
begin to heal from the effects of colonialism and displacement.


■ The Tribe strongly recommends that all urban streams be daylighted and fish culverts increased


in size for both fish and water conveyance starting with the Duwamish Valley, Longfellow Creek


and Thornton Creek. We recommend that these streams be given room to meander to alleviate


urban flooding. We also recommend that wetland and stream buffers be implemented or


maintained as property becomes available.


■ With regard to transportation, the Duwamish Tribe requests that a solution to tire pollution be


addressed as this severely affects fish and aquatic wildlife during storm events as well as water
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quality. We also request that everyone has the ability to access shoreline areas to access water


transport, both public and private.


Finally we urge you to continue to include community members of all of Seattle’s neighborhoods


including those of us who have been historically disenfranchised to help you achieve your goal. The


Duwamish Tribe recognizes the importance of local communities and celebrates their collective


consciousness and their differences from our own. Welcoming all has been our motto and we do this


with open arms. By embracing everyone, we foster respect for all and our environment. The Duwamish


thrived in our ancestral lands for thousands of years. While the last 170 years have been difficult for our


Tribe, if together we treat the land with respect and manage and maintain it, it will be here for all of our


ancestors and descendants for thousands of years to come.


Thank you,


Nancy A Sackman
Cultural Preservation
Duwamish Tribe
preservationdept@duwamishtribe.org


Mobile - 206.856.2564
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From: DVNPCoalition
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Subject: Fwd: One Seattle Plan
Date: Saturday, May 4, 2024 10:54:23 PM


CAUTION: External Email


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: DVNPCoalition <dvnpcoalition@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, May 4, 2024 at 6:13 PM
Subject: One Seattle Plan
To: Councilmember Rob Saka <rob.saka@seattle.gov>, <Elaine.ko@seattle.gov>, Holmes,
Jim <jim.holmes@seattle.gov>, <Michael.Hubnore@seattle.gov>, Nelson, Sara
<sara.nelson@seattle.gov>, <tanya.woo@seattle.gov>
CC: Bonnie Williams <williamsniki@aol.com>, Cedar Bushue
<cedar.bushue92@gmail.com>, Claudia M. Newman Henry <newman@bnd-law.com>,
David Moehring <dmoehring@consultant.com>, IRA APPELMAN
<ibappelman@comcast.net>, Iskra Johnson <iskra@iskradesign.com>, Janet Way
<janetway@yahoo.com>, Jennifer Scarlett <trentjen@yahoo.com>, Jessica Marden
<jessica.marden@runbox.com>, Jon Lisbin <me@jonlisbin.com>, June BlueSpruce
<jbluespruce@gmail.com>, Kari Thoreen <kat@karithoreen.com>, Lois Martin
<lamartin1@me.com>, Nancy Bocek <nancybocek@gmail.com>, Sandy Shettler
<SSHETTLER@msn.com>, Sarajane Siegfriedt <sarajane3h@comcast.net>, Steve Zemke
<stevezemke@msn.com>, Toby Thaler <toby@thaler.org>, aileen langhans
<aileenmargaret@yahoo.com>, <christopher.m.miller@protonmail.com>,
<davidbyrnemcdonaldiii@gmail.com>, joelle king <joellemarieking@yahoo.com>,
michaeloxman@comcast.net <michaeloxman@comcast.net>,
<mimistewarthomes@gmail.com>, tina bueche <tinainsma@gmail.com>


Dear Mr. Hubner:


We are a nonprofit neighborhood housing organization with primary interest in the greater
Duwamish Valley, which includes the Seattle neighborhood of South Park.  We appreciate the
opportunity to make comments about the One Seattle Plan for that neighborhood and wish to
bring the following issues and questions about the proposed plan to the attention of you and
your staff.


(1). The One Seattle Plan classifies South Park as an Urban Center.  Up to now, it has been
classified as a Seattle Residential Urban Village, emphasis on “Residential”.  We do not
believe that it meets the classification of either an Urban Village or an Urban Center for
several reasons.  Under GS4.1, p 24, it does not have a wide range of shops, services, access to
transit or future light rail mass transit.  It also is surrounded by industrial zoning which limits
growth in this area and makes it more of a heat island than the rest of Seattle.  The residences
and businesses here are in a liquefaction zone, which should prohibit and discourage the
construction of taller (3-8 story) buildings.  In fact, Seattle requires developers to sign an
agreement to limit liability when they put a building in a liquefaction zone such as the
Duwamish Valley.  South Park infrastructure must be considered with respect to both future
development and potential climate change issues.   South Park should not be considered an







Urban Center under the new plan, nor an Urban Village under the current plan.    


(2). South Park should not be subject to RSL zoning.  When the CIty of Seattle applied RSL
zoning to the bulk of neighborhoods in Seattle, it failed to notice that South Park had smaller
plats than most Seattle neighborhoods.  The City incorrectly treats it as having RS-5000
zoning in its planning documents.  Most lots in South Park are 2500 square feet.  Density in
this neighborhood should be no more than the rest of Seattle.  We have requested the City
Council correct this oversight over the last few years.  Why has this issue been ignored and not
dealt with?  Is this neighborhood being redlined again by the very people it has elected to
represent it?


(3) The One Seattle Plan states that it “introduces a Climate and Environmental element” that
redoubles the cities efforts to “reduce our carbon footprint and build resiliency; in frontline
communities most vulnerable to climate impacts”.  We point out that the life expectancy of
South Park residents is acknowledged to be many years shorter than the life expectancy of
other residents of Seattle.  This community is on a river that is a major superfund site, is
surrounded by industry with little or no greenery, is close to both Boeing Field and SeaTac
Airport and subject to airport air pollution.  This community, of all the neighborhoods in
Seattle, deserves to be populated less densely with people and more densely with greenery and
trees.  Were these environmental issues dealt with when the plan was formulated?  The plan
(LU13.29) also discusses an Industrial Buffer Zone to “protect the livability of neighborhood
areas”.  This needs to be dealt with for South Park, Georgetown, and future expansion into
areas outside of South Park. One Seattle Plan also fails to show that all the jurisdictions in
South Park are planning together.


(4). Historic Preservation is a big issue in South Park.  Our organization did a survey of over
400 structures in the neighborhood during early COVID.  The survey showed that it has more
1890s or earlier homes than in any other part of Seattle.  Several of its buildings likely qualify
for Seattle Landmark status.  In fact, its current neighborhood center, located in South Park’s
original town center, was recently qualified as such.  This neighborhood should be
comprehensively studied with respect to its historic assets before much future development
occurs.  Lisa Herbold made a resolution for a historic assets survey for the Dept of
Neighborhoods to complete.  Has this issue been considered with respect to South Park?


(5). The Comprehensive Plan obviously attempts to incentivize home affordability.  The
current plans appear to reward density, expensive home ownership, and developer profits with
the demise of more affordable family and rental housing.  Why isn’t the city using the
Community Reinvestment Act, encouraging Section 8 usage, and encouraging down payment
assistance programs in its quest for affordability?  We suggest more community involvement
will result in better results.


(6). Parks and Open Space considerations.  Seattle has been known as the “Emerald City”. 
The extreme density of HB 1110 which allows duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, sixplexes,
stacked flats and courtyard apartments to encourage affordability will likely not happen under
this plan.  It seems recent development has occurred, especially under MHA, by for-profit
infill developers who need economy of scale for their construction and staffing, by building
homes for sale. In either case, what will happen to Seattle’s tree canopy, which has been
decreasing in recent years? 


(7). We hope that you have consulted various environmental and cultural experts when you







say there will be no significant adverse environmental and cultural impacts from enactment of
the One Seattle Plan in th DEIS.  Has the EPA, Washington State Dept of Ecology, Federal
Fish and WIldlife, NOAH, King Conservation, the Duwamish Tribe and other Indigenous
Peoples of the Region, United Arborists, Birds Connect, Professional Engineer and Architect
Associations, Washington Dept of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Urban Forestry
Commission, US Geologic Assessment and Surveys, US Army Corps of Engineers, etc. etc.
etc. been consulted?  Do the experts agree with your assessments?


(8) What is the current status of Urban Farms in Seattle?  Is everything green going to have to
be on a rooftop to get sunlight or does it have to be in a cemetery?


Duwamish Valley Neighborhood Preservation Coalition


Penni Cocking, President
Nadine Morgan, Secretary 








May 17, 2024 
 
To: OPCD 
Re: Equitable Development Initiative (EDI) Advisory Board Input on the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
 
From: The Equitable Development Initiative Advisory Board 


Evelyn Allen Sophia Benalfew  Kaleb Germinaro 


Niecko Glover  Lindsay Goes Behind Jennell Hicks  


Mark R. Jones, Ph.D. Jamie Madden Diana Paredes 


Denise Pérez Lally John Rodriguez  
 
Dear OPCD, City Council, and Mayor Harrell,  
 


As representatives of the Equitable Development Initiative (EDI) Advisory Board, we write to express our 
deep concern regarding the current Draft Comprehensive Plan (Draft Plan) put forth by the City of 
Seattle. After thorough review, including the Anti-Displacement Framework (ADF), we find that the Draft 
Plan fails to adequately address the pressing issues of housing affordability, equitable development, and 
cultural preservation in our community. 
 


It is our firm belief that the Draft Plan, in its current form, does not align with the mission of the EDI or 
the City’s inclusive growth and City's Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI) commitments. Furthermore, 
it does not consider the lived experiences of BIPOC community members and other marginalized groups 
who are disproportionately impacted by displacement and economic disparity in our city. 
 


We urge OPCD, the Mayor, and City Council to reconsider the Draft Plan and instead adopt the original 
"housing abundance" version proposed by the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD). 
This version better aligns with our mission to promote and implement pro-equity frameworks and 
strategies that ensure the marginalized, BIPOC, and low-income communities in Seattle benefit from 
equitable access to opportunity, long-term ownership, and the joy of a true sense of belonging.  
 


The EDI Board stresses the importance of policymakers supporting the adoption of a more inclusive 
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, we call for the following key revisions to the Draft Plan: 
 


● Ensure an Ambitious Housing Strategy: The City must prioritize a housing strategy that supports 
anti-displacement efforts, cultural preservation, and the creation of diverse, thriving 
neighborhoods. 
 


● Revise the Housing Abundance Map: We support OPCD's earlier housing abundance map that 
shows nearly 50 larger neighborhood centers and five-story "Corridor" zoning within an eighth-
mile of frequent transit. The version of the map provides for more housing options and 
addresses concerns about affordability across the city and better addresses community needs 
and concerns about housing affordability and ensuring inclusive growth. 







 


● Ensure Expansion of Housing Options Citywide: The City should expand and increase housing 
options citywide by adopting a broader growth strategy that includes upzoning in more areas, 
allowing for bigger buildings in more places, and breaking away from the "Urban Village" 
strategy to alleviate housing scarcity. 
 


● Support Neighborhoods, Small Businesses, and Economic Opportunity: The City must support 
vibrant neighborhoods and do more to support ownership by expanding retail and small 
business opportunities and allowing small-scale businesses, including corner stores, in all zones 
and not just on corners. The Board advocates for restoring the number of neighborhood centers 
from 24 to 42, and expanding housing options within a larger number of neighborhood centers. 
This would anchor and improve small neighborhood business districts, create more retail and 
small business opportunities, and provide more housing. This would provide more flexibility to 
encourage the establishment of neighborhood services and amenities that benefit residents and 
promote entrepreneurship and access to goods and services within a 15-minute walkshed. 
 


● Support Zoning Changes for Middle and Low-Income Housing : The CIty should do more to 
expand middle and low-income housing: Zone for four-plexes and six-plexes that will actually 
get built and support families with three- and four-bedroom homes. Increase the floor area ratio 
(FAR) to match or exceed state minimums to allow for more housing diversity and accommodate 
the housing needs of different household sizes. City zoning regulations should support housing 
abundance for low income residents and provide for missing middle housing and transit-
oriented development to accommodate diverse household sizes.  
 


● Prioritize Equitable Transit-Oriented Development (ETOD): The Board advocates for the City to 
prioritize Equitable Transit-Oriented Development (ETOD), including broader transit corridor 
upzoning and larger apartment and condo buildings near all frequent transit corridors. The 
Comprehensive Plan should reflect a commitment to ETOD, support anti-displacement and 
cultural preservation, and capitalize on transit infrastructure investments to provide additional 
housing options that increase access to opportunity and/or reduce reliance on cars. 
 


● Be Progressive About Parking Requirements: We urge the City to reconsider parking 
requirements and support adopting less strict parking requirements to help reduce housing 
costs and promote affordability. Parking requirements are seen as a barrier to housing 
development and contradict efforts to address climate change and promote alternative modes 
of transportation. 
 


● Ensure Revisions to the Draft Plan Incorporate and Build on Public Input: The Board advocates 
on behalf of the community and would like the City to ensure revisions to the Draft Plan reflect 
input from Boards and Commissions and also reflect the concerns and comments shared by the 
community during the public input period.  The Draft Plan does not take into account public 
feedback already provided, and is not reflective of the lived experiences, values, concerns, and 
preferences expressed throughout all prior stages of scoping and development. The EDI Board 
supports a meaningful and inclusive process and revisions to the Draft Plan should reflect 







community needs and priorities and apply an equity lens – community input calls for more 
housing options, greater affordability, and inclusive growth strategies that include funding 
community-led equitable development. 


In conclusion, the EDI Advisory Board urges the City to prioritize equity and inclusivity in the 
development of the Comprehensive Plan. The Board believes the City’s “housing abundance” version of 
the Draft Plan better supports creating a more just and equitable future for all residents of Seattle. As 
community advisors, we remain optimistic about the potential for positive change through robust 
community engagement and advocacy efforts and thank you for considering our feedback. 


 
Sincerely, 
Mark R. Jones, Ph.D.      By: Mark R. Jones, Ph.D. 
Board Vice Chair, on behalf of the full EDI Advisory Board 
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6 May 2024   
  
The Honorable Bruce Harrell Mayor of Seattle   
Rico Quirindongo, Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development   
via e-mail   
  
RE: Seattle Planning Commission comments on the draft One Seattle Plan, Comprehensive Plan 
Update   
  
Dear Mayor Harrell and Director Quirindongo:  
  
As a nonprofit community design center that has been working with Seattle communities since 
1970, we have closely reviewed the draft One Seattle Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to offer 
our comments and recommendations on this important document today.   
  
In summary, there are a lot of promising ideas in the Plan, and it lays out a thoughtful response to 
the present conditions of a housing crisis in Seattle. We applaud the tireless work of City staff for 
having completed this amount of analysis, and for their efforts to make it accessible and to reach 
broad segments of our community for input and feedback.   
  
While there is much we like about this plan, we think it simply does not go far enough. Just as 
Seattle is seen as a national leader for its progressive Energy Code, we want our City to be bold in 
its primary land use policy, too. If we are to solve the twin crises of a housing shortage and 
climate change as a planet, a country, a state, or a region, we will need clearer leadership 
from the City of Seattle.   
  
Our primary points of departure from the draft plan are as the following four items:   
  


1. We propose a dramatic increase in the number of Neighborhood Centers, where 
dense residential and mixed-use development is allowed. In addition to expanding 
the number of Neighborhood Centers, we would like to see increased height limits and 
densities along waterfronts, around region-serving parks, around the 145th Station area, 
and south of the stadiums. The Neighborhood Centers are now at the intersections of 
arterials and transit corridors, but these other areas of our city also provide amenities 
that people would want to live nearby. Additionally, providing housing near parks and 
open space would improve household health and active living outcomes. Based on the 
trajectory of growth over the past decade in this City, a new Comprehensive Plan must 
make way for more housing development not less. The current growth target of 100,000 
units is only 5,000 new units of housing on average each year for the next 20 years, 
while Seattle’s housing production has averaged over 8,000 units per year over the last 
ten years.  
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2. We propose that middle housing like triplexes, fourplexes, sixplexes, townhouses, 
and stacked flats should be allowed as-of-right throughout all residential areas of 
the City.  


  
3. We propose additional allowed height, density, and flexibility for projects that 
include publicly financed affordable housing. As our city grows, we will need an 
increasing number of housing units overall, but especially those that are affordable to 
families earning less than our region’s median income. Allowing increased height and 
density can help address this shortage by facilitating the construction of more housing 
units. Higher buildings can spread the fixed costs of construction over more units, 
potentially lowering the cost per unit. This is especially important for affordable housing 
projects, where cost-effectiveness is paramount. Additionally, flexible zoning 
regulations can allow for innovative design and construction methods that further 
reduce costs. We think the Comprehensive Plan should:   


a. incentivize the inclusion of units with three or more bedrooms in 
multifamily apartment buildings;   
b. reduce parking minimums, which increase the overall cost of housing 
development; and   
c. reduce barriers to building permanent supportive housing (PSH) and 
emergency housing in more areas of the city.  


  
4. We applaud the attention to preventing displacement, and we appreciate policies 
promoting racial equity and equitable outcomes throughout the draft Plan. But we 
worry that zoning alone is too blunt a tool to address displacement. This Draft Plan 
proposes that most of the City has its zoning increased to allow four units on a standard 
5,000 square, but the limit remains at three on land in many neighborhoods. Reducing 
the zoning on land in South Seattle will have unintended impacts such as reducing 
access to development opportunities for communities that have historically been 
cut out from wealth-building opportunities. We understand the intention is to prevent 
predatory development from speeding displacement, but the unintended 
consequences are significant, and are racially disparate.   


  
Thank you for considering our comments and recommendations, and please contact us with any 
questions.   
  
Sincerely,   
  
  
 
Jess Zimbabwe, AIA, AICP, LEED-AP  
Executive Director   
  
  
 








5/20/2024


To:
Mayor Bruce Harrell
Councilmember Tammy Morales
OPCD Director Rico Quirindongo


Re: Southeast Seattle Business Districts Feedback on One Seattle Comprehensive Plan


Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. We
are a group of Southeast Seattle community-based organizations serving neighborhood
business districts through small business support, clean and safe activities, placemaking
programs, marketing, and events. We appreciate the work that City staff have put into drafting
the Plan and we are excited about the vision it lays out.


However, we would like to express our disappointment that the Plan appears to no longer
provide Neighborhood-level policy recommendations, which we have relied on as
documentation of stated goals in our advocacy in the past. We are concerned that the Urban
Center profiles in the appendix, which have not yet been provided for feedback, will not meet
the same level of rigor to which we are accustomed. We understand that including the
Neighborhood sections takes additional time and effort; we simply wish to express that we
believe they were worth it, and are sad to see them not included.


In addition, we offer the following feedback that we believe will strengthen the Plan and bring its
policy actions into alignment with its stated values.


Economic Development & Creative Economy
● Commit to increasing funding for Economic Development policies.While we


appreciate the intentions behind the ED policies in the One Seattle Plan Draft, we are
concerned that they are restatements of activities that are already occurring without or
emphasizing that an increase in funding is needed. We strongly recommend including
“increase” and “fund” language as policy directives for the Office of Economic
Development, particularly with regard to:


○ Only in Seattle grant funding to provide a stable source of funding for staffing
business district organizations, with consideration for increasing cost of living.


○ Community Wealth building opportunities for BIPOC business owners.
○ Direct grant or forgivable loan programs for businesses, such as the Tenant


Improvement Program and the Storefront Repair Fund.
○ Programs to support BIPOC refugee- and immigrant-owned small businesses,


with technical assistance to overcome language and technology access barriers
to accessing resources and permits so that small business ownership can be a
pathway toward creating generational wealth.


● Support bold policies for reducing vacant spaces.We encourage the City of Seattle
to consider policy options to make more business spaces affordable and to encourage







property owners to fill vacant storefronts. Please research the effectiveness of policies
such as commercial vacancy taxes, incentives for affordable business spaces, or
assistance to business owners to access vacant spaces.


● Integrate opportunities to build the creative economy in small business support
programs. The creative economy plays a crucial role in driving economic development
by providing community identity and revitalization. Building creative economy jobs into
small business funding programs creates connections across business communities and
expands visibility for local creative enterprises, while providing needed services to small
businesses.


Housing, Land Use, & Growth Strategy
We echo the calls made by housing organizations in our area, particularly the letter written by
the Complete Communities Coalition. Some specific issues are of key concern to us as local
business district organizations:


● We support housing abundance to accommodate job growth and maximize transit.
Seattle needs to have enough homes to meet its job growth. Given the existing housing
crisis, we call on the One Seattle Plan to encourage one-to-one growth of housing and
jobs. This will enable the housing market to balance and stabilize, lowering housing
expenses and making more homes affordable for workers at all levels. We also strongly
encourage including transit corridor up-zones to maximize access to the mass-transit
network, reducing the need for car trips and creating healthier neighborhoods.


● Missing middle housing must offer affordable homeownership opportunities for
BIPOC families. Zoning policy must align with market realities to ensure that developers
and homeowners are able to afford to build more dense housing options. Specifically, we
are concerned that FAR restrictions in the new Urban Neighborhoods makes actual
development of 4 or 6 plexes very challenging to finance, and family sized units nearly
impossible to build. We strongly encourage increasing the FAR to the rates suggested by
HB 1110 or seen in Spokane, so that we can see affordable 4-6 plex developments of
family sized units in our neighborhoods.


● Please consider additional areas for growth in Southeast Seattle.
○ Consider expanding the Columbia City Urban Center to S. Juneau St, reinforcing


the Columbia City - Hillman City Arts and Culture district.
○ Add back Neighborhood Centers along Lake Washington, particularly at S


Genesee St. and 50th Ave S and at S Farrar St. and Wilson Ave S., where there
are existing small business areas with great access to waterfront parks and
regular transit access. We strongly encourage more dense development in this
area, particularly of family-sized affordable units.


○ Add a Neighborhood Center at S Columbian Way and Beacon Ave S, where
there are existing small businesses, frequent transit access, and access to
Jefferson Park and Cheasty Greenspace.


Transportation, Climate, & Open Space
● Collaborate with King County Metro to invest in improving public transit. To meet


our climate goals and reduce pollution, we must urgently reduce the number of cars on
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our roads. However, the transit network is insufficient, and the current level of service
does not encourage car owners to choose transit over driving. We strongly encourage
investments in incentive options. Please consider:


○ Maintain parking while increasing transit - While we support reducing or
eliminating parking requirements for new developments in high transit access
areas, we must recognize that people – including some community members
living with disabilities and caregivers of young children and senior citizens – still
need to be able to park in our business districts. Reducing parking options before
improving transit appears to only exacerbate animosity among people who still
need to drive. There must be realistic transit options before reducing parking
options.


○ Invest in first/last mile solutions - We’re excited by King County’s Metro Flex
program in Othello and Rainier Beach. We strongly support expanding this
service across all of Southeast Seattle to support connections to light rail.


● Reduce barriers for nonprofit community organizations to use parks.We suggest
reducing fees and limitations on vending at community events. Currently, community
organizations in our networks are opting against activating City parks because the fees
for our vending partners are too extravagant. The City wants to see parks activated and
well maintained - we want to be your partners!


We request that these revisions are included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and
implemented through the Mayor’s Recommended Plan. We believe that they will strengthen our
business districts, meet the expressed desires of voters, and ensure that the implementation of
the One Seattle Plan aligns with its stated values. We call on you to create a more visionary
plan to lead Seattle into a future where every resident and business can thrive.


Sincerely,


Essential Southeast Seattle Collective


Beacon Business Alliance
Mt. Baker Hub Alliance
Rainier Ave Business Coalition
MLK Business Association
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Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
I am writing to you in response to your request for comment on the draft One Seattle Plan.  My name is Mike Dey 
and I am the President of the Fauntleroy Community Association (FCA).  The FCA has been in existence for over 45 
years representing the Fauntleroy catchment area of about 3,000 residences.  We currently have an active 
membership of about 200 residences and approximately 20 small businesses in the Fauntleroy area.   
 
A part of the One Seattle Plan is to designate an area in the Fauntleroy Community around 45th Ave SW and SW 
Wildwood (Endolyne business area) as a Neighborhood Center.  The Neighborhood Center designation is proposed 
to extend approximately 800 feet or about 3 city blocks from major transit stops such as RapidRide bus stops.  The 
proposal suggests that other areas along Barton, Fauntleroy and California Ave, where RapidRide stops exist, could 
also be places for the proposed higher density buildings that come with the Neighborhood Center designation. 
 
At a recent meeting of the OPCD and 4 West Seattle Communities we listened intently to the presentation by 
Michael Hubner and Brennon Staley and to the comments and concerns of residents and attendees at the meeting.  
Additionally, we have sought input from the Fauntleroy Community on the plan proposals.  Our comments below 
reflect the issues and concerns of the Fauntleroy Community.   A summary of the concerns and position of the FCA 
is provided at the end of this letter. 
   
It was noted at the meeting that OPCD had not reviewed or considered existing neighborhood plans or zoning. Such 
a review is important since the existing zoning or neighborhood plans may satisfy or even improve any concept the 
city has with a change in zoning.  For example, an area around the Endolyne business area is currently zoned LR2 
allowing for increased density in the small business area.  The major portion of the LR2 area already has 
multifamily homes and apartments in place.  Much of the area north and west of the Endolyne business area is a 
watershed for Fauntleroy Creek, a salmon spawning stream that has been rehabbed over the last several decades.   
 
Feedback from community residents has been understanding but firm that along with a list of specific concerns 
listed below creating a Neighborhood Center in Fauntleroy is not wanted.  The existence of the LR2 zoned area is 
adequate to allow for increased density in the area.  Further expansion of that zone will significantly aggravate 
already existing traffic and parking problems.  A community study of the merchants conducted in 2021 revealed 
complaints from customers because of the lack of places to park.  Residents are also concerned about the reduction 
in their quality of life as a result of the increased noise, traffic, loss of greenspace, increased crime and other 
negative attributes of increased population density as a result of a change in zoning.   
 
Other expressed concerns include the loss of greenspace that is proposed by the plan.  It is one thing to increase the 
height of buildings and yet preserve the tree canopies, the back yard space for kids to play and dogs to run. It is quite 
another to essentially eliminate those areas and provide no remediation for their loss.  The whole idea for increased 
density is to allow families to find “affordable” housing.  So where are the children to play?  Where are the adults 
and families going to have time to share time in a quiet setting?  Without more green space set aside to provide those 
pocket parks and compensate for the loss of green space lost to the building foot prints the quality of life in 
Fauntleroy and other West Seattle neighborhoods will be reduced.  The National Recreation and Park Association 
has discussed the importance of greenspace on mental and physical wellbeing. (https://www.nrpa.org/our-
work/Three-Pillars/health-wellness/ParksandHealth/fact-sheets/parks-improved-mental-health-quality-life/).   The 
current regulations on cutting down trees is inadequate.  Further it is not being enforced.  No one can with a straight 
face say that cutting down an 80 year old tree can be remediated by planting 4 saplings.  The Yale School of the 
Environment recently reported significant health related outcomes related to the available tree canopy. 
(https://yaleclimateconnections.org/2023/02/the-little-known-physical-and-mental-health-benefits-of-urban-).  
Further, from an environmental carbon capturing and/or urban cooling perspective that notion is ludicrous.  At a 
time when people are being encouraged to get out of their cars, convert to hybrid/electric automobiles, reduce their 
carbon emissions, convert to solar etc, the reduction in green space is inconsistent if not duplicitous.  It is as though 
one hand of the City is not talking to the other.  There must be a comprehensive plan that deals with these issues and 
the One Seattle Plan fails to do that.  It focuses only on housing.  The basic premise that the plan will actually reduce 
the cost of housing and make housing more “affordable” is at this point speculation at best. 
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One of OPCD's selling points to the increased density is the new homes are smaller and thus will cost less.  To date 
that has not happened.  There has been no showing of a lower cost of these new homes.  All the new homes being 
developed are more expensive than the existing homes being torn down.  OPCD must provide examples of other 
cities similar to Seattle where plans, such as they are proposing, have actually lowered the costs of housing.   
 
An additional area that should be addressed before such a plan is approved is the loss of views from existing homes 
with the increase in height that is proposed.  Much of what makes Seattle and West Seattle an attractive place to live 
are the views of the sound, and mountains.  In fact, it was one of the major arguments for tearing down the Alaskan 
Way viaduct.  Such passion for the views should be included in dealing with the loss of those same views for 
existing residences when new construction, much taller than the current structures, is introduced into neighborhoods.  
When the most significant investment that most people have is in their homes it is unfair for a builder to profit from 
their new construction at the expense of someone whose retirement savings are imbedded in their homes.  Clearly a 
home with a view before but lost to an obstructing building is worth less than it was before.   
 
The same issue applies to obstructing the solar capturing of energy should it be reduced by a new 4 or 6 story 
building.  After a push by the State, City and our power industry to put in solar panels at significant cost and to then 
come up with a plan that reduces their efficiency, denying the investor of their calculated returns not to mention the 
loss of environmental benefit, is at a minimum, unfair.   
 
Current infrastructure capacity is not adequate to handle the increased demand put on them by increasing population 
density.  The costs of those repairs and increases in capacity should not be borne by existing home and apartment 
owners.  Those costs and expenses must be paid for solely by the developers.  To add to the taxes of existing home 
owners to the benefit of for-profit developers is contrary to the city’s stated position of not wanting to displace 
current home owners/residents.  “Affordability” does not apply only to new or first-time home owners and renters 
but to current residents as well.  The cost of living in Seattle is increasing in significant part because of the taxes and 
fees charged by the city.  As with the loss of carbon capturing capacity and the effort to reduce green house gases, 
the increase in taxes to create more affordable housing is ill conceived.   
 
The Fauntleroy area is the dubious recipient of the Washington State Ferries (WSF) ferry dock.  The ferry pre-
pandemic delivered 1.7 million vehicles per year into this community.  Most (80%) of those vehicles were single 
occupancy vehicles traveling to other parts of the county so Fauntleroy and greater West Seattle including Morgan, 
the Alaska Junction, Admiral, Delridge and Highland Park were the recipients of that additional traffic.  In 1979 the 
State of Washington conducted a transportation study that concluded that the maximum capacity of Fauntleroy Way 
was 1.2 million cars per year.  In fact, the study recommended that the ferry dock be relocated.  Thus, the current 
traffic through Fauntleroy vastly exceeds that recommended by the State study.  Further aggravating the existing 
traffic problems, WSF hopes to expand the current dock by more than twice its current footprint while at the same 
time maintaining control of the parking lane along Fauntleroy as a ferry loading lane.  WSF is planning to expand 
the number of cars coming into and out of Fauntleroy to at least 1.9 million cars by 2040.  That increase alone will 
further jam up the streets going north and south from the ferry dock leaving residents and merchants at the mercy of 
the ferry system.  Already the West Seattle bridge is a mess at morning and afternoon rush hour traffic as is 
Fauntleroy Way.  That traffic along Fauntleroy creates problems for park goers that try to get into and out of Lincoln 
Park.  It creates problems for residents that try to come and go from their homes and hinders their ability to travel 
during rush hours.   
 
Before any more traffic is added to Fauntleroy or West Seattle there needs to be a comprehensive transportation 
study that examines the capacity of our streets and bridges to handle the everyday volume of vehicles that currently 
travel the West Seattle streets.  Such a study should include evaluation of an emergency plan should the area 
experience an earthquake similar to what happened in 1965.  There needs to be an evaluation of the lives that would 
be lost because the injured could not get to necessary medical care if one or more of the bridges were impassable.   
 
In summary, the Fauntleroy Community does not support the proposed designation of the area around 45th Ave SW 
and SW Wildwood (Endolyne Business area) or any other area in Fauntleroy as a Neighborhood Center.  There 
needs to be a transportation study conducted for West Seattle to determine what is a reasonable traffic volume that 
can be handled by the current streets and bridges and how traffic volumes greater than that can be addressed.  There 
is already a traffic problem that will be aggravated by a WSF plan to increase the Fauntleroy Ferry dock.  The 







current traffic is already in excess of that identified as the maximum volume in a Washington State Traffic study.  
Further, issues related to loss of greenspace with no plan for remediating that loss need to be addressed.  A 
comprehensive zoning plan must simultaneously tackle the environmental issues that it creates such as loss of 
greenspace, carbon capture, automobile emissions and infrastructure before a change in zoning is approved with the 
promise of “we’ll get to it as needed”.  Too often these items get kicked down the road and never get addressed. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Mike Dey, President 
Fauntleroy Community Association 
 
 
       


 
 
   
 








From: Emily Rose Barr
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Cc: Sarah Liu; Sarah Liu
Subject: Feedback on the 2024 Update to the One Seattle Plan
Date: Monday, May 6, 2024 8:21:39 AM


CAUTION: External Email


Hello,


We are writing on behalf of the Affordable Housing Subcommittee from the Seattle
Women’s Commission. 


We appreciate the efforts you’ve made to align our city’s growth goals with the needs
of our community through the One Seattle Plan. It’s encouraging to see
improvements in the housing space such as expanding Urban Center boundaries and
implementing policies to protect BIPOC homeowners from displacement. However,
we believe there are areas for further enhancement to match our city’s growing
housing need.


We’d have the following questions about the plan:


1. How does the City plan to streamline the permitting process for housing
projects?


2. What measures will be put in place to safeguard low-income residents from
rent increases and eviction?


3. What strategies does the City have to encourage the return of displaced
individuals and families?


4. Given that past housing production (6,800 – 12,000 homes per year since
2015) has been insufficient to keep up with the demand, why is the projected
average increase in homes over the next 20 years in the plan so low (5,000
homes per year)?


5. Why do the proposed standards not have an effective increase in
development capacity beyond what is currently allowed with Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs)? It only allows a developer to squeeze more homes
into the same allowed footprint and limits our ability to create family-sized
homes in middle housing.


6. Outside of existing urban centers and limited new neighborhood centers, why
are multi-family homes restricted to properties directly on arterials? By doing
so, large swathes of Seattle within walking distance from frequent transit, with
good access to amenities and low risk of displacement, will remain off-limits
for multifamily homes under the Draft Plan.


Our recommendations which align with those of our partner, the Housing
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Development Consortium:


Expanding Middle Housing
Enable the development of family-sized homes in middle housing by
allowing for more development capacity in fourplexes, sixplexes, and
other middle housing options.
Align Seattle’s middle housing standards with the Department of
Commerce model ordinance, at a minimum, to ensure middle housing
can be feasibly built.
Create development incentives, like floor area ratio bonuses, for
stacked flats and family-sized homes.


Expanding Transit-Oriented Development
Allow for midrise housing in all areas served by frequent transit, in the
¼ mile around frequent bus service and ½ mile around light rail. 
Enlarge the proposed Neighborhood Centers, from 800-ft to ¼ mile.
Reintroduce Neighborhood Centers that were studied but not included
in the Draft Plan.
Allow the development of cross-laminated timber highrise buildings in
Regional and Urban Centers.


Ending Exclusionary Zoning & Advancing Racial Equity
Create height, density, and floor area bonuses for affordable rental
housing, affordable homeownership, and social housing development.
Strengthen the Growth Strategy’s anti-displacement impact by
allowing sixplexes on all residential lots in Urban Neighborhood areas
with low displacement risk.
Give homeowners interested in redeveloping their property technical
assistance and land use incentives.
Designate a Regional Center in South Seattle and conduct subarea
planning.


Thank you for the work done so far and we look forward to improving our city’s land
use for a more equitable and vibrant Seattle.


Thank you,
Sarah Liu and Emily Rose Barr
Affordable Housing Subcommittee of the Seattle Women's Commission
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May 4 2024 
 
To: OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov 
To: PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 
cc: Bruce.Harrell@seattle.gov , maritza.rivera@seattle.gov     
 
The Friends of Ravenna–Cowen submit our comments below on the One Seattle Plan and the DEIS for 
the One Seattle Plan.  
 
The Friends of Ravenna–Cowen (FORC) is a not-for-profit neighborhood group established to 
“preserve and protect the history and natural environment of the Ravenna-Cowen neighborhood as a 
shared community resource for all, and to support other like-minded neighborhood and not-for-profit 
groups.” With this mission in mind, we are providing our comments, focusing primarily on 
historical/cultural resources, land use/housing, and plants/animals. We acknowledge the need for 
affordable housing and increased density is some areas of the City, but this must be done in concert 
with protection of our natural and historical resources. While many of our comments may reference 
specific issues for the Ravenna-Cowen area, these also generally apply to many areas within Seattle. 
 
Background:  
 
FORC was organized in 2016 to celebrate and raise awareness of the neighborhood to the north and 
west of Ravenna and Cowen parks. This area includes many examples of historically significant 
architecture, numerous heritage trees, and the incomparable public resources of Ravenna and Cowen 
Parks. 


In 2018, thanks to thousands of hours of volunteer work, the Ravenna-Cowen North Historic District 
was listed in the National Historic Register of Historic Places, as well as the Washington State Register 
of Historic Places, where it joins other districts which contribute to the rich cultural heritage of 
Washington State. Our neighborhood is architecturally intact and represents a fascinating period in 
the development of the City of Seattle. Ravenna's architectural resources highlight a period of rapid 
growth in the early 20th century, encompassing the history of Ravenna and Cowen Parks; the 
Olmsted legacy; the streetcar era; development of the University of Washington’s environs (along 
with the 1909 Alaska Yukon Pacific Exposition); and the rise of a “bungalow” style that provided 
homes for working families and university staff. Following the NHD designation, FORC has been 
organizing various public events, including several different walking tours that focus on the history, 
architectural elements, and natural environment of the NHD; these have been very well received and 
have had a positive effect. Many people from various parts of our city come to the RCN NHD to learn 
more about our city and to walk in an interesting historic neighborhood.  


The proposed One Seattle Plan Land Use Goal LU G16 (page 59) identifies three important reasons to 
preserve, maintain, and celebrate historical and cultural resources. The RCN NHD fulfills all of these. 
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The RCN NHD will be adversely affected by all alternatives detailed in the One Seattle Plan unless 
sufficient, meaningful mitigation is developed, as detailed below. 
 


1. Historic/Cultural Resources.  
 
The proposed changes to the Neighborhood Residential Zone create an impetus for 
redevelopment of historic homes within the RCN NHD that is incompatible with the historical 
architectural context and reduce the number of contributing resources to a point that the 
NHD will completely lose its significance and status as a nationally-recognized historic district. 
This will be an irreversible loss and no protection nor special review of the NHD is provided. 
[This was a shortcoming of E2SHB 1110.] This adverse impact affects historical/cultural 
resources (known and unknown) and historic districts throughout Seattle. Meaningful, and 
adequate mitigation must be provided for all NHDs within Seattle or these resources will be 
lost.  
 
While the DEIS acknowledges these losses as “significant unavoidable adverse impacts” for all 
alternatives, this is reprehensible because Preservation of historical/cultural resources is 
promoted as a goal (Goal LU G16) and stronger mitigation must be developed and 
implemented if this goal is to be taken seriously. Specifically: 
 
• Policy LU 16.1 talks about maintaining a comprehensive survey and inventory of Seattle’s 


historic and cultural resources, but this inventory is very incomplete and still needs 
significant development! This inadequacy must be addressed or resources will be lost due 
to lack of knowledge/recognition. This is where “advance planning” can actually work (see 
DEIS page 3.9-121, last paragraph) because it would help avoid adverse impacts on 
historic/cultural resources. 
 


• Policy LU 16.3 talks about supporting designation of areas as historic, cultural, and special 
review districts, but NHDs are not recognized as special review districts or exemptions. 
Recognition of NHDs must be added here! Recognition and protection for NHDs must be 
part of mitigation or these will be lost due to redevelopment related to upzoning and the 
One Seattle Plan. 
 


• Policy LU 16.4 talks about tailoring development standards for a special review district, but 
this policy needs to include NHDs or they will be degraded and lose their historical/cultural 
integrity and ability to interpret Seattle’s history 
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• Policy LU 16.5 talks about encouraging adaptive reuse of designated landmark structures 
by allowing uses in these structures that might not otherwise be allowed under the 
applicable zoning. This policy should also be applied for structures in historic districts and 
NHDs in cases where this approach could help the district retain its architectural integrity.  


 
• Policy LU 16.6 talks about incentives to restore or reuse designated landmark structures 


and specified structures within designated districts. While this policy is fairly narrow, it 
should be broadened to include additional incentives for restoration and reuse of historic 
structures and should also apply to NHDs but fails to include them. These incentives should 
also apply to NHDs and/or contributing structures within NHDs to avoid or mitigate 
adverse impacts and to prevent loss of the NHD’s integrity. 


 
• Policy LU 16.7 talks about protecting the scale and character of the established 


development pattern in historic districts, while encouraging compatible and context-
sensitive infill development. This is a very important policy! However, it fails to include 
NHDs. These incentives should also apply to NHDs to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts. 


 
The DEIS provides a list of “Potential Mitigation Measures (see pages 3.9-119 and 3.9-120). 
While many of these can be helpful and/or are already required under other regulations, 
mitigation for historic/cultural resources and NHDs needs to incorporate these measures 
more substantially. 
 
Also, please consider that mature trees and landscape are elements of RCN NHD, as well as 
many other historic/cultural districts. Protection of these not only provides part of the context 
for NHD, but recognition of the NHD reciprocally can help protect these elements of the 
environment. 
 


2. Land Use/Housing. 
 
For Regional Centers, GS 3.2, p. 22 has the language "Recognize and plan for the unique role 
and character of different neighborhoods within large regional centers." We request that the 
same language apply, and that the same language be added for Urban Centers (GS 4, p. 24 
and 25) and Neighborhood Centers. The Roosevelt Urban Center (p. 25) is a mix of 
commercial, high rise and "craftsman.” 
 
 


  







  
 


 
1037 NE 65th St., #105 / Seattle, WA 98115 / www.friendsofravennacowen.org 


 


friends of ravenna-cowen  


3. With regard to GS 4 and related LU policies: 
 
LU 2.9 (p.38) states: Encourage the preservation of characteristics and features that contribute 
to communities' multiple identities, including in areas of historic, architectural, cultural, or 
social significant.” This is a very important policy and it needs to be taken seriously. 
To help facilitate this, LU Policies should be added to recognize and plan for the unique role 
and character of different neighborhoods:  
 
• Note that the definition of middle housing in E2SHB 1110, p. 5, para (21) (lines 32- 35), 


"means buildings that are compatible in scale, form, and character with single-family 
houses ... ["single family" is defined at p.7, para.32, lines 32-34.]) 
 
Add a new LU _ that states the same language as above – Middle housing means buildings 
that are compatible in scale, form, and character with single-family houses. 
 


• Add the italicized language to LU 4.1 (p.40). Allow for flexibility in development standards 
so existing structures, trees and green space can be maintained and improved and new 
development can respond to site-specific conditions. As an example, this link shows how a 
DADU was built to preserve the tree: 
https://nwgreenhometour.org/ghtoursite/matthews-beach-cottage-2024/ 
 


• LU 4.18 (p.48), second bullet, add italicized language – responds to the surrounding 
neighborhood, character, and context, including historic resources. Thus, for the RCN NHD 
and any other NHD, the type of housing built should preserve the character of the NHD. 


With regard to housing/displacement: 


The proposed upzoning will increase the tax base for properties in the RCN NHD that will 
continue to displace owners from our neighborhood (this has been happening since the last 
rezone) as property taxes have become unaffordable for homeowners. This trend shifts 
ownership of these historic homes and many historic properties to developers and lessors, 
thus consolidating the trend of land ownership. This applies to any other NHD or historic 
district, and LU policies to prevent this are inadequate.  
 
Another type of housing that exists in our neighborhood and the RCN NHD, which is located 
close to the University of Washington, is the group home, usually a historic home that has 
been rented to a group of unrelated people who often are college students and/or people 
with jobs in Seattle. This type of housing offers an often more affordable alternative for 
housing groups of people, as well as for people who prefer older buildings and garden areas. 
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This type of housing will be displaced by redevelopment. As discussed under Natural 
Environment below, many existing Seattle homes can be subdivided or use a “community” 
model with four bedrooms with the other spaces for the shared use within the structure. 
Adding policies to further protect this type of use increases housing flexibility and can help 
protect historic housing. 
 
Still of concern is that while the One Seattle Plan would create additional housing units per 
the directive of E2SHB 1110, increasing the number of units will not bring affordability; the 
“trickle-down effect/Reaganomics notion” does not work. Thus, the proposed impacts on 
displacement and historic preservation caused by the proposed upzoning would occur 
without bringing enough benefit to justify the losses. This was largely the basis behind the 
recent Los Angeles County Superior Court ruling that overturned CA Senate Bill 9, which had 
overturned single-family housing in five California cities. See: 
https://www.latimes.com/homeless-housing/story/2024-04-29/law-that-ended-single-family-
zoning-is-struck-down-for-five-southern-california-cities .  


3. Plants and Animals/Natural Environment.  
 


A stated goal of the Comprehensive Plan is to “protect and enhance” the natural environment 
(p.36). This document includes some positive goals and policies but falls short in several areas. 
 
Furthermore, the DEIS falls short: 
 
The DEIS, 3.1.3, states that “Projects that entail vegetation clearing would likely reduce the 
diversity and/or abundance of plants and animals on and near the affected parcels. These 
impacts would be expected to diminish over time as vegetation regrows in temporarily 
disturbed areas.” Most projects that are moving forward are maximizing lot coverage, with 
little setbacks or vegetative areas around them. This general statement is misleading and 
implies a no problem exists when developments occur. Mitigation must address this issue. 
 
The DEIS, p. 3.3-7, states, “In 2023,... the city’s tree ordinance was updated. It is anticipated 
that these updates will decrease the rate of canopy loss associated with residential and 
commercial development.” Many urban forest practitioners, including Seattle’s Urban Forestry 
Commission, do not share the expectation that the new tree protection ordinance will 
decrease the rate of canopy loss associated with residential and commercial development, 
especially on Multifamily, Commercial, and Seattle Mixed Zones. The combination of high 
hardscape allowances, rigid delineation method for tree protection areas, and reduced 
authority by departments to request alternate designs to accommodate tree preservation 
make it likely that any sizeable, regulated tree on these lots would be permitted for removal. 
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The DEIS conclusions are hypothetical, not fact-based: 
 
The DEIS concludes, “Action alternatives would tend to increase regional tree canopy by 
focusing growth in urban areas and preventing sprawl.”  “[D]evelopment within the urban 
environment of Seattle could indirectly benefit the tree canopy pressure in less-developed 
areas outside the city.” (Emphasis added.) The DEIS does not identify any data supporting an 
indirect benefit that regional tree canopy would increase, not even the acreage currently 
remaining that is less developed.  Sprawl continues, with suburban areas with lawns that do 
not provide needed habitat for birds and other wildlife.  Nor does the DEIS identify the 
reasons people seek housing outside Seattle. And, apparently, no one at OPCD has bothered 
to traverse the “region.”  King County is rapidly becoming one big sprawl as people search for 
more affordable housing options outside of Seattle. Moreover, state law (E2SHB 1110) now 
requires most municipalities to increase density, which could mean more tree cutting region-
wide.  The DEIS conclusions are fictitious, unsupported hypotheses and pure fantasy. 
 
The reality is that if real mitigation to preserve Seattle’s tree canopy is not implemented 
immediately, Seattle will be a polluted, heated environment impacting its residents, other 
animals and native flora. One only has to look at the Roosevelt Urban Village, parts of which 
transformed within four years to a heat island. 
 
With regard to the tree canopy:  
 
On p. 150, Goal CE G12 refers to the tree canopy goals and lists several related policies. The 
following goals/policies should be added: 


• Strengthen and enforce tree protections throughout the City to ensure Seattle's current 
canopy tree policies and goals continue. The Seattle One Plan would inexplicably reduce 
that policy’s goals. 


 
The 2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan includes Policy EN 1.2 (p. 133) which states, “Seek to 
achieve citywide tree canopy coverage to 30 percent by 2037, and 40 percent eventually, 
which maximizes the environmental, economic, social, and climate-related benefits of trees.” 
This is current Seattle policy. Current Seattle Policy also includes Policy EN 1.7 which states, 
“Promote the care and retention of trees and groups of trees that enhance Seattle’s historical, 
cultural, recreational, environmental, and aesthetic character.” Both policies should be 
retained.  


However, for unexplained reasons, without discussing the adverse implications of this major 
reduction in tree canopy, the Seattle One Plan changes current policy to a goal of 30 percent 
with no increase over time.  Moreover, the goal, CE G12 (p.151) makes a false statement of 
fact. The actual current tree canopy is 28 percent due to a loss of 235 acres, the size of Green 
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Lake. CE 12 maintains “Seattle has a healthy urban forest with a tree canopy that covers at 
least 30% of the land [FALSE]… 
 
It is critical that the Seattle One Plan maintain the 2035 Comp Plan Policies EN 1.2 and EN 1.7, 
for multiple reasons: 
 
• The more trees, the better.  Trees absorb and mitigate water run-off.  Trees absorb 


pollution.  Trees reduce carbon. Trees reduce heat, which is why Seattle is trying 
desperately to plant more trees in underserved communities to prevent residents from 
dying. Currently, due to recent development in Neighborhood Residential areas, 19%, or 
more, tree canopy was lost.  Seattle One Plan, Ex. 3.3-7. Neighborhood Residential has the 
highest percentage of trees in the city. The Ravenna-Cowen NHD is a green oasis with 
plentiful trees and green cover where Roosevelt residents now come to escape from their 
heat island high-rise homes. The NHD represents a historic era and embodies the reasons 
current Policy EN 1.7 should remain in effect.   
 


• Trees also contribute to a personal sense of well-being and reduce crime. 
https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2019/04/trees-crime-cincinnati-
philadelphia-ida-b-wells-chicago/.   
 


• Adequate tree canopy is essential for birds and other wildlife. Among the 120+ birds 
tabulated city-wide by the annual Seattle Audubon Christmas Bird Count, tree-dependent 
species include:  Pileated, Hairy, Downy, Northern Flicker and Red-breasted Sapsucker 
Woodpeckers; Barred, Western Screech, Great Horned and Saw-whet Owls; Cooper’s, 
Sharp-shinned, and Red-tailed Hawks; Black-throated Gray and Townsend’s Warblers, 
Pacific Wren, Brown Creeper, Red-breasted Nuthatch, and Varied and Swainson’s Thrush. 
These birds require a dense forest canopy in which to hunt, feed, nest and take cover. 
These birds become scarce when tree canopy cover falls below 20%. There is a direct 
relationship between bird abundance and tree canopy. Some might say, just develop 
everything except the designated parks and green spaces. As all major wildlife and bird 
organizations and conservation scientists will tell you, however, these “postage stamp” 
preserves are not viable unless green corridors connect them. The tree canopy in Seattle 
is critical to ensure these green corridors.   
 
The Ravenna-Cowen/Roosevelt community is keenly aware of the impact from tree 
reduction. Our naturalist conducted a bird count. From Ravenna Park north, the bird 
species decreased dramatically as the trees diminished. Due to development in Roosevelt, 
where high-rise apartment buildings developers bulldozed all the trees, within a few years 
that area became a heat island with few birds and few species.  
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• Need for Additional Policies and Goals Due to Climate Change Impact on Tree Canopy. The    
Seattle One Plan contains two policies that address tree canopy and climate change, CE 
12.2 and CE 12.3 (p. 150). Additional policies are need to address this existential issue. 
Tree death from heat is acknowledged in the discussion, but the policies are vague. 
Communities around the world are emphasizing the use of native flora in landscapes and 
researching the use of species that would adapt readily to warmer climate. See: 
https://www.discovermagazine.com/environment/cities-are-rethinking-what-kinds-of-
trees-theyre-planting  If Seattle is to retain a healthy tree canopy, the Seattle One Plan 
must address this issue with more specificity, with specific goals, policies and time-tables. 
This issue requires research, knowledgeable staff, and funding.  
 


With regard to the natural environment and urban wildlife: 
 


• The Climate and Environment Section beginning on p. 137, should include more specific 
goals and policies regarding the significance of biodiversity and urban wildlife.  
 
This idea is reinforced by Professor John Marzluff, University of Washington Ornithology, 
who points out in his book Welcome to Subirdia, “When natural land cover measured 
across areas the size of neighborhoods, metropolitan areas or counties drops to less than 
one-third of its historical extent, its ability to sustain native biodiversity crumbles.” 
Marzluff warned that “…not considering the amount and arrangement of green spaces 
that connect urban people with nature is inefficient and dangerous.” He added, “To 
remember what biodiversity is, and why it is important, we must conserve nature close 
to where we live and work.” 
 
Neither the Seattle One Plan nor the Seattle Plan DEIS provide any base-line data as to the 
current bird count (by number and species) for indigenous and migratory birds and the 
impact of the Plan.  
 


Specific policies regarding natural environment and urban wildlife should include the 
following: 
o First, determine status and trends of biodiversity within Seattle;  
o Recognize and support Indigenous-led conservation and environmental stewardship; 
o Seek new financing mechanisms and incentives for conservation, natural space 


management, urban forestry, etc.; 
o Protect and enhance habitat quality within natural areas, parks, and open spaces  
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o Reduce urban hazards to biodiversity, including pesticides; reflective glass; plastic and 
other pollution; and negative impacts from certain human-associated and introduced 
species, such as outdoor cats and unleashed dogs.  


o Encourage residents and visitors to learn about, celebrate, study, and conserve urban 
biodiversity.  


o Maintain current trees and green cover on Neighborhood Residential and Multifamily 
lots. 


 
With regard to Mitigation: 


 
The DEIS mitigation options are incomplete and fail to consider substantive steps and regulations 
that would reduce loss of trees/wildlife habitat. The mitigation measures below will help preserve 
trees and green cover on Neighborhood Residential lots 


o Amend the Seattle Tree Ordinance as recommended by the Urban Forestry 
Commission.  
 


o Retain current Neighborhood Residential setback requirements. This will reduce the 
likelihood that tree canopy and green cover will be reduced. 
 


o Require developers to design projects that preserve trees, with oversight by 
professionals who know how to accomplish this.  While the DEIS sets out "green" 
alternatives, such as permeable driveways, solar panels, wood construction, limiting 
fossil fuels, it inadequately addresses the most valuable of our green resources, trees.  
There is technical knowledge on how to build and protect trees. Groups of architects 
now design buildings focusing on tree preservation.  See, for example, Matthews 
Beach Cottage – NW Green Home Tour.  To accomplish retention of as many trees and 
green space on Neighborhood Residential lots, the DEIS is deficient because it did not 
address solutions, such as requiring developers to identify the location of trees and 
species at the onset of the permitting process; requiring the developer to design the 
project to retain the maximum number of trees, with oversight by arborists and other 
professionals who understand how to accomplish tree retention. 
 


o Encourage, Provide Incentives for, and Assistance with the Repurposing of Existing 
Neighborhood Residential Housing, or Mandate Repurposing of Existing Structures and 
Building, and Mandate That New Construction Be Limited to the Original Footprint of 
the House. These steps will help preserve existing trees, reduce tree loss and tree 
damage. While the DEIS mentions retrofitting, it does not apply or study the 
applicability and impact of retrofitting to Neighborhood Residential houses. Many 
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Neighborhood Residential houses can be retrofitted for four or more units (or three 
units plus a DADU), or converted to shared community housing (now authorized by 
state legislation), meaning residents have separate bedrooms but share other spaces.  
Examples include fraternities and sororities, multi-generation households, and group 
homes in high-density cities (e.g., New York City and others) where shared living is 
common and each tenants pays rent. 


 
With regard to Access to Public Open Space, p. 157: 
This section speaks to “Public Space” and uses this term to imply parks and natural areas.  
Public Space can be unfortunately be interpreted by some as a concrete plaza.  This term 
should either be deleted or defined as a space that include a majority of natural landscaping 
similar to the definition of the “Open Space” (which is defined as containing elements of the 
natural environment).  Courtyards and the like should be incentivized by the City for new 
developments, but again these must include natural landscaping.   
 


If you need further information or would like to meet with the FORC Board, you can reach Larry 
Johnson at 206-406-8488 or lejohnson@friendsofravennacowen.org.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Larry E. Johnson, AIA, President, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
 
Lori Cohen, Vice President and Secretary, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
Judith Bendich, Secretary, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
Lani Johnson, Boardmember, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
Jackie Lum, Boardmember, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
Francesca Renouard, Boardmember, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 
Darnell Samuelson, Boardmember, Friends of Ravenna-Cowen 








May 6, 2024


City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: Director Rico Quirindongo, Michael Hubner, Jim Holmes, Brennon Staley
P.O. Box 94788, Seattle, WA 98124-7088
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov
OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov


Subject: Futurewise Comments on the One Seattle Comprehensive
Plan Update Draft EIS Comments and the One Seattle
Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Public Review Comments


Sent via email to:
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov, OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov


Dear Director Quirindongo and Staff of the Office of Planning and Community Development,


Thank you for the opportunity to review the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft
EIS ("DEIS") and the Draft Plan for Public Review ("Draft Plan"). We appreciate that the City of
Seattle (“the City”) has requested public comments to be submitted for the DEIS by 5pmMay
6, 2024. Please find our comment on these documents, and their related appendices, listed
below. Although we specify which document each comment relates to, any comment that
may be applicable to both the DEIS and the Draft Plan should be considered as a comment on
each.


Futurewise Mission Statement


Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that encourage
healthy, equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect our most valuable
farmlands, forests, and water resources. Futurewise has members and supporters
throughout Washington State, including in Seattle.


Futurewise c/o WeWork
1201 3rd Ave #2200, Seattle, WA 98101
(206) 343-0681
futurewise.org


Name
Title
Department
Address Line 1
Address Line 2


Re: Topic of the comment letter


Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit, sed do eiusmod tempor incididunt
ut labore et dolore magna aliqua. Semper auctor neque vitae tempus. Duis tristique
sollicitudin nibh sit amet. Viverra nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc sed. Maecenas ultricies mi
eget mauris pharetra. Rhoncus dolor purus non enim praesent elementum facilisis. Sed
viverra ipsum nunc aliquet bibendum. Nulla aliquet porttitor lacus luctus accumsan tortor.
Nunc lobortis mattis aliquam faucibus purus in massa tempor. Eleifend quam adipiscing
vitae proin sagittis nisl. Aenean et tortor at risus viverra adipiscing. Cursus metus aliquam
eleifend mi. Egestas erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta.


Tristique nulla aliquet enim tortor at auctor urna. Feugiat nisl pretium fusce id velit ut tortor.
Pellentesque adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui. Lacus luctus accumsan tortor
posuere ac ut consequat semper viverra. Vitae purus faucibus ornare suspendisse sed nisi
lacus sed viverra. Faucibus ornare suspendisse sed nisi. Mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet
porttitor lacus. Enim diam vulputate ut pharetra sit amet aliquam id diam. Nullam eget felis
eget nunc lobortis mattis aliquam faucibus purus. Ac turpis egestas integer eget aliquet nibh
praesent tristique magna. Donec adipiscing tristique risus nec feugiat. Et netus et malesuada
fames ac turpis egestas. Elementum sagittis vitae et leo duis. Turpis massa sed elementum
tempus egestas sed sed. Proin fermentum leo vel orci porta non pulvinar neque laoreet.


Id aliquet lectus proin nibh nisl condimentum id venenatis a. Vehicula ipsum a arcu cursus
vitae congue mauris. Convallis a cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus. Sem et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Dui faucibus in ornare quam viverra orci sagittis eu
volutpat. Auctor urna nunc id cursus metus. Tincidunt ornare massa eget egestas purus
viverra accumsan. Ipsum dolor sit amet consectetur adipiscing. Id semper risus in hendrerit
gravida. Adipiscing vitae proin sagittis nisl rhoncus mattis rhoncus. Sit amet tellus cras
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Futurewise Comments on the Dra One Seattle Plan and Dra Environmental Impact Statement
Page 2 of 17


Draft Plan & DEIS Comments


Growth Strategy


Document Comment


Draft Plan Ensure Adequate Public Services and Facilities for Seattle's Growth Targets


The Draft Plan and DEIS identifies the following growth targets 2024-2044
period: 80,000 housing units and 159,000 jobs.1 However, Seattle is assigned net
housing and job targets of 112,000 housing units and 169,000 jobs between
2019-2044.2 The Draft One Seattle Plan Housing Appendix explains the City s̓
rationale and method for prorating the King County targets to match the
20-year planning period of the plan.3 While Futurewise agrees that it is
reasonable to deduct the net housing units produced between 2019 and 2023
from the target total for housing-related planning purposes, the growth targets
apply to all growth-related needs. These needs include public facilities and
services such as parks, schools, transportation, utilities, and others. If the City
intends to prorate the growth targets that it has been assigned, it must
demonstrate that it has provided adequate services and facilities to meet the
needs of the people living in housing units built between 2019-2023.


The City should:


＞ Demonstrate sufficient public services and facilities to meet the expected
population growth associated with the housing and employment growth
targets assigned to Seattle in the 2021 King County Countywide Planning
Policies (“CPPs”) for the full planning period of 2019-2044.


＞ If a prorating method is used to adjust the housing targets, the City should
disaggregate the net unit production between 2019-2023 by the housing
needs categories provided in RCW 36.70a.070(2)(a)(i)-(ii), including
“moderate, low, very low, and extremely low-income households; and
emergency housing, emergency shelters, and permanent supportive
housing.”


3 See City of Seattle. “Draft One Seattle Plan Housing Appendix”, p. 10, April 2024.


2 See King County. “2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies,” Table DP-1: King County Jurisdiction
Growth Targets 2019-2044 ,p. 23, March 2023


1 See City of Seattle. "One Seattle Plan—Draft for Public Review," p. 16, March 2024.


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
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Draft Plan,
Draft


Housing
Appendix,


DEIS


Adopt a Goal-Oriented Approach for Converting Housing Units to Population


Seattle s̓ growth target of 112,000 housing units is calculated based on the
median population projection for King County. A formula incorporating three
variables—group housing, vacancy rates, and household size—is employed to
determine the housing unit requirement from the projected population. For
metropolitan cities like Seattle and Bellevue, the formula utilizes an average
household size of 2.12. While this is higher than Seattle s̓ average household
size in 2020, which was 2.05, it is substantially lower than both the 2.66 average
for the rest of King County and the national average of 2.55.4 Both the Draft
Plan and DEIS use an average household size of 2.05 to convert housing units
into population growth, which itself is used to forecast employment growth,
level of service for parks, solid waste production, and per capita greenhouse
gas emissions.


The City concludes, after examining census data and community feedback,
that the scarcity of affordable, multi-bedroom homes contributes significantly
to Seattle's lower average household size compared to the rest of the county.5
Planning for the next two decades of growth based on the current average
household size assumes that the city will remain unaffordable for larger
households. However, this assumption contradicts the first of the Draft Plan's
four key moves, which explicitly states that the City “must align [its] housing
plans to meet this specific need and ensure that homes that meet the needs of
families”.6


The City should:


＞ When calculating the population from the projected 2044 housing unit
target, use an average household size that anticipates a future in which the
City successfully attracts and retains larger households, especially families
with children and/or seniors.


＞ Target an average household size that strikes a balance between Seattle and
the rest of the county by calculating the mean of two. This approach would
yield a target of 2.35 people per housing unit, on average.


6 See City of Seattle. "One Seattle Plan—Draft for Public Review," p. 3, March 2024.
5 See Ibid., p. 45.
4 See Ibid., p. 45.
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Draft Plan,
Draft


Housing
Appendix


Identify and Take Steps to Mitigate Current Zoning Regulations with
Discriminatory Effects and/or Racially Disparate Impacts


RCW 36.70a.070(2)(e) provides that cities such as Seattle must “[Identify] local
policies and regulations that result in racially disparate impacts, displacement,
and exclusion in housing, including: (i) Zoning that may have a discriminatory
effect.” In an unreleased draft of the DraftHousing Appendix, staff wrote the
following sentence:


After [using zoning to segregate neighborhoods explicitly on the basis of
race] was ruled unconstitutional in 1917, city officials substituted
ostensibly race-neutral standards like minimum lot size and
prohibitions on multifamily housing — both still present in Seattle s̓
zoning today — as covert ways to shield white neighborhoods from
lower-income residents and people of color.7


This finding is supported by peer-reviewed science.8 Furthermore, the King
County CPPs require jurisdictions, including Seattle, to “[e]xplain the extent to
which that history is still reflected in current development patterns, housing
conditions, tenure, and access to opportunity.”9 and to “Adopt intentional,
targeted actions that repair harms to Black, Indigenous, and other People of
Color households from past and current racially exclusive and discriminatory
land use and housing practices. Promote equitable outcomes in partnership
with communities most impacted.” Given the importance of such a finding in
informing changes to policies and regulations, it should be included in both
the Mayor s̓ Recommended Plan and its Housing Appendix.


The City should:


＞ Include the finding the following sentence in both the Mayor s̓
Recommended Plan and its Housing Appendix: “... city officials substituted
ostensibly race-neutral standards like minimum lot size and prohibitions


9 See King County. “2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies,” Table DP-1: King County Jurisdiction
Growth Targets 2019-2044 ,p. 43, March 2023


8 See Bronin, Sara C. “Zoning by a Thousand Cuts.” Pepperdine Law Review 50 (2023): 719-784.


7 See Attachment B: DraftHousing Appendix August 2023, p. 4.;
Also see Barnett, Erica. “Mayor s̓ Office Removed All New Anti-Displacement Proposals from Draft
A̒nti-Displacement Frameworkʼ”. Published April 23, 2024.
https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-d
isplacement-strategy/
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on multifamily housing — both still present in Seattle s̓ zoning today — as
covert ways to shield white neighborhoods from lower-income residents
and people of color.”


＞ Clarify what actions are being taken to mitigate the historic and current
racially discriminatory effects and disparate impacts.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Quantify the Relationship Between Zoning and Racial Demographics for
Current and Proposed Growth Strategies


Addressing the racially disparate impacts of zoning is required by the state s̓
Growth Management Act and King County s̓ CPPs.10 The City acknowledges that
practices of racial exclusion and discrimination have resulted in lasting
segregation across Seattle11 and that low-density zoning is “perpetuating
patterns of racial and economic exclusion and contributing to market
pressures that cause displacement and gentrification.”12 It indicates its intent
to address this pattern of segregation in Growth Strategy Goal 1 and Growth
Strategy Policy 1.2, which states that it is a policy to “encourage and plan for a
variety of housing types in all neighborhoods to provide opportunities for a
diverse population to live throughout the city and to allow people to stay in
their neighborhoods as their needs change.”13


However, the City fails to provide a quantitative assessment of the relationship
between its zoning policies and racial demographics. This makes it difficult to
determine the likelihood that the proposed changes will have their intended
effect. Providing a quantitative measurement of this relationship would
provide valuable guidance on the degree to which it aligns with its own goals.
This approach has been undertaken by numerous studies, including one that
focused on number-of-unit zoning in Connecticut14, and another that assessed
minimum lot size regulations in Massachusetts15. Applying such a method to


15 See Resseger, Matthew. “The Impact of Land Use Regulation on Racial Segregation: Evidence from
Massachusetts Zoning Borders”, October 2022. Mercatus Research Paper, https://ssrn.com/abstract=4244120


14 See Freemark et al. “Bringing Zoning into Focus: A Fine-Grained Analysis of Zoning s̓ Relationships to
Housing Affordability, Income Distributions, and Segregation in Connecticut”, June 2023.
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2023-06/Bringing%20Zoning%20into%20Focus.pdf


13 Ibid. p. 17
12 Ibid. p. 15
11 City of Seattle. "One Seattle Plan—Draft for Public Review," p. 91, March 2024.


10 See RCW 36.70a.070(2)(f); see also King County. “2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies,” Table DP-1:
King County Jurisdiction Growth Targets 2019-2044 ,p. 45, March 2023
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Seattle s̓ growth strategy would provide important information that is missing
from the Draft Plan and DEIS.


The City should:


＞ Quantify the statistical relationship between zoning and racial
demographics in the current growth strategy and each DEIS alternative.
Specifically, we suggest measuring the association of the following
variables: share of each major US census racial and ethnic category ; and
presence of residential zoning that prohibits building types generally
affordable to households earning 50-80% of AMI. Racial demographics
should also be compared with the low-density residential areas that are not
transit-served and therefore under the current draft are not eligible for the
increased affordable housing bonus program. 16


＞ Use the coefficient of this statistical model as a metric for comparison.
Explain how each DEIS alternative compares with the current baseline. Use
this comparative analysis to inform the preferred alternative in the FEIS
and the growth strategy described in the Mayor s̓ Recommended Plan.


Draft Plan Plan for Substantially More Housing Production in Low-Displacement Risk
Areas to Address Racial Disparities


The GMA̓s Housing Element now requires cities, including Seattle, to “address
and begin to undo racially disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in
housing caused by local policies, plans, and actions.”17 Additionally, King
County CPP H-5 requires local jurisdictions, including Seattle, to
“[d]emonstrate how current strategies are addressing impacts of those racially
exclusive and discriminatory policies and practices” while H-9 directs them to
“[a]dopt intentional, targeted actions that repair harms to Black, Indigenous,
and other People of Color households from past and current racially exclusive
and discriminatory land use and housing practices.”18


The Draft Plan growth strategy proposes to address racial disparities with the
following two changes: concentrating Neighborhood Centers in


18 See King County. “2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies,” pp. 43-44,, March 2023
17 See RCW 36.70a.070(2)(f)


16 The City finds that “Zones with 50 to 85 ft. height limits (Multifamily flats in buildings between 5 and 8 floors)”
are viable for serving households earning 0-80% AMI, see City of Seattle. “ Draft One Seattle Plan Housing
Appendix”, Table 32, p. 119, April 2024.
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low-displacement-risk areas; and limiting development capacity to three units
per lot in high-displacement-risk Urban Neighborhood areas. Although it is
difficult to assess the potential impact of these changes on racial disparities
without a quantitative metric (see our previous comment), it is clear that there
are several ways that the City could improve the likelihood of success.


The first is to allow the development of midrise, multifamily buildings in
low-displacement-risk areas. Midrise buildings are approximately five to eight
stories in height, and are the building type most likely to be financially
accessible to households earning 50-80% of AMI.19 While market-rate, midrise
apartment buildings will not be affordable to every individual Person of Color,
they are much more likely to serve this population than detached single-unit
homes or “middle housing” typology buildings.


The second is to allow sixplex development by right in all
low-displacement-risk Urban Neighborhood areas. This will further
concentrate development opportunities in low-displacement-risk areas,
reducing development pressure on high-displacement-risk areas and
providing time for additional anti-displacement policies to be put into place.


The City should:


＞ Add all Neighborhood Centers included in the August 2023 Draft Plan (see
Attachment A) to the growth strategy. This includes a total of 50
Neighborhood Centers, the vast majority of which are located in areas of
the city with low displacement risk. See Attachment B for a graphic
showing the 2023 Draft Plan Neighborhood Centers overlaid on the 2022
Displacement Risk Index.


＞ Add the Corridor place type, as described in the August 2023 Draft Plan (see
Attachment A) to the growth strategy. This will add a significant amount of
midrise development capacity in low-displacement-risk areas throughout
the city. See Attachment C for a graphic showing the 2023 Draft Plan
Corridors overlaid on the 2022 Displacement Risk Index. Of particular
importance, the corridor place type should include areas near major park
entrances (as in the DEIS, but not in the draft plan) to balance out the
racially disparate impacts of a corridor strategy that focuses solely on


19 See Draft One Seattle Plan Housing Appendix”, Table 32, p. 119, April 2024.
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existing frequent transit corridors.


＞ Increase the baseline maximum unit count in low-displacement-risk Urban
Neighborhood areas to six units and increase the base maximum floor area
ratio to 1.6 to align with Washington Department of Commerce s̓ Middle
Housing Model Ordinance.20 Increase the baseline maximum unit count in
low-displacement-risk areas near frequent transit service to eight units.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Increase the Ability of All Residents to Live in the Neighborhood of their
Choice


Countywide planning policy H-18 requires that cities “Adopt inclusive planning
tools and policies whose purpose is to increase the ability of all residents in
jurisdictions throughout the county to live in the neighborhood of their choice,
reduce disparities in access to opportunity areas, and meet the needs of the
regions̓ current and future residents by:


a) Providing access to affordable housing to rent and own throughout the
jurisdiction, with a focus on areas of high opportunity;


b) Expanding capacity for moderate-density housing throughout the
jurisdiction, especially in areas currently zoned for lower density single-family
detached housing in the Urban Growth Area, and capacity for high-density
housing, where appropriate, consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy;
Chapter: HOUSING 46 2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies


c) Evaluating the feasibility of, and implementing, where appropriate,
inclusionary and incentive zoning to provide affordable housing; and


d) Providing access to housing types that serve a range of household sizes,
types, and incomes, including 2+ bedroom homes for families with children
and/or adult roommates and accessory dwelling units, efficiency studios,
and/or congregate residences for single adults.


To better show how the city is complying with these requirements the city
should:


＞ Expand the missing middle affordable housing incentive program to the


20 See Washington Department of Commerce. “TIER 1 AND 2 CITIES MIDDLE HOUSING MODEL ORDINANCE”,
p. 13, January 2024. https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/2l4yetpanyztkjbpumdfdadghh2rfag7
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high opportunity areas that are currently not part of the frequent transit
service area.


＞ Ensure that the distribution of new neighborhood centers furthers the
opportunities for affordability and housing choice throughout the city,
especially in areas currently zoned for lower density.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Plan for Centers Near New Light Rail Stations


VISION 2050, the long-range growth strategy for the four-county Puget Sound
region, directs Metropolitan Cities, including Seattle, to focus growth in their
Regional Centers and high-capacity transit areas.21 MPP-RGS-8 specifically
directs jurisdictions, including Seattle, to “[a]ttract 65% of the regions̓
residential growth and 75% of the regions̓ employment growth to the regional
growth centers and high-capacity transit station areas to realize the multiple
public benefits of compact growth around high-capacity transit investments.”22
VISION 2050 identifies the 130th Street and 145 Street light rail stations as a
high-capacity transit station areas23, a term that it explicitly defines as an area
“within ½ a mile of existing or planned light rail”.24


The City should:


＞ Designate the residential area within a half mile of the 145th Street light
rail station as Neighborhood Center. This area is west of Interstate 5 and
south of the jurisdiction boundary that separates Seattle from Shoreline.


＞ Plan for transit-oriented development in all areas within a half mile of the
130th Street light rail station. Replace all Lowrise 1, Lowrise 2, and Lowrise
3 zones with Midrise Multifamily within this high-capacity transit station
area.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Plan for Regional Centers in South Seattle andWest Seattle


There are currently no Regional Centers in either South Seattle or West Seattle,
and none are planned to be added in the Draft Plan. As Seattle City
Councilmember TammyMorales observed at a council briefing in March 2024,


24 Ibid. p. 128
23 Ibid., p. 72
22 Ibid., MPP-RGS-8, p. 43, October, 2020.
21 See Puget Sound Regional Council. “VISION 2050”, MPP-RGS-8, p. 31, October, 2020.
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it is inequitable to concentrate employment opportunities in the central and
northern parts of the city.25 While there are certain criteria that must be met in
order for a center to qualify as an Urban Growth Center under King County s̓
CPPs26, there is an opportunity to plan for enough housing and employment
activity in several South Seattle centers to meet these criteria. According to
DEIS Exhibit 3.6-112 Future Activity Units (AU)—Alternative 5, both Mt. Baker
and West Seattle Junction meet the criteria for existing activity unit (AU)
density and size. While these two centers do not currently meet planned
activity unit density minimum27, the City has the ability to adjust the planned
density in this comprehensive plan update.28


The City should:


＞ Increase development capacity in both the Mt. Baker and West Seattle
Junction centers to exceed King County s̓ minimum planned activity unit
density of 60 AU/acre.


＞ Add Mt. Baker and West Seattle Junction to the list of Regional Centers
described in the Growth Strategy—Area Planning subsection.


＞ Add Mt. Baker and West Seattle Junction to the list of Regional Centers
described in the Regional Center Subarea Plans section on p. 194.


＞ Update the Growth Strategy maps to showMt. Baker and West Seattle
Junction as Regional Centers instead of Urban Centers.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Amend Alternative 5 and Replace the Draft Plan Growth Strategy with the
Amended Version


Based on the information provided, we believe that DEIS Alternative 5:
Combined (“Alternative 5”) is most likely to meet the goals and responsibilities
of the City of Seattle provided it fully complies with the Growth Management


28 See Attachment E: DEIS Alt 5 and Growth Center Designation Criteria Tables for a side-by-side comparison of
future AU density and King County s̓ Center Designation Framework criteria.


27 In DEIS Alt. 5, the planned density of Mt. Baker and West Seattle Junction are 47.1 and 59.9, respectively; the
minimum planned activity unit density for an Urban Growth Center in King County is 60.


26 See King County. “2021 King County Countywide Planning Policies,” Appendix 6: King County Centers
Designation Framework, pp. 106-111, March 2023


25 See Seattle City Council. “Council Briefing, Inf 2419, One Seattle Comprehensive Plan - Draft Plan Overview
and Rollout”, March 11, 2024. Video recording accessible at:
https://www.seattlechannel.org/CouncilBriefings/?videoid=x155383&Mode2=Video
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Act (“GMA”), Puget Sound Regional Council (“PSRC”) VISION 2050,
multicounty planning policies, and King County Countywide Planning Policies
(“CPP”) requirements, goals, and objectives. Alternative 5 plans to
accommodate a higher housing unit target than the other action alternatives
(120,000 and 100,000 respectively).


The DEIS finds that Alternative 5 will produce the most affordable housing
units on net29, the lowest ratio of physical displacements to affordable housing
units built, the greatest reduction to economic displacement pressure30, the
greatest benefit for low-income renter households31, the lowest greenhouse gas
emissions per capita32, and the lowest vehicle-miles traveled (“VMT”) per
capita33.


The City should:


＞ Amend Alternative 5 to reflect all relevant changes suggested in this
comment letter


＞ Designate the amended version of Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative
in the Final EIS (“FEIS”)


＞ Include the amended Alternative 5 growth strategy in the Growth Strategy
Element of the Mayor s̓ Recommended Plan


Transportation


Document Comment


Draft Plan Prioritize Carbon-Neutral TransportationModes


The City should:


＞ Keep the following transportation and environmental goals: net-zero
citywide emissions by 2050 (see T 4.1), 20% reduction in VMT by 2044 (see T


33 Ibid. p. 3.10-103
32 Ibid. p. 3.2-23
31 Ibid. p. 3.8-61
30 Ibid. p. 3.8-54


29 City of Seattle. “Draft EIS: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update”, Exhibit 3.8-47. Comparison of
Demolished Units to New Affordable Housing fromMHA and MFTE, March 2024
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4.2), and a 37% reduction in VMT by 2044.


＞ Eliminate parking minimum requirements for all land uses types citywide.


＞ Plan to prioritize street right of way differently in different contexts: within
centers and neighborhoods, streets should prioritize active transportation
that is safe and sustainable; between centers and neighborhoods, streets
should prioritize public transit; and within and between Manufacturing
and Industrial Centers, streets should safely accommodate the reliable
movement of goods.


Housing


Document Comment


Draft Plan,
Draft


Housing
Appendix


Revise the Regulatory Barrier Analysis, Follow Department of Commerce
Guidance


RCW 36.70A.070(2)(d) requires cities planning under the GMA, such as Seattle,
to include in their comprehensive plan a housing element that “[m]akes
adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments
of the community, including… (ii) [d]ocumenting programs and actions
needed to achieve housing availability including gaps in local funding, barriers
such as development regulations, and other limitations.”


The Department of Commerce provides guidance on how to identify barriers
to housing production, including development regulations and process
obstacles. Exhibit B2: Low-Rise or Mid-Rise housing barrier review checklist
lists ten types of development regulations and six types of process obstacles
that jurisdictions should assess.34


The DraftHousing Appendix identifies only three regulatory barriers to
housing production: zoning, development standards, and permitting times.


34 See Washington Department of Commerce. “Guidance for Updating Your Housing Element: Updating your
housing element to address new requirements”, Exhibit B2: Low-Rise or Mid-Rise housing barrier review
checklist, pp. 117-118, October 2023.


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis







Futurewise Comments on the Dra One Seattle Plan and Dra Environmental Impact Statement
Page 13 of 17


The document provides a single paragraph description of each, without
identifying specific types of each and addressing them in turn. This approach
fails provide a detailed analysis of how different regulatory policies35 affect
housing production and what actions may be needed to address each barrier.


The City should:


＞ Complete the Barrier Review Checklist provided in Exhibit B2 of the
Department of Commerce s̓ “Guidance for Updating Your Housing Element:
Updating your housing element to address new requirements” report.


＞ The regulatory barrier analysis should also include a review of specific
barriers to a variety of household sizes for those affordability levels
including 2+ bedroom homes for families and congregate residences for
individuals as specified in Countywide Planning Policy H-18.


Draft Plan,
DEIS


Summarize Development Capacity by Projected Housing Need Category for
the FEIS Preferred Alternative


The City should:


＞ Include a table that summarizes zoned land development capacity analysis
and projected housing needs for the FEIS preferred alternative and the
growth strategy described in the Growth Strategy Element of the Mayor s̓
Recommended Plan. The table should disaggregate housing unit
development by AMI band, following the guidance provided by the
Department of Commerce36, in order to ensure we are providing sufficient
capacity for housing affordable to low-income people and demonstrate that
the plan will comply with the Growth Management Act s̓ Housing Element
requirements provided in RCW 36.70a.070(2)(c)-(d). Table 34 in the Draft
Housing Appendix provides an excellent template for this information.


36 See Washington Department of Commerce. “Guidance for Updating Your Housing Element: Updating your
housing element to address new requirements”, October 2023.
https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/1d9d5l7g509r389f0mjpowh8isjpirlh


35 Examples of regulatory barriers to housing production include prohibition of moderate-density housing
types, high minimum lot sizes, low maximum FAR, etc. See Washington Department of Commerce. “Guidance
for Updating Your Housing Element: Updating your housing element to address new requirements”, Exhibit B2:
Low-Rise or Mid-Rise housing barrier review checklist, pp. 117-118, October 2023.
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Draft Plan,
Updating
Seattle's


Neighborhood
Residential


Zones


Increase FARMaximum in Neighborhood Residential Zones to Meet or
ExceedMiddle HousingModel Ordinance


The table titled “Key standards in updated Neighborhood Residential zones” on
p. 12 of “Updating Seattle's Neighborhood Residential Zones” states that the
baseline maximum floor area ratio (FAR) will be 0.9. This is less than the
suggested development intensity included in Department of Commerce s̓
Middle Housing Model Ordinance, which is designed to meet theminimum
criteria in HB 1110 and stipulates 1.2 FAR for 4-unit developments and 1.6 FAR
for 6-unit developments. Limiting FAR will result in small homes that are
unlikely to meet the needs of large households, especially families with
children and/or seniors.


The City should:


＞ Increase the allowed FAR for middle housing to feasibly allow for
family-sized two, three, and four bedroom homes to be built throughout the
city. At a minimum, the City should align standards with the Department
of Commerce s̓ model ordinance. We recommend no less than 1.4 FAR for
fourplexes and no less than 1.6 FAR for six- plexes.


＞ Retain the FAR incentives retaining existing structures and consider
additional FAR incentives for retaining large and culturally significant
trees.


Draft Plan ExpandMandatory Housing Affordability Program to Include All Centers
and Corridors


Housing Policy H 3.14 includes inclusionary zoning as one of tools used to
create affordable housing. Seattle's inclusionary zoning program, known as
Mandatory Housing Affordability (“MHA”), was launched in 2017. Since then, it
has generated $246.1 million to support affordable housing development in
Seattle. However, MHA would not automatically extend to areas outside the
current Urban Centers and Urban Villages that experience significant
increases in development capacity. If the program isn't expanded in line with
proposed growth strategy changes, the City risks losing a substantial amount
of funding for affordable housing.


The City should:
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＞ State that MHA will be applied to all areas within Region Centers, Urban
Centers, Neighborhood Centers, and Corridors.


＞ Explore the implications of implementing inclusionary zoning fees in
middle housing zones and propose MHA adjustments that balance the
objectives of increasing middle housing production and generating funds
for publicly-subsidized affordable housing.


＞ Identify financing, payment schedule, and on-site compliance challenges
that small developers face and incorporate strategies to address those
challenges without completing excluding MHA frommiddle housing zones


Draft Plan,
Draft Anti-


Displacement
Framework


Add to and Expand Anti-Displacement Strategies, in Collaboration with
Impacted Communities


The Draft Anti-Displacement Framework does not introduce new methods or
expand existing tools to prevent displacement. However, an earlier,
unpublished draft of this document included many ways that Seattle s̓
anti-displacement “toolkit” could be improved.37 These improvements
included increasing support for affordable housing, strengthening tenant
protections, endorsing state-level rent stabilization laws, assisting
homeowners involved in housing development, promoting land banking,
community land trust development, and Public Development Authority-led
development, and introducing a Community Opportunity to Purchase Act,
among others.


According to the draft report, many of these ideas were shared with the city by
community members who have experienced displacement and/or are working
on solutions to displacement.38 Despite engaging with these community
members, the City did not incorporate any of their proposals in the final Draft
Plan or Anti-Displacement Framework. This omission raises concerns about
the City s̓ compliance with King County CPP H-8, which directs jurisdictions
(including Seattle) to “Collaborate with populations most disproportionately
impacted by housing cost burden in developing, implementing, and


38 See City of Seattle. “One Seattle Plan Anti-Displacement Framework — DRAFT NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION”, p.
10, August, 2023.


37 See Barnett, Erica C. “Mayor s̓ Office Removed All New Anti-Displacement Proposals from Draft
A̒nti-Displacement Frameworkʼ”, April 23, 2024.
https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-d
isplacement-strategy/; also see Attachment D: Draft Anti-Displacement Framework August 2023
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Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis
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monitoring strategies that achieve the goals of this chapter. Prioritize the needs
and solutions articulated by these disproportionately impacted populations
[emphasis added].”


The City should:


＞ Add the new and expanded anti-displacement strategies listed in the August
2023 draft of the Anti-Displacement Framework to the Mayor s̓
Recommended Plan and final version of the Anti-Displacement
Framework.


＞ Conduct additional focused engagement with populations
disproportionately impacted by housing cost burden to receive feedback on
the anti-displacement strategies


Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please
contact Tiernan Martin (tiernan@futurewise.org).


Sincerely,


Tiernan Martin, Director of Research
Futurewise


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis
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Attachments


This comment incorporates the following attachments by reference, and we ask that they be
added into the public record as a part of these comments:


Attachment A. Draft One Seattle Plan August 2023


Attachment B. Displacement Risk Index with Neighborhood Centers from August 2023 Draft
Plan


Attachment C. Displacement Risk Index with Corridors from August 2023 Draft Plan


Attachment D. Draft Anti-Displacement Framework August 2023


Attachment E. DEIS Alt 5 and Growth Center Designation Criteria Tables


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis







The Futurewise requests the City of Seattle to include the following document in the public 
record:


City of Seattle. “One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Public Review Draft”, June 2023. Accessible 
for download at: https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/EYK_mzhgGw9CgVMoSvva-
jtwB1eTJkbe2RZ7UPQ-01Py57g?e=keRHuq


Complete Communities Coalition  Comments on the Draft One Seattle Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Attachment A: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Public Review Draft


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis



https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/EYK_mzhgGw9CgVMoSvvajtwB1eTJkbe2RZ7UPQ-01Py57g?e=keRHuq

https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/EYK_mzhgGw9CgVMoSvvajtwB1eTJkbe2RZ7UPQ-01Py57g?e=keRHuq
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adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis
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adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis







The Futurewise requests the City of Seattle to include the following document in the public 
record:


City of Seattle. “Draft Anti-Displacement Framewprl”, August 2023. Accessible for download 
at: https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/EYp7Go9C-pZDmqO27INDoQwBvGtOWpWD-
mql_FfcP_eyRuQ?e=CWxkMB
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adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis
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adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis


adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas. Augue lacus viverra vitae congue. Sed lectus vestibulum
mattis ullamcorper velit sed. Elit at imperdiet dui accumsan sit. Mauris a diammaecenas sed
enim ut sem viverra aliquet. Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet dui accumsan. Auctor
neque vitae tempus quam pellentesque nec nam aliquam. Velit euismod in pellentesque
massa placerat duis ultricies lacus sed. Massa enim nec dui nunc mattis enim ut tellus.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod quis.


Enim facilisis gravida neque convallis. Congue nisi vitae suscipit tellus. Nisi vitae suscipit
tellus mauris a diammaecenas sed. Eu augue ut lectus arcu bibendum at varius vel pharetra.
Quis vel eros donec ac odio tempor. Quisque sagittis purus sit amet volutpat consequat. Eget
mauris pharetra et ultrices neque ornare aenean euismod. Nulla malesuada pellentesque elit
eget gravida cum sociis. Pellentesque nec nam aliquam sem et tortor consequat id. Et tortor
consequat id porta nibh venenatis cras. Neque laoreet suspendisse interdum consectetur.
Erat imperdiet sed euismod nisi porta loremmollis aliquam ut. Vitae elementum curabitur
vitae nunc sed. Ut morbi tincidunt augue interdum velit euismod in pellentesque. Vulputate
sapien nec sagittis aliquammalesuada bibendum arcu vitae. Nibh cras pulvinar mattis nunc
sed blandit. Amet nisl suscipit adipiscing bibendum est ultricies. Integer quis auctor elit sed
vulputate mi sit amet. Massa sed elementum tempus egestas. Mus mauris vitae ultricies leo
integer.


Leo in vitae turpis massa sed. Amet justo donec enim diam vulputate. Aliquet enim tortor at
auctor urna. Amet tellus cras adipiscing enim eu. Blandit cursus risus at ultrices. Non
sodales neque sodales ut etiam sit. Amet mattis vulputate enim nulla aliquet porttitor lacus
luctus. Ultricies lacus sed turpis tincidunt id aliquet risus. Tellus in metus vulputate eu
scelerisque felis. Nunc non blandit massa enim nec dui nunc mattis. Pellentesque elit eget
gravida cum. Ultrices vitae auctor eu augue ut lectus. Leo integer malesuada nunc vel risus
commodo viverra maecenas. Aliquet nec ullamcorper sit amet risus nullam eget felis. Enim
eu turpis egestas pretium aenean. Purus in massa tempor nec feugiat nisl. Et netus et
malesuada fames ac turpis egestas. Odio aenean sed adipiscing diam donec adipiscing
tristique risus.


Adipiscing commodo elit at imperdiet. Enim sed faucibus turpis in eu mi bibendum neque
egestas. Vulputate eu scelerisque felis imperdiet proin. Eget lorem dolor sed viverra ipsum.
Egestas diam in arcu cursus euismod. Cras semper auctor neque vitae tempus quam
pellentesque nec. Tellus cras adipiscing enim eu turpis egestas pretium. Lobortis mattis








April 15, 2024


Dear OPCD Director Quirindongo & SDOT Director Spotts:


As members of the Green New Deal Oversight Board, we are charged with advising and making
recommendations to the Mayor and City Council related to the Green New Deal for Seattle and
to monitor progress in meeting its intended outcomes and goals. Specifically, our duties include
“Supporting the planning and implementation of individual City departmental action, policies,
programs, and practices, to make Seattle climate-pollution free by 2030”. Thus we are
compelled to weigh in on two huge opportunities to curb Seattle’s climate pollution, invest in
healthy communities and plan for a thriving green economy. Both the Comprehensive Plan and
the Transportation Levy will shape Seattle’s growth for decades to come - and right now, both
proposals are not consistent with the goals of the Green New Deal for Seattle.


While separate policies, the issues are inextricably linked. Transportation is responsible for 60%
of Seattle’s climate pollution - including climate-destroying commutes on the rise as the housing
crisis displaces low-income residents. Decades of racist red-lining policy pushed BIPOC families
into what are now the most polluted areas in Seattle, and then major transportation
infrastructure was built on top of and through communities of color, driving more pollution and
displacement. Our current zoning concentrates density along arterial streets, limiting how much
affordable housing we can build and pushing low-income families to live along these dangerous,
busy roads - exacerbating the impacts of traffic violence, air pollution, health inequities and
rising housing costs on communities already hit first and worst by the climate crisis.


The good news is, the solutions are also connected.
● When we allow for more and more types of affordable housing across Seattle, we


combat displacement and curb climate-destroying commutes.
● When we invest in a transportation system that enables every Seattle resident to get


around safely, conveniently and affordably without a car, we tackle our city’s largest
source of climate pollution – while investing in healthy, rooted communities where
people want to live, work and play.


● And when we support communities to thrive in place, we build climate resilience: the
everyday community connections that make for a good life become life-saving during a
heat wave or wildfire smoke.


By bringing a climate justice lens to both of these policies, we can plan for Seattle’s healthy
low-carbon future, address environmental injustice, and create good green jobs. With heat
waves and wildfire smoke choking our City every summer, we can’t afford not to invest in
Seattle’s Green New Deal future.



https://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change/transportation-

https://www.gotgreenseattle.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/OurPeopleOurPlanetOurPower_GotGreen_Sage_Final1.pdf

https://deohs.washington.edu/hsm-blog/ultrafine-air-pollution-reflects-seattles-redlining-history#:~:text=The%20study%20also%20found%20that,in%20more%20%E2%80%9Cdesirable%E2%80%9D%20areas.

https://crosscut.com/opinion/2021/04/legacy-racism-built-northwest-highways-and-roads





Transportation Levy: we need a levy that puts us on track to meet Seattle’s climate, safety,
equity goals. With two transportation levies before Washington State that bans new
gas-powered vehicles, now is the time to be investing in clean energy and multimodal
transportation so that we are ready to keep our people and economy moving without fossil
fuels. And with 40% of Seattle residents already dependent on pedestrian, bike and transit
infrastructure to get around, we must do better for our communities and for the climate.


We can accomplish this if we:


1. Dedicate at least 50% of levy funding to specific improvements for people walking,
rolling, biking and taking transit.We can’t meet Seattle’s Green New Deal goals without
transforming how people get around our city:


a. Make transit more convenient and affordable than driving by expanding routes
and service hours; investing in first and last mile connections; and expanding the
Orca Lift program.


b. Connect bike lanes citywide to enable people to get where they need to go safely.
c. Invest in pedestrian infrastructure and programs so that people of all ages and


abilities can safely walk and roll to meet their daily needs.


2. Invest in a larger levy package, at least $1.7B so that we can make real progress on:
a. Building the 800 miles of Seattle’s missing sidewalks.
b. Prioritizing transit over car infrastructure and improving transit speed, reliability,


and access.
c. Reverse inflation cuts to transit and vital pedestrian programs,such as Sidewalk


Maintenance, ADA Accessibility, and Pedestrian Crossings & Markings.
d. Electrification, including the City’s fleet and incentives for electric freight.
e. Community-led planning and land acquisition to prepare for Light Rail expansion,


to build anti-displacement strategies into our transit-oriented development.


Comprehensive plan:We need a comprehensive plan that provides abundant, affordable
housing for people in our City, prioritizes anti-displacement as a climate justice solution, and
ensures Seattle is prepared to welcome climate migrants/refugees. How we grow our cities and
create housing for all has major climate impacts: building dense urban neighborhoods can cut
climate pollution by up to 75% and supporting communities to thrive in place is the #1 thing we
can do to build climate resilience.


We can accomplish this if we:


1. Increase the zoning allowance in urban neighborhoods to build up to 3 story, low-rise
apartment buildings or condos citywide, with additional incentives for social housing,
land trusts, cooperatives and other affordable housing development. The current
proposal doubles down on the ‘urban villages’ strategy, which OPCD itself has called a
failure to mitigate displacement of BIPOC residents, and an extension of historic racist
and exclusionary zoning policy. Instead of replicating what we know doesn’t work, the
Comprehensive Plan should allow for more and more permanently affordable types of



https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/transportation/wa-will-ban-new-gas-powered-cars-by-2035-following-cas-lead/

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/transportation/wa-will-ban-new-gas-powered-cars-by-2035-following-cas-lead/

https://www.theurbanist.org/2015/08/18/map-of-the-week-lack-of-sidewalks-in-seattle/

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/its-not-just-cities-suburbs-and-exurbs-need-to-adopt-and-implement-climate-plans-too/

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/its-not-just-cities-suburbs-and-exurbs-need-to-adopt-and-implement-climate-plans-too/

https://www.gotgreenseattle.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/OurPeopleOurPlanetOurPower_GotGreen_Sage_Final1.pdf

https://seattle.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9611821&GUID=81FE334E-2E8E-4EDE-8CD1-4EB80458233E





housing citywide, with a height increase allowance that actually incentivizes developers
to build affordable housing instead of luxury townhomes.


2. Add specific goals and policies to enact equitable transit-oriented development:
a. Designate the CID and Graham Street station areas as specific sites for zoning


and land use regulation that will result in at least 30% of the land surrounding the
stations being in community ownership and 30% of the housing as permanently
affordable (under multiple models such as community land trusts, cooperatives
and social housing).


b. Include all the high capacity transit routes (existing and planned), and establish
at least a 1/4mi wide corridor that allows new multifamily housing for multiple
blocks on either side.


c. Connect urban villages with dense corridors that can provide additional services
to adjacent neighborhoods.


d. Plan for families and multigenerational households - housing near transit
shouldn’t only be studios and 1-bedrooms.


e. Allow small-scale businesses within the entire zone.


3. Add stronger and more specific targets for anti-displacement to ensure that the goals
and policies across the Comprehensive plan work to mitigate displacement and support
communities to thrive in place. Emphasize targets that will lead to concrete outcomes,
such as


a. Increase the percentage of affordable housing in neighborhoods at high risk of
displacement.


b. Defer payment of costly permitting fees for Additional Dwelling Units (ADUs) and
Detached Additional Dwelling Units (DADUs) until property sale, to enable
low-income homeowners to stay in place while simultaneously adding density.


4. Add specific goals and policies for how Seattle, as a global city, will welcome climate
migrants and refugees. The Pacific Northwest is expected to be one of the most
climate-stable regions in the US and world as the climate crisis intensifies. We need to
be ready: both to welcome migrants and refugees, prioritize supporting migrants and
refugees from global frontline communities, and ensure that our City is able to grow
without fueling displacement or climate pollution.


5. Add specific goals and policies for how Seattle can implement climate resilience hubs,
prioritizing local communities on the frontlines of the climate crisis. Climate resilience
hubs are well-trusted, community-serving facilities that are used year-round as
neighborhood centers and also keep people safe through heat waves, wildfire smoke,
flooding and extreme weather. Investing in climate resilience hubs is a key way that we
can make progress on Seattle’s climate and equity goals. Seattle’s Office of
Sustainability and Environment is beginning a year-long community planning process to
define strategies for community resilience hub investment and implementation. The
Comprehensive Plan should be aligned with this planning process and also help ensure
that existing communities are not displaced in the process of implementing climate
resilience hubs.


6. Restore tree canopy goals for environmental health, community resilience and climate
justice. Trees have a huge role to play in Seattle’s Green New Deal future: they provide



https://publicola.com/2023/10/31/are-fourplexes-real/

https://publicola.com/2023/10/31/are-fourplexes-real/

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/DisplacementRiskIndexUpdate.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/DisplacementRiskIndexUpdate.pdf

https://www.usdn.org/uploads/cms/documents/usdn_resiliencehubs_2018.pdf





clean air, sequester climate pollution and help protect our communities from climate
chaos. But Seattle’s tree canopy is disappearing, disproportionately so in BIPOC and
low-income communities which have less tree coverage to begin with. During heat
domes, neighborhoods without sufficient tree canopy can be up to 20°F hotter; in 2021,
ground temperatures in the Duwamish Valley exceeded 120°F. To address these
inequities and invest in a healthy, equitable tree canopy, the Comprehensive Plan should:


a. Restore the 30% minimum and 40% aspirational tree canopy goals.
b. Plan for housing to grow up, not out: Currently, the Comprehensive Plan allows


for certain types of middle housing across much of the city but has a very low
FAR (floor area ratio). Increasing FARs allows more space for trees even as we
build more housing.


c. Include a policy that supports ongoing implementation of the City’s Tree Equity
Plan and Urban Forest Management Plan.


We look forward to working with your office to ensure these policies advance Seattle’s Green
New Deal goals and make significant progress towards a healthy climate justice future for all.


Sincerely,


The Green New Deal Oversight Board



https://greenspace.seattle.gov/2023/03/seattle-releases-2021-tree-canopy-assessment-showing-slow-decline-in-canopy-cover-between-2016-and-2021/

https://www.seattleparksfoundation.org/heat-domes-and-tree-canopy/https://www.seattleparksfoundation.org/heat-domes-and-tree-canopy/

https://www.seattleparksfoundation.org/heat-domes-and-tree-canopy/https://www.seattleparksfoundation.org/heat-domes-and-tree-canopy/

https://www.theurbanist.org/2024/01/19/the-numbers-that-make-your-city/






 
 


 


ATTN: Mayor Bruce Harrell, OPCD Director Rico Quirindongo and Councilmember Morales 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Ave.  
Seattle, WA 98144 
 
Dear Mayor Harrell, Director Quirindongo and Chair Morales,  
 


My name is Cliff Cawthon and I am the Advocacy and Policy Manager for Habitat for Humanity of 
Seattle-King and Kittitas Counties. I thank you for the opportunity to provide written comment on 
the draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan.   
 


First, I want to express gratitude on behalf of Habitat for Humanity for the work that the Seattle 
Office of Planning and Community Development has done on this draft. Habitat for Humanity 
Seattle-King & Kittitas Counties has been a permanently affordable housing provider in the region 
for the last 38 years by partnering with families to build homes and communities. Our vision is that 
we can create a world where everyone has a safe, decent and affordable place to live, and we 
believe that getting the comprehensive plan updated right is a critical part of achieving that goal.    
 
We recognize that the intention of the One Seattle Draft plan is to offer a framework for more 
housing and forge an equitable, green, and dynamic path forward for the city to manage its growth, 
however we believe that the current draft can be improved in several areas.     
 


Embracing Middle Housing and creating more opportunities to build housing.  
 


The passage of HB 1110 has opened the door to now allow more affordable multifamily housing 
types in neighborhoods across the state in the form of duplexes, triplexes, and forms all the way up 
to sixplexes. Sadly, the One Seattle Plan in its current form does not live up to this vision that was 
originally charted by the city through the use of ADUs and DADUs before almost any other 
jurisdiction statewide. We urge the city of Seattle to fully implement HB 1110 in neighborhoods 
throughout the city instead of pursuing the alternative compliance route.   
 


Habitat’s record of developing permanently affordable homes in Seattle was possible through 
using more affordable housing typologies. For example, our High Point duplexes in West Seattle are 
where our homeowner, Christine bought her first home in 2010 and since then she’s turned her 
adversity into purpose. She experienced incarceration and homelessness, while striving to be a 
fantastic mother. Buying one of the units in a duplex in the High Point’ community gave her a life-
changing sense of stability. Now, she’s an Executive Assistant at Oracle and she spends her spare 
time advocating for incarcerated people and other marginalized people in her community.  Under 
the current plan, building a home like Christine’s in many areas of Seattle for someone like her or 
another family would be impossible.   
 


Make sure new housing and new affordable housing projects can “pencil out”.   
 







 
 


 


The FAR standards in this plan are way too low. The draft plan calls for a standard of 0.9 FAR for 
density of at least 1 unit per 2,200 sq ft (e.g., three or four units on a 5,000 sq ft lot); 0.7 FAR for 
density between 1/4,000 and 1/2,200 sq ft (e.g., two units on a 5,000 sq ft lot), and 0.5 FAR for 
density below 1/4,000 sq ft (e.g., one unit on a 5,000 sq ft lot).   
 


The FAR standards are too low for efficient use of land in Seattle, particularly for small lots. In 
Seattle, the rising cost of land requires affordable housing developers, such as, Habitat and other 
developers to often use 100% of a lot to accommodate the number of units necessary to make the 
project financially sustainable while meeting the needs of the community. For general housing 
construction, allowing for a FAR up to 1.6 for density for an average lot of 5000 sq./ ft, while 
allowing for up to 100% lot coverage will allow for production of more units on a single lot.   
Under the proposed plan in the draft, affordable housing development can go up to 1.8 FAR for 
affordable housing as well as a maximum lot coverage of 60%. We believe that increasing the lot 
coverage to 100% for affordable housing construction and allowing for a FAR bonus of 2.2 would 
allow more flexibility for permanently affordable homeownership projects to move forward.   
 


For example, the Capitol View building is an example of these standards in action. Amber Cortez. 
She and twelve other households like hers are now homeowners. Amber is a local arts institution 
worker and previously she was almost priced out of Seattle. Now, she can live in a building without 
having to worry about eventually being displaced. This project an exemption from parking 
minimums due to its proximity to the light rail; and with 100% lot coverage we built thirteen new 
homes on what used to be a single-family lot.   
 


End exclusionary zoning and advance racial equity.  
  
We applaud the city of Seattle’s commitment to addressing the harms of racism and exclusion in 
the past, as well as the anti-displacement policies that it proposes. We believe that an effective 
approach to reversing the exclusionary housing and growth patterns that we’ve seen in Seattle 
historically involves dispersing density and growth throughout the city, instead of concentrating 
most of the housing production in limited areas.   
 


In the Office of Community Planning and Development’s report from 2021 stated the Urban Village’ 
model’s failure:   
 


The urban 9 village approach continues to reinforce the exclusion, generally, of everything 
except single-family residential construction on 75 percent of the residentially zoned land in 
the city. Given its racist origins, single-family zoning makes it impossible to achieve 
equitable outcomes within a system specifically designed to exclude low-income people 
and people of color.  
 


The Draft Plan retains the urban village model under a different guise. This is especially important 
as the lack of available homes and especially affordable first-time homeownership opportunities 
has caused housing prices to skyrocket. Instead of restricting growth to mainly Urban Centers, we 
recommend adding more Neighborhood Centers and allowing for structures in Urban Centers to go 







 
 


 


up to twenty stories and adding a couple of floors of height for affordable housing in Neighborhood 
Centers, respectively.   
 


Areas that have a high-displacement risk do not have enough affordable homeownership 
opportunities. Most affordable housing that is built in the city is at 50-60% of the Area Median 
Income (“AMI”) and that average AMI level does not provide the financial basis for homeownership. 
that allows families to build generational wealth. Families can build generational wealth when they 
are able to gain equity on a property that they own, and they can use that equity to purchase 
another home, invest in a small business or family stability- all are anchors against physical or 
economic displacement.   
 


Our homeowner, Lila has Black, Native and White ancestry and their family has lived in Washington 
State for generations. Habitat’s program has allowed her to be one of the only people in her family 
to own a home and have an opportunity to develop generational wealth. We recommend creating 
opportunities for people like Lila through prioritizing first-time homeownership opportunities. We 
can take advantage of the opportunities that HB 1110 has afforded us to allow for more affordable 
housing types and utilize those as first-time homeownership opportunities. Allowing density up to a 
sixplex in every Neighborhood residential area will allow for the kind of development capacity that 
leads to more affordable homeownership options.   
 


Furthermore, we recommend providing technical assistance to homeowners who are interested in 
redeveloping their property for multigenerational housing, or to create community-focused 
affordable housing.   
 


Fully utilize transit-oriented development opportunities   
 


New light rail stations and new Bus Rapid Transit opportunities in Seattle provide numerous 
opportunities to build housing near jobs and transit. To achieve our goals of creating more 
opportunities for upward mobility and eliminating the racial wealth gap we need to make 
opportunities available for homeownership near conduits of opportunity.   
 


We recommend that in a revision to the One Seattle draft, rules should be changed to allow for 
midrise housing in all areas served by frequent transit, in the ¼ mile around frequent bus service 
and ½ mile around light rail. Furthermore, we suggest that we enlarge the proposed Neighborhood 
Centers, to ¼ mile and add proposed Neighborhood Centers that were studied under Alternative 
Five but not included in the Draft Plan.   
 


Our joint project with African Community Housing and Development and the Office of Community 
Planning will produce 65 family sized and single-person condo units near the Columbia City light 
rail.  This is due to incentives through Office of Housing Seattle’s Rainier Valley Affordable 
Homeownership Initiative, which leverages transit and provided incentives that made our 
partnership possible. This is an example of how we hope the city will consider leveraging transit 
investments to promote housing units that Seattleites desperately need.  
 







 
 


 


Remove parking mandates.   
 


We encourage the city to remove all parking mandates. In our experience, we include one parking 
stall per unit, however, in several projects’ suspension of parking minimums due to the availability 
of off-street parking and transit have allowed us to utilize several innovative housing types.   
 


For one Habitat homeowner, Becaley, she would’ve faced displacement if not for her home in our 
Capitol View condos. A suspension of parking minimums allowed us to build our Capitol View 
homes. Becaley is an enthusiastic Habitat advocate and volunteer who has worked in the service 
sector in several different jobs, yet she found herself working 2-3 jobs (including gig work) to survive 
in Seattle. Now, as a Habitat homeowner she is finally able to own a stable home, in which she 
won’t have to worry about potentially moving every year due to increased costs. Her condominium 
building was built on what used to be a single-family lot without the usual 1 parking spot per unit 
standard.   
 


Locating denser affordable housing near transit, as discussed before, will allow developers to 
create more units that are desperately needed. For every additional parking stall, a developer will 
spend upwards of [figure needed]. That deducted cost will allow developers to pass those savings 
onto homebuyers.   
 


The removal of parking mandates doesn’t equate to a ban on parking. Instead, it gives developers 
and communities the flexibility to decide the kind of parking situation that will best meet their 
needs. For example, in our Highland Terrace development we included parking spots for each of 
our homes due to homeowners’ requests.    
 


Take an ambitious ‘All-of-the Above’ approach. 
  
In conclusion, we will need various tools including funding mechanisms, incentives and proactive 
land use and zoning policies. Limiting density to specific Urban Centers repeats the failed Urban 
Village model and embracing a land use approach that opens previously exclusive parts of the city 
to denser housing will bring down housing costs while creating the mixed-income communities 
that leads to more equitable wealth distribution.   
 


The scarcity of land has led to rising costs alongside the post-pandemic rising costs of 
construction materials and high interest rates have led to a current market, according to Axios, for 
single individuals that requires 27.1 years to save enough money to buy a typical starter home. For 
Black families, less than half of them own their homes, in comparison to white families- with other 
groups in-between.   
 


Through many policy changes and financial tools, Habitat has expanded its five-year pipeline to 
over 300 units, serving over hundreds of families. We look forward to continuing this dialogue in the 
future and continuing to work with you to improve the One Seattle plan so we can achieve the 
dream of a Seattle where we have an equitable, green and prosperous city where everyone has a 
safe, decent and affordable place to live.   



https://www.axios.com/local/seattle/2024/03/07/seattle-homes-downpayment-how-long-savings





 
 


 


  
Best Regards,   
  
  
Clifford Carl Cawthon  
  
Advocacy and Policy Manager   
Habitat for Humanity Seattle-King and Kittitas Counties  
  
CC: Other Council Members (Marco Lowe, Christa Valles)  
 








 
May 6, 2024 
 
 
Via Email to: OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov 
 
City of Seattle  
Office of Planning and Community Development 
 
Re: Historic Seattle Comments on One Seattle Plan  
 
Dear OPCD:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the City of 
Seattle’s draft Comprehensive Plan update. One Seattle Plan provides a vision 
and roadmap for accommodating Seattle’s growth over the next 20+ years.  
 
Established in 1973, Historic Seattle is the only citywide nonprofit and public 
development authority dedicated to saving meaningful places to foster lively 
communities. We focus on the reuse and reimagining of historic properties for 
new purposes. Through our efforts to educate, advocate, and preserve, we are 
creating a more livable environment for future generations.  
 
Historic Seattle has significant interest in the future development of the city 
and how historic preservation is considered within all four key “moves” 
identified in the Comprehensive Plan. Historic places are important to our 
societal memory, community diversity and character, economic vitality, and 
environmental stewardship. 
 
Following are our comments as related to the Plan’s four key moves (headings 
are taken from the Plan): 
 
Housing and Affordability: Expand housing opportunities across the city. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan focuses on expanding housing (both the number and 
type) through new construction. We would like to see more emphasis on 
preserving existing housing. We believe the prevention of the demolition of 
existing affordable housing (often in older historic buildings that provide 
naturally occurring affordable units and contribute to the history and character 
of a neighborhood) is just as important, particularly to help counter 
displacement. Historic Seattle has seen far too many older residential buildings 
(whether landmarked or not, they are still significant) that already contribute to 
a dense urban neighborhood demolished by developers who seek maximum 
return on their investment. The replacement project is more often than not, 
unaffordable and displaces tenants from the older existing building and their 
neighborhood. Developers should be required to build low-income and/or 
affordable housing rather than pay into a pot of funds if they are to profit and 
benefit from the rezoning of the entire city.   
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Equity and Opportunity: Promote a more equitable Seattle as we grow. 
 
Historic Seattle acknowledges this city’s past racist and discriminatory housing practices and support 
efforts to address inequity. We believe preservation contributes to social equity. Investment in the 
rehabilitation of older historic buildings is often made in low or lower income neighborhoods. 
Neighborhoods with a smaller-scaled mix of old and new buildings host a significantly higher proportion 
of women and minority-owned businesses. Reusing our historic building stock – whether an old 
warehouse, school, or former church – provides much-needed, creative spaces for housing, arts, offices, 
and community centers. Historic preservation does and can help alleviate displacement because older 
buildings often provide more affordable rents (residential and commercial) and opportunities for BIPOC 
ownership.   
 
Community and Neighborhoods: Focus growth and investment in complete, walkable communities. 
 
Preservation enhances community vibrancy and cultural identity. Historic buildings in older 
neighborhoods help define the sense of place or personality of a community, playing a vital role in 
contributing to livability and the health of local economies. Additionally, older neighborhoods with a mix 
of buildings have much higher Walk Score and Transit Score ratings.  
 
Investing in historic buildings sparks economic revitalization and acts as a linchpin in neighborhood 
development. Older buildings draw a higher percentage of non-chain shops, restaurants, and retailers 
than new neighborhoods. Unfortunately, the trend in Seattle seems to favor demolishing older buildings 
and replacing them with out-of-scale, non-descript, mixed-use buildings with ground floor retail spaces 
that often remain vacant for years or provide generic businesses that do not enhance a community. 
 
Climate and Sustainability: Meet the challenges of climate change for a resilient future. 
 
Historic preservation conserves resources and supports environmental stewardship. Rehabilitation of 
existing structures reduces waste and saves energy. Approximately 25% of the material in landfills is 
demolition and construction waste. Building reuse almost always offers environmental savings over 
demolition and new construction. The Comprehensive Plan does not take into consideration the 
environmental impact of preservation vs. demolition of existing building stock. The life-cycle 
environmental impacts of new construction (in terms of energy, carbon, water, materials, toxicity, etc.) 
shows that it takes decades for the greenest new building to pay back these up-front costs. Historic 
buildings contain significant embodied energy – the amount of energy associated with extracting, 
processing, manufacturing, transporting, and assembling building materials.  
 
The overwhelming emphasis by the City is on creating high-performance new buildings, with little 
emphasis on encouraging high-performing existing buildings. We would like to see the City develop 
policies that leverage the value of existing buildings toward achieving sustainability goals.  
 
Specific Comments on the Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources Section of the Land Use 
Element: 
 
Historic Seattle supports the goals and policies in the “Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources” 
section of the Land Use Element, particularly those that focus on supporting efforts in preserving 
resources in communities that have not traditionally benefited from historic preservation. However, it is 
unclear how the City will support these goals and policies.  
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One policy stands out as really needing City funding and staff support: LU 16.1 Maintain and update a 
comprehensive survey and inventory of Seattle’s historic and cultural resources. Update the survey and 
inventory when developing a new area plan or updating an existing plan, as appropriate. Historic Seattle 
suggests deleting the second sentence because the survey and inventory is so old that what we are in 
desperate need of a new comprehensive city-wide survey—period. And it should prioritize BIPOC and 
underrepresented communities because they have often been left out of previous work. In addition, we 
believe that new historic context statements are necessary to support a citywide survey, particularly 
ones that help tell the full story of our diverse communities.  
 
Regarding LU 16.7: Seek to protect the scale and character of the established development pattern in 
historic districts, while encouraging compatible and context-sensitive infill development. We fully 
support this policy, but in practice, we rarely see this implemented because property owners often 
propose a project that is out-of-scale but within the height limit allowed. We realize a comp plan update 
is not the place to hash this out, but if this policy is included, then how it is implemented is important.  
 
Final Thoughts (for now) 
 
Over the next 20+ years Seattle will continue to face growth and development challenges, as well as 
opportunities. The One Seattle Plan should lay out a development path that respects context, preserves 
historic and cultural resources in achieving healthy, complete communities. Historic preservation is 
often viewed as an outlier in land use planning. Some believe it’s an obstruction to other goals and 
policies and pit preservation against these other goals and policies. Let’s make clear this is not what the 
City intends.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important process for Seattle’s future.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Eugenia Woo 
Director of Preservation Services  
    
 
 
Cc: Rico Quirindongo, Director, OPCD 


Brennon Staley, OPCD 
Kji Kelly, Executive Director, Historic Seattle  
Sarah Sodt, City Historic Preservation Officer 
 


 








April 16, 2024 


 


Mayor Bruce Harrell 


600 4th Ave, Floor 7 


Seattle, WA 98104 


 


Subject: Complete Communities Coalition Letter on Draft One Seattle Plan 


 


CC: Director Rico Quirindongo 


CC: COO Marco Lowe 


CC: Seattle City Council 


 


Dear Mayor Harrell:  
 
On behalf of the more than 30 organizations signed on to our coalition letter, we are excited 


about the possibilities the One Seattle Plan presents for our city’s future. This vital document will 


shape our city’s growth over the next decade and beyond. It offers a critical opportunity to 


build on the success of the renewed Housing Levy, address widespread concerns about housing 


affordability, and meet Seattleites' expressed desires for more housing options. At this moment, 


Seattle needs and deserves a bolder Comprehensive Plan that allows for more abundant 


housing across the entire city–a visionary, uniting blueprint for the equitable, livable, sustainable, 


and welcoming city we all want to achieve. 


We appreciate the work done so far and your administration’s demonstrated support for 


affordable housing. While we strongly align with the values expressed by the Draft One Seattle 


Plan, we are concerned that the Draft Plan will not achieve its desired goals. To truly make 


housing more affordable, advance racial equity, mitigate displacement, and meet our climate 


goals, we believe the Mayor’s Recommended Plan should incorporate the following revisions: 


1. Allow for More Family-Sized Homes in Middle Housing: Increase the Floor Area Ratio 


(FAR) for fourplexes and sixplexes, to make it possible to build more family-sized homes. 


The proposed FAR would limit development of three- and four-bedroom homes, which 


are essential to meet the diverse needs of our growing city, accommodate families, and 


create new homeownership options. 


2. Allow More Homes Near Transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a 5-minute 


walk of frequent buses. Building homes near transit gives people more choices in how 


they get around their neighborhoods and makes transit a convenient option for more 


people. And building those homes off arterials but still near transit gives people the 


opportunity to live in quiet, low-pollution, and car-light neighborhoods.  


3. Expand Neighborhood Centers: Enhance the proposed Neighborhood Centers, to 


create lively, walkable community hubs throughout Seattle. We suggest increasing the 


radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet to ¼ mile and adding in all the 







Neighborhood Centers studied in the DEIS (but not implemented in the Draft Plan). This 


would equitably balance growth across the city, increase access to communities like 


Alki, Seward Park, North Broadway, North Magnolia, and Northlake, and allow more 


people to meet their daily needs by walking or biking.  


4. Promote Equitable Development and Address Displacement: Ensure density bonuses, 


development regulations, and other tools, allow a broad range of developers, including 


the social housing developer, to build affordable housing for sale and for rent without 


relying on scarce public funding. 


5. Allow for Tall and Green Homes in Centers: Increase height limits to 12-18 stories in 


Regional Centers such as Capitol Hill, the U District, Northgate, and Ballard, to allow more 


people to live in some of Seattle’s most vibrant neighborhoods. Additionally, allow 


midrises up to 85 feet in transit corridors and Neighborhood Centers, to maximize the 


potential of wood-frame construction. 


We request that you study these revisions in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and 


implement them through the Mayor’s Recommended Plan. We believe these recommendations 


are in line with voters' desires, are essential for a Comprehensive Plan that empowers all 


Seattleites to thrive, and will align the One Seattle Plan’s substance with our shared values. By 


embracing a visionary comprehensive plan, you can lead Seattle into a future with shared 


prosperity for all residents, businesses, and future generations. 


We all care about this city. We want to see Seattle grow into a place where people can feel 


welcomed, live near their work, raise families, find stable homes within their communities, and 


age in place. We look forward to continued collaboration with the City, voters, and other 


stakeholders to bolster the plan and work together towards our shared goals.  


Sincerely, 


 


Patience Malaba 


HDC Executive Director   
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May 6, 2024 
 
Seattle Mayor Bruce Harrell 
Seattle City Council 
Seattle Office of Community Planning and Development 
Via electronic upload and email 
 
RE:  Comments on the Draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan from anti-displacement allies in 
the Chinatown/International District 
 
 
Dear Mayor, Council and City Planners,  
 
The Chinatown/International District (C/ID) of Seattle is unique in the city, region and the 
state.  No other place combines the history, culture, economy, architecture, and diversity 
in a single neighborhood. It is far more than a collection of historic buildings - it is a living, 
breathing legacy that harbors a diverse BIPOC and API community today, and promises 
refuge and prosperity for future generations. Unlike many Chinatowns across the U.S., the 
C/ID is still an immigrant gateway, is still powered by mom-and-pop businesses and is still 
a cultural home for thousands across the region.   
 
Given the historic, racist practices and harms visited on the C/ID, we believe the City 
should do everything in its power to ensure the CID remains a living, working-class 
centered, and culturally vibrant community for generations.   
 
Thus, we believe that the Seattle Comprehensive Plan (SCP) should reflect goals and 
policies that ensure the C/ID continues to thrive and grow without displacing current 
residents and businesses.  We want the City to avoid the harmful impacts the C/ID 
experienced during past infrastructure projects and planning and ensure the community 
benefits from future growth and investment.  We need deeper goals and planning than just 
a subarea plan for downtown, which runs the risk of further marginalization with the C/ID 
as an afterthought. 
 
Over the last few years, many of us have participated in government-led planning 
processes, as well as our own community-led work, involving low-income tenants, small 
businesses, community organizations, land owners, seniors, and youth.  Through this 
planning, we have generated creative and powerful recommendations for land use 
planning in the C/ID.  Our recommendations in this letter reflect and build on those ideas.  
 
 
Overarching City-wide Goals 
The City uses all the right words in the draft SCP, including: equitable, inclusive, stable, 
connected, walkable, resilient, opportunity, healthy, multi-generational, community 
engagement, wealth building, etc.  But nearly all the goals and policies are 1) aspirational, 
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2) vague, and 3) unmeasurable.  While we appreciate the conceptual understanding of 
issues that impact BIPOC communities long-impacted by racism, aspirations and vague 
goals will not lead to equitable outcomes. 
 
Instead, we urge the City to turn inclusivity language into measurable goals.  We 
recommend the following. By 2044 our goals city-wide are to: 


• House everyone who needs housing in Seattle. 
• Maintain or increase the city-wide proportion of low- and moderate-income 


households as of 2020 (56%). 
• Maintain or increase the proportion of all BIPOC people as of 2020 (45%).  Also, 


return the proportion of Black and Indigenous people from a prior decade.1 
• Increase the proportion of families and multi-generational households to match 


county-wide averages. 
• Preserve all existing affordable housing units in older buildings as permanently 


affordable. 
 
These goals are quantifiable and measurable and will provide City leaders with clear 
directions for decision making. Fear of falling short should not stop us from measuring 
progress. 
 
In addition to these goals, the SCP must address the elephant in the room – too much of 
Seattle’s land is restricted to low-density, forcing dense development into high-
displacement areas, i.e. Urban Centers (formerly Urban Villages) and Regional Centers – of 
which the C/ID is part of. We cannot expect anything to change if the City continues to 
permit primarily large-scale apartment buildings with 0- and 1-bedroom units.  As such, we 
recommend that: 
 


• The SCP Future Land Use Map (FLUM) includes all proposed Neighborhood Centers 
found in Alternative 2, except in high displacement areas.   


• The City allow low-rise density in Urban Neighborhoods (a.k.a. single-family zones), 
exclusively for permanently affordable housing, social housing, community- and 
tenant-owned development, and community land trusts. This will give affordable 
housing projects a chance to compete for land. 


 
In the sections below, we connect our vision for growth in the C/ID with specific goals and 
policies for the SCP. 
 
Affordable Housing 
Over 50% of C/ID residents spend a large portion of their income on rent, facing financial 
strain that affects their quality of life.  Our neighborhood has the highest percentage of 


 
1 We recognize that Black and Indigenous people have been harmed earlier and worse by displacement, and 
benchmarking diversity for them in 2020 is probably too late.   
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individuals below 30% AMI in Seattle, underscoring the acute economic hardship 
experienced by many of its residents.2 
 
While we are fortunate to have our own community-based housing developers, we are 
running out of land and out of time.  Between 2009 and 2019, a large amount of land in the 
C/ID was bought by market rate developers, while two waves of upzoning occurred (Livable 
South Downtown and MHA). Currently, we estimate that 34% of C/ID housing units are 
market rate.  Based on the ISRD pipeline, we estimate that the C/ID as a whole is on track 
to being 44% market rate units in the near future. 
 
We have long envisioned that the C/ID maintain a mix of affordable housing that aligns with 
our community of working-class families, seniors, and youth.  InterIm CDA, for example, 
calls for a long-term affordability mix of one-third units at 50% AMI and below, one-third at 
50-100% AMI, and one-third above that (market rate).  For the C/ID and other 
neighborhoods, the City should include the following policy under the housing section of 
the SCP. 
 


• For each moderate to high-displacement risk area, establish a target mix of 
affordable housing (30%, 50%, 80%, and 100% AMI) to inform local plans, 
regulations, permitting, and investments.   


 
While we focus on maintaining affordability, it is important that other places in the city take 
the pressure off development in the C/ID, as well as take on their fair share of affordable 
housing. We recommend the following policy in the housing section of the SCP. 
 


• For low-displacement risk and high-opportunity areas of the city, ensure that at 
least 30% of all units are affordable at 100% AMI or below. 


 
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) has produced very few on-site units in the C/ID nor 
in other high-displacement areas of the city.  Most developers are paying the in-lieu fee.  
But with such little land available, we need stronger onsite production of units in market 
rate buildings.  In addition, we believe that the gentrification effect of the last two upzones 
has outweighed the benefits of developer contributions to affordable housing. We 
recommend the following policies in the housing section of the SCP.   
 


• In areas with medium to high risk of displacement, adjust MHA requirements so that 
adequate affordable housing units are being created to maintain minimum 
neighborhood goals.  


 
The story in the Housing Appendix to the SCP is sobering – to meet County allocated 
housing needs over the next 20 years, 63% of all newly-created units must be affordable at 


 
2 Figure 54, Housing Appendix, Page 150. 
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80% AMI or below, with half affordable at 50% AMI or below.3  The Housing Appendix also 
estimates we have at least a $30 billion gap.  We cannot continue to raise the funding at 
this scale from regressive sources like sales and property taxes.  It will only be possible 
with new progressive revenues, like Jumpstart.  We suggest the following policy: 
 


• Adopt new, progressive revenue sources adequate to meet Seattle’s affordable 
housing allocations under State law and County policy. 


 
 
Anti-Displacement 
For many of us, displacement is the biggest threat to our survival as a community – 
something we share with many other BIPOC communities across the city.  By the City’s 
own analysis, the C/ID is considered at the highest risk of displacement for Seattle. 
 
Lived experience tells us we have reason to worry.  We can point to several buildings in the 
last decade that ceased to be affordable, either because units were renovated or because 
rent increased. Meanwhile, market rate development is creating units unaffordable to 
those households forced to leave, especially in Little Saigon.  Businesses are also being 
displaced – like Viet Wah. 
 
Data in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) shows the result of these trends.  
Figure 3.8.30 shows that over the last decade, the share of Black and API residents in the 
C/ID fell dramatically, while White households primarily increased – especially in Little 
Saigon. Similar reduction in the shares of Black and API residents have happened in the 
Central District, Beacon Hill and the Rainier Valley.  
 
So we were very disheartened to learn from Publicola that nearly all new anti-displacement 
policies proposed by OPCD were removed from an earlier draft of the Anti-displacement 
Framework, leaving only current policies in place.  We urge the City to add back the 
following important ideas, and turn them into policies if they don’t fall under existing ones: 
 


• Expand Tenant Protections   
o Strengthen existing tenant protections (not just keep the same).   
o Provide information and support for tenants and tenant organizing.   
o Fund rental assistance (such as during COVID). 
o Advocate for rent stabilization at the State (was proposed to be policy H 


5.14). 
o Take measures to preserve smaller rental properties.   


• Support homeowners to stay and thrive in place  
o Expand access to and awareness of property tax relief.   
o Support homeowners to participate in development.   


• Invest in community ownership of land 
 


3 Page 17, Figure 3 



https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-displacement-strategy/

https://publicola.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/August-anti-displacement-strategy.pdf
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o Invest now in land banking.  
o Support for existing and new community land trusts. 
o Community ownership of real estate such as Tenant and Community Right to 


Purchase Acts.   
o Support housing produced by Public Development Authorities (PDAs), 


especially Seattle’s Social Housing Developer. 
• Create pathways to return  


o Expand Seattle’s community preference tools. 
• Keep businesses and cultural anchors in place 


o Implement Phase 2 of Equitable Development Zoning. 
o Pursue a new set of tools to create and preserve cultural spaces. 


 
 
Equitable Transit Oriented Development  
A search of the term “transit” reveals 190 times the City uses the word in just the draft 
SCP, signaling clearly that public transit is a core part of our growth strategies.  Indeed, the 
concept of focusing growth in Urban Villages and Urban Centers reflected a city-wide 
strategy of funneling growth to neighborhoods rich in transit – such as the C/ID.   
 
Yet, a search of “transit-oriented development” (TOD) yields only four mentions and 
“equitable-transit oriented development” (ETOD) yields two. Planning for Urban and 
Regional Centers is not the same as TOD, and certainly not the same as ETOD.  
 
Now that we are absorbing even more regional light rail, we need a strong plan rooted in 
community vision that results in affordable housing and community-driven development. 
We cannot just hope that market rate development will create those benefits. The same is 
true for other new stations throughout the city, including Graham Street. We don’t need 
another transit overlay zone – we need an ETOD plan organic to our neighborhoods.  
 
For most of the majority-BIPOC neighborhoods that have received light rail investment, 
we’ve been in a race between market rate and non-profit developers to buy land, and ETOD 
has largely been a hope and a prayer that MHA will create enough local units – which is 
hasn’t.  All of the SCP planning documents clearly and frequently acknowledge that light 
rail results in an increase land values, rents, and displacement in equity areas.  We have 
lost so many opportunities for affordable housing and community-driven development that 
we must re-tool our approach. 
 
We urge the City to do the following: 


• Elevate ETOD from a mere policy in the Growth Strategy Section to a new 
subsection, alongside Major Institutions, Parks and Open Space, and Annexation.   


• Include as a policy that at least 30% of all new units of housing around station areas 
are affordable to 60% AMI and below. 
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• Create zoning that requires new development to include usable open spaces, 
cultural facilities, small business commercial space (under 1,500 sf), affordable 
housing, and amenities that center low-income families and communities.   


• Prioritize resources for land banking and community-led development. 
 
The City, County, and Sound Transit must also make investments in pedestrian safety for 
the many residents of the C/ID that do not drive and depend on transit for mobility.  This is 
especially critical for the new light rail stations. 


• Prioritize infrastructure investment to support a community vision for ETOD.  
• When staging construction for City projects or coordinating with other government 


agencies, purchase land that can be developed into affordable housing after 
construction is over.  Create a preference for local, community-based developers 
for purchase of that land.   


 
 
Family Sized Housing 
The Housing Appendix paints another clear picture: unless major intervention takes place, 
low-income BIPOC families of the future will continue to be forced to live in the suburbs, 
increasingly far away from Seattle.  The current plan is really more of the same for new 
housing, and that means mostly 0- and 1-bedroom units in large apartment buildings.  On 
the very first page of the SCP, the City writes “The shortage of quality, affordable family-
sized homes is pushing too many young families out of our city or straining their resources 
to stay in Seattle.”  Yet, the term “family-sized” appears only once more in the entire 
document. 
 
In the C/ID, we have a walkable, moderate scale, culturally rich neighborhood in which 
working people, youth and seniors can feel at home – the envy of many other auto-oriented 
places in Seattle.  We have a steady stream of API families that first call the C/ID home in 
the U.S.  But we are falling behind on creating affordable family-sized housing needed for 
the future generations.   
 
We urge the City to adopt the following policies in the housing section of SCP: 


• Set a goal that 25% of all new housing in Seattle has 2 bedrooms or more. 
• Create requirements and incentives for developers to build family-sized units 


throughout the city, including elimination of remaining parking requirements 
• Lift zoning limits (along with floor to area ratios) in Urban Neighborhoods in low 


displacement risk areas so that new detached and attached housing allows for 2 
bedrooms or more. 


 
 
Preservation 
Preservation cannot just be about buildings.  It must be about people too. Both the C/ID 
and the Central District became havens for BIPOC people at a time when the rest of city 
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was hostile.  Preserving our communities now is about ensuring new and old buildings 
alike serve our economic, cultural, and social needs – not the other way around.  As such, 
the International Special Review District code is outdated, with goals and regulations 
designed for the C/ID of the 1970s. 
 
Also, many of the C/ID's historic buildings require extensive repair and rehabilitation, 
limited in size and scope, to accommodate modern needs without significant 
rehabilitation.  The complexity of the repair process, combined with potential 
displacement issues for residents, necessitates a comprehensive approach that balances 
preservation efforts with community needs.  
 
We urge the City to add the following land use policies under the Historic Preservation and 
Cultural Resources section: 


• Allow Special Review Districts with significant low-income populations to establish 
targets and requirements for affordable housing, small business space, cultural 
space, and open space. 


• Prioritize and invest in preservation of historic buildings with housing units so that 
the mix of affordability is maintained, and displacement of any residents prevented. 


 
 
Community Led and Owned Development 
One of the clearest lessons emerging from C/ID in the past five decades is the power of 
community ownership and development of land.  In addition to our own affordable 
developers, many family associations collectively own buildings that maintain affordable 
rents to both businesses and residents.  Also, local institutions that own their buildings 
don’t have to worry about being forced out of the neighborhood.  And generations of 
leaders have led the fight to stop the worst impacts from infrastructure, stadiums, and 
parking garages. 
 
In addition, as with many lower-income neighborhoods in Seattle, the C/ID has vacant and 
under-used land that could be improved to benefit the community.  But it could also be 
used to gentrify the area, as market rate developers can afford to pay more for land.  For 
the C/ID to remain the treasure it is we must be able to collectively own and develop as 
much land as possible for affordable housing, affordable small business space, cultural 
space, and public open space. 
 
Moreover, this strategy for community stewardship of land is needed by BIPOC 
neighborhoods across the city.  We predict increased frequency of extreme heat and 
smoke, an influx of climate migrants fleeing the U.S. and global south, climate-induced 
food insecurity, and competition for increasingly scarce land.  It is critical now that we take 
as much land out of speculation and use it to create collective benefit.  This is what true 
repair of the harms of segregation and racist planning policies of the past looks like.   
 
We urge the City to include the following goals and priorities:   
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• Prefer local community owned and led development in majority BIPOC 
communities and high-displacement areas over other non-profit and for-profit 
developers. 


• Protect the Jumpstart payroll tax for racial equity programs and fully fund the 9% set 
aside for the Equitable Development Initiative. 


 
Conclusion 
Finally, we make these recommendations as a group of organizations that embrace 
change and growth, but not at the expense of our legacy and for the profits of real estate 
speculators.  Collectively, we will carry the ideas and values in this letter throughout the 
SCP process, in future policy campaigns, in public debate and to other government 
agencies.  We hope you will be inspired by, and adopt, our ideas and transformational 
vision for affordability, racial equity, and long-term measurable planning. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
InterIm Community Development Association 
 
Puget Sound Sage 
 
CID Coalition 
 
Historic South Downtown 
 
Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance  
  
Wing Luke Museum of the Asian Pacific American Experience  
  
Asian Pacific Islander Coalition Advocating Together for Health  
 
API Chaya 
 
Asian Counseling and Referral Service 
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May 17, 2024 
 
Seattle Mayor Bruce Harrell 
Seattle City Council 
Seattle Office of Community Planning and Development 
Via electronic upload and email 
 
RE:  Comments on the Draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan from anti-displacement allies in 
the Chinatown/International District 
 
Dear Mayor, Council and City Planners,  
 
The Chinatown/International District (C/ID) of Seattle is unique in the city, region and the 
state.  No other place combines the history, culture, economy, architecture, and diversity 
in a single neighborhood. It is far more than a collection of historic buildings - it is a living, 
breathing legacy that harbors a diverse BIPOC and API community today, and promises 
refuge and prosperity for future generations. Unlike many Chinatowns across the U.S., the 
C/ID is still an immigrant gateway, is still powered by mom-and-pop businesses and is still 
a cultural home for thousands across the region.   
 
Given the historic, racist practices and harms visited on the C/ID, we believe the City 
should do everything in its power to ensure the CID remains a living, working-class 
centered, and culturally vibrant community for generations.   
 
Thus, we believe that the Seattle Comprehensive Plan (SCP) should reflect goals and 
policies that ensure the C/ID continues to thrive and grow without displacing current 
residents and businesses.  We want the City to avoid the harmful impacts the C/ID 
experienced during past infrastructure projects and planning and ensure the community 
benefits from future growth and investment.  We need deeper goals and planning than just 
a subarea plan for downtown, which runs the risk of further marginalization with the C/ID 
as an afterthought. 
 
Over the last few years, many of us have participated in government-led planning 
processes, as well as our own community-led work, involving low-income tenants, small 
businesses, community organizations, land owners, seniors, and youth.  Through this 
planning, we have generated creative and powerful recommendations for land use 
planning in the C/ID.  Our recommendations in this letter reflect and build on those ideas.  
 
 
Overarching City-wide Goals 
The City uses all the right words in the draft SCP, including: equitable, inclusive, stable, 
connected, walkable, resilient, opportunity, healthy, multi-generational, community 
engagement, wealth building, etc.  But nearly all the goals and policies are 1) aspirational, 
2) vague, and 3) unmeasurable.  While we appreciate the conceptual understanding of 
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issues that harm BIPOC communities long-impacted by racism, aspirations and vague 
goals will not lead to equitable outcomes. 
 
Instead, we urge the City to turn inclusivity language into measurable goals.  We 
recommend the following. By 2044 our goals city-wide are to: 


• House everyone who needs housing in Seattle. 
• Maintain or increase the city-wide proportion of low- and moderate-income 


households as of 2020 (56%). 
• Maintain or increase the proportion of all BIPOC people as of 2020 (45%).  Also, 


return the proportion of Black and Indigenous people from a prior decade.1 
• Increase the proportion of families and multi-generational households to match 


county-wide averages. 
• Preserve all existing affordable housing units in older buildings as permanently 


affordable. 
 
These goals are quantifiable and measurable and will provide City leaders with clear 
directions for decision making. Fear of falling short should not stop us from measuring 
progress. 
 
In addition to these goals, the SCP must address the elephant in the room – too much of 
Seattle’s land is restricted to low-density, forcing dense development into high-
displacement areas, i.e. Urban Centers (formerly Urban Villages) and Regional Centers – of 
which the C/ID is part of. We cannot expect anything to change if the City continues to 
permit primarily large-scale apartment buildings with 0- and 1-bedroom units.  As such, we 
recommend that: 
 


• The SCP Future Land Use Map (FLUM) includes all proposed Neighborhood Centers 
found in Alternative 2, except in high displacement areas.   


• The City allow low-rise density in Urban Neighborhoods (a.k.a. single-family zones), 
exclusively for permanently affordable housing, social housing, community- and 
tenant-owned development, and community land trusts. This will give affordable 
housing projects a chance to compete for land. 


 
In the sections below, we connect our vision for growth in the C/ID with specific goals and 
policies for the SCP. 
 
Affordable Housing 
Over 50% of C/ID residents spend a large portion of their income on rent, facing financial 
strain that affects their quality of life.  Our neighborhood has the highest percentage of 


 
1 We recognize that Black and Indigenous people have been harmed earlier and worse by displacement, and 
benchmarking diversity for them in 2020 is probably too late.   
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individuals below 30% AMI in Seattle, underscoring the acute economic hardship 
experienced by many of its residents.2 
 
While we are fortunate to have our own community-based housing developers, we are 
running out of land and out of time.  Between 2009 and 2019, a large amount of land in the 
C/ID was bought by market rate developers, while two waves of upzoning occurred (Livable 
South Downtown and MHA). Currently, we estimate that 34% of C/ID housing units are 
market rate.  Based on the ISRD pipeline, we estimate that the C/ID as a whole is on track 
to being 44% market rate units in the near future. 
 
We have long envisioned that the C/ID maintain a mix of affordable housing that aligns with 
our community of working-class families, seniors, and youth.  InterIm CDA, for example, 
calls for a long-term affordability mix of one-third units at 50% AMI and below, one-third at 
50-100% AMI, and one-third above that (market rate).  For the C/ID and other 
neighborhoods, the City should include the following policy under the housing section of 
the SCP. 
 


• For each moderate to high-displacement risk area, establish a target mix of 
affordable housing (30%, 50%, 80%, and 100% AMI) to inform local plans, 
regulations, permitting, and investments.   


 
While we focus on maintaining affordability, it is important that other places in the city take 
the pressure off development in the C/ID, as well as take on their fair share of affordable 
housing. We recommend the following policy in the housing section of the SCP. 
 


• For low-displacement risk and high-opportunity areas of the city, ensure that at 
least 30% of all units are affordable at 100% AMI or below. 


 
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) has produced very few on-site units in the C/ID nor 
in other high-displacement areas of the city.  Most developers are paying the in-lieu fee.  
But with such little land available, we need stronger onsite production of units in market 
rate buildings.  In addition, we believe that the gentrification effect of the last two upzones 
has outweighed the benefits of developer contributions to affordable housing. We 
recommend the following policies in the housing section of the SCP.   
 


• In areas with medium to high risk of displacement, adjust MHA requirements so that 
adequate affordable housing units are being created to maintain minimum 
neighborhood goals.  


 
The story in the Housing Appendix to the SCP is sobering – to meet County allocated 
housing needs over the next 20 years, 63% of all newly-created units must be affordable at 


 
2 Figure 54, Housing Appendix, Page 150. 
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80% AMI or below, with half affordable at 50% AMI or below.3  The Housing Appendix also 
estimates we have at least a $30 billion gap.  We cannot continue to raise the funding at 
this scale from regressive sources like sales and property taxes.  It will only be possible 
with new progressive revenues, like Jumpstart.  We suggest the following policy: 
 


• Adopt new, progressive revenue sources adequate to meet Seattle’s affordable 
housing allocations under State law and County policy. 


 
Anti-Displacement 
For many of us, displacement is the biggest threat to our survival as a community – 
something we share with many other BIPOC communities across the city.  By the City’s 
own analysis, the C/ID is considered at the highest risk of displacement for Seattle. 
 
Lived experience tells us we have reason to worry.  We can point to several buildings in the 
last decade that ceased to be affordable, either because units were renovated or because 
rent increased. Meanwhile, market rate development is creating units unaffordable to 
those households forced to leave, especially in Little Saigon.  Businesses are also being 
displaced – like Viet Wah. 
 
Data in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) shows the result of these trends.  
Figure 3.8.30 shows that over the last decade, the share of Black and API residents in the 
C/ID fell dramatically, while White households primarily increased – especially in Little 
Saigon. Similar reduction in the shares of Black and API residents have happened in the 
Central District, Beacon Hill and the Rainier Valley.  
 
So we were very disheartened to learn from Publicola that nearly all new anti-displacement 
policies proposed by OPCD were removed from an earlier draft of the Anti-displacement 
Framework, leaving only current policies in place.  We urge the City to add back the 
following important ideas, and turn them into policies if they don’t fall under existing ones: 
 


• Expand Tenant Protections   
o Strengthen existing tenant protections (not just keep the same).   
o Provide information and support for tenants and tenant organizing.   
o Fund rental assistance (such as during COVID). 
o Advocate for rent stabilization at the State (was proposed to be policy H 


5.14). 
o Take measures to preserve smaller rental properties.   


• Support homeowners to stay and thrive in place  
o Expand access to and awareness of property tax relief.   
o Support homeowners to participate in development.   


• Invest in community ownership of land 
o Invest now in land banking.  


 
3 Page 17, Figure 3 



https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-displacement-strategy/

https://publicola.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/August-anti-displacement-strategy.pdf
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o Support for existing and new community land trusts. 
o Community ownership of real estate such as Tenant and Community Right to 


Purchase Acts.   
o Support housing produced by Public Development Authorities (PDAs), 


especially Seattle’s Social Housing Developer. 
• Create pathways to return  


o Expand Seattle’s community preference tools. 
• Keep businesses and cultural anchors in place 


o Implement Phase 2 of Equitable Development Zoning. 
o Pursue a new set of tools to create and preserve cultural spaces. 


 
Equitable Transit Oriented Development  
A search of the term “transit” reveals 190 times the City uses the word in just the draft 
SCP, signaling clearly that public transit is a core part of our growth strategies.  Indeed, the 
concept of focusing growth in Urban Villages and Urban Centers reflected a city-wide 
strategy of funneling growth to neighborhoods rich in transit – such as the C/ID.   
 
Yet, a search of “transit-oriented development” (TOD) yields only four mentions and 
“equitable-transit oriented development” (ETOD) yields two. Planning for Urban and 
Regional Centers is not the same as TOD, and certainly not the same as ETOD.  
 
Now that we are absorbing even more regional light rail, we need a strong plan rooted in 
community vision that results in affordable housing and community-driven development. 
We cannot just hope that market rate development will create those benefits. The same is 
true for other new stations throughout the city, including Graham Street. We don’t need 
another transit overlay zone – we need an ETOD plan organic to our neighborhoods.  
 
For most of the majority-BIPOC neighborhoods that have received light rail investment, 
we’ve been in a race between market rate and non-profit developers to buy land, and ETOD 
has largely been a hope and a prayer that MHA will create enough local units – which is 
hasn’t.  All of the SCP planning documents clearly and frequently acknowledge that light 
rail results in an increase land values, rents, and displacement in equity areas.  We have 
lost so many opportunities for affordable housing and community-driven development that 
we must re-tool our approach. 
 
We urge the City to do the following: 


• Elevate ETOD from a mere policy in the Growth Strategy Section to a new 
subsection, alongside Major Institutions, Parks and Open Space, and Annexation.   


• Include as a policy that at least 30% of all new units of housing around station areas 
are affordable to 60% AMI and below. 


• Create zoning that requires new development to include usable open spaces, 
cultural facilities, small business commercial space (under 1,500 sf), affordable 
housing, and amenities that center low-income families and communities.   
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• Prioritize resources for land banking and community-led development. 
 
The City, County, and Sound Transit must also make investments in pedestrian safety for 
the many residents of the C/ID that do not drive and depend on transit for mobility.  This is 
especially critical for the new light rail stations. 


• Prioritize infrastructure investment to support a community vision for ETOD.  
• When staging construction for City projects or coordinating with other government 


agencies, purchase land that can be developed into affordable housing after 
construction is over.  Create a preference for local, community-based developers 
for purchase of that land.   


 
Family Sized Housing 
The Housing Appendix paints another clear picture: unless major intervention takes place, 
low-income BIPOC families of the future will continue to be forced to live in the suburbs, 
increasingly far away from Seattle.  The current plan is really more of the same for new 
housing, and that means mostly 0- and 1-bedroom units in large apartment buildings.  On 
the very first page of the SCP, the City writes “The shortage of quality, affordable family-
sized homes is pushing too many young families out of our city or straining their resources 
to stay in Seattle.”  Yet, the term “family-sized” appears only once more in the entire 
document. 
 
In the C/ID, we have a walkable, moderate scale, culturally rich neighborhood in which 
working people, youth and seniors can feel at home – the envy of many other auto-oriented 
places in Seattle.  We have a steady stream of API families that first call the C/ID home in 
the U.S.  But we are falling behind on creating affordable family-sized housing needed for 
the future generations.   
 
We urge the City to adopt the following policies in the housing section of SCP: 


• Set a goal that 25% of all new housing in Seattle has 2 bedrooms or more. 
• Create requirements and incentives for developers to build family-sized units 


throughout the city, including elimination of remaining parking requirements 
• Lift zoning limits (along with floor to area ratios) in Urban Neighborhoods in low 


displacement risk areas so that new detached and attached housing allows for 2 
bedrooms or more. 


 
 
Preservation 
Preservation cannot just be about buildings.  It must be about people too. Both the C/ID 
and the Central District became havens for BIPOC people at a time when the rest of city 
was hostile.  Preserving our communities now is about ensuring new and old buildings 
alike serve our economic, cultural, and social needs – not the other way around.  As such, 
the International Special Review District code is outdated, with goals and regulations 
designed for the C/ID of the 1970s. 
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Also, many of the C/ID's historic buildings require extensive repair and rehabilitation, 
limited in size and scope, to accommodate modern needs without significant 
rehabilitation.  The complexity of the repair process, combined with potential 
displacement issues for residents, necessitates a comprehensive approach that balances 
preservation efforts with community needs.  
 
We urge the City to add the following land use policies under the Historic Preservation and 
Cultural Resources section: 


• Allow Special Review Districts with significant low-income populations to establish 
targets and requirements for affordable housing, small business space, cultural 
space, and open space. 


• Prioritize and invest in preservation of historic buildings with housing units so that 
the mix of affordability is maintained, and displacement of any residents prevented. 


 
Community Led and Owned Development 
One of the clearest lessons emerging from C/ID in the past five decades is the power of 
community ownership and development of land.  In addition to our own affordable 
developers, many family associations collectively own buildings that maintain affordable 
rents to both businesses and residents.  Also, local institutions that own their buildings 
don’t have to worry about being forced out of the neighborhood.  And generations of 
leaders have led the fight to stop the worst impacts from infrastructure, stadiums, and 
parking garages. 
 
In addition, as with many lower-income neighborhoods in Seattle, the C/ID has vacant and 
under-used land that could be improved to benefit the community.  But it could also be 
used to gentrify the area, as market rate developers can afford to pay more for land.  For 
the C/ID to remain the treasure it is we must be able to collectively own and develop as 
much land as possible for affordable housing, affordable small business space, cultural 
space, and public open space. 
 
Moreover, this strategy for community stewardship of land is needed by BIPOC 
neighborhoods across the city.  We predict increased frequency of extreme heat and 
smoke, an influx of climate migrants fleeing the U.S. and global south, climate-induced 
food insecurity, and competition for increasingly scarce land.  It is critical now that we take 
as much land out of speculation and use it to create collective benefit.  This is what true 
repair of the harms of segregation and racist planning policies of the past looks like.   
 
We urge the City to include the following goals and priorities:   


• Prefer local community owned and led development in majority BIPOC 
communities and high-displacement areas over other non-profit and for-profit 
developers. 


• Protect the Jumpstart payroll tax for racial equity programs and fully fund the 9% set 
aside for the Equitable Development Initiative. 
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Conclusion 
Finally, we make these recommendations as a group of organizations that embrace 
change and growth, but not at the expense of our legacy and for the profits of real estate 
speculators.  Collectively, we will carry the ideas and values in this letter throughout the 
SCP process, in future policy campaigns, in public debate and to other government 
agencies.  We hope you will be inspired by, and adopt, our ideas and transformational 
vision for affordability, racial equity, and long-term measurable planning. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
InterIm Community Development Association                               
Friends of Little Saigon 
Puget Sound Sage                                                                               
Unite Here! Local 8 
Minidoka Pilgrimage Planning Committee                                                         
API Chaya  
Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance                                      
Historic South Downtown  
Wing Luke Museum of the Asian Pacific American Experience                    
CID Coalition 
Asian Pacific Islander Coalition Advocating Together for Health                         
Asian Counseling and Referral Service                                                                
Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and Development Authority 
Japanese American Citizens League- Seattle Chapter 
 
 
 
 








  


 


Michael Hubner, Long Range Planning Manager 


One SeaƩle Plan Project Manager, City of SeaƩle 


  


Sent Via Email 


 


May 6, 2024 


   


RE: Comments on health equity content of the City of SeaƩle One SeaƩle Plan   


  


Dear Michael, 
Thank you for including our staff on the One SeaƩle Plan Inter-department Team (IDT) and for advancing a draŌ 
plan that responds to a broad array of community needs and ambiƟons, while addressing a myriad of GMA, 
regional, and local policy drivers. Since this plan guides City of SeaƩle’s decisions about where to locate housing 
and jobs and where to invest in transportaƟon, uƟliƟes, parks, and other public assets, it will have significant and 
long-term effects on health and health equity of residents and visitors. 
 
Public Health – SeaƩle & King County (Public Health) appreciates the plan’s aƩenƟon to transit-focused growth, 
well-distributed desƟnaƟons, walker/roller needs, and access to healthy food and open spaces, which help 
promote the health and wellness of residents and visitors.  
 
While lacking a dedicated health or human services chapter or element, this plan largely realizes a ‘Health in All 
Policy’ approach, seeking to distribute health-inducing built environment characterisƟcs more equitably and 
limiƟng exposures to harm.  
 
Comments that follow offer addiƟonal opportuniƟes to advance community health and promote health equity in 
SeaƩle’s built environment, and align with the mulƟ-county planning policy (MPP) of Vision 2050: 


 MPP-RC-3 Make reducƟon of health dispariƟes and improvement of health outcomes across the region a 
priority when developing and carrying out regional, countywide, and local plans. 


 
Public Health prioriƟes for improvements to this plan, and the focus of our comments, include three primary 
areas: 


1. ElevaƟng health equity as a policy intent.  
2. Addressing highway-adjacent health equity and environmental jusƟce concerns. 
3. Addressing deficits in access to public toilets, sinks, and drinking water. 


 
1. Eleva ng health equity as a policy intent. 


 


The One SeaƩle Plan includes many references to public health as a policy intent, as well as references to Public 
Health as an agency. Standing alone, the general term ‘protect public health’ can suggest a universal delivery 
approach, which may unintenƟonally steer limited resources away from where needs are greatest. This term will 
benefit from a companion imperaƟve to ‘advance health equity.’  Health equity is the state in which everyone has 
a fair and just opportunity to aƩain their highest level of health.  
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A health equity focus is operaƟonalized by a targeted universalism approach, targeƟng efforts and resources to 
people who and places where needs are furthest from the universal intended outcome. This approach reduces 
disparate environmental health risks, exposures, and harm while promoƟng and expanding environmental 
protecƟve factors like access to healthy food and places to walk, learn, and play: especially where needs are 
greatest.   
 
We recommend adding ‘health equity’ to the Glossary of Terms and compleƟng the currently included phrase 
‘protect public health” with ‘… and advance health equity’ in several policies menƟoned in the table of suggested 
changes at the end of this document. 
 
2. Addressing highway-adjacent health equity and environmental jus ce concerns. 


 


While the City of SeaƩle is not a high-capacity transit service provider, it is responsible for rezoning areas around 
high-capacity transit stops and staƟons. Unfortunately, many of these areas are adjacent to or are bisected by 
highways that carry well over 100k vehicles per day.   
 
Sound Transit and Metro have sited high-capacity transit stops and staƟons adjacent to high volume highway 
corridors in the City of SeaƩle (I-5 and I-90), which conƟnually emit harmful pollutants and create health concerns 
for the sensiƟve building occupants in adjacent and neighboring parcels. The pollutants are especially harmful for 
sensiƟve and overburdened populaƟons, even for short duraƟons, including those in schools, childcares, senior 
living sites, clinics, and income-restricted housing. The high-volume roadway structures are sources of noise, 
vibraƟon, and air pollutants that are harmful to human health.1,2 


 


While the Land Use chapter policy LU 13.25 [Develop transiƟons between industrial areas and adjacent 
neighborhoods that support healthy communiƟes, reduce adverse environmental impacts, and minimize land use 
conflicts] addresses industrial area conflicts, there is not a plan policy to reduce highway-adjacent land use 
conflicts. This is especially needed given that exhaust from motor vehicles is the main source of outdoor air 
polluƟon in most urban areas in the United States.3   
 
To address this gap, LU 1.6 could be updated to specify occupants of concern, highways of concern, and expected 
distances for incenƟves: 


 Proposed new Land Use policy – 1.6 Advance environmental jusƟce and health equity by using incenƟves 
to sufficiently distance (over 500’) sensiƟve building uses (daycare, school, senior living, clinic, income 
restricted housing) from air and noise polluƟon sources, including high volume highways (those with > 
80k average daily vehicles), airports, rail yards, freight routes, and industrial faciliƟes, while achieving no 
net loss of development capacity. 


 
The King County countywide planning policies (CPPs) that support this strengthened environmental jusƟce 
approach include: 


 CPP EN-25 Prevent, miƟgate, and remediate harmful environmental pollutants and hazards, including 
light, air, noise, soil, and structural hazards, where they have contributed to racialized health or 
environmental dispariƟes, and increase environmental resiliency in frontline communiƟes. 


 CPP DP-6 Adopt land use and community investment strategies that promote public health and address 
racially and environmentally disparate health outcomes and promote access to opportunity. Focus on 
residents with the highest needs in providing and enhancing opportuniƟes for employment, safe and 
convenient daily physical acƟvity, social connecƟvity, protecƟon from exposure to harmful substances and 
environments, and housing in high opportunity areas. 
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 CPP T-30 Develop a transportaƟon system that minimizes negaƟve health and environmental impacts to 
all communiƟes, especially Black, Indigenous, and other People of Color communiƟes and low-income 
communiƟes, that have been disproporƟonately affected by transportaƟon decisions. 
 


3. Addressing deficits in access to public toilets, sinks, and drinking water. 
 


Access to hygiene, sanitaƟon, and drinking water is a foundaƟonal community amenity that promotes health and 
human dignity and facilitates equitable access to public spaces. The shortcomings of public toilet access are well 
documented, 4,5 and the issue was raised by residents as a priority in a parƟcipatory budget process.6 
 
We recommend addressing the criƟcal deficit in publicly accessible toilets, sinks, and drinking water faciliƟes by 
adding a new policy in the Capital FaciliƟes chapter, under Goal 3, such as: 


 Proposed new Capital Facili es policy – CF3.12 Reduce disease risk and improve resident, commuter, 
employee, and visitor experiences in public realms by expanding the Ɵmes and places that restrooms are 
available, including extending public access to exisƟng public and private faciliƟes, and expanding a 
system of public-serving fixed and mobile toilet, sink, and drinking water faciliƟes that have long or 
conƟnuous operaƟng hours and are prioriƟzed to serve populaƟon groups, desƟnaƟons, and events 
where needs are greatest. 


 
1hƩps://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/The%20Polluted%20Life%20Near%20the%20Highway.pdf 
2 hƩps://oehha.ca.gov/air/residenƟal-traffic-studies 
3 hƩps://www.transportaƟon.gov/mission/health/cleaner-air 
4 hƩps://www.kuow.org/stories/seaƩle-is-toilet-poor 
5 hƩps://www.seaƩleƟmes.com/seaƩle-news/poliƟcs/where-to-go-when-nature-calls-seaƩle-has-a-public-restroom-
problem/ 
6 hƩps://www.seaƩleƟmes.com/seaƩle-news/poliƟcs/seaƩle-parƟcipatory-budgeƟng-allots-27m-to-public-restrooms-
other-needs/ 


 


Table 1: Summary of suggested policy improvements related to recommenda ons. 


Reference (exis ng in dra ): Recommended improvement: in underline 
LU 2.7 Encourage the preservaƟon and expansion of the 
tree canopy throughout the city for the aestheƟc, 
health, and environmental benefits trees provide, 
considering first the residenƟal and mixed-use areas 
with the least tree canopy in order to distribute the 
benefits more equitably to residents. 


LU 2.7 Preserve and expand the tree canopy 
throughout the city for the aestheƟc, health, and 
environmental benefits trees provide, considering first 
the residenƟal and mixed-use areas with the least tree 
canopy in order to distribute the benefits more 
equitably to residents. 


LU 5.3 Avoid seƫng minimum parking requirements for 
housing in areas well-served by transit. Consider 
removing minimum parking requirements for housing in 
other areas. 


LU 5.3 Eliminate minimum parking requirements for 
housing in areas well-served by transit. Work toward 
removing minimum parking requirements for housing 
in other areas. 


LU 12.3 Allow limited nonresidenƟal uses, such as small 
insƟtuƟons, corner stores, and at-home businesses, in 
neighborhood residenƟal areas to support small 
business development and enhance residents’ access to 
everyday needs. 


LU 12.3 Allow limited nonresidenƟal uses, such as 
small insƟtuƟons, corner stores, and at-home 
businesses, without minimum parking requirements, 
in neighborhood residenƟal areas to support small 
business development and enhance residents’ access 
to everyday needs. 


Add new GS1. GS1 Reduce cumulaƟve environmental burdens to 
sensiƟve occupants through use of zoning incenƟves 
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to locate schools, day-cares, clinics, senior living, and 
income-restricted housing sufficiently distanced from 
sources of intense or consistent air and/or noise 
polluƟon, and/or other emissions. 


CE 2.3 Focus and tailor efforts within neighborhoods to 
reduce vehicle traffic and encourage walking and biking, 
such as by establishing a zero emission neighborhoods 
strategy. 


CE 2.3 Focus and tailor efforts within neighborhoods to 
reduce vehicle traffic and encourage walking and 
biking, such as by compleƟng Americans with 
DisabiliƟes Act (ADA) TransiƟon plan projects and 
establishing a zero emission neighborhoods strategy. 


T 3.10 Improve access to transit by supporƟng first-
/last-mile connecƟons, including on-demand shared 
rides to trunk line staƟons and improved safety and 
walking infrastructure connecƟng to transit stops and 
staƟons. 


T 3.10 Improve access to transit by supporƟng first-
/last-mile connecƟons, including on-demand shared 
rides to trunk line staƟons and improved safety and 
walking infrastructure connecƟng residences and 
desƟnaƟons to transit stops and staƟons. 


T 2.16 Develop strategies that prioriƟze walking, biking, 
transit, and public spaces on streets over parking. 


T 2.16 Develop strategies and adjust street operaƟons 
to prioriƟze walking, biking, transit, and public spaces 
on streets over parking. 


T 6.1 Work toward SeaƩle's Vision Zero goal to end 
traffic deaths and serious injuries on city streets by 
2030 by focusing on the most effecƟve and equitable 
ways to reduce harm. 


T 6.1 Work toward SeaƩle's Vision Zero goal to end 
traffic deaths and serious injuries on city streets by 
2030 by focusing on the most effecƟve and equitable 
ways to reduce harm, including slowing vehicle travel 
Ɵmes, allocaƟng right of way space for walker/rollers 
and bicyclists, and removing vehicle parking spaces. 


T 7.3 Limit freeway capacity expansions intended 
primarily to accommodate drive-alone users to allow 
only spot improvements that enhance safety or remove 
operaƟonal constraints in specific locaƟons. 


T 7.3 Eliminate freeway capacity expansions intended 
primarily to accommodate drive-alone users and allow 
only spot improvements that enhance safety or 
remove operaƟonal constraints in specific locaƟons. 


T 8.6 Focus resources for maintenance and 
improvements in neighborhoods that have been 
historically subject to underinvestment or are currently 
underserved. 


T 8.6 Focus resources for maintenance and 
improvements in neighborhoods that have been 
historically subject to underinvestment or are 
currently underserved, including compleƟng ADA 
TransiƟon Plan for Right-of-Way (ROW) projects in 
these areas first. 


H 4.5 Remove zoning and building code barriers that 
prevent the development of comparaƟvely lower-cost 
forms of housing, parƟcularly in residenƟal 
neighborhoods with a history of racial exclusion. 


H 4.5 Remove zoning and building code barriers, 
including minimum parking requirements, that prevent 
the development of comparaƟvely lower-cost forms of 
housing, parƟcularly in residenƟal neighborhoods with 
a history of racial exclusion. 


H 3.15 Consider using substanƟve authority available 
through the State Environmental Policy Act to require 
that new development miƟgate adverse impacts on 
housing affordable for lower-income households. 


H 3.15 Consider using substanƟve authority available 
through the State Environmental Policy Act to require 
that new development miƟgate adverse impacts on 
housing affordable for lower-income households, 
especially when units are located within 500’ of a high-
volume highway, railyard, airport, port, or industrial 
facility. 


CE 5.2 IncenƟvize green building cerƟficaƟon for new 
development from third party organizaƟons that align 
with the City’s climate goals. 
 


CE 5.2 IncenƟvize green building and health and 
wellness cerƟficaƟons for new development from third 
party organizaƟons that align with the City’s climate 
and equity goals. 







Michael Hubner 
One SeaƩle Plan Project 


May 6, 2024 
Page 5 of 5 


 
CF 2.7 Adapt exisƟng capital faciliƟes to be resilient to 
the impacts of climate change, natural hazards, and 
human-made disasters. 


CF 2.7 Adapt exisƟng capital faciliƟes to be resilient to 
the impacts of climate change, natural hazards, and 
human-made disasters, including features that support 
sheltering of displaced residents during or following 
climate and seismic disrupƟons. 


CF 2.8 Promote physical acƟvity in the design of capital 
faciliƟes through features such as the placement and 
design of stairs, elevators, and indoor and outdoor 
spaces. 


CF 2.8 Promote physical acƟvity in the design of capital 
faciliƟes through features such as the placement and 
design of stairs, elevators, and indoor and outdoor 
spaces and inclusion of ample bicycle parking faciliƟes. 


CF 6.5 Coordinate pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure 
to make it easy and safe for students and families to 
walk, bike, and roll to school. 


CF 6.5 Coordinate pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure and adjust street operaƟons to make it 
easy and safe for students and families to walk, bike, 
and roll to school. 


AddiƟon and adjustment to Glossary of Terms –  


 Master plan Campus or system plan - A document that describes the long-term expectaƟons for 
growth on a large property controlled by a single enƟty, such as the campus of a college or hospital.  
– replace 18 references to ‘Master’ and 12 references to ‘Master plan(s)’. Remove this definiƟon and 
cease to use this offensive word or phrase in the One SeaƩle Plan. 


 


Places to add “advance health equity” aŌer the phrase “protect public health”: 


 LU 1.3 


 LU G4 


 LU17.11 


 LU 17.2 


 T 4 


 Water system discussion narraƟve 


 
We appreciate the myriad policy innovaƟons built into the draŌ plan and are grateful for the opportunity to share 
perspecƟve on further opportuniƟes to beƩer center and advance health and health equity in a final version. As 
quesƟons arise or if we can help with addiƟonal background informaƟon on health outcomes today, please reach 
out to environmental health planner Richard Gelb (Richard.gelb@Kingcounty.gov) for further assistance.   
 
Thank you for your consideraƟon.  
 
Sincerely, 


Dylan Orr 


Director 


Environmental Health Services Division  


dorr@kingcounty.gov 


  


CC   Brennon Staley, One SeaƩle Plan Growth Strategy Lead, City of SeaƩle 
       Jessica Jeavons, Director of Policy and Strategy, Public Health-SeaƩle & King County 
       Richard Gelb, Environmental Planner, Environmental Health Services, Public Health-SeaƩle & King County   
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Laurelhurst Community Club 
Serving.Seattle"s.Laurelhurst.Community.since.7❺86 


 


May 5 , 2 02 4  
 
J im  Holm es , Office  of P lanning & Com m unity Developm ent  
Mailing Address : P .O. Box 94 78 8 , Sea tt le , WA, 98 12 4-7 08 8   
PCD_Com pPlan_EIS@sea ttle .gov  
 
cc. Michael Hubner, Councilm em ber Maritza  Rivera  and  Mayor Bruce Harrel 
 
From : Laurelhurs t  Com m unity Club  
 
RE: One Sea ttle  Com prehens ive P lan 2 0 40  Com m ents  


Dea r Mr. Holm es  and  the Sea ttle  Office  of P lanning and  Com m unity Developm ent: 


The grea t  cit ies  of both the US and  the World  have experienced  m any of the s am e 
cha llenges  in p lanning for future growth. The DRAFT One Sea ttle  P lan docum ent is  
lengthy but p rovides  a  good  workab le fram ework for the  City to set  goa ls  and  enact the 
policies  to achieve them  over the  next 10 -yea r p lanning cycle. 


The Laurelhurs t  Com m unity Club  Council (LCC) rep resents  over 5 ,00 0  res idents  and  
sm a ll bus inesses  in north Sea ttle , and  has  exam ined  the  One Sea ttle  d ra ft , a ttended  the 
OPCD outreach m eetings  and  sha red  input from  m any non-profit  organiza tions . 


LCC has  a lso s tud ied  how other la rge cit ies  in  a  growth tra jectory p lan to supp ly hous ing 
units  for a  range of incom es  am ids t their hous ing s tock of high cos t  of m arket ra te  
hom es . Solutions  va ry from  New York City, Vienna , Singapore and  Hong Kong in build ing 
m axim um  units  on governm ent owned  land  and / build ings , pa rtnering with  p riva te 
developers  to build  a ffordab le units  within the city (Sea ttle÷s  p rim ary m odel), offering 
federa l, Sta te  and  loca l tax cut exem ptions  to build  m ore a ffordab le units  and  build ing 
efficient , low cos t transporta tion sys tem s  to enab le their City÷s  work force to live outs ide 
city lim its  a t  a  lower cos t of land  and  hous ing. 


In keep ing with One Sea ttle÷s  goa ls , the bes t exam ple of transpa rency for p lanning and  
inclus ion p roces ses  is  the City-Sta te  of Singapore which does  is  pub licly with a  3 -D 
d isp lay of an upda ted  m as ter p lan m odel of the entire  city. As  it  upda tes  developm ent 
and  p lanning, it  delinea tes  its  old  and  new neighborhoods , loca tion of subs id ized  units , 
and  p lans  for ”reclam ation‘  of new land  owned  by the  governm ent added  to its  shores . 
How can Se a ttle ÷s  OP CD be com e  a  m ore  ope n p lanning p roce s s  to a ll?  


The One Sea ttle  Com prehens ive P lan conta ins  nob le  goa ls  and  policies  for the next 10 + 
yea rs . Howe ve r, m any of the m  a re  ve ry ge ne ra l and  s hould  be  bas e d  upon the  
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e ffe ctive ne s s  of the  pos itive  outcom e s  of policie s  of the  pas t 15  ye a rs , a s  we ll a s  
ide ntify the  uninte nde d  cons e que nce s , and  be tte r  addre s s ing e m e rging tre nds .  


Our com m ents  below a re focused  on: Genera l Goa ls , Growth Stra tegy, Land  Use, 
Hous ing, Transporta tion, Clim a te and  Environm ent, Pa rks  and  Open Space, Arts  and  
Culture and  Com m unity Involvem ent: 


Growth Stra te gy 


The GS G1  Goa l of crea ting com plete com m unities  for the inclus ive needs  of a ll ages  and  
ab ilit ies  is  the overa rching One Sea ttle  Com prehens ive P lan. 


GS 1 .2  Encourages  a  va riety of hous ing types  is  lofty to be inclus ive  and  age-in-p lace but 
is  not specific. Has  a  re a l e s ta te  tax cap  for s e niors  be e n s tud ie d  to he lp  p re d ict and  
m anage  e lde rs ÷ tax b ills  s o the y can truly age  in p lace ? 


GS 1 .3  Accom m oda te non-res identia l uses  in  neighborhoods  seem s  counter-p roductive 
to build ing hous ing s tock when m any office and  com m ercia l build ings  s it  em pty. How 
would  this  policy p r ior it ize  and  p re s e rve  hous ing units ? 


LCC agrees  with  build ing dens ity a long exis ting trans it  routes , avoid ing ECA a reas  and  
better p lanning for transporta tion, pa rks  and  recrea tion for new p lanned  dens ity a reas . 


The  2 01 5  Com p P lan was  de ficie nt in re quiring ade qua te  infra s tructure  s upport for 
de ns ity. How doe s  One  Se a ttle  p lan to finance  the  ne e de d  ne w infra s tructure ? 


 The U District area including the University Village now has over 4 ,0 00  new residents and 
receive almost no City amenity funds, the developments and  actua lly clos e d  NE 4 1 s t St 
com m unity ce nte r  nea res t because it did not meet a  body mass and racial profile . How can 
the  City m e e t the  incre as e d  facility ne e ds  with its  p lans  for add ing 10 0 ,00 0  m ore  
re s ide nts ? 


LCC supports  GS 1 .4  and  GS 1 .9  which ca lls  for the  City policy to m a tch dense hous ing 
in Regiona l and  Urban centers  with MORE pub lic am enit ies . 


LCC supports  GS G2  Sea ttle÷s  developm ent pa ttern tha t results  in a  range of vib rant 
p laces  tha t a ll p lay a  role  in hous ing and  jobs . 


LCC s upports  GS 2 .1  Us e  the  FLUM to guide  land  us e  re gula tion (add ing no e xce p tions ) 


GS 2 .2  Require FLUM am endm ents  only intended  to change the intended  function. 


How can FLUM am e ndm e nts  be  p rohib ite d  from  p ie ce m e a l p roje cts  by de ve lope rs  
looking for  e xce p tions  and  de pa rture s  tha t caus e  the  ove ra rching p lan to d is inte gra te ? 


LCC agrees  with  the descrip tion of the p lace types  (page 19 , figure  1 ). Renam ing Urban 
Centers  tha t s erve the NW Region and  Sta te  should  be Regiona l Centers . 


Urban Centers  ut ilized  by County and  City res idents  and  em ployees  fit  the new nam e. 
LCC s trongly supports  m ore Regiona l and  Urban Centers  p roposed  a t Northga te and  
13 0 th ad jacent to the new Light Ra il s ta tions  and  for future ones  in Wes t Sea ttle  Junction 
and  ad jacent to  Light  Ra il s ta t ions  through the Ra inier Va lley.  Should  Aurora  Ave  be  a  







de s igna te d  Urban Ce nte r with a  Mas te r  P lan for de ns e  hous ing with com m e rcia l and  
s upport s e rvice  am e nit ie s  e .g groce ry s tore s  and  pha rm acie s , tha t a ls o re ta ins  its  light 
indus tr ia l and  com m e rcia l s m a ll bus ine s s e s ? 


LCC supports  GS 4 .3  a llowing a  wide range of hous ing types , and  aga in would  like to 
add :  GS 4 .6  Do Urban Ce nte rs  re quire  re ta ining or anchoring e s s e ntia l la rge  groce rs  
and  a  child  ca re  facility in the s e  zone s  to m ake  wa lkab le  ne ighborhoods ÷? 


 


Neighborhood  Centers  (figure  7 ) would  be a  new zoning type op tion to add  dens ity and  
com ply with Sta te  b ill HB 1 1 10  which requires  ”m idd le hous ing‘  type op tions  with 4 -6  
units  within 1 / 2 -m ile  wa lking d is tance of a  m a jor trans it  center. 


GS 5 .1  ”des igna te  Neighborhood  Centers  with a  com m ercia l core , d ivers e hous ing 
op tions  within wa lking d is tance to shops , s ervices  and  trans it‘ . LCC agrees  tha t this  bes t 
com plies  with HB 1 11 0 . 


GS5 .2  Allow a ll types  of d iverse  hous ing types  and  s ervices . LCC d isagrees  tha t it  should  
be centered  on institutional s ervices . La rger-s ca le  services  should  be in Urban Centers . 


GS 5 .3 -Zoning heights  3 -6  s tories . Why a re  5 -6  s tor ie s  the  goa l for Ne ighborhood  
Ce nte rs , which doub le  the  e xis ting he ight lim its ?  LCC s ugge s ts  he ights  s hould  be  2 -4  
s torie s  m axim um  as  s ugge s te d  in HB 1 1 10  to conform  to e xis ting he ights . The s e  
de ns e r units  tha t would  be tte r  trans ition to e xis ting while  doub ling hous ing units . 


 Add : GS 5 .6   Why is n÷t the re  an OP CD and / or SDCI code  change  tha t Ne ighborhood  
Ce nte rs  re quire  a  ” Mas te r  P lan‘  to e ns ure  conte xt s e ns itive  s ca le  and  ae s the tic 
com pa tib ility to ad jace nt e xis ting build ings , e s pe cia lly re s ide nce s ? 


Urban Neighborhoods - Sea tt le÷s  neighborhoods  a re  the hea rt  of the  City. Peop le a sk 
”wha t÷s  your neighborhood‘  to s ta rt  a  fun conversa tion, and  they support com m unity 
build ing throughout the City. 


GS 6 .1  Des igna te Urban Neighborhoods  p rim arily for res identia l developm ent. LCC 
agrees  tha t  som e a rea s  need  to be des igna ted  a s  quiet p laces  to res t  and  enjoy, away 
from  the noise  and  tra ffic in urban cit ies . 


GS 6 .2  Allow 4 -6  s tories  nea r frequent trans it . LCC d is agrees  and  tha t is  covered  in a ll of 
the other zones , especia lly in Neighborhood  Centers . Build ing 4 -6  s torie s  is  out-of-s ca le  
and  lacks  the  ade qua te  infra s tructure  to build  he avy de ns ity in this  low de ns ity a re a . 
HB 1 11 0  re quire s  build ing m ore  units  in e xis ting zoning to add  ” Midd le  hous ing‘  and  
doe s  not ca ll for  add ing he ights  or  changing s e tbacks  in  thos e  zone s  and  be tte r  
trans itions  a t  its  e dge s . 


Major Ins titutions  


LCC agrees  with  us ing the Major Ins titutions  GS 8  Mas ter P lan p rocesses  for m anaging 
their growth and  uses  tha t a re  needed  within those boundaries  a s  approved . 


P a rks  and  Ope n Space  







Because the Pa rk and  open Space lands  a re  not expand ing with  the rap id  popula tion 
growth. 


GS 9 .3  ”Allow hous ing in the  pa rks  and  open space …only where  it  is  loca ted  within a  
com m unity center or pool‘ . Wha t s ta tute  in the  City code s  a llow Se a ttle  to change  
pa rklands  to hous ing?  LCC re je cts  this  hijacking pub lic ope n s pace s  and  conve rting it  
to p riva te  re s ide nce s , e ve n if City owne d . It  is  not com pa tib le  and  re m ove s  lim ite d  
pub lic s pace  whe n hous ing can be  built  e ls e whe re .  


GS 9 .4  Allow lim ited  com m ercia l use to activa te exis ting build ings . LCC supports  this  a s  
opera ting som e recrea tiona l uses  require expertis e  from  com m ercia l opera tors . 


Are a  P lanning 


GS G1 0  .4  and  GS 1 0 .8  ”P riorit ize City resources  for a rea  p lanning for Regiona l and  
Urban Centers  with a  higher risk of d isp lacem ent‘   Wha t policie s  in the  City÷s  Land  Us e  
code  p rovide  long-te rm  hous ing d is p lace m e nt for vulne rab le  e lde rs , hand icappe d  and  
low incom e  re s ide nts ?   LCC agre e s  to p rote ct e xis ting re s ide nts  from  d is p lace m e nt 
whos e  hous ing cos ts  could  be  now a ffordab le , but la te r  is  too e xpe ns ive .  


Anne xa tion 


GS G1 1  ”Sea ttle  has  es tab lished  a  p rocess  for potentia l annexa tion of three a reas ‘ . 


GS 1 1 .1  ”Des igna te unincorpora ted  land  for potentia l annexa tion where it  can be eas ily 
connected  to City services ‘ . LCC agre e s  but cautions  tha t any new annexa tion should  be 
in s im ila r cond ition to the levels  of Sea ttle  so tha t annexa tion does  not cause an exces s  
outflow of resources  from  the City of Sea ttle .  


Add : GS 11 .2  Is  pe rm ane nt a ffordab le  p riorit ize d  whe n cre a ting ” ne w land‘  from  
pote ntia l” lids ‘  ove r trans porta tion corridors ?  Singapore does with proportionally when 
”reclaimed‘  land is developed from the sea . 


Land  Us e  


LCC agrees  with  the s ta tem ent tha t new zoning and  developm ent regula t ions  intended  to 
p roduce one result  can also have unintended consequences, and  in  pa rticula r, 
d isp lacem ent of exis ting res idents  and  sm a ll bus ines ses  who can be ”p riced  out‘  of 
exis ting loca tions  tha t they ca ll hom e.  


LCC s upports  the lofty goa ls  in  LU G1 , specifica lly ” cre a te  hous ing tha t works  for 
va rious  incom e  le ve ls , ” e ncourage  high qua lity, we ll de s igne d  and  s us ta inab le  
build ings , p rote ct and  e nhance  the  na tura l e nvironm e nt and  m itiga te  im pacts  of ne w 
cons truction.  


These are similar to the lofty goals of the 20 15  Comp Plan but policies were rarely enforced 
resulting in rapid infill and increased zoning ”departures‘  from the planned Comp Plan and 
MHA policies. Many of those projects failed the ”quality, sustainability enhancement of the 
na tura l environm ent and  m itiga ting im pacts  of new cons truction‘ . 







How will p roje cts  be  cons ide re d  ” high qua lity÷ if SEP A and  De s ign Re vie w a re  not pa rt  
of the  re gula tory p roce s s ?   


Many MHA tit le d  hous ing units  we re  built  with no conte xt to e xis ting s tructure s  and  
zoning, d is p lace d  e xis ting re s ide nts  and  s m a ll bus ine s s e s , de s troye d  e xis ting tre e s . 
De ve lope rs  jus t  wrote  a  che ck ” in-lie u‘  into the  a ffordab le  hous ing fund  to build  units  
fa r  away from  e xis ting loca tions . ” Stick tre e s ‘  we re  p lante d  onto r ight of ways  and  
m any d ie d  which de te riora te d  the  City÷s  tre e  canopy.  How can Se a ttle  p re ve nt the s e  
uninte nde d  outcom e s  and  e ns ure  ” s te wards hip ‘  p ractice s  for  the  re p lace m e nt tre e s  
viab ility? 


The 2 02 1  City of Seattle  Tree Canopy Assessment (page 3 7 ) chart noted that in ” Citywide  
re de ve lope d  pa rce ls ‘ , the re  was  a  los s  of -3 9 .8% in tre e  canopy, ( and only a  -1 .4% in 
undeveloped parcels) which resulted in 33% of the City÷s declining tree canopy of 1 .7% from 
20 16 -2 02 1 . Which City policie s  in One  Se a ttle  will ” p rote ct and  e nhance  the  na tura l 
e nvironm e nt ” ? How will SDCI de fine  ” high qua lity÷ s tanda rds  and  m itiga tion goa ls ? 


LCC supports : 


LU 1 .2  Neighborhood  bus ines s  va riety nea rer to res idents  


LU 1 .3  App ly developm ent s tanda rds  to p rotect pub lic hea lth and  sa fety (NO WAIVING 
De s ign re vie w) 


LU1 .5  Ba lance developm ent s tanda rds  vs  p re ve nting d is p lace m e nt. 


LU1 .6  Develop  res idences  away from  a ir  pollutants . 


LU 1 .7  P rote ct d is p lace m e nt in legis la tive  re-zone policies , especia lly low incom e and  
m argina lized  popula tions .  


LCC  has  conce rns  about LU1 .1  ” a  wide  va rie ty of hous ing type s  in a ll ne ighborhoods ‘ . 
The  infra s tructure  in the  City was  not built  for a ll de ns itie s  (e g wid th of s tre e ts , s e we r) 
This was also mentioned as a  concern in HB. 11 10  


Urban De s ign 


LCC s trongly s upports  the  goa ls  and  policie s  of the  na tura l e nvironm e nt: 


LU G2‘  Sea ttle÷s  unique cha racter and  sense of p lace, etc and  the policies  tha t recognize 
the im portance of reta ining Sea ttle÷s  na tive  vegeta tion, wa terways , fores ts  and  visua l 
pub lic views  of Mt Ra inier, the Olym pic Mounta ins  and  the Cascade Range, a s  well a s  
lakes , wa terways  and  pub lic shoreline acces s  points .  


Wha t ne w re gula tory land  us e  code s  will p rote ct pub lic vie w corr idors  a s  de ve lope rs  try 
to ” outvie w the  ne xt one ? 


And  LCC supports  polices  :LU2 .1 , LU2 .2 , LU2 .3 , LU 2 .4 , LU2 .5 . LU 2 .6 , LU 2 .7 , LU 2 .8 . 


Built  Environne m e nt 


LCC strongly supports:  







LU 2 .9  Encourage p reserva tion of cha racteris tics  and  fea tures  tha t contribute to 
com m unities÷ m ultip le  identit ies  includ ing a reas  of his toric, a rchitectura l, cultura l and  
socia l s ignificance. 


LU 2 .10  crea ting wa lkab le cultura l s capes  


LU 2 .1 2  Will the  City SDOT have  de s igna te d  owne rs hip  and  ope ra ting p lans  to de ve lop  
highway lid s  and  othe r  pa thways  to re unite  ne ighborhoods ? 


LU 2 .13  and  LU 2  .1 4    Des ign wa lkab le connections  and  add  na tura l lighting and  ra in 
p rotection. 


LU 2 .15  Rooftop  p roduction of fresh food  is  a  terrific way to p rovide loca l food  sources .  


LU2 .1 9 . P lan to ca scade heights  to a llow for m ore lower-to-higher views  of wa ter and  
m ounta ins . This  is  a  m uch better approach than SDCI continuing to a llow view b locking 
with the newes t  build ings  in the 20 15  Com  P lan. 


LU 2 .20  P riorit ize  not a llowing nega tive im pacts  of ta ll build ings  to b lock sun and  views  
in pub lic pa rks  and  spaces  


LCC doe s  not s upport:  


LU 2  16 -1 8 . Clus tering of ta ll build ings , which can crea te ” built  m ounta ins ‘  and  b lock 
pub lic views . Which re gula tory land  us e  code s  and  age ncy de fine  wha t is  a  good  clus te r  
of ta ll build ings ? 


P ub lic Space s  


LCC s upports  LU 2 .2 1 - LU 2 .2 4  tha t encourages  pub lic spaces  des igned  for a  range of 
users . 


USES    Goa l:  LU G3  Allows  every use  everywhere  


Will the  City re quire  Mas te r  P lans  for a llowing a  va rie ty of us e s  and  s om e  de fine d  us e  
a re as  to p re ve nt the  ” Aurora  Ave  ” lack of cha racte r  and  confus ing zoning m e s s ? 


LCC doe s  not s upport policie s  LU 3 .1 , 3 .3 , 3 .4 , and  3 .6  but supports  3 .5  reta ining 
exis ting nonconform ing use . 


Ge ne ra l De ve lopm e nt s tanda rds  


LU G4  Developm ent s tanda rds  tha t m a tch each zone÷s  function, p rotect hea lth and  
sa fety and  add  hous ing and  com m ercia l spaces . 


LCC Supports these policies: 


LU 4 .2 -Standards  tha t  p rovide p red ictab ility for each zoned  


LU 4 .3  -Control of m ass ing for com pa tib ility for p lanned  sca le and  p rovide open space 


LU 4 .7  Use setbacks  to a llow for light a ir and  sunlight  


LU 4 .8  Use tree  p reserva tion requirem ents  to enhance aes thetics , p revent hea t  is lands  







LU 4 .9 -LU 4 .14  


LU 4 .15   LCC s upports  p rote cting the  pub lic vie ws  through s e tbacks  and  e s tab lis hing 
zoning b locks  tha t p rote cts  ke y City vie ws . 


LU 4 .17  LCC s upports  Se is m ic re trofit t ing to m inim ize  he a lth r is ks  and  re ta in his toric 
build ings . 


LU 4 .1 8  Can One Se a tt le  re ins ta te  the  us e  of De s ign Re vie w to e nhance  the  qua lity of 
City de ve lopm e nt by app lying the s e  be s t p ractice s  to ” Midd le  Hous ing‘  and  to 
” Affordab le  Hous ing‘  to m inim ize  the  s tigm a  of ” che ap  hous ing‘  am ong its  re s ide nts ? 


LU 4 .4  and  4 .5  — a llowing use of m axim um  heights  in the nam e of lim iting vie w b lockage   
How doe s  this  curb  m ore  vie w b locking throughout the  city s cape ? 


LU 4 .16  -Why a re  highe r he ights  re quire d  whe n curre nt re gula tory code s  a lre ady 
p rovide  land  us e  code  e xce p tions  to p re s e rve  land  m arks ? Requirem ent for higher 
dens ity to p reserve landm arks -too b road  and  not neces sa rily com m ensura te with 
des igna ting a  landm ark.  


Off Stre e t P a rking 


LU G5  to p lan for a lte rna tive  trans porta tion m ode s  


The rea lity check is  tha t an es tim a ted  8 0% of Sea ttle÷s  res idents  own a  ca r which is  the 
second  highes t urban ca r owners  in the US. While  there  has  been a  sm a ll decrease  in ca r 
ownership  a s  the  City becom es  m ore renters  than hom e owners , the  OneSea tt le  m us t 
p lan for their exis tence, especia lly for a ttract ing fam ilies ..  


LCC supports  LU 5  5 .4 , LU 5 .5 , LU5 .6 , LU5 .7 , LU5 .8 , LU 5 .9 , and  LU 5 .11  (for b ikes ) 


LCC has  conce rns  on the  LU 5 .1 , LU 5 .2  and  LU 5 .3  which s e t lim its  on pa rking. Has  
the  City ’s  tra ffic im prove d  due  to fe we r ca rs  owne d? The free-m arket sys tem  will bes t 
sort  it  out and  s ince it  expens ive to build , developers  will find the number of spaces to meet 
the needs of the residents of its housing and commercial users. 


P ub lic Facilit ie s  and  Sm all Ins titu tions  


LCC supports  LU G6  tha t pub lic facilit ies  and  sm a ll ins titutions  m us t grow to m eet the  
needs  of the popula tion if their ”m iss ion is  com pa tib le  with  the function and  sca le of the  
surround ing a rea ‘ . 


LCC supports  LU 6 .1  through 6 .4  


LU 6 .5  Wha t is  the  p roce s s  for s it ing e s s e ntia l pub lic facilit ie s  and  a  policy ne e ds  to be  
m ade  in One  Se a ttle  a s  6 .5  is  too ge ne ra l? 


Te le com m unica tions  Facilit ie s  


LCC supports  LU G7  tha t a llows  te lecom m unica tion utilit ies  but a lso requires  tha t they 
be vetted  for pub lic hea lth is sues . 







LCC s upports  LU G 7 .1 - LU 7 .5  -re s tr ict ions  on the  loca tion s ize , m itiga tion of vis ua l, 
nois e  and  p roxim ity to com m unitie s , and  p rohib iting loca ting the m  in re s ide ntia l zone s . 


Downtown Zone s  


LCC s upports  LU G8  to p rom ote downtown Sea ttle  a s  its  denses t neighborhood  
p rom oting vita lity, tourism  and  a rts  and  enterta inm ent. 


LCC supports all policies e .g. LU 8 .4  to encourage a vital 24 / 7  environment. 


Sea ttle  Mixed  Zones  


LCC supports  LU. G9  How will the  policie s  of LU 9 .1  and  LU 9 .2  p rom ote  de ns ity in 
m ixe d  us e  zone s  outs ide  of the  downtown core ? 


Multifam ily Zone s  


LCC supports  LU G 10  m ultifam ily zone s  to p rovide  a  va rie ty of s ca le  of hous e hold  with 
a  m ix of incom e s  and  s upport loca l wa lkab le  ne ighborhoods  whe re  the y a re  loca te d . 


LCC supports  LU 1 0 .1  through 1 0 .6 , especia lly requiring ”high qua lity hous ing and  
developm ent s tanda rds  tha t p rom ote livab ility and  a  sense of com m unity, includ ing 
landscap ing and  am enities .‘ . This  approach will enab le  Multifam ily zones  to be des irab le 
and  a ffordab le in  form ing new des irab le neighborhoods  of the future. 


Com m e rcia l Zone s   


LCC supports  LU G 11  -the crea tion of Com m ercia l zones  tha t support surround ing 
neighborhoods  and  encourage long term  s tab le bus inesses . Robus t bus ines ses  serve 
both res idents  and  em ployees  and  add  to the vib rancy and  into the City÷s  tax coffers . 


LU 11 .1  In the s ta tem ent ”range of com m ercia l zones ‘ . Wha t is  in the  range  of 
com m e rcia l activitie s ? More  cla rity is  ne e de d  to p re ve nt incom pa tib le  de ve lopm e nt. 


LU1 1 .4  Ass igns  outright height lim its  to com m ercia l but then a llows  d ifferent  height 
lim its  within the zone.  Are  the s e  lowe r he ight lim its  for trans it ions  to e xis ting 2 -3  
s torie s  or  doe s  it  m e an grant highe r he ight lim its  of 4 -6  s tor ie s ?  


LU 11 .2 , and  11 .5  s ta te  ”com pa tib le  b lend‘  of hous ing and  com m ercia l and  sugges t 
Neighborhood  com m ercia l lim its  on s ize and  heights  but doe s  not re quire  the  ne ce s s a ry 
com m e rcia l anchor of a  groce r with acce s s  to fre s h p roduce  and  p rote in. How can 
acce s s  to fre s h food  be  ince ntivize d  in One Se a ttle ? Over the past 10  years, NE Seattle  has 
lost two QCF grocery stores (Roosevelt and Wedgwood), and a major Safeway on NE 45 th Street 
while  density in residential units exceeded 10 ,0 00  more residents with at least 4 ,0 00  more 
units awaiting permits a t SDCI. Neighborhood Commercial should only occur where a  
significant food outlet is a  key component because residents cannot live on coffee alone. 
Requiring a type of Master Plan for these new Neighborhood Centers would help to guide a  
balanced result in services. 


Ne ighborhood  Re s ide ntia l Zone s  







LU G 12  LCC agrees with this goal to have p laces  in the City for res identia l zones , which 
conta in va rious  hous ing op tions  and  accom m oda te a  va riety of households  and  incom e. 


LU 12 .1 , and  LU 12 .2   


LU 1 2 .5  he ight lim its  of LR 2  -LR3  to this  policy and  re quire  to be  within 1 / 2  m ile  of 
fre que nt trans it  s e rvice .) 


LU 12 .3  -LCC mostly supports these uses.  How doe s  SDCI p re ve nt and  m onitor adve rs e  
im pacts  from  s m all ins titutions  and  a t-hom e  bus ine s s e s  to p rote ct  the  livab ility of 
re s ide ntia l zone s  and  avoid  uninte nde d  cons e que nce s ?  Dense res identia l a reas  should  
be p rim arily a  refuge from  loud  City noise and  tra ffic and  m us t be the p rim ary goa l. 


LU12 .4  LCC oppos e s  this  vague  ” de ve lopm e nt capacity a llowance ‘  a s  it  can crea te out-
of-sca le build ings  with s im ply add ing 4  units  of som ewha t a ffordab le hous ing into a  
genera l a ffordab le hous ing pool but leaves  nega tive im pacts  from  exces s  heights  tha t 
change the  entire  cha racter, sunlight and  na tura l pub lic views  on exis ting res idences  who 
a re com pliant with the zone heights .  


Indus tr ia l Zone s  


LU G13 .1 -LU G1 3 .3    LCC supports all of the goals and  policies   (LU 1 3 .1 -LU 13  .39 ) in the  
Indus tria l zoning s ection, and  especia lly agrees  with LU 13 .2 9  and  LU 13 .3 0  which 
re quire s  buffe r  zone s  and  com pa tib le  s ca le  a long its  e dge s , pa rt icula rly to 
neighborhoods . 


LU 13 .3 5  How will ne w build ing he ights  s hould  be  lim ite d  to ” p rote ct d is tinct na tura l 
wa te r vie ws , s hore line  a re as  and  ne a rby ne ighborhoods ?‘  


Loca l Spe cific Re gula tions  


LU G 14  Loca l regula tions  supporting unique cond itions . LCC agrees with  this  goa l to 
p reserve the City÷s  cha racter and  support specia l a rea s  of interes t  and  specia l needs . 


LU 1 4 .2  and  LU 1 4 .3   Can im ple m e nta tion of the  Mas te r  P lan p roce s s  he lp  cre a te  a  
va rie ty of re s ide ntia l and  com m e rcia l de ve lopm e nt tha t ” us e  a  cohe s ive  urban de s ign 
and  p rom ote  high le ve ls  of e nvironm e nta l s us ta inab ility, hous ing a ffordab ility and  
pub licly ava ilab le  ope n s pace ‘ ?  


This  approach is  fa r superior to m any of the p iecem ea l apa rtm ent p rojects  tha t were  
surgica lly inserted  into NE Sea ttle , on Union Bay and  NE Blakeley s treets . The 
”res identia l dens ity‘  result  is  a  row of cluttered  m arket p rice  hous ing units , with 
dum ping ca rs  on the two sm a ll s ide s treets  with no City sa fe and  continuous  s idewa lks  
and  no crosswa lks  for pedes trians . A ”Mas ter P lan‘  would  have resulted  in  a  les s  
cluttered  and  poor-qua lity aes thetic, required  developers  to pay in  for transporta tion 
im pacts  and  perhaps  p rovided  better ca r s torage, delivery truck acces s . 


Major Ins titutions  


LU G15   LCC agrees  tha t the Major Ins t itutions  a re regiona lly im portant, but they must be 
regulated to avoid traffic, displacement and housing shortage impacts. 







LCC agrees with the policies LU 15 .1 - LU 1 5 .10  which a re the us ing the tools  of the Major 
Ins titution Mas ter P lans  and  Major Ins t itution Overlays .  The City of Sea tt le  is  a  nexus  of 
hea lth ca re  and  educa tion and  its  needs  will grow as  the  surround ing popula tions  grow.  


LU 1 5 .3  LCC s upports  ” Ba lance  the  ne e d  for  the  m a jor  ins titution to grow with the  
ne e d  to m a inta in the  livab ility and  vita lity of ne ighboring a re as ‘ . LU 1 56  ”  Loca te  
m a jor ins titutions  whe re  the ir  activit ie s  a re  com pa tib le  with the  s urround ing land  
us e s .. and  whe re  im pacts  a s s ocia te d  with future  de ve lopm e nt can be  appropria te ly 
m itiga te d ‘ . 


LU 15 .1 0  addresses  hous ing units . LCC s upports  the s e  re com m e nda tions  not  to a llow 
any hous ing on, or  ne a rby the  ins titutions  to be  torn down and  re -us e d  for non-
re s ide ntia l purpos e s .  The City a llowed  Sea tt le  Child rens  Hosp ita l to dem olish 13 6  units  
Laurelon Terrace ga rden condom inium s  with a ffordab le rents , but a llowed  SCH to 
rep lace the  fam ily units  with dorm  room  s tyle units  in the U Dis trict  which went up  to 
m arket  p rice and  a lter d ivided  into s ingle room  renta ls  and  d isp laced  fam ilies . 


In a s s e s s he  Major  Ins titutions ÷ Mas te r  p lans , will SDCI :Re quire  the  Major  Ins titution 
to include  an inve ntory of the ir  s pace  us e d  in the ir  fa cilit ie s  by hours  us e d?. The goa l is  
to firs t  identify surp lus  spaces  a lready underutilized  for every ins titution ins tead  of 
continuing to add  m ore build ings . 


Re quire  Ma jor Ins titut ions  to ide ntify capacity for  e xpans ion in the ir  s a te llite  loca tions ? 
With enhanced  technology, and  virtua l tools  they could  expand  capacity us ing other 
loca tions  linked  to a  m a in cam pus  or m ed ica l center effectively and  econom ica lly. 


Re quire  Ma jor Ins titut ions  to de cla re  a ll of the ir  facilit ie s  (re s e a rch, hous ing, office s , 
b illing, e tc) ins ide  or outs ide  the ir  Mas te r  P lan and  quantify the ir  tota l Se a ttle  footp rint 
a s  pa rt  of the  Mas te r  P lan p roce s s ? 


 Acknowle dging tha t m any Ma jor Ins titutions  a re  tax e xe m pt, has  the  City cons ide re d  
im pos ing fe e s  to s upport infra s tructure  or  ope ra tiona l s e rvice s  p rovide d  to the m ? 


His tor ic P re s e rva tion and  Cultura l Re s ource s   


LU G 16  LCC s upports  the  City÷s  goa ls  to p re s e rve  its  his toric and  cultura l re s ource s  
and  encourages  adap tive use  of its  build ings  and  s ites . The landm arks  in Sea ttle  tell the  
s tory (good  and  not-so good) of Sea ttle÷s  colorful his tory. Cultural resources in conjunction 
with the City÷s First Nations history are the rudder guiding all people today how to live in 
balance with the City÷s natural surroundings.  


Policies  LU 16 .1 - LU 1 6 .18  a re  a ll supported by LCC with specia l em phas is  on us ing 
outreach  to educa te  a ll cit izens  about the p reserva tion p roces ses  and  why they add  
va lue to the  city÷s  livab ility. . 


As  the  City grows  in landm arks  to p re s e rve , how has  it  a lloca te d  ade qua te  re s ource s  to 
ade qua te ly m anage  the  curre nt landm arke d  p rope rtie s  and  future  de s igna tions  ne e d ing 
re s ource s  to approve  any m odifica tions ? Volunteers  on these  technica l boa rds  should  
have acces s  to independent experts  in his toric a rchitecture. 







LCC supports LU 16 .1 8  but would  a lso add  m ore incentives : 
For expens ive landm arked  build ings  s eism ic retrofits , the City s hould  grant owne rs  of a  
re a l e s ta te  tax cre d it  or  de fe rra l to p rote ct the s e  vulne rab le  a s s e ts  form  e a rthquake s . 


LU 16 .1 9   How have  the  US De partm e nt of the  Inte riors ÷ Standa rds  for the  
Re hab ilita t ion of His toric P rope rtie s  be e n app lie d  by the  City to e ns ure  tha t m e e t the  
guide line s  for the  Se a ttle  Landm ark P re s e rva tion Board÷s  approva l de cis ions  for any 
m a jor change s  or de m olition of any landm arke d  build ings  or s ite s ? 


Environm e nta lly Critica l Are a s  


LU G17  LCC agrees tha t environm enta lly crit ica l a rea s  need  regula tions  to p rotect the 
ecologica l functions , wetlands  and  fish and  wild life  conserva tion. 


LCC supports most of the policies of LU 1 7 .1 -LU 17 .1 7  with emphasis on LU 1 7 .8 , LU 1 7 .9  
and LU 1 7 .9  requiring new development in liquefaction and peat se ttlement areas to be 
designed to limit damage during earthquake and the construction processes.  


LCC supports LU 1 7  .1 2 -14  Wetland  p rotection with  no net los s  to p rotect fish  and  wild life  
hab ita t . 


LCC s upports  fis h  and  wild life  re gula tions  in LU 17 .1 5  a s  well a s  LU 17 .1 6   


How doe s  One  Se a ttle  ince ntivize  the  daylighting of s tre am s  tha t  a re  now in p ipe s ? 
Specifica lly, Yes ler Creek ha s  been buried  under the Ba ttelle  s ite  in NE Sea tt le  and  it  
should  be required  to be daylighted  with any new developm ent on the landm arked  s ite . 


LU 17 .1 8  Abandoned  landfills .  Doe s  SDCI p rohib it  de ve lopm e nt within 10 0 0  fe e t of an 
abandone d  landfill? The Laurelhurs t  neighborhood  borders  such a  landfill and  has  s trong 
concerns  about the proposed dense development within 1 00 0  feet and  its  im pact on the 
exis ting res identia l a reas  tha t border the landfill. 


TRANSP ORTATION 


T G.1  ”Transporta tion decis ions , s tra tegies  and  inves tm ents  support the growth s tra tegy 
for the  City and  the Region‘ . LCC agrees  with  this  goa l. The 2 01 5  Com p P lan expected  
Light Ra il to be developed  m ore quickly and  expans ively than it  delivered . In 2  yea rs  
Light Ra il will fina lly connect to m a jor em ploym ent loca tions  on the Eas ts ide  and  la ter to 
other Sea ttle  outer neighborhoods . 


T 1 .1  through T 1 .4 . LCC supports  these policies  which p rescribe p lanning now for 
regiona l connectivity cons idering the long p lanning and  execution t im eline. 


 T 1 .1  Do trans it  fa cilit ie s  ne e d  to include  pub lic re s troom  acce s s  a s  trave l t im e s  a re  
le ngthe ne d  by ne w s e rvice  route s . In add ition?  Is  Trans it  s e curity p lanne d  and  funde d  
to m ake  the s e  re giona l s ys te m s  s a fe  to r ide  a t  a ll hours ? 


TG 2  Street  use includ ing right-of -way use  for com m unity. LCC oppos e s  de d ica ting the  
e ve r-d ie ting Se a ttle  s tre e ts  for  ” inviting s pace s  for  com m unity‘  within the  r ight of way. 
LCC has  conce rns  tha t  pe de s tr ian s a fe ty is  e ndange re d  with ca rs , and  not s a fe . LCC 
has  conce rns  tha t us e rs  will be  e xpos e d  to ve hicula r  e m is s ions . Who de cide s  which 







City s tre e ts  a re  ” clos e d‘  and  caus e s  confus ion and  re s e ntm e nt of e ntit le m e nt am ong 
ne ighbors ? 


T 2 .3  , T 2 .7  ,T 2  .8  and  T 2 .9   LCC agrees  tha t the City needs  to p lan for em erging 
delivery devices  a s  res idents  often get 1 -3  va rious  types  of food , and  Am azon/ UP S 
packages  delivered  da ily. Freight m obility is  crit ica l to com m ercia l use throughout the 
City 


T 2  .11  Resolving conflicts  with us ing right-of -way spaces . LCC agrees  tha t som e s treet 
frontage space needs  to be ded ica ted  for shorter dura tion use and  use off s treet pa rking 
and  trans it  layovers . 


T 2 .13   and  T2  14  LCC supports  enhancing bouleva rds  and  a lleys  for a ll transporta tion 
m odes , and  a lleys  m ay be utilized  for pub lic space is  not heavily tra fficked . 


T 2  15  and  T2  .17  LCC supports  crea ting pub lic space (if la rge enough) in right of ways  
for child ren and  non-m otorized  egres s  (b ikers , ska ters ). 


T2 .1 8  How and  who de cide s  to re a lloca te  s tre e t s pace  from  pa rking for pe op le  ? Peop le 
a re intended  to wa lk on the s idewa lks  ra ther than on the  s treets , and  SDOT routine ly 
is s ue s  te m pora ry ” s tre e t clos ure ‘  pe rm its  for s pe cia l ga the rings . Thus , the  
appropria te  Trans porta tion P olicy he re  s hould  be  tha t SDOT prom ote  the  acce s s ib ility 
to the s e  s tre e t clos ure  pe rm its , but not clos e  the  s tre e ts  pe rm ane ntly? 


T2 .1 9  Will SDOT build  and  m a inta in s tre e t  us e  p rim arily for  a ll form s  of trans porta tion 
m ode s  or will the  s tre e ts  be  de s igne d  or a lloca te d  a s  pa rks ?  


TRANSP ORTATION OP TIONS 


T G 3  Expand  equitab le acces s  to m ultip le  transporta tion op tions . LCC agre e s  tha t ” one  
s ize  doe s  not fit  a ll‘  for  a  s ucce s s ful trans porta tion s ys te m . 


The policies  in this  s ection a re well thought out and  LCC supports : 


T 3 .1 - T 3 .23 , excep t T 3 .9 . ”P riorit ize trans it  Inves tm ents  on the  bas is  of current or 
potentia l ridership , etc‘ . How will SDOT change  its  trans porta tion re s ource s  within its  
re giona l trans porta tion links  to addre s s  the  d ram atic s hift  in  com m ute r de m and  from  5  
days  a  we e k to 3  days  with he avy us e rs  on Tue s / We ds / Thurs  a s  e m ploye rs  continue  to 
offe r  fle xib le  work s che dule s  for e m ploye e s  to be  ” in the  office ‘ ? While  there  m ay be a  
s low return of em p loyees , Sea tt le  should  p lan for va rying capacity needs  ba sed  upon the 
day of the week to ensure there is  adequa te space for trans it  users  a s  well a s  other 
m odes  includ ing trip s  via  ca rs  be they sha red , e lectric, e tc. this  is  why converting roads  
into ”ga thering p laces ‘  would  be in conflict . 


Wha t p lans  a re  in  p lace  to ins ta ll and  m a inta in the  m is s ing and  b roke n City s ide wa lks ? 


T 3 . 10  and  T3 .21  is  supported  by LCC. Potentia l users  in the res identia l neighborhoods  
have a  40  m inute wa lk to the  Montlake Light Ra il. The ”la s t  m ile‘  or two is  offered  
ins tead  a t another Light Ra il s ta t ion in the  U Dis trict  where m os t neighbors  do not enjoy 
connecting there for s a fety rea sons  so they do not use  it  a t  a ll. These sam e is sues  a re 







im portant for b ike and  pedes trian sa fety for the ”la s t  m ile‘  which rea lly m a tter. Sa fe 
interm oda l connectivity should  be  a  top  p riority.  


Build ing a  Gre e n Trans porta tion Sys te m   


TG 4  LCC supports  transporta tion sys tem s  tha t im proves  the environm ent and  a ir qua lity 


T4  .1 - T4 -1 2 . LCC s upports  the s e  policie s  for add ing new electric vehicles , add ing 
pub lic cha rging infra s tructure , e nhancing the  s tre e t tre e  canopy and  im proving fis h 
passage and  better cap turing of s torm  wa ter. 


 T 4 .3  How doe s  re ducing ge ne ra l purpos e  lane s  a ll day re duce  d rive  a lone  ca rs ?  This  
rea lly does  not work because d rivers  will find  other s treets  to use, or their vehicles  will s it  
in  tra ffic spewing out m ore em is s ions  than they should  due to squeezed  capacity. Should  
SDOT re s tr ict  trans it-only lane s  during am  and  pm  pe ak, the n ope n the m  to a ll us e rs  
a fte r  non-pe ak hours ? 


Supporting a  vib rant Econom y 


TG 5The transporta tion sys tem  im proves  m obility … and  p rom otes  econom ic 
opportunities  throughout the City. LCC agrees  tha t without reliab le roads , fre ight will not 
be ab le  to p rovide com petit ive s ervices  for res idents  and  bus ines ses . 


T 5 .1 -through T 5 .1 0  LCC supports  these policies  which support the  m ovem ent of goods  
throughout Sea ttle  and  Region by vehicles , ra il and  connectivity to a ir and  d rone devices . 


T 5 .11  activa ting right  of ways  for the pub lic is  a  depa rture from  the core transporta tion 
goa ls  and  LCC does  not support it . 


P rom oting Sa fe  Trave l for All  


TG 6  Ensure Sea ttle÷s  transporta t ion is  s a fe  for a ll ages  and  ab ilit ies . LCC s trongly 
supports  this  keys tone goa l. Without sa fety, SOV increa ses , and  trans it  can fa il. 


T 6  .1 -T6 .9  Policies  a re good  and  LCC supports  them , especia lly T 6 .9  on im proving 
lighting nea r trans it  s tops . 


T6 .12  How can the  City of Se a ttle  e ns ure  and  co-fund  if ne ce s s a ry ade qua te  Trans it  
P olice  throughout the  Light Ra il s ys te m  in Se a ttle  and  work with King County Me tro for  
fund ing tha t p rovide s  King County s e curity/ police  for  its  bus  s e rvice s ? 


Conne cting to the  Re gion 


TG 7  LCC agrees  tha t Sea ttle  and  Regiona l p rojects  should  be cons is tent am ong goa ls . 


T 7 .1  through T 7 .1 1  a re policies  between loca l and  regiona l entit ies  and  LCC supports  
these connectivity efforts  tha t ensure the  transporta tion corridors  work s eam less ly. 


LCC add : 







T 7 .1 2  How can the  City of Se a ttle  re quire  WSOT to e ns ure  tha t the  Was hington Sta te  
Fe rry Sys te m  has  ade qua te  s e rvice  and  we ll m a inta ine d  boa ts  to s e rvice  the  work force  
com m ute rs  from  Bre m e rton, Vas hon, Ba inbridge , Whidbe y and  the  San J uan Is lands ? 


Ope ra ting and  Mainta ining the  Trans porta tion Sys te m  


TG 8  Transporta tion a s sets  should  be m a inta ined  and  renewed  is  s trongly supported  by 
LCC especia lly bascule  b ridges , Sta te  and  Federa l highways  and  loca l b ridges , roads . 


T8 .1  through T 8 .7  work to opera te  a  solid  transporta t ion sys tem  but fa lls  short on 
m a intenance. 


Add  T 8 .8  LCC propos e s  tha t the  City utilize s  the  re ce nt com pre he ns ive  aud it  of 
b ridge s  and  roads  with the  re quire m e nt it  be  us e d  to p riorit ize  the ir  re pa irs  and  
m a inte nance . 


Fund ing the  Inve s tm e nt tha t we  Ne e d  


TG 9  s ta tes , ”Transporta tion fund ing is  sufficient to opera te , m a inta in, and  im prove the 
transporta t ion sys tem  tha t supports  the City…‘  


Since  the  pub lic trans porta tion s ys te m  is  an e s s e ntia l City s e rvice , how can its  
Budge t÷s  m e e t ope ra ting and  cap ita l budge ts  without re lying on tax le vie s  e xclus ive ly 
on p rope rty owne rs  to fund  a ll of its  e xpe ns e s ? This  can be  app lie d  to the  T 9 .9  policy. 


T 9 .1 , T 9 .2 , T 9 .3 , T9 .4 , T9 .5  and  T 9 .6  d iscus s  pa rtnering with other loca l agencies  and  
governm ents  for inter-fund ing regiona l transporta tion and  LCC agrees  with tha t 
approach. 


T 9 .10  Cons iders  use of transporta tion im pact fees  to fund  the transporta tion needs . 
Should  the  City colle ct  im pact fe e s  from  a ll de ve lope rs  to pay for the  Trans porta tion 
Budge t cap ita l e xpe ns e s  to re duce  the  tax burde n on p rope rty owne rs ? 


T 9 .12  P lanning for 6 -yea r cap ita l im provem ents . How will the  City of Se a ttle  Bridge  and  
Road  aud its  be  us e d  to p riorit ize  p roje cts ? 


T 9 .13  Identify a lterna tive fund ing sources . Which trans porta tion p riorit ie s  can be  
funde d  by fe de ra l, s ta te  and  re giona l s ource s  for its  cap ita l im prove m e nt p roje cts ? 


Be caus e  a ll trans porta tion m ode s  have  cap ita l and  ope ra ting e xpe ns e s  s hould  us e rs  
” pay a  fa ir  s ha re ‘  back to the  City? Should  e ve ryone  pay an a ffordab le  fa re  for bus  
s e rvice , Light Ra il, fe rr ie s , s ha re d  b ike s , s coote rs , and  a  portion of tolle d  roads  into 
the  Se a ttle  and  Re giona l trans porta tion budge ts ? 


HOUSING 


The OneSea ttle  P lan notes  tha t  job  growth in  the City grew by 3 8%, its  hous ing s tock 
grew by only 1 9% which has  led  to supp ly/ dem and  p rice  increases  for its  res idents . Of 
course, not  a ll of the em ployees  in Sea tt le  want to live in the City, but the p ricetag of 
regiona l hous ing ha s  clim bed  a s  well. The King County Growth Managem ent Council 
ta rget for Sea ttle  is  to p roduce 11 2 ,00 0  units  over 25  yea rs  (20 1 8 -20 44) in each of the  







Area  Median Incom e (AMI) level, which trans la tes  to over 4 3 ,00 0  units  of units  for 
incom e ea rners  below 30% of AMI. Because the cos ts  of p rovid ing the land  and  
s tructures  a lso have clim bed , subs id ies  from  every source is  es s entia l. 


H G1  and  H G 2  Expand  Sea ttle÷s  hous ing supp ly to m eet current and  p rojected  needs  for 
a ll econom ic groups . LCC agre e s  tha t m ore  s tock will he lp  s tab ilize  hous ing ne e ds . 


H 2 .1 - H2 .3 -LCC What pe rce ntage s  of the  1 1 2 ,00 0  units  p roduce d  will be  le s s  than 6 9% 
of AMI for re nte rs  and  le s s  than 8 9% for  owne r occup ie d  units ? 


HG 2 .1  through HG 2 .2  LCC agrees  expand ing capacity  of a ll types  of hous ing a re  
im portant, and  m onitoring the  inventory by p rice and  type is  es sentia l for p lanning. 


HG 2 .3  Rem oving regula tory ”ba rriers ‘  for les s  expens ive hous ing. LCC d is agre e s  for  2  
re as ons . Eve n if units  take  longe r and  a  b it  m ore  m one y to build , why don÷t a ffordab le  
hous ing re s ide nts  of a ll incom e s  de s e rve  the  be ne fit  of De s ign Re vie w, ve ge ta tion and  
s aving tre e s ?  How can SDCI and  the  Office  of Sus ta inab ility e nforce  e xis ting tre e  
p re s e rva tion to p re ve nt concre te  ” he a t is lands ‘  in Se ttle s ÷ ne ighborhoods ?  


HG 2 .4  LCC agrees  tha t sm a ll land lords  can often p roduce les s  expens ive hous ing units  
and  should  be supported .  Wha t le gis la tion pas s e d  by City Council s hould  be  re -
e va lua te d  a s  anti-land lord  re gula t ions  which m ay be  cre a ting obs tacle s  for  s m a ll 
land lords  from  incre a s ing s m a ll s ca le  re nta l hous ing units ? 


HG 3  Sea ttle  should  supp ly a ffordab le hous ing to a ll who want to live there. 


LCC ques tions  whether the City can/ should  supp ly hous ing for a ll s ince its  land  va lue is  
high and  peop le (e .g. with la rge fam ilies ) m ay need / want to live som ewhere else. This  
works  when the City ha s  a  frequent and  re liab le transporta tion sys tem  network, and  
Sea ttle  is  jus t  a  few yea rs  away from  the Light Ra il extens ions  to the Eas ts ide , Lynnwood  
and  points  north. This  will open up  grea ter land  space for those  who work in Sea ttle  but 
can a fford  and  want to live  outs ide the City. Should  Se a ttle  be  the  only e ntity to p roduce  
a ll of the  type s  of hous ing to hous e  e ve ryone  working within its  City lim its ?  With 
im proved  Light Ra il regiona l network, HB 11 10  requires  ad jacent ”bedroom  com m unities  
to a lso build  a  ”fa ir sha re‘  of hous ing for a ll incom e levels . 


HG 3 .1 -How can Se a ttle  s ource  m ore  fe de ra l fund ing for pe rm ane nt a ffordab le  hous ing? 
Se a ttle  is  a  e m ploym e nt hub  but high tax le vie s  for  hous ing and  trans porta tion have  
p lace d  a  he avy tax burde n on p rope rty owne rs , le ad ing to highe r  hous ing cos ts . 


HG 3 .2  LCC agrees  to expand  m ore long term  a ffordab le (<30% AMI) 


H 3 .4  LCC agrees  tha t  the City should  build  in m ore a ffordab le hous ing units  nea r 
frequent trans it  to save tota l cos t  of living savings  for low incom e res idents  


H3 .6  LCC  ”Whe n and  how will com pre he ns ive   ” aud its ‘  be  com pile d  for m e as uring the  
actua l inve ntory of a ffordab le  hous ing and  che ck on the ir  he a lth and  s a fe ty 
com pliance ? 


H 3 .9  LCC s upports  build ing long-te rm  hous ing on pub licly owne d  s ite s  (not  pa rkland) 







H 3 .10  Waive developm ent s tanda rds  for a ffordab le hous ing. LCC ob je cts  to this  
be caus e  pe op le  with le s s  incom e  DESERVE tre e s , s ide wa lks  and  the  othe r be ne fits  of 
good  urban p lanning , and  it  will e nab le  the s e  units  to ” fit  in‘  and  la s t  longe r, 
p re ve nting future  d is p lace m e nt.. 


H 3  1 1 - H 3 .2 1  Wha t policie s  can be  form e d  tha t le ad  to own owne rs hip  for re s ide nts  
and  tax ince ntive  s aving for de ve lope rs  of lowe r incom e  units  e s pe cia lly < 6 0% and  
30% of AMI? 


EQUITABLE ACCESS to HOUSING 


Goa l H G 4  Hous ing should  be ava ilab le for a ll . LCC agrees   


H 4 .1  -H 4 .5  LCC supports  policies  to p rom ote acces s  to hous ing of a ll types  throughout 
the City 


H 4 .5  Rem ove zoning to add  low incom e hous ing-Why would  Se a ttle  add  m ore  build ing 
he ights  and  s e tbacks  a s  e xis ting hous ing units  whe n tha t is  not  re quire d  by HB 1 11 0?. 


H G4 .7 -4 .1 0  LCC supports  open and  educa ted  p roces s  of find ing appropria te  hous ing 


HOUSING SECURITY and  STABLE COMMUNITIES 


H G 5  Res idents  should  be ab le  to rem a in in  p lace and  thrive without fea r of 
d isp lacem ent and  hous ing d iscrim ina tion 


H 5 .1  LCC agre e s  tha t  vulne rab le  popula tions , e s pe cia lly s e niors  from  d is p lace m e nt. 


H 5 .2  through H 5 .12  Wha t city re gula tions  can be  adde d  to p re ve nt d is p lace m e nt of 
e xis ting re s ide nts , and  p rovid ing pa thways  for m ore  hom e  owne rs hip? 


H 5 .13  P roperty tax re lief for low and  fixed  incom e res idents . Wha t p rogram s  e nab le  
s e niors  to ‘ age  in p lace ‘  without ge tting ” taxe d  out‘  of the ir  hom e ? 


Dive rs ity of Hous ing Type s  


H G6 - Se a tt le  can p roduce  a  full range  of hous ing type s  tha t fit  into e xis ting he ights . 
Should  m ore  dup le xe s , tr i-p le xe s  and  s m a ll low r is e  m uti unit  apa rtm e nts  be  
e ncourage d  ra the r than townhous e s  tha t a re  d ifficult  for  s e niors  and  fam ilie s ? 


H 6 .1 -H 6  Policies  tha t p rom ote a ll types  of hous ing units  from  sm a ll to la rge which 
accom m oda tes  m ulti-genera tiona l and  la rge fam ilies , 


H 6 .7  Advoca te for Sta te  legis la t ion to encourage the p roduction of Wha t change d  in the  
Sta te  will ince ntivize  p roduction of m ore  condom inium s  and  co-ops ? LCC s upports  this  
action to e nab le  firs t  t im e  buye rs  to build  e quity a s  the y pay for hous ing. This  can le ad  
to we a lth build ing for ind ividua ls  and  fam ilie s . 


HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, QUALITY and  DESIGN 


H G7  LCC agrees  tha t Sea ttle÷s  hous ing units  should  be ca rbon neutra l hea lthy and  s a fe  


H 7 .1  LCC agrees  with  regula tions  and  enforcem ent of s a fe and  hea lthy hous ing s tock 







H 7 .2  Why is  the  City ince ntivizing the  us e  of CLT build ing m a te ria l e xclus ive ly ? While 
it  is  fa s t  growing, the qua lity of this  wood  aging over t im e should  be a s ses sed  before  
recom m ending it . (e .g.  Burke  Mus e um  us e  of CLT m ay not be  the  de s ire d  outcom e ) 


H 7 ..3 - and  H 7 .9   and  H 7 .10   Which policie s  a re  app lie d  to a ffordab le  hous ing units  
m aking the m  m ore  livab le  and  us ing s us ta inab le  m a te ria ls  tha t  re duce  ca rbon footp rint 
and  a re  he a lthy with ope n s pace  tha t p rom ote  light and  s ocia l s pace s ?   


To s urvive  the  pote ntia l r is ing te m pe ra ture s  of Clim a te  Change  wha t re s ource s  will the  
City re trofit  HVAC s ys te m s  to conve rt to p rovide  a ir  cond itioning and  m ore  e ne rgy 
e fficie nt s ys te m s  tha t re duce  us e  of ca rbon fue ls ? 


H 7 .5  LCC s upports  re -purpos ing his toric build ings  for re s ide ntia l us e s  


H 7 .6  Wha t crite r ia  and  ince ntive s  can the  City p rovide  for conve rting non-re s ide ntia l 
build ings  to hous ing us e , cons ide ring the  ove rbuilt  s upp ly of office  s pace s ? 


Hom e le s s ne s s  


The two m a in reasons  for chronic hom elessness  a re d rug add iction and  behavior hea lth 
is sues . Sea ttle  ha s  tried  jus t about every type of approach to find  perm anent solutions  
for hous ing those who a re unsheltered  and  has  lea rned  som e things  about wha t m ay 
work to achieve a  reduction in hom elessness . 


H G 8  Hom elessness  is  ra re and  b rief, and  there is  a  need  for em ergency hous ing a s  a  
s tep  for perm anent hous ing. LCC agrees for the need for emergency housing but does not 
agree that it is necessarily brief, and rather can a lso be chronic.  


HG.8 .1  -H 8 .2  Im plem ent p rogram s  to s ecure em ergency hous ing units  to m eet needs . 
LCC agre e s . How m any s he lte r  be ds  will be  ava ilab le  for d rug us e rs  with  s e rvice s  to 
de tox?  How will the  Sta te  and  County pa rtne r with Se a ttle  to s upp ly ade qua te  
be haviora l he a lth facilit ie s  for unhous e d  m e nta lly ill ind ividua ls . 


HG 8 .4  Collabora te  with other jurisd ictions  to p rovide perm anent hous ing and  s ervices  
LCC agrees  tha t Sea ttle  can/ should  p rovide resources  for those  who a re  hom eless  in the 
City, but other regiona l a rea  governm ents  can sha re in  respond ing to em ergency hous ing 
and  services .  


HG 8 .7  As  a  com pone nt of a  s olution for hom e le s s ne s s , do a ll s e rvice s  p rovide  ” a  pa th 
hom e ‘  to re unite  fam ilie s  a round  the  country for  a  pe rm ane nt hous ing s olution? 


H 8 .6  ”Rem ove regula tory ba rriers ‘  to a llow hom es  on p roperties  for hom eless  peop le. 
LCC does not know of any ”regulatory barrier‘  that precludes occupation of housing units on 
owner occupied property. 


Clim a te  and  Environm e nt 


Sea ttle  aka , The Em era ld  City, ha s  been im pacted  by rap id  growth, Clim a te Changes  in 
wea ther and  the la ck of City codes  tha t have accelera ted  tree canopy los s  s ince the 2 01 5  
Com prehens ive P lan. Carbon Pollution Reduction has  been helped  by the Clim a te Action 
P lan of 2 00 6 , but m uch m ore needs  to be im plem ented .  







CE G1  Which clim a te  re s ilie ncy goa ls  m us t  be  m e t to achie ve  ca rbon ne utra lity by 
20 50?  LCC s trongly supports  this  goa l to keep  our City and  world  sus ta inab le.  


CE 1 .1  -1 .3  LCC agre e s  tha t us ing da ta  to track our actua l GHG output and  which City  
office  will e ns ure  tha t  the  ta rge ts  a re  m e t? Sea ttle  needs  to develop  new policies  and  
p ractices  to m eet the ta rgets  in pa rtnership  with the Green New Dea l will enab le Sea ttle  
to help  reach a  net  neutra l pos ition.by 20 50 . 


CE 1 .4  LCC supports  pa rtnerships  with  other loca l jurisd ictions  and  academ ic 
ins titut ions  to build  science-based  p rogram s  to reduce GHG, and  ana lyze actua l da ta  
points  to a s ses s  Sea ttle÷s  pos it ion towards  those goa ls . 


Trans porta tion  


CE G 2  LCC supports  the goa l of reducing GHG from  transporta tion m odes . 


CE 2 .1  through CE8 . 5  LCC agre e s  with  these policies  to achieve lower em is s ion by 
enab ling m ore loca l s ervices  tha t a re wa lkab le in a  City-wide equitab le way. 


Whe n and  how can Se a ttle  re quire  a ll de live ry ve hicle s  to be  ca rbon ne utra l by 2 0 35? 


 Extre m e  He a t and  Wild fire  Sm oke  


CE G9  LCC supports  the goa l to be  p repa red  for excess  hea t and  wild fires  


CE 9 .2 . Des ign and  re trofit  City cap ita l facilit ies . LCC supports  this  and  was  p leased  tha t 
the City lib ra ries  a re being retrofit ted  for a ir cond itioning a s  a  refuge for extrem e hea t. 


CE 8 .5  and  8 .5  Mitiga te econom ic im pacts  of trans itioning to ca rbon neutra l on low- 
incom e ind ividua ls  and  fixed  incom e seniors . 


Whe n will the  SP D North P re cinct SP D be  re p lace d  with two ne w build ings  -one  ne a r 
Ba lla rd , and  one  ne a r the  U Dis tr ict  to p rote ct growing popula tions  and  the  SP D 
office rs  to e ns ure  ade qua te  P ub lic Sa fe ty cove rage  and  a  he a lthy facility for  office rs ? 


CE 9 .3  Expand  tree  canopy and  greenspace. Whe n will a  s e pa ra te  City Tre e  de pa rtm e nt 
be  e s tab lis he d  to track the  s ta tus  of the  s ta te  of the  Tre e  Canopy policie s  to p rior 
le gis la tion which m ay have  adve rs e  outcom e s  on the  tre e  canopy and  ope n s pace  
p re s e rva tion? 


CE 9 .5 -CE 9 .7  Wha t City policie s  will p rote ct urban crit te rs , outdoor worke rs , and  
owne rs  on how to p rote ct a ll Se a ttle ite s  from  e xtre m e  he a t in the ir  build ings ? 


Se a  Le ve l Ris e  and  Flood ing 


Sea ttle  m us t be p repa red  to face  the rea lity of ris ing s ea  levels  due to ice m elt ing from  
Globa l warm ing. 


CE G1 0  LCC agrees  tha t Sea tt le  needs  p lans  for adap ting to ris ing sea  levels  







CE 10 .1  through 1 0 .4   Wha t a re  the  City÷s  p lanning  and  e duca tion policie s  to p re pa re  
for high s e a  le ve ls  and  focus  on re s tora tion of re s ilie nt e cos ys te m s , includ ing an 
annua l a s s e s s m e nt of Se a ttle ÷s  Se awa ll cond ition? 


Tre e  Canopy 


LCC agrees  with  the overa rching s ta tem ent tha t the Tree Canopy is  fundam enta l to 
Seattle÷s quality of life . 


Trees perform functions such as ”cleaning the air‘  and removing carbon. Trees provide shelter 
for an intricate  ecosystem of urban critters and provide shade for people on hot days, and 
mature trees ”mother‘  other smaller or distressed trees to maintain their health. Tree clusters 
prevent ”heat islands‘  from forming and absorb storm water run-off. Seattleites espouse to be 
tree protectionists, but the tree canopy shrunk from 2 01 9-2 02 1  by 1 .7 %, mainly from 
neighborhood residential developed lots and in its Parks natural areas. Together, those 2  
categories caused 78% of the canopy reduction (data taken from the City of Seattle  Tree 
Canopy Assessment Report published 2 02 3) 


CE G 12  Se a ttle  has  a  goa l of 30 % tre e  canopy (us e d  to be  by 20 30??) LCC agre e s  tha t  
incre as ing the  tre e  caonopy will buffe r  Se a ttle  from  the  adve rs e  im pacts  of Clim a te  
Change . The  City unfortuna te ly los t 1 .7% from  2 01 8-2 0 21 . 


LCC s upports  police s  CE 1 2 .1 - CE 1 2 . 9  to p re s e rve  and  e xpand  the  tre e  canopy to 
30%.LCC would  a lso add : 


CE 1 2 .10 . Whe n will the  Se a ttle  City Council re vie w the  tre e  canopy da ta  ye a rly to 
e va lua te  if its  tre e  p rote ction ord inance s  a re  e ns uring tha t m a ture  tre e s  a re  be ing 
p re s e rve d?  If the  City los e s  m ore  tre e  canopy, the  Council s hould  am e nd  tre e  
re gula tions  to be tte r  p re s e rve  and  m e e t the  City÷s  tre e  canopy cove rage  of 3 0 %, 


WATER 


CE G1 3    LCC agrees  tha t wa ter is  an es sentia l resource tha t m us t be sus ta inab ly 
m anaged . How a re  the  City÷s  re s e rvoirs  be ing p rote cte d  and  m a inta ine d? 


CW 1 3 .1 -CE 1 3 .9  LCC s upports  a ll of the  re com m e nde d  policie s  to p rote ct the  pure  
wa te r tha t Se a ttle  has  and  find  ways  to cle an contam inants  and  or  re us e  was te .  


He a lthy Food  Sys te m  -Food  is  es sentia l for the hea lth and  well-being of our com m unities  
and  hea lthy food  op tions  m us t be  ava ilab le  to a ll ages  and  incom e levels  throughout the 
City. 


CE G 14  Goa l tha t Sea ttle  ha s  access ib ility to hea lthy food . LCC agrees . 


CE 14 .2  Support convenient access  to nutrit ious  food  from  a  va riety of sources .  


Wha t re quire m e nts  and  ince ntive s  will the  City e nact to ince ntivize  the  re te ntion of 
groce ry s tore s  tha t s upp ly fre s h p roduce  and  p rote in?  







CE 14 .3  Not clea r about ”settler colonia lism  and  racism ‘  concerning acces s  to food‘  
” Can the  City offe r  tax cre d its  to m a inta in la rge  groce rs  and  add  ind ige nous  s ource s   
and   pub lic s a fe ty m e as ure s  to p re ve nt re ta il the ft‘ ?.  


CE 14 .4  through 1 4 .8  LCC agrees  with  policies  to increa se food  access  and  reduce food  
was te. 


ARTS and  CULTURE 


Cultura l Space s  P lace  m aking and  P lace  Ke e p ing 


The descrip tion (p  1 6 6 ) s ta tes  tha t by 2 0 44  Sea ttle÷s  neighborhoods  will have cultura l 
spaces  includ ing thea ters , ga lleries , cinem as , m useum s , m us ic venues  and  a rt  s tud ios   
tha t reflect  the rich cultura l d ivers ity in the City. 


AC G 1  LCC s upports  the  goa l for  a ll ne ighborhoods  to have  a ffordab le  cultura l 
s pace s … for peop le of a ll ages  and  ab ilit ies . How will the  City de cide  with be conflict  
be twe e n a lloca ting s urp lus  pub lic land  for  cultura l us e s  whe n the  goa l of m ore  hous ing 
is  pa ram ount? 


AC 1 .1 -AC 1 .3  LCC supports  m a inta ining spaces  for perform ing a rts  and  a rtis t  s tud ios  
and  their hous ing. 


AC 1 .4 , AC 15 , AC 1 .6  Encourage re-purpos ing of his toric com m unity build ings  such a s  
surp lus  schools  to adap t for perform ance a rts  a s  well a s  in pa rks , lib ra ries  and  
com m unity centers . LCC supports  these policies  for b road  use for m us icians , dance, etc., 
but cautions  aga ins t the exclus ive use of pub lic recrea tiona l build ings  exclus ively 
ded ica ted  long term  for only one user. 


AC 1 .7  , AC 1 .9 , AC 1 .10 , AC 1 .1 1 , AC 1 .12  and  AC 1 . 13  LCC supports  the  City grants  to 
help  loca l com m unities  to p reserve their cultura l a rts , and  encourage a  sense of 
com m unity with  m ura ls  or a rtwork. As  those funds  grow, in 20  m ore yea rs , m ore a rt  will 
be funded  to ins ta ll in m os t neighborhoods .  


P ub lic Art  


Sea ttle  was  a  forward-looking city and  a lloca ted  1% of its  budget to support the a rts  
includ ing a rt  ins ta lla tions . 


AC G 2  LCC supports  this  goa l of fund ing neighborhoods  crea tive express ion through its  
pub licly d isp layed  a rtwork to reflect a  va riety of cultura l backgrounds . 


LCC supports  policies  AC 2 .4 , 2 .5 , and  2 .6  which encourages  pub lic pa rticipa tion in 
acquiring or com m iss ioning a rtwork in the recip ient  com m unities . How will this  p roce s s  
of p rocuring pub lic a rt  be  ope n to the  ge ne ra l pub lic for  the ir  com m e nts  and  focus  on 
p ie ce s  tha t  is  e a s ily ide ntifie d  a s  an icon or a rtform  tha t re p re s e nts  a  s ignificant p lace ? 


Cre a tive  Econom y 


Sea ttle÷s  downtown has  a  long-s toried  his tory offering a  wide va riety of perform ing a rts , 
the Sea ttle  Sym phony, SIFF thea ters , Clim a te P ledge Arena  concerts , a rt  ga lleries  and  







world  cla s s  m useum s . The im pact  of these a rt  and  cultura l bus ines ses  fuel a  vita l the  
downtown night life  a s  well a s  a ttract touris ts  tha t fuel the City econom y.  


AC G3  How can a rt is ts  and  pe rform e rs  who a re  vita l to Se a ttle ÷s  e conom y be  p rovide d  
with a ffordab le  ve nue  opportunitie s  to thrive  s o the  a rts  can a ls o thrive ? 


AC3 .1 -through AC 3 .1 1  Whe n the  City offe rs  s ubs id ize d  a ffordab le  hous ing units  can 
s e ve ra l be  a lloca te d  to p rovide  hous ing and  s tud io s pace  for a  wide  range  of a rtis ts ? 


AC 3 .1 1  LCC s upports  the  City÷s  policie s  to re duce  the  r is k of d is p lace m e nt of 
pe rform e rs , a rtis ts  and  the ir  ve nue s  a s  the  City grows  its  de ve lope d  footp rint. 


Youth De ve lopm e nt and  Arts  Educa tion 


The access  to a ll types  of a rts  educa tion is  not gua ranteed  for Sea ttle÷s  young s tudents  It  
is  outreach, specia l pa rent PTA fund ing and  City fund ing tha t m akes  it  pos s ib le for the  
City÷s  youth to pa rticipa te in the a rts . The s eeds  of crea tive perform ing express ion and  
crea ting a rtwork is  an im portant outlet  for m any s tudents  and  LCC supports  fund ing to 
m ake tha t  access ib le for EVERY child  in  Sea ttle . 


AC G 4  Wha t financia l re s ource s  from  Se a ttle  can s upport this  policy to have  a rts  and  
m us ic e duca tion in e ve ry Se a ttle  pub lic s chool? 


AC 4 .1 , AC 4 .2  and  AC 4 .3 . LCC s trongly supports  form ing pa rtnerships  within its  
resources  to support a cces s  to a rts  for a ll youth. 


P ARKS and  OP EN SP ACE 


Sea ttle÷s  res idents  often define  their neighborhood  and  favorite  act ivit ies  by their favorite  
pa rk or Pub lic Space. WIth the past 10  years growth of 38 % in employment, and the 1 2 - year 
population increase of 2 3 .5% from 20 10  to 2 0 22 , local residents are feeling the ”squeeze‘ ! 
Fortunately, the City owned park and recreation lands are protected from conversion and a new 
tax for parks in 201 4  adds to the City÷s budget a llocation to more than adequately funds their 
capital improvements and operations. Access to Parks and Recreation and Open Space saved 
the sanity of many residents during the Covid-1 9  pandemic and mitigates the impacts of 
Climate Change in the future.  


Equitab le  P rovis ion of P ub lic Space  


P  G 1  LCC supports  the goa l of expans ion and  enhanced  access  to pub lic spaces  a s  the  
City grows , and  p rovide res idents  access  to a  full range of recrea tion for a ll res idents  


P  1 .1  through P  1 .1 8  LCC supports  these genera l policies  to serve the m any needs  for a ll 
ages , ab ilit ies  and  loca tions  throughout the City in an equitab le way. 


P1  .11 6  ” Cons ide r the  us e  of ope n s pace  im pact fe e s  to s upport pub lic s pace ‘ .   


Who will pay the s e  fe e s ? It  is  not de fine d , and  s hould  de ve lope rs  pay for s om e  am ount 
a s  a  pub lic be ne fit  whe n the y d is p lace  na tura l ope n s pace  with  de ve lopm e nts ? 


P !..17  How can SP & R continue  and  e xpand   pa rtne ring with Se a ttle  P ub lic Schools  to  
includ ing us e  of a fte r  s chool gym  facilit ie s  to be  run by SP &R‘ ? 







P1 .19  Mitiga te noise and  pollution on pub lic space is  an excellent goa l. How can SP R 
pre ve nt nuis ance  nois e  from  Se a ttle  pa rks  and  ope n s pace s  im pacts  onto re s ide ntia l 
ne ighborhoods  from  the  SP R activitie s  whe n changing us e s ? Spe cifica lly wha t SEP A 
proce s s  is  utilize d  whe n s it ing p ickle ba ll  courts  which e m it 70  de cibe ls  of nois e  onto 
ne a rby hom e s  which de tracts  from  the  re s tora tive  quie ting function of the  pa rks ? 


P  1 .20 -P1 .25  LCC agrees -SP&R should restore contaminated spaces and develop new and 
weather protected covered spaces in an equitable way throughout the City. 


P1 .26  Joint  use developm ents - How can pub lic us e  m ixing hous ing with SP &R 
com m unity ce nte rs  e ns ure  pub lic acce s s  to facilit ie s ? 


Re cre a tion, Activa tion and  P rogram m ing 


P  G2  LCC s upports  this  goa l to p rovide  a  wide  va rie ty of re cre a tiona l, s ocia l, a ctivitie s  
and  e ve nts  for a ll age s  and  ab ilit ie s  


P2 .1  ”develop  activit ies  based  on the needs  of each com m unity they s erve‘  LCC supports  
this  genera l concep t but ”who decides ‘  is  unclea r.  


Whe n will the  City re -e s tab lis h ” a ll-City‘  com m unity re p re s e nta tion us ing loca l 5 - 8  
pe rs on Advis ory Boards  with 7  city-wide  Dis tr ict  boa rds ?  Which groups  now give  
fe e dback and  a re  accountab le  for the  re cre a tiona l, s ocia l and  e ve nts  p lanne d  to be  
s ure  re s ource s  a re  d is tr ibute d  m ore  e quitab ly? 


P  2 .4  and  2 .5  LCC supports  the  use of pa rks  for na ture p lay and  use for a ll ages . 


P  2 .6  Why is  the  City e ve n cons ide ring the  s a le  of a lcoholic be ve rage s  in the  City÷s  
pa rks  and  Ope n Space s ? The  im pact of m a rijuana  us e  and  s m e lls  is  a lre ady 
de trim e nta l, and  add ing a lcohol will cre a te  d rinking pa rtie s  which can le ad  to untoward  
be haviors  in the  pa rks  and  d is courage  fam ilie s  us e .   Has  the  City cons ide re d  
e xpand ing non-a lcoholic d rink s a le s  s uch a s  bubb le  te as ? 


 Whe n will SP &R build  m ore  pub lic pool a cce s s  to s upport the  City÷s  Initia tive  of 
” Swim  Se a ttle ‘ .? The City is  surrounded  by wa ter and  every person who lives  here 
should  know the ba s ics  of how to swim  for their s a fety. 


Ope ra tions  and  Mainte nance  


P  G 3  LCC supports  m a intenance of pub lic space opera tions  with eco-friend ly 
m ethodology. 


P  3 .1  -3 .7  and  P  4 .4  Agree with environm enta l sus ta inab ility p ractices  and  use the 
pos itions  to tra in  youth and  hom eless  in skilled  em ploym ent. 


P a rtne ring with Com m unitie s  


P  G 4  Em power com m unity m em bers  and  organoztions  to help  shape facilit ies . LCC 
s upports  this  a s  ” pa rt  ” of de s ign and  us e  but p re fe rs  tha t the re  be  a  b roade r  s ca le  
pub lic input to de s ign pe rm ane nt pub lic pa rk facilit ie s  to include  a ll age s  and  ab ilit ie s . 







P  5 .1 - 5 .3  LCC agrees  to enhance the pa rks÷ hea lth and  p rotect its  t rees , and  m itiga te  
the adverse  effects  of Clim a te  Change. 


COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 


Engaging a ll Se a ttle  Re s ide nts  Equitab ly 


CI G 1  . LCC supports the City has numerous boards for many aspects of City life  from the 
formal Design and Planning Commission Boards to numerous advisory boards to specific 
historic preservation and transportation boards which represent a  significant amount of 
community involvement in decision making. The process is open to the public and there is a  
vetting process for its members diversity and relevance. 


CI  1 .1 - 1 .1 .6   LCC supports  inclus ion of com m unity involvem ent in its  decis ion m aking 
and  p lanning.  LCC adds  these com m ents : How doe s  Se a ttle  e ns ure  trans pa re ncy of 
acce s s  to b road  com m unity input and  e duca te  how ” it  works ‘  for giving fe e dback in 
de cis ion m aking. How d id  OP CD and  SDOT ” Move  Se a ttle ‘  p ropos e d  le vy, and  THIS 
One Se a ttle  Com p P lan, de cide  to do outre ach only with the  s m a ll e ight groups  who a re  
a ll loca te d  in the  s outh ha lf of Se a ttle  with one  in We s t  Se a ttle  to s hape  it?   


Which groups  or non-p rofit  organiza tions  a re  be ing contacte d  in the  e xp los ive  growth 
a re as  of downtown, South Lake  Union and  the  de ns e  Urban Village s  north of the  Ship  
Cana l? 


How can the  City be  m ore  inclus ive  and  ” ba lance ‘  its  outre ach approach to he a r from  
m ore  than the  s am e  ” e ight s m a ll group  inputs ‘  or  s tre e t fa ir  folks  to cap ture  the  
d ive rs e  input from  a ll who live  and  work he re ?  


Engage m e nt P a rtne rs hips  


CI G 2  LCC supports  com m unity engagem ent from  com m unity based  pa rtners . 


LCC supports  C1  2 .1 -CI 2 .5  and  adds : 


Whe n will the  City re -ins ta te  fund ing for the  De partm e nt of Ne ighborhoods  to e s tab lis h 
inclus ive  com m unity councils  and / or City Council Dis tr ict  advis ory boa rds ?  Wha t 
crite ria  s hould  be  re quire d  to e ns ure  the s e  councils  be  ope n and  accountab le  to the ir  
m e m be rs hip  to cap ture  input from  e ve ry pa rt  of the  City a s  a  s ound ing boa rd? 


Build ing Com m unity Capacity 


CI G3  LCC supports  the goa l of engaging a ll peop le in the  com m unity to pa rt icipa te in 
how their city is  m aking decis ions . 


C 3  3 .1 through C 3  3 .4  LCC supports  develop ing skill s ets  for a ll com m unity m em bers  to 
pa rticipa te in the City÷s  decis ion m aking, especia lly in  underrepresented  com m unities . 


How doe s  City we igh ” com m e nt s tuffing‘  a s  it  re ports  about City p roje ct fe e dback  
from  one -m inde d  groups   which can re s ult  in s ke we d  influe nce  on City policie s . How 
doe s  the  City re s pe ct and  re port on the  m inority pa rticipants  to cons ide r the  m e rit  of 
a ll inputs ? 







Ind ige nous  Engage m e nt 


CI G4  The City should  include the  Ind igenous  tribes  in  a ll m a jor decis ions  about p lanning 
for the  City÷s  future needs  and  sus ta inab ility. LCC supports  this  rela tionship  and  wisdom . 


CI 4 .1 - CI 4 .9  Wha t s ys te m a tic outre ach m a inta ins  tre a ty r ights  and  utilize s  the  Tribe s  
be s t p ractice s  to ke e p  the  land  and  e cos ys te m  viab le  for the  future  ge ne ra tions ? 


Respectfully subm itted , 


Colleen McAleer 


P res ident of Laurelhurs t  Com m unity Club  


 


Exhib its : 


Dens ity with context s ens it ive des ign and  respecting Sea ttles÷ neighborhood  cha racter 
can work, with tre e  re te ntion and  na tura l m a te ria ls  and  de s ign s tanda rds : 


 


                                    6 - P lexes  in trad itiona l neighborhoods  


NO-No vegeta tion but 24  ga rbage cans       Yes -reta in m a ture trees  and  na tura l pa llet                                               







 


YES - Tri-p lex with  vegeta tion and  na tura l com m unity cha racter 


 


YES Townhom es  and  tripexes  in trad itiona l neighborhood  with na tura l m a teria ls  


 







 





		Laurelhurst Community Club
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June 7, 2024  


Rico Quirindongo, Director 
Sea5le Office of Planning and Community Development  


RE: One Sea5le Comprehensive Plan 


Dear Rico Quirindongo,  


Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments about the One Sea5le Plan. We’d 
especially like to thank Michael Hubner for taking the Nme to present the Plan update 
to the Magnolia Community Council’s Land Use Commi5ee.  


MCC has reviewed and discussed the One Sea5le Plan updates. MCC’s thoughRul 
comments, concerns, recommendaNons and quesNons are listed below.  


Urban Residen,al Zone:  
• We generally support the increased zoning, but have a number of concerns 


about preserving neighborhood character. 
• We oppose a generic or "blanket" approach that merely increases density in 


single family zones and assumes "trickle down affordability" without 
providing clear and viable opNons or incen,ves that promote affordable 
home ownership. 


• Loss of Tree Canopy: Our community is very concerned that the new zoning 
will substanNally diminish Sea5le's (and our neighborhood's) tree canopy, 
which will counter the city's tree canopy goals and increase potenNal for 
urban heat islands. 


• Encourage front yards, not expansive concrete driveways. Please consider 
more substanNal setbacks in the front yards (10'+) that allow for larger trees, 
more landscaping and personalized stoops. Discourage wide/shared concrete 
Nle driveways/entryways that cover more than 25% of lot width, and 
encourage or require the planNng of new trees. 


• Consider height or density bonuses (or reducNons in setback requirements) 
for builders who strive to preserve exisNng trees (esp. substanNal trees). 


• Onsite Parking: We believe that there should sNll be a requirement for some 
onsite parking. New fourplexes may bring with them up to 8 cars, which may 
be too much for street parking to bear over Nme. 


• Diverse housing types: Consider encouraging more diverse housing types. 
Many design and real estate professionals (and tenants) decry the 
proliferaNon of 10' wide rowhouses. NOTE: BalNmore City and BalNmore 
County, home to tens of thousands of rowhouses, do NOT allow rowhouses 
narrower than 15' because anything less is deemed undesirable and/or 
unlivable. 


o 10' wide rowhouses are not family-friendly and do not appeal to 
older or physically impaired homebuyers. 
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Urban Residen,al Zone (con,nued): 
• Allow for flexibility when it comes to setbacks and building massing. With a 


substanNal increase in residenNal density, encourage flexibility that allows 
for: 


o Front yards/landscaped areas (not just stoops), and/or shared 
communal greenspaces. 


o More diversity in for-sale product types (Think about ground floor 
units or stacked flats that appeal to older homebuyers). 


• Neighborhood Character/Design Guidelines: Consider including design 
guidelines/recommendaNons that will preserve general neighborhood 
character and encourage builders to think about neighborhood/site context, 
rather than just build a "generic box" housing product that may be out of 
scale or place for a neighborhood. 


• Preserving our City's Character: Remember, Sea5le is NOT San Francisco (or 
San Francisco's Daly City). What makes our city and neighborhoods unique 
and livable is its expansive green canopy and interconnected greenspace. We 
do not support zoning that promotes the reducNon of the tree canopy and 
substanNally reduces opportuniNes for landscaping, which is also necessary 
for wildlife.  


Neighborhood Centers: 
• There is consensus in our neighborhood that Magnolia Village is substanNally 


underdeveloped and has great potenNal for growth. We applaud the 
opportunity for more robust zoning (65') and look forward to the discussion. 


• We were surprised that the proposed North Magnolia Neighborhood Center 
was dropped from the NC designaNon. This part of Magnolia (along 34th Ave 
and at the intersecNon of Government Way) is near the entrance to Discovery 
Park and has seen mid-rise, mulNfamily development for more than 50 years, 
including several low-income senior housing projects. This part of the 
neighborhood is ripe for addiNonal development due to a number of factors: 


• Mid-rise development has occurred here for more than 50 years 
• Area is served by 2 bus lines (24 and 33) 
• Located right next to the entrance to Discovery Park,  


Sea5le's largest park 
• Major grocery store located here (Met Market) 
• Shops and services already exist, primarily in several mid-rise 


mulNfamily buildings 
• Close to planned affordable housing village at nearby Ft. Lawton 
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Infrastructure (Costs, Capacity):  
• Is the City confident that the current level/design of civil infrastructure 


(water/sewer/electric) in our single family neighborhoods will support the 
proposed Plan development? 


• We are concerned that without any infrastructure funding (or incenNves/
rebates to builders), the cost of building mulNple residences on many single 
family lots may be prohibiNvely expensive, and/or may result in much higher 
home prices for new housing  (builder passing on the cost of infrastructure to 
the homebuyer). 


• Is the City going to provide any assistance or incenNves to offset the costs of 
infrastructure where it may be prohibiNvely expensive and/or act as a 
deterrent to building on some lots? 


• Is the City going to idenNfy lots that either: 
1) can easily be developed in a cost-effecNve manner or, 
2) are challenged because of locaNon and/or proximity to exisNng civil 
infrastructure? 


  
Sta,on-area Planning 


• There is general consensus that LINK staNon-area zoning may be too 
conservaNve. TOD neighborhoods like Capitol Hill, Northgate, and even 
Ballard could likely support much taller, denser buildings. The approach that 
Vancouver and Burnaby, BC take is more urban and promotes much more 
housing at rail staNons. 


  
Transit Streets: 


• We would appreciate clarificaNon on what streets will be considered "high-
transit" capacity (other than those that serve Bus Rapid Transit lines), and 
what the implicaNons are for land use changes or upzoning. For example, the 
intersecNon of 28th and Blaine in Magnolia is at the convergence of 3 routes 
(31, 33 and 24) and open has service every 15 minutes or less during mid-
day. Will this area be considered and/or affected? 


 
Please feel free to contact us. We look forward to engaging with OPCD this fall and 
focusing on the proposed changes coming to Magnolia and our Sea5le communiNes.  


Thank you in advance for your consideraNon, 


Sco5 Surdyke  
Chair, Magnolia/Interbay Land Use Commi5ee Trustee  
Magnolia Community Council  


Alison Kan Grevstad  
President, Magnolia Community Council
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May 3, 2024 
 
Office of Planning & Community Development 
Re: The One Seattle Plan 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing as the chairperson on behalf of the Mayors Council on African American Elders 
(MCAAE) a City of Seattle commission. The MCAAE has a charge to advocate for accessible, 
comprehensive services for older adults with a focus on African Americans. While we commend 
you and your colleagues for the thoughtful hard work that went into the current draft of the 
One Seattle Comprehensive Plan update, we would like to submit the following suggestions for 
improvements. 
 
1. In the Housing section of the Plan we do not see any attempt to factor in the needs of older 


adults on fixed incomes. Even though it is a fact that older adults will be a growing 
demographic over the next decade. Older adults on fixed incomes represent a critical 
segment of affordable housing need that should not be neglected in the Plan. 


 
2. We would also like to see some strategies for providing affordable housing for service 


workers. Older adults often depend on such workers to continue to live independently. The 
chronic shortage of these workers in our community is often attributed to the lack of 
affordable housing for them and their families. 


 
3. While the Plan is forwarding-looking in terms of the pressures we will all experience due to 


climate change, it makes no mention of how we, as a city, will respond to increasing 
pressures from the migration of people to our City and region due to global political and 
economic pressures, as well as climate change. We believe a section that addresses the 
issues flowing from such immigration should be addressed. 


 
4. Finally, the Plan has little to no content on the new transportation options that will 


certainly affect our neighborhoods in the next 10-20 years, i.e., autonomous vehicles and 
personal delivery devices. Envisioning our streets and neighborhoods as safe and walkable 
without considering the imminent pressures on these goals from autonomous devices 
appears remiss to us. 


 
The MCAAE would like to see these areas fleshed out more fully in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Again, thank you for your work to ensure that our city is the best it can be in the coming years. 
 
Rita Howard, Chairperson 
Mayor’s Council on African American Elders 
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May 3, 2024 


 


OPCD 


Seattle City Hall 


600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor 


Seattle, WA 98104 


Attn: Jim Holmes, Rico Quirindongo 


PCD_compplan_EIS@seattle.gov  


OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov  


 


Re: Support for Alternative 5, request to study SM-UP zoning with heights of 85-125 feet 
at 14 West Roy Street 
  


Dear Mr. Quirindongo,  


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”).  


West Roy LLC owns the property at 14 West Roy (“Property”) in the Uptown neighborhood, 
currently used for warehousing and retail purposes.  We write to express support for Alternative 5, 
but request the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) study expansion of the Uptown 
Urban Center further to the north and an increase in minimum urban center height limits to 85 and 
125 feet.  More designated urban centers and greater heights within these areas will facilitate the 
residential and commercial capacity that our neighborhood needs to thrive. 


The Property is 12,035 square feet in size and 
is currently improved with a two-story 
warehouse and retail building, along with 
surface parking. It is located within a block of 
a multi-line bus stop served by the D 
Express, and it is across the street from 
Counterbalance Park in a neighborhood full 
of varied commercial and residential uses.  


The Property is currently zoned SM-UP 
65(M1) and is located along the northern 
boundary of the Uptown Urban Center, as 
shown below. The blocks to the south, west, 
and east of the Property are zoned SM-UP 
85(M1). The Property’s current zoning, 
therefore, is inconsistent with that of its 
neighbors and with the density-promoting 
policies of the urban center designation. It 
would better facilitate the goals of the One 



http://www.mhseattle.com/
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Seattle Plan to establish a minimum zoned height limit for urban centers of at least 85 feet, and 
preferably of 125 feet to allow for mass-timber construction.  We request the City study zoning 
assumptions that would establish these height limits for urban centers generally, and on the Property 
in particular, as part of the Comprehensive Plan update. 


 


In addition to increases in zoned height, we urge the expansion of the Uptown Subarea boundary to 
the north and request that the FEIS study an expansion beyond that contemplated by Alternative 5. 
This expansion would promote greater commercial vitality and better integration with surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. An extension of the subarea will facilitate a more cohesive and inclusive 
approach to planning and development, allowing better integration of Uptown and Lower Queen 
Anne with the surrounding residential neighborhoods and creating an even more vibrant and 
thriving urban district. 


Along the same lines, we strongly advocate for the rapid completion of the Uptown Subarea Plan to 
ensure comprehensive and effective planning. Uptown, with its prime location, distinctive retail 
character, and numerous cultural amenities, is poised for growth that furthers the policies of the 
One Seattle Plan. It is imperative that the subarea plan is finalized promptly to provide clear 
guidance and direction for future development initiatives, ensuring that growth is managed 
responsibly and aligned with community aspirations. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide any additional information about the above.  


Sincerely, 
 
Jessica M. Clawson  


On behalf of West Roy LLC 


 


 








Morgan Community Assoc. comments on 2024 Comp Plan update 1 


          Morgan Community Association   
            MOCA 
        
 
TO:  OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov 
DT: May 6, 2024 
FM:  The  Board of the Morgan Community Association (MoCA) 
RE:  COMMENTS ON THE ONE SEATTLE PLAN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
 
The Morgan Community Association or MoCA1 was established in 1999 following creation of the Morgan 
Junction Residential Urban Village in the corresponding Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan Area. As 
stakeholders, MoCA continues to advocate on behalf of Morgan Junction topics in the City. 
 
--ONE SEATTLE PLAN-- 
 
We have reviewed the Growth Strategy Detail for District 1, which shows that the Morgan Junction Urban 
Village is proposed to be reclassified to an Urban Center, that the boundaries of the Urban Center are 
proposed to expand generally to the east and to the west, and that a new Neighborhood Center is proposed 
on California Ave SW at SW Findley Street within Morgan Junction. The following One Seattle Plan comments 
are based on these proposed changes:  
 
Consolidate the Urban Centers with frequent transit: 
Currently, the Morgan Junction Urban Center has one and a half (1.5) Rapid Ride stops (California Ave SW at 
SW Fauntleroy Way and the NE corner of Fauntleroy Way SW at SW Myrtle). The other Rapid Ride locations 
at California Ave SW at SW Findley and the SW corner of Fauntleroy SW at SW Myrtle are outside of the 
Morgan Junction Urban Center. In order to ensure that the Rapid Ride locations are firmly affiliated with 
Urban Centers and that opportunities for increased density and development around the transit stops are 
not squandered, we recommend the following:  
 


a) In lieu of creating a new Neighborhood Center at California Ave SW at SW Findley Street, move the 
northern edge of Morgan Junction Urban Center from SW Juneau Street north to SW Brandon Street 
(which the current northern edge of the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Plan Area) or better yet to 
SW Dawson Street.  


b) Shift the southern edge of the Morgan Junction Urban Center from SW Myrtle Street south to SW 
Othello Street. This would bolster the park and open space quotient of the Urban Village as well as 
incorporating the Kenney Senior home site.  


 
 
Use Neighborhood Centers to connect existing density  
The intersection of 35th Avenue SW at SW Morgan Street which straddles a key transportation spine is 
completely ignored in the proposed growth strategy map.2 The businesses, frequent transportation, and 
amenities around this intersection promote connection of the Morgan Junction Neighborhood Planning Area 


 
1 “Morgan Community Association or MoCA is a grassroots association of residents, business persons, property owners and other people who 
have a stake in the future Morgan Junction. These stakeholders are the heart of MoCA. Our primary purpose is to make the Morgan Junction a 
better place to live, work, shop and enjoy” from https://www.morganjunction.org.  
 
2 This intersection was proposed as a Neighborhood Center in early drafts of the Growth Strategy. Whoever removed it from the current plan 
does a great disservice to the goals of the One Seattle Plan.  
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Morgan Community Assoc. comments on 2024 Comp Plan update 2 


and the High Point residential neighborhood. A master planned community,3 High Point has a library, a 
community center, an elementary school and is one of West Seattle’s most diverse neighborhoods. Indeed, 
Sound Transit planners have their eyes on connecting the West Seattle Junction with High Point at the next 
light rail expansion. The corresponding 35th Avenue corridor is filled with large apartment complexes, with 
room for more redevelopment. It makes sense to bring One Seattle Plan goals to this key area by designating 
the 35th Ave SW at SW Morgan St. intersection a Neighborhood Center. 
 
Alternatively, the Morgan Junction Urban Center could be extended eastward to 35th along the SW Morgan 
Street corridor in order to take advantage of the hilltop density, commerce and connectivity.  
 
 
Urban Centers Not Compatible with Critical and Sensitive Areas  
Morgan Junction Urban Center is proposed to expand west of the California Ave SW and Fauntleroy Way SW 
borders. This expansion appears to encompass some or all of the portions of the dense impassable Eddy 
Street ravine, the Pelly Place Natural Area within the Pelly Place ravine, and other environmentally sensitive 
areas. Additionally, some of the areas lack sidewalks, adequate water lines and fire hydrants. MoCA 
recommends that the Urban Center expansion does not include these critical features.    
 
 
--AFFORDABILITY AND MORGAN JUNCTION-- 
 
Return MHA density dollars to Morgan Junction 
Since 2016, Morgan Community Association has a track record of advocating that MHA dollars be returned to 
the community in which they were generated. We will continue to fight against the removal of existing 
affordable Morgan Junction housing. We will continue to agitate for affordable housing bonus to be granted 
ONLY to a development when that development contains affordable housing. More height in Morgan 
Junction should translate to More affordability in Morgan Junction! 
 
 
Thank You -  
Morgan Community Association Board  
mocacnc@gmail.com  
 
 


 
3 One of Seattle's most diverse neighborhoods, High Point is recognized as the first dense urban development in the nation to achieve 
sustainable, low-impact design on a large scale. Among its numerous environmental achievements, High Point is the first Energy Star®-certified 
multifamily community in the nation, and features one of the largest stormwater drainage systems in the country. 
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May 6, 2024 
 
 
 
Mr. Michael Hubner 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
City of Seattle 
Via email: OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov  
 
Subject:  Draft One Seattle Plan – Review by Port of Seattle and The Northwest Seaport Alliance 
 
Dear Michael, 


On behalf of the Port of Seattle (Port) and The Northwest Seaport Alliance (NWSA), we thank you for the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Public Review Draft of the One Seattle Plan. 


The Port and the NWSA, as key stakeholders in Seattle's growth and development, are deeply 
committed to advocating for the preservation of Seattle's Industrial Lands and Freight Corridors. We 
were thrilled to see the City's landmark legislation in July 2023, which implemented a robust Industrial 
and Maritime Strategy, a strategy we see reflected in the One Seattle Plan. As the City takes on the 
challenge of the housing crisis by introducing 80,000 new units, we are eager to stand as strong 
government partners. We applaud the draft plan’s emphasis on quality jobs for our growing city.  Our 
unwavering commitment to supporting economic vitality, resiliency, and living wage jobs in line with 
population growth targets is a testament to our dedication to Seattle's future.   


Our port terminals are pivotal for cultivating and modernizing our region's supply chain. Building our 
existing assets—such as naturally deep-water ports, a skilled and educated workforce, and adjacent land 
to stage these activities—can point the way to a brighter and, with our continued investment, a greener 
future. For instance, we are currently in the planning stage to bring shore power to Terminal 18 on 
Harbor Island, a project that will significantly reduce our carbon footprint. Such properties can host 
these hubs of activity that can naturally bring together manufacturing jobs, laboratory research facilities, 
and commensurate apprenticeship and job training opportunities.  These conditions are informing our 
Central Waterfront Clean Energy Strategic Plan. For example, in partnership with Seattle City Light, the 
Port is advancing an innovative solution to bring shore power to our downtown waterfront cruise 
terminal at Pier 66.  Along with our partners at the NWSA, we have already brought shore power to our 
Terminal 5 cargo facility and are currently in the planning stage to bring shore power to Terminal 18 on 
Harbor Island.  


Maritime freight in the Pacific Northwest is not just a transportation system, but a robust economic 
driver that supports local businesses and regional export activities alike. It is a crucial part of the region's 
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transportation resiliency. Without this system's resilience, international freight is likely to divert to other 
gateways, leading to goods being trucked into the region from Canada or California, brought in from 
ports that may have lower environmental standards, or even lengthening the trip from suburban and 
distant warehouse and cargo storage. The urgency of preserving this system, which is so vital to our 
economic and environmental sustainability, cannot be overstated.   


We are deeply grateful for the City's recognition of our efforts, as evidenced by the late revision of the 
Seattle Transportation Plan adopted last month. The revision was to the overarching goal structure 
where the "Mobility" goal was changed to the "Mobility and Economic Vitality Goal." To protect the 
freight capacity provided by our maritime facilities, we are concerned with the removal of the prior 
plan's existing policy defining the unique purpose and value of the Heavy Haul Network, which was 
created through a memorandum of understanding between the POS and the City. To update the 
language, the policy can shift its focus to preserving and maintaining this network. In the spirit of the 
Container Port Element, we plan to continue to work with the City on maintaining the utility and priority 
of these essential transportation networks for freight mobility while ensuring improved safety for all 
users. 


Moreover, the economic vitality brought by our cruise terminals and international airport to Downtown 
Seattle is unparalleled. Each cruise season injects over $900 million into the local economy, supporting 
local businesses and creating more than 5,500 local jobs. The airport stands as a significant asset and 
contributor. 


Our Planning Staff, with their extensive knowledge and experience in urban planning and development, 
has compiled a technical appendix addressing this review's specific plan goals and policies. We look 
forward to working with you to finalize the One Seattle Plan, leveraging our expertise and resources to 
ensure the plan aligns with the city's economic and environmental goals. 


Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Aletia A. Alvarez      Deirdre Wilson, AICP 
Senior Manager, Maritime Planning Senior Planning Manager 
Port of Seattle Northwest Seaport Alliance (NWSA)  
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Comment Leter Technical Appendix 


Port of Seatle and Northwest Seaport Alliance leter on dra� One Seatle Plan, May 6, 2024 


 


 


The Planning Department staff of the Port of Seatle and The Northwest Seaport Alliance offer the 
following technical comments in concert with our topline comments in our cover leter dated May 6, 
2024. 


 


 


Element / element subsec�on Comment 


Introduction 


Page 7 Suggest adding underlined text: The Plan embraces a vision of 
growth without displacement of households, businesses, 
industries, and cultural communi�es that are currently at risk of 
being forced to leave Seatle.  
 


Growth Strategy Element 


GS / 2 It is understood that follow-on planning work is needed for se�ng 
the boundaries of all proposed Neighborhood Centers (as 
represented by an airbrushed graphical treatment for these 
proposed centers in the proposed Future Land Use Map.)   At the 
same �me, the Port and Alliance assume that none of these 
boundaries will reduce the size of nearby Manufacturing / 
Industrial Centers (MIC’s), based on the exhaus�ve process 
leading to affirma�on of MIC boundaries in the July 2023 
industrial lands legisla�on. 


GS / 2 Regarding the proposal for north Georgetown to be designated a 
Neighborhood Center, the implementa�on of the proposal must 
account for three Georgetown streets having the “Major Truck 
Street” designa�on in both the adopted Seatle Transporta�on 
Plan and this dra� plan.  Commitment to this designa�on is 
cri�cal for port-related opera�ons and the Manufacturing 
Industrial Center as a whole.  The streets are Corson Ave S, 
Airport Way S, and S Michigan Street. 


GS / 10 Request adding a statement that the subarea plan developed for 
the Greater Duwamish MIC must be consistent with the Container 
Port policies. 
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GS 1.6 Suggest adding underlined text.  Avoid incompa�ble uses 
adjacent to general avia�on airports and cargo/container ports.  


GS 10.1 Suggest adding: The subarea plan developed for the Greater 
Duwamish MIC must be consistent with the Container Port 
Element policies. 


GS 10.2 Suggest adding: Sta�on area planning located in the Greater 
Duwamish MIC must priori�ze freight movement by road and rail, 
as well as pedestrian safety. Tradi�onally transit oriented 
development (TOD) (housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial 
uses) will not be appropriate. 


Land Use Element 


LU 1.7 Request adding this clause:  The subarea plan developed for the 
Greater Duwamish MIC must be consistent with the Container 
Port policies Review future legisla�ve rezones to determine if they 
pose a risk of increasing the displacement of residents or crea�ng 
new housing in poten�ally health impacted areas, especially 
marginalized popula�ons, and the businesses and ins�tu�ons that 
serve them. Suggest adding underlined text, or similar sen�ment. 


LU 2.21 Suggest adding underlined text:  Encourage neighborhood street 
designs that priori�ze pedestrians, provide public space, support 
business districts, and create space for community events.  
 


LU 4.13 Suggest adding the underlined text:  Iden�fy uses as major noise 
generators based on the noise associated with certain equipment 
opera�ons or the nature of a par�cular ac�vity and regulate these 
uses to reduce noise to acceptable levels unless the noise 
genera�ng use is located in an industrial zone.  
 


LU G13.3 Suggest adding underlined text:  LU G13.3 Develop transi�ons 
between industrial areas and adjacent neighborhoods that 
support healthy communi�es, reduce adverse environmental 
impacts, facilitate ac�ve transporta�on and transit access 
between residen�al and industrial areas, and minimize land use 
conflicts.  
 


LU 13.23 Suggested strike/underline correc�on:   Use the urban industrial 
or industrial buffer commercial zones to provide an appropriate 
transi�on between industrial areas and adjacent residen�al or 
pedestrian-oriented commercial zones.  
 


LU 13.27 Suggest adding underlined text:  Recognize the unique 
development opportuni�es that the Washington Na�onal Guard 
Armory in the BINMIC and the WOSCA site in the Duwamish MIC 
represent. Work with the State of Washington or other future 
owners of these sites to develop a comprehensive industrial 
redevelopment plan that maximizes public benefits and reflects 
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its loca�on within a Manufacturing and Industrial Center where 
housing is not a compa�ble use. This Plan should include features 
such as green infrastructure, district energy and waste 
management programs, and workforce equity commitments.  
 


LU 13.28 Suggested strikethrough / underline correc�on (this edit applies 
also to LU 13.29, LU 13.30):   Allow the widest possible range of 
manufacturing uses and related industrial and commercial 
ac�vi�es within the industrial buffer commercial zone, while 
ensuring compa�bility with the ac�vity and physical character of 
neighboring less intensive zones.  


Transportation Element 


PRIOR/Existing T 8.6 The prior Comp Plan had an important policy in T-8.6 related to 
the Heavy Haul Network.  It called for "designating" a HHN ...  
Without this policy there is no policy statement as to the purpose 
of the Heavy Haul Network. After consultation with SDOT staff, 
we propose "Protect, preserve, and enhance a heavy haul 
network for truck freight to provide efficient freight operations to 
key port terminals and intermodal freight facilities."   


Figure 16 The Heavy Haul Network should be shown on the map in this 
figure. 


P 64-5:  Intro Add bullet to this section: "Enhance freight mobility for goods 
delivery throughout city, manufacturing and industrial operations 
in MICs and trade in our international gateway city." 


p 65-6:  Intro We recommend a paragraph also on the future of freight/freight 
mobility -- goods delivery & de-carbonization of drayage trucks 


p 66:    2nd paragraph, last sentence, please add underlined words:  "In 
addition, transportation facilities that connect to and support 
"cargo movement to and through" the city's industrial areas … 


p 79 Under "Supporting a Vibrant Economy" we propose a 4th 
sentence be added highlighting "Seattle benefits from many 
freight assets owned and maintained by others, including access 
to two close-in airports, two Class 1 railways plus a shortline, and 
a naturally deep harbor with multiple international marine 
shipping lines." 


p 84 Suggest the underlined additions to the 3rd sentence:  "including 
two interstate highways,; several state highways; a regional light 
rail, commuter rail, & bus system; a ferry network and cruise 
terminals; waterways and marine cargo terminals; and freight 
railroads.  


T 1.6 Add "or center" at end to reflect MICs & the industrial land uses 
there. 


T 1.10 Insert "personal" as in pursue strategies to reduce "Personal" 
drive-along trips … to distinguish from commercial or industrial 
trips which are usually only the driver. 
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T 2.20 and/or T 6.10 Plan for unique treatments in the MICs from urban or residential 
neighborhoods, to reflect the need for different solutions for 
Vision Zero treatments around trucks and transit. 


T 2.21 Recognize that the city's major arterials are often better than 
minor arterials for large vehicles such as buses and trucks, so 
prioritize their use on major arterials to keep them from 
detouring to neighborhood streets. Manufacturing & Industrial 
Centers are unique cases. 


T 3.6 First and last mile services should not be limited to private sector 
partnerships. 


T 3.8 Recommend including shift workers, who often work at night. 
TG 4 Add to the goal:  Protect right-of-way space for the highest and 


best use to maximize the transportation system. 


T 4.12 Emphasize the importance of bioswales (green infrastructure/bio-
retention) adjacent to roadways to address road runoff that 
contributes to salmon pre-spawn mortality (i.e., 6PPD-q from 
tires and effectiveness of bio-retention in reducing salmon death) 


T 4.13 Suggest adding:   Consider transportation project materials with 
low embodied carbon. 


T 5.12 Consider adding: Policy about increasing designated commercial 
loading areas that are mapped and accessible to freight drivers. 


T 5.7 Update T 5.7 to read: "Work with freight stakeholders, and the 
Port of Seattle, and the Northwest Seaport Alliance to evaluate 
the performance of, maintain, and improve intermodal freight 
make freight priority for key connections involving Port container 
terminals, rail yards, industrial areas, airports, and regional 
highways.” 


T 7.12 Work with the port and the Northwest Seaport Alliance to ensure 
uninterrupted, enhance efficient, and effective access to Port 
terminals to minimize adjacent offsite impacts, which in turn, 
facilitates strong international and interstate trade 


T 8.6, 1st comment "Focus resources for Maintenance & Improvements in 
neighborhoods that have been historically subject to 
underinvestment or are currently underserved."  We agree with 
this general intent, but reading it implies there may not be any 
maintenance & improvement in any other "neighborhoods" that 
aren't historically underinvested or currently under-served.  
Recommend city staff loosen that language with that in mind 
(Prioritize Maint & Imprv resources in ..."  


T 8.6, 2nd comment We recommend adding the under-invested MICs (change 
"neighborhoods" to "Areas" or "Centers" also) 
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T 8.X (NEW) Requested new policy:  Plan for elevation or reconfiguration of 
streets to address sea level rise and flood hazards. Coordinate 
with waterfront property owners and prioritize street 
improvements where property owners have plans to elevate or 
reconfigure properties to improve sea level rise and flood 
resilience. 


Utilities Element 


U 3.1 Request adding underlined text:  Coordinate planning for u�lity 
projects among City-owned u�li�es, City departments, and non-
City u�li�es, and major public property owners, par�cularly 
projects located in or near the right-of-way, to lower costs, 
improve outcomes, provide co-benefits, limit construc�on and 
opera�onal impacts and increase sea level rise, climate, and 
seismic preparedness.  


U 3.3 Request adding underlined text: Build partnerships among City 
departments, non-City-u�li�es, public agencies, Tribal 
governments, and community organiza�ons to increase capacity 
for collabora�on in u�lity planning and projects and maximize 
opportuni�es to increase resilience of public assets and u�li�es to 
sea level rise and climate impacts.  


U 3.x Requested new policy: Plan for eleva�on of u�li�es to address sea 
level rise and flood hazards. Coordinate with waterfront property 
owners and priori�ze u�lity improvements where property 
owners have plans to elevate or reconfigure proper�es to 
improve sea level rise and flood resilience. 


U 4.5 Request add underlined text: Promote water conserva�on 
strategies to reduce per capita water use by customers, and 
consider alterna�ves for large scale rainwater capture and re-use.  


U 6.10 Consider adding:  Leverage Seatle’s access to clean, affordable 
electricity and consider how to add clean energy capacity that 
grows with the region. Ensure not only capacity for electrifica�on 
of vehicles and homes, but also ensure the grid is modernized and 
capable of mee�ng the future needs including electric trucks, 
buses, vessels, increased AC in a warming planet, droughts, and 
high-heat intensity events. 


Economic Development Element 


ED 1.2 Consider stronger language based on the struggles of core city 
business districts: "Make investments to ensure a safe, walkable 
and accessible downtown core to maintain and atract 
businesses, residents, workers and visitors." 
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ED 1.7 Support business districts serving historically underserved 
communi�es, including Na�ve American Indigenous communi�es, 
that have benefited from fewer economic opportuni�es. [Suggest 
using "Indigenous" for internal consistency. 


ED 3.7 "Plan for and invest in transportation systems for movement of 
freight and people, infrastructure, and utilities to support 
strategic industries." Such as heavy haul corridor, railways, 
roadways, waterways, etc. 
 


ED 3.12 Consider adding:  Advocate for revitaliza�on of dilapidated 
buildings and building sectors. 


ED 7.1 Establish partnerships to build workforce capacity to advance 
comple�on of city-wide decarboniza�on and climate adapta�on 
mi�ga�on efforts, including through electrifica�on, construc�on, 
conserva�on, and other new green technology programs. [The 
examples provided seem to align more with mi�ga�on than with 
adapta�on.] 


ED 1.x Consider adding new policy: Leverage exis�ng private 
development assets in Seatle’s employment centers by 
op�mizing transit service to serve the commuters to these 
centers. 


Climate and Environment Element 


CE 2.9 Consider adding:  Reduce and mitigate vehicle-sourced roadway 
pollutants as a water through such means as green infrastructure 
/ bio-reten�on and trea�ng 6PPD-q from �re wear. 


CE 3.5 Request adding: Support the electrifica�on of freight vehicles 
through strong partnerships with the Port of Seatle and 
Northwest Seaport Alliance to reduce GHG emissions, improve air 
quality and health outcomes in communi�es with high freight 
traffic, and to support the goal of 30% of goods delivery being 
zero-emission by 2030.  


CE 7.1 Regularly update citywide all hazard and climate vulnerability 
assessments that address physical, social, and economic 
vulnerabili�es and consider cascading or compounding effects 
across mul�ple systems. Consider partnering with other public 
asset owners and operators to create a joint vulnerability 
assessment and coordinate on project priori�za�on. 
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Shoreline Areas (carried forward from Seattle 2035) 


Pg. 175 Seatle 2035 SA P8 4. Provision of appropriate public-access opportuni�es that 
meet public needs by public agencies such as the City, Port of 
Seatle, King County, and the State when new shoreline facili�es 
are built (encourage these agencies to provide similar 
opportuni�es in exis�ng facili�es). These public access 
opportuni�es may be provided off-site if shown to beter serve 
public access needs. [Add underlined text. ] 


Neighborhood Plans (carried forward from Seattle 2035) 


Pg. 317 Seatle 2035 
 


Exis�ng Text: GD-P5 Limit the loca�on or expansion of 
nonindustrial uses, including publicly sponsored 
nonindustrial uses, in the Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial 
Center. 
Sugges�on (to be included in Greater Duwamish MIC subarea 
plan under development): Include clarifying language that this 
does not preclude transit facili�es and other mul�-modal 
transporta�on uses that serve the industrial workforce.  
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May 6th, 2024 


 


Aja Hazelhoff 


Engagement Lead,  


Office of Planning & Community Development 


Seattle City Hall 


600 4th Ave. Floor  


Seattle, WA  98104 


 


RE: One Seattle Plan, Draft Comprehensive Plan Comments 


 


Dear Aja, 


The Northwest Universal Design Council (NWUDC), supported by DSHS and Age Friendly Seattle, is 


please to submit comments on the One Seattle Draft Plan.  NWUDC promotes the incorporation of 


universal design principles, products, and processes that enable all people. Our mission is to educate 


others to recognize and promote equity in all environments.   


 


Our membership includes real estate brokers, interior designers, architects of all types, builders, 


developers, city planners, affordable housing professionals, technology experts, transportation 


experts, and community advocates.  Please see the attached comments formulated and compiled by 


our steering committee members.   


 


Sincerely, 


Carli Hoki 


Steering Committee Facilitator,  


Northwest Universal Design Council 
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One Seattle Plan, Draft Comprehensive Plan- NWUDC Comments    May 6, 2024 


 


We appreciate the City of Seattle’s aim to eliminate barriers, promote equal opportunities, and foster 


social integration.  The NWUDC has the same focus. We ask that the city emphasize the need for 


universal design in various segments of the Comprehensive Plan; including Housing, Parks, Parking 


and Transportation. Early integration of these design principles would have far reaching impacts on 


the future.   


 


We would like to see more consideration give to the follow demographics 


• The Washington Office of Financial Management estimates that between 2020 and 2040, King 


County’s population of people aged 60 and above will grow by 44% from approx.  456,000 to 


658,000.  As people live longer, many will age with or into disability. (WA State Office of 


Financial Management, Forecasting Division, 2022 Projections, “County Growth Management 


Population Projections by Age and Sex)  


• Nearly 18% of adults in Seattle lived with a disability between 2017-2021.  (Age Friendly 


Seattle Strategic Framework 2022-2027) 


• There are higher rates of disabilities experienced among people of color than white people, 


among renters than homeowners and among people with lower incomes than those with 


higher incomes. In Seattle, 34% of Black people reported living with a disability, while 18% of 


white people reported living with a disability. (WA State Office of Financial Management, 


Forecasting Division, 2022 Projections, “County Growth Management Population Projections 


by Age and Sex) 


 


We know that the Comprehensive Plan Review committee has reviewed similar numbers, as is 


evident in the Housing Appendix.  More attention to this data and the urgent need to create an 


accessible city could be emphasized in both the Appendix and the Comprehensive Plan. This 


is a key opportunity for the City of Seattle to convey this priority to collaborators such as private and 


nonprofit developers, as well as, other agencies and city partners.  


 


Housing and Capital Facilities 


 


We appreciate the emphasis in the “Introduction” regarding improved supply, variety, and affordable 


housing to provide homes for a diverse population.  The increased types of housing for individuals 


and families must be designed to be functional and accessible by residents of all abilities. Universal 


Design (UD) is an approach to design that recognizes and accommodates the changes 


characteristics people experience over their lives.  


 


Increased housing stock that includes accessible options at an affordable price will enable a larger 


percentage of our population to thrive in Seattle.  Inclusive, Human-centered design that embraces 


diversity and uniqueness of a community helps everyone and addresses accessibility, age, culture, 


economic situation, education, gender, geographic location, language, and race. As new housing 


enters the industry it should be well equipped to suit all future occupants.  
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For example, providing more middle housing with multi-story buildings is not livable by our aging 


population.  It only provides more housing for specific demographic. The new policy and zoning of 


duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, sixplexes and cottage housing, as mention under the new Urban 


Neighborhoods, could be a great source for more housing, however, they must be designed and built 


with the greater population in mind, so that the maximum number of people can benefit from these 


new homes. 


 


Inclusive housing is flexible.  Residents can reinvent, redefine, and repurpose space as they 
experience temporary or permanent changes through their lifespan. It allows for more people to use 
homes without expensive modifications.  If additional modifications are needed less costly to convert, 
adaptable home is one which designed to allow low cost and easy adaptation to the changing needs 
of residents.  Universal design provides more resilient and sustainable housing stock. 
 
Park, Public Spaces, Parking and Transportation 


 


We applaud the highlighted “accessibility and mobility needs with universal design features” noted 


under “Diversity of Housing Types” and would like to see such language under Parks, Public Spaces, 


Parking and Transportation. 


 


We also applaud “Housing Construction, Quality and Design,” Policies H7.7 and H7.8 and are hopeful 


regulations and incentives will be implemented that will ensure this type of diverse housing. 
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May 20, 2024 


Office of Planning & Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Ave. 
Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
RE: The One Seattle Plan 
 
Thank you for giving Orca Conservancy the opportunity to make a comment on the One Seattle Plan and please add 
the following to the public record.  


Orca Conservancy is a 501(c)3 Washington State non-profit organization, established in 1996, with the mission of 
working on behalf of Orcinus orca, the killer whale, and protecting the wild places on which it depends. Orca 
Conservancy currently represents over 70,000+ members and supporters and collaborates with some of the 
world’s top research institutions and environmental groups to address the most critical issues now facing wild 
orcas. The organization’s urgent attention remains focused on the 74 remaining members of the critically 
endangered Southern Resident killer whale (SRKW) population including the wild salmon populations SRKWs rely 
on for survival.  
 
In 2001, Orca Conservancy was a co-petitioner for the federal listing to include the SRKW distinct population 
segment (DPS) under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). On November 18, 2005, after evaluating the five listing 
factors of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a 
final ruling listing the SRKW, a distinct population segment (DPS), as endangered under the Act.  


Congress enacted the ESA, in part, to provide a “means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species 
and threatened species depend may be conserved...[and] a program for the conservation of such endangered 
species and threatened species.”1 Section 2(c) of the ESA establishes that it is “the policy of Congress that all 
Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall 
utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.”2 The ESA defines “conservation” to mean “the 
use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to 
the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary.”3 Similarly, Section 7(a)(1) 
of the ESA directs that federal agencies shall use their programs and authorities to conserve endangered and 


 
1 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b). 
2 Id. at § 1531(c)(1).  
3 Id. at § 1532(3). 
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threatened species.4  To fulfill the purposes of the ESA, Section 9 of the ESA prohibits any person, including any 
federal agency, from “taking” an endangered species without proper authorization.5  The term “take” is statutorily 
defined broadly as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to 
engage in any such conduct.”6 The definition of “harm” has been defined broadly by regulation as “an act which 
actually kills or injures wildlife. Such act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it 
actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding 
or sheltering.”7,8 
 
Additionally, Seattle, Washington is experiencing continued onset of climate change, which currently include: 


1. Warmer air. Since 1900, the average annual air temperature in the Puget Sound region has increased by 


1.3 degrees Fahrenheit. Seattle is likely to have hotter-than-usual summers 


2. Heavier rain. Seattle's annual precipitation is projected to increase from about 35.4 inches to about 38.0 


inches. Warmer air can hold more water vapor, which increases the potential for extreme rainfall or 


snowfall 


3. Sea level rise. Sea levels in Puget Sound have risen by nine inches since 1900 and are expected to rise by 


another two to five feet by 2100. This means more coastal flooding, storm surge, and high tide inundation 


4. Ocean acidification. Ocean chemistry is changing in ways that are harmful to marine species 


While we applaud and acknowledge One Seattle Plans’ vision towards a future that aligns with …”City’s core values 
to make Seattle more equitable, livable, sustainable, and resilient for today's residents and generations to come…” 
however, it is vital the One Seattle Plan includes definitive planning (and funding) for the following:  


1. Ensuring all wild salmon -- which depend on water quality for growth and survival -- have guaranteed 
accessibility to cold water, which includes protecting and preserving the mature trees on all city lots, which 
ultimately reduce sediment and contaminants from flowing into Puget Sound 


2. Ensuring impervious surfaces do not exceed 10% of a watershed because salmon populations begin to 


decline unless aggressive action is taken to protect them. Such actions include requiring low-impact 


development techniques, protecting riparian buffers, protecting healthy habitat, and restoring degraded 


habitat  


3. Ensuring measures are put into place to combat and/or eliminate brake dust, specifically, 6PPD-Q, a 


chemical that causes Urban Mortality Syndrome and is highly detrimental to salmon 


a. Adult fish show signs of suffocation, including apparent efforts to breathe air and disorientation   


b. Death generally occurs within hours, which prevents adults from spawning and contributing to 


subsequent generations 


c. Juveniles are also killed, preventing them from going out to sea where they can become prey for the 


whales   


d. Other chemicals include copper, which causes brain damage leading to failure to recognize predators 


and reduces the ability to navigate   


 
4 Id. at § 1536(a)(1). 
5 Id. at § 1538(a)(1)(B). 
6 Id. at § 1532(19). 
7 50 C.F.R. § 222.102; see also Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Cmtys. for a Great Or., 515 U.S. 687 (1995) (upholding same regulatory definition of harm in 50 
C.F.R. § 17.3). 
8 2018. Center for Biological Diversity and Wild Fish Conservancy’s 60-day notice of intent to sue the U.S. Department of Commerce, the Secretary of Commerce, 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (also known as NOAA Fisheries), and the Northwest Regional Administrator for the National Marine Fisheries Service 


(collectively “NMFS”) for violations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531, et seq.  
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e. An estimated 7-million quarts of petroleum products, such as motor oil and brake fluid, reach Puget 


Sound each year. These lead to developmental abnormalities and early deaths in salmon populations 


4. Ensuring riparian buffers, which play an important role in removing chemicals from stormwater, have a 


continuous stream of funding. Meaning: riparian vegetation forms a filter to remove toxic chemicals from 


stormwater before it reaches a stream. It can also facilitate surface water becoming ground water so it will 


mix surface water during the warm and dry summer months. It can also limit erosion to prevent sediment 


from interfering with fish trying to breathe and burying eggs where they won’t survive 


Sincerely, 


 


Shari Tarantino 
Executive Director 
Orca Conservancy 
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May 6, 2024 
 


Michael Hubner, Long Range Planning Manager 
Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development 
P.O. Box 94788 
Seattle, WA 98124-7088 


 


Subject: PSRC Comments on Draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update 
 


Dear Mr. Hubner, 
 


Thank you for providing an opportunity for the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) to review 
the draft 2024 Seattle comprehensive plan. We recognize that the city has invested a 
substantial amount of time and effort in developing the draft plan and appreciate the 
chance to review while in draft form. Timely collaboration provides an opportunity to review 
draft plan elements for the 2024 comprehensive plan and prepares the city well for 
certification by PSRC once the full plan has been adopted.  


We encourage the city to consider the following comments as further work is completed for 
the comprehensive plan update to align with VISION 2050 and the Growth Management Act. 
We reviewed the draft plan using the PSRC Plan Review Consistency Tool. Comments on 
portions of the consistency tool are noted below: 


Plan Review Consistency Tool PSRC Comment on Draft Seattle Plan 
Transportation 


The Growth Management Act requires a 
variety of technical analysis to support 
the transportation element, including 
inventories of existing facilities 
(roadways, freight routes, sidewalks, 
transit routes, airports, ferry routes, and 
bicycle facilities), level of service 
standards, forecasts, and project lists. 
(RCW 36.70A.070(6)). 


The draft plan does not yet include a 
transportation appendix that documents 
technical analysis to support the transportation 
element.  These transportation requirements are 
essential for plan certification. We look forward 
to reviewing a draft of the appendix, which 
should include requirements such as: 


o Inventories of existing facilities 
o Active transportation component 
o Level of service standards 
o Travel forecasting and land use 


assumptions 
o System needs 
o Multiyear financing plan 



https://www.psrc.org/our-work/plan-review

https://www.psrc.org/vision
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Plan Review Consistency Tool PSRC Comment on Draft Seattle Plan 
The plan should also include mode split goals for 
regional growth centers and 
manufacturing/industrial centers per DP-Action-
9. 
 
PSRC’s Transportation Element Guidance 
includes additional information on 
transportation requirements, including minimum 
guidelines for multimodal level of service 
standards.  


Growth Strategy / Development Patterns 
Support the development of compact 
urban communities and central places 
with densities that support the Regional 
Growth Strategy, transit, and walking 
(MPP-RGS-6, DP-1, DP-3) 


The draft plan does not yet include a Future Land 
Use Map. We look forward to seeing additional 
details of proposed zoning changes associated 
with this plan.   


Support the update of regional center 
subarea plans to be consistent with the 
revised Center Plan Tools (DP-Action-8) 


PSRC’s Regional Centers Framework outlines the 
requirements for maintaining center 
designation. As we have discussed with city staff, 
PSRC will be reviewing regional centers in 2025 
for consistency with planning expectations and 
other center criteria. PSRC has developed VISION 
2050 Consistency Tools for Regional Growth 
Center and Manufacturing/Industrial Center 
plans to help jurisdictions connect regional 
policies to local planning efforts and achieve 
plan certification. PSRC staff are available to 
review draft center plans and respond to 
questions on regional center requirements.  


PSRC will provide upcoming 
opportunities to designate new regional 
growth and manufacturing/industrial 
centers 


The plan proposes a new regional growth center 
in the Ballard neighborhood. The plan map 
shows Ballard as a regional center and language 
in the Growth Strategy element lists Ballard as a 
regional center. The plan should clarify that 
Ballard is a proposed regional center and has 
not yet been designated by PSRC.  


PSRC’s Designation Procedures for New Centers 
outlines requirements to designate new centers, 
which include adopting a subarea plan 



https://www.psrc.org/media/7504

https://www.psrc.org/media/7012

https://www.psrc.org/media/7012

https://www.psrc.org/media/7013

https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/2022-03/centersdesignationprocedures.pdf
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Plan Review Consistency Tool PSRC Comment on Draft Seattle Plan 
consistent with PSRC requirements. PSRC staff 
are available to provide support for the 
designation of new regional centers.   


Airport-adjacent communities: Identify 
and address any airports within or 
adjacent to the jurisdiction (RCW 
36.70.547, 36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(A), MPP-
DP-48) 
 
Airport-adjacent communities: 
Describe existing and planned uses 
near the airport, as well as policies and 
regulations that discourage 
incompatible uses (RCW 36.70.547, 
36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(A), MPP-DP-48) 
 
Airport-adjacent communities: Promote 
coordinated planning and effective 
management to optimize the region’s 
aviation system in a manner that 
minimizes health, air quality, and noise 
impacts to communities, including 
historically marginalized communities 
(MPP-T-28) 


The plan should include additional information 
about land uses adjacent to the city’s airports 
and policies and regulations to discourage 
incompatible uses. PSRC’s Airport Compatible 
Land Use Report provides information about 
planning adjacent to airports. 


The draft plan includes a new “Neighborhood 
Center” in the Georgetown neighborhood, which 
is immediately adjacent to the King County 
Airport and surrounded by a designated 
manufacturing/industrial center.  MPP-DP-48 
and 50 discourage the siting of incompatible 
uses adjacent to airports and 
manufacturing/industrial centers. The plan 
should include more information about 
proposed uses and heights for this area and how 
the city will manage incompatible uses.     


Housing 
Address affordable housing needs by 
developing a housing needs 
assessment and evaluating the 
effectiveness of existing housing 
policies, and documenting strategies to 
achieve housing targets and 
affordability goals. This includes 
documenting programs and actions 
needed to achieve housing availability 
including gaps in local funding, barriers 
such as development regulations, and 
other limitations (H-Action-4) 
 
 


The plan should provide a more complete 
documentation of potential regulatory barriers 
to affordable housing. Commerce’s adequate 
provisions checklist can help document this 
work.  



https://www.psrc.org/media/2339

https://www.psrc.org/media/2339

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/w2cibg12o3kkc9fr6phd7i8xtab9lwgd

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/w2cibg12o3kkc9fr6phd7i8xtab9lwgd
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Plan Review Consistency Tool PSRC Comment on Draft Seattle Plan 
Environment / Climate Change 
Ensure all federal and state air quality 
standards are met and reduce 
emissions of air toxics and greenhouse 
gases (WAC 173-420-080, MPP-En-22)  


The plan should include a policy and 
implementation actions that address federal and 
state clean air legislation and ensure that air quality 
at least meets established standards. 


Address rising sea water by siting and 
planning for relocation of hazardous 
industries and essential public services 
away from the 500-year floodplain 
(MPP-CC-10) 


The city should address rising sea water by siting 
and planning for relocation of hazardous 
industries and essential public services away 
from the floodplain.  


 
PSRC has resources available to assist the city in addressing these comments and inform 
development of the draft plan. We have provided links to online documents in this letter, and 
additional resources related to the plan review process can also be found on our Planning 
Resources and Plan Review pages.   
 
We appreciate all the work the city is doing and the opportunity to review and provide 
comments. We are happy to continue working with you as the draft progresses through the 
adoption process. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact 
me at 206-464-6174 or LUnderwood-Bultmann@psrc.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Liz Underwood-Bultmann, Growth Management 
Puget Sound Regional Council 
 
cc: Review Team, Growth Management Services, Department of Commerce 



https://www.psrc.org/planning-2050/vision/vision-2050-planning-resources

https://www.psrc.org/planning-2050/vision/vision-2050-planning-resources

https://www.psrc.org/our-work/plan-review

mailto:LUnderwood-Bultmann@psrc.org
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Hazelhoff, Aja


From: Keith Ervin <keithervin@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 11:36 AM
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Subject: Comp plan comments from People for Climate Action Seattle


Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged


CAUTION: External Email 


Dear Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development: 


I am writing to you on behalf of People for Climate Action Seattle. We are a volunteer organization with over 
200 members, dedicated to helping Seattle meet its climate goals. This letter contains our suggested changes 
to the proposed Comprehensive Plan. While the plan is in many ways an excellent work, we hope it will be 
modified in the following ways before it goes to Council: 


 The Growth Strategy should be improved to allow more housing in the city, and should stipulate zoning
changes that would double the 100,000 units of new housing in the current draft to 200,000. Allowing
people to live in the city reduces their carbon footprint by 10 times, compared to the alternative of
pushing them out to the urban growth boundary, as found by Shoreline during their recent rezone for
the new Link stations.


 The Climate Element should include intermediate GHG reduction goals for 2035, 2040, and 2045 in
addition to the existing goals in 2030 and 2050. These goals should be further divided into reduction
percentages for transportation and reduction percentages for buildings. This will allow City planners to
focus on their domains, as well as providing some accountability to the public.


 The Plan should prioritize mode shift over electrification for decarbonizing our transportation. We
should switch to walking, biking, and transit where possible, and electrify trips that can't be shifted.
This is much more cost effective than prioritizing electrification, both for the City and for residents, and
will in the long run lead to much faster and more efficient transportation.


 The Plan is missing any mention of work from home as a climate policy, and yet it is one of the main
policies that transportation analysts at the Puget Sound Regional Council have identified as critical for
meeting our carbon emission reduction goals, and is also cited as the main reason for the recent
reduction in emissions on the eastside. Work from home should be added to the Plan as a strategy for
reducing emissions.


 Many of the goals are quite vague and refer to "reducing greenhouse gas emissions".  These should be
tightened up: how much do we expect to reduce them by? As written, any reduction would qualify as
meeting the goal. There is a huge difference between a 2% and a 98% reduction, and writing the goal
this way makes them both equivalent.  The goals need to be much more specific so we can judge our
progress.


 The Plan does mention trees as a climate resilience feature, which is good; it should particularly
recommend large shade trees on the south and west sides of buildings to provide cooling and reduce
the load on the electrical grid.


These points are critical first steps for getting Seattle on the path to meeting its climate goals. As we look 
ahead to a summer of drought that will likely also be full of wildfire smoke, there are many reasons that this is 
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important. The UW Climate Impacts Lab has some forecasts for what the Pacific Northwest is likely to be like 
under various different scenarios of warming, and this is not a future any of us would want to see. Regional 
water supplies, hydropower, transportation, public health, forests, fisheries, and agriculture are all at risk. 
Climate change has already come, it will get worse particularly if we do not reduce our emissions, and it will 
exacerbate all the other problems we are currently experiencing. Homelessness, affordable housing, public 
safety: all of these problems will be more intractable as global warming increases. Therefore, we are asking for 
these changes in the Comprehensive Plan, in order to better position us for the future. 


Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Keith Ervin 
on behalf of People for Climate Action Seattle 
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Comments on the One Seattle Plan (Comp Plan)  
 


Tobias Peter – Co-Director, AEI Housing Center (Tobias.Peter@AEI.org) 
Edward Pinto – Co-Director, AEI Housing Center (PintoEdward1@gmail.com) 
May 20241 


 


Summary: 


1) Seattle has been underbuilding for the last decade (and likely even longer) and it needs to build 


more housing than the targets set in the comp plan. 


2) Seattle can legalize the building of more housing by embracing the lessons of its past and 


expanding on them. During the 1990s, Seattle upzoned parts of the city and over the years, it 


has made other smaller reforms that have resulted in more housing construction. These reforms 


brought forth substantial new supply when zoning is made by-right and regulations are kept 


short and simple. On the other hand, when Seattle introduced complexity, homebuilding 


faltered. 


3) In the context of the One Seattle Plan, enabling more townhomes and other small residential 


structures will help Seattle achieve many of its goals set in the new Comp Plan such as meeting 


the supply challenge presented by growth, creating homeownership and wealth building 


opportunities for BIPOC communities, and reducing displacement pressure that helps drive 


homelessness. 


4) Some of the goals and strategies discussed in the Seattle Comp Plan introduce unneeded 


complexity which will constrain supply growth and not help Seattle achieve housing abundance. 


 


Detailed Findings: 


1) Seattle has been underbuilding for the last decade (and likely even longer) and it needs to 


build more housing than the targets set in the comp plan. 


Compare home price appreciation from 2012 to 2019 (pre-pandemic) in Seattle, WA and San Antonio, 


TX. Both metros added workers at about the same rate, but San Antonio added housing units at double 


the rate as Seattle. As a result, home prices have appreciated about twice as fast in Seattle than in San 


Antonio. 


 


From 2012 to 2019 (pre-pandemic)  Seattle, WA Metro San Antonio, TX Metro 


Employment growth 20% 20% 


Addition to the 1-4 housing stock 14% 30% 


Home price appreciation 108% 57% 


 
1 The views expressed are those of the authors alone and do not necessarily represent those of the American 
Enterprise Institute. 



mailto:Tobias.Peter@AEI.org

mailto:PintoEdward1@gmail.com
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The targets set in the Comp Plan are likely not high enough and will therefore result in even higher home 


prices and rents. As Sightline’s Dan Bertolet has pointed out: 


Seattle’s draft plan is based on a target of 100,000 new homes over the next 20 years. First, 


that’s only 20,000 more homes than status quo projections expected, even with no changes to 


existing zoning. Second, an average rate of 5,000 new homes per year is far lower than the 


housing growth that has actually occurred in recent years. For example, from 2013 to 2023, 


Seattle added an average of nearly 8,500 new homes per year.  


 


2) How Seattle can build more housing 


Seattle has upzoned residential neighborhoods in the past with great success. It should embrace this 


success. 


Seattle should learn from its own past. In the mid-1990s, the creation of the Low-Rise Multifamily (LRM) 


zone allowed property owners to use their land more efficiently. As a result, many single-family detached 


homes were converted to mostly townhomes. Since 2000, Seattle has built 18,000 new townhomes units 


in the LRM zone. As a result, the housing stock in these zones increased by about 75% - or about 3% per 


year. The supply addition in the SF zone from new single-family homes was minimal. 


 


 


In the LRM zone, older homes are getting replaced with newer ones. The top picture shows a lot with 


two single-family detached homes in 2007 and the bottom picture shows the same lot with 2 duplexes 


upfront and 3 additional units in the back. Each new home is valued at around $875,000 today, while 


each previous home may be valued at around $1 million today. 



https://www.sightline.org/2024/04/18/seattle-deserves-a-better-comp-plan/

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDEIS.pdf

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-estimates/april-1-official-population-estimates
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Further, the construction activity was undertaken by a swarm of small developers, builders, and property 


owners. We analyzed 3,000 (of the 4,500 in total) in-fill property parcels redeveloped over the period 


1993-2022 with townhomes. We estimate that around 975 unique builders/developers participated, 


with no one builder accounting for more than 2.3% of volume. The nation’s 19 largest builders did not 


participate, as this type of construction does not fit the large builder business model.   


 


Given its success with the LRM zone, Seattle should embrace HB 1110, which allows 4 units by right 


throughout the city. 


According to our estimates, Seattle could add up an estimated 5,200 new units each year for the next 20 


years by embracing the new state law. This would add about 1.4% to its existing housing stock per year, 


more than doubling our estimate of the 1-4 unit structures permitted in 2022.  


Is there an opportunity to do more? Allow up to 6 units per parcel and add an estimated 6,600 new units 


per year, or about 1.8% to its existing stock per year. That is about a quarter more. Allowing more units 


beyond 6 will not results in a much larger uptake, given current economic conditions. 
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How to take advantage of this supply opportunity? 


a) Seattle needs to eliminate the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program – at least for 


townhomes and other small residential structures. 


In 2019, Seattle passed the MHA program with the goal of creating thousands of new subsidized housing 


units made affordable through fees on development, while also boosting housing production overall. It is 


on track to destroy Seattle’s progress. 


Builders have a choice between designating a certain number of units as income-restricted or paying a 


hefty fee. “Based on a 2021 survey of [builder trade group members in the area], the average MHA fee 


per townhome unit is $32,743, or $130,972 for an average four-unit project. This fee roughly doubles 


townhome predevelopment costs.” 


Consequently, new permits for townhomes have dropped precipitously, while they have remained about 


unchanged for the control group. Many of the far-ranging consequences are summarized in an excellent 


report “The Decline of Seattle Townhomes Under MHA.”  


The below chart documents the decline in townhome permits in Seattle that started with the 


implementation of MHA in April 2019. The decline had little to do with the pandemic as permits for 


single family homes in the non-MHA area (control group) showed no decline until late 2022, when rates 


rose sharply. 



https://www.mbaks.com/docs/default-source/documents/advocacy/issue-briefs/the-decline-of-seattle-townhomes-report.pdf





5 
 


 


b) Seattle needs to allow for a greater floor area ratio (FAR) than 90%. 


The current comp plan sets the FAR limit at 90%. This is not enough. The roughly 20,000 townhomes in 


Seattle that were built over the last 20 years have a median FAR of 130%. None of these would be 


possible with a 90% FAR. Seattle needs to allow at least 140% FAR, but 200% would be even better. 


c) Seattle needs to make the building of these homes by-right and keep the regulations short and 


simple.  


As pointed out above, most – if not all – of the townhomes were built by small-scale builders. Once the 


city introduced complexity, they stopped building.  


When cities have implemented by-right zoning with regulations following the KISS (Keep It Short and 


Simple) principle, the market has built a ton of new housing. The AEI Housing Center has documented 


many such instances. For a list of them, see here: https://www.aei.org/housing-supply-case-studies/.    


Other steps that would be helpful: 


• Reduce set-back requirements. 


• Expand the residential building code from 2 to 4 or 6 units, which would lower the cost of 


building such new housing. 


Steps that would be hurtful and operate as poison pills: 


• Outsized parking or other requirements that increase construction costs or de facto prevent 


building more housing entirely. 


• Income limits, affordable housing fees, & mandates. 


• Rental bans or rent control. 


• High minimum lot sizes. 



https://www.aei.org/housing-supply-case-studies/
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• Overly stringent energy standards. 


• Anything not required for single-family homes. 


Seattle over the years has already experimented with many reforms, that have made homebuilder easier. 


Reforms have included: 


• 2006 and 2012: reduced parking requirements 


• 2009: allowed micro-housing 


• 2010: reduces zoning categories from 5 to 3, increased FAR, reduced parking req. 


• 2010: allowed one detached ADU up to 800 sq. ft. 


• 2019: allowed up to 2 ADUs per lot  


• 2020: eliminated design reviews for some multifamily buildings for about 1 year 


 


d) Seattle should upzone more areas for higher density. 


 


• Seattle should designate more Neighborhood Centers and widen their reach from a 3-minute 


walk to a 10-minute walk (about ½ mile). 


The goal of the 1990s reform was to create “attractive urban living environments replete with parks, 


shops, and restaurants, and a convenient mass-transit system.” Many single-family (SF) zoned 


neighborhoods fit that bill today. The below map shows the various parts of the SF zone that are highly 


walkable (defined as being within a 10-minute walk of at least 15 amenities of daily life such as coffee 


shops, hardware stores, pharmacy or drug stores, restaurants or bars, or supermarkets). These areas 


could be designated as additional Neighborhood Centers. 
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Map: Census blocks that would be suitable for Neighborhood Centers due to their amenities 


 


• Seattle should not downzone any areas. 


Compromising townhomes for ADUs is not the path forward. One example from 9715 4th Ave NW, 


Seattle, WA 98117 illustrates this. The original lot of about 12,000 sq. ft. was subdivided into two halves. 


On each half, a developer is building a detached home with 2 detached ADUs. While this has created a 


total of 6 housing units, the lot could have easily supported 8 or more townhomes (see before and after 


photo of the lot). 
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While the comp plan concludes that “Accessory dwelling unit (ADU) production increased fourfold 


between 2019 and 2022, demonstrating the demand that exists for smaller, lower-cost homes in high-


opportunity neighborhoods, if we allow them to be built,” this is only part of the story. After the MHA 


was implemented, ADUs – rather than townhomes - became the more attractive option to builders. But 


this does not prove that the market wants ADUs, it rather proves that shortsighted market interventions 


have resulted in fewer housing options for the residents of Seattle. 


• Seattle should broadly add residential use to commercial/industrial zones and allow low-rise 


multifamily (LRM) in a 1/8 mile buffer around these now mixed-use zones. 


Seattle should allow residential use to be ministerially approved in commercial, industrial, & mixed-use 


core areas (yellow areas). The height limit should be the highest building within a mile. 


Seattle should allow LRM to be ministerially approved in adjacent areas within 1/8 mile of core areas 


(green). This would avoid McMansionization of these areas due to their proximity to the ensuing 


amenities. 


This would create Live Local Urban Villages (LLUVs) that provide the opportunity to live and work in the 


same neighborhood, thereby reducing commute expenses and greenhouse gas emissions from travel. 


The new construction would also reduce energy costs and emissions over existing older homes. 
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Map: Live Local Urban Villages (LLUVs): Core (yellow) and adjacent (green) areas 


 


 


3) Why enabling more townhomes will help Seattle achieve many of its goals set in the new 


Comp Plan. 


Example #1, the Comp Plan calls for: 


• SUPPORT WEALTH BUILDING The Plan promotes a range of strategies to help BIPOC community 


members develop generational wealth. 


• H G6 Seattle offers a full range of housing types that provide opportunity and choice in all 


neighborhoods for people of various ages, races, ethnicities, cultural backgrounds, and abilities 


and for all household sizes, types, and incomes 


• creating affordable options suited to families with children and larger households; 
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Townhomes are the ideal strategy to achieve these goals. 


Around two-thirds of newly-built townhome units are owner-occupied, compared to less than 10% of 


newly built multi-family units in large buildings. They also offer attractive living options for families (2.1 


bedrooms on average vs 0.8 bedrooms in newer and larger buildings. On a per bedroom basis, their 


rents are also more attractive to than units in newer and larger buildings.   


SF-Det SF-Att & 2-4 5-19 20-49 50+
Total Housing Stock 136,000 38,000 43,000 40,000 73,000 330,000


# of Units 15,900 18,100 5,800 13,600 49,000 102,300
as % of Housing Stock 5% 5% 2% 4% 15% 31%
Homeownership Rate 85% 65% 25% 11% 9% 32%
Avg. # of Bedrooms 2.9 2.1 1.5 0.9 0.8
Median Rent $2,100 $2,000 $1,600 $1,600 $1,800 
    per bedroom $700 $1,000 $1,100 $1,800 $2,300 


Structure Type
Total


    built 2000 - 2022


 


 


Townhomes are also naturally affordable. Since larger parcels are divided into smaller lots, each home 


uses less land, helping reduce the cost of the house. The resulting structures on these lots are also 


smaller, further reducing the cost and making them more naturally affordable. 


This has massive implications for affordability as data from actual housing conversions in Seattle show.2 


If an existing single-family detached home is converted to: 


• A 1 unit structure, the new home will cost around 197% of the unit it replaced. This is a 


McMansion. 


• A 4 unit structure, each of the 4 new units will sell at about the same price as unit they replaced. 


And the conversion adds 3 units. 


• A 5 to 8 unit structure, each of the new units will sell about 25% below the value of the previous 


unit they replaced. And the conversion adds many additional units. 


Displacement pressures rise as each McMansion replaces a much more moderately priced home. 


Converting to higher densities enables families of similar or even somewhat lower incomes to buy into 


the neighborhood, thereby promoting inclusion and filtering. 


 
2 For conversion properties in Seattle. A conversion is defined as the act of tearing down a an existing single-family 
detached structure and replacing it with a new structure of varying unit totals. Data pertain to over 3,000 
conversions identified in Seattle, which resulted in about 12,000 new units from the mid-1990s onward.cv 
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Our work finds that Seattle’s townhomes, due to their relatively moderate price points, enabled 


homeownership for a wider range of households across income levels, age ranges, and racial/ethnic 


backgrounds as shown by who purchased Seattle’s townhomes.  
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The conclusion is that townhomes have created a large amount of homeownership and wealth building 


opportunities for the BIPOC community – much more than single-family homes, rentals, or ADUs ever 


could. 


While renter households face particular vulnerabilities due to their exposure to rent increases, 


homeowners with lower incomes and fewer resources also experience displacement pressure from the 


burden of property taxes and via predatory behaviors and speculation by investors and developers. 


 


Example #2, the Comp Plan states: 


• H 4.5 Remove zoning and building code barriers that prevent the development of comparatively 


lower-cost forms of housing, particularly in residential neighborhoods with a history of racial 


exclusion. 


This should happen across the city and not just in certain parts of it. This would help spur more housing 


development, which helps tamp down unsustainable rates of home price and rent appreciation. 


 


4) Why some of the goals discussed in the Seattle Comp Plan will not help Seattle achieve 


housing abundance. 


For example, the Comp Plan states: 


• In November 2023, Seattle residents voted to renew the Housing Levy at a record high of $970 


million. Even with historic investments in affordable housing, Seattle is falling far short of being 


able to meet the full need for rental and ownership housing affordable to people with low 


incomes, especially renter households with incomes at or below 30% of AMI and buyer 


households with incomes at or below 80% of AMI. 


• H 3.3 Create a more diverse and inclusive city by building and preserving income-restricted 


affordable housing in all Seattle neighborhoods 


Seattle should instead embrace the power of filtering– the concept where older used goods are passed 


down the income ladder as newer and more technologically advanced goods become available – in 


generating attainable housing for all. After all, the best way for more attainable housing is to build more 


housing at the middle of the price range, rather than expand the affordable housing programs or to 


expand income-restricted housing.  


The best way to illustrate this is to compare the housing market to a functioning market, like the car 


market. In this this market, we build: 


• A few very expensive cars for upper income people, 


• A lot of moderately priced cars for middle-income people, and No cars for lower income 


people. 


In such a functioning market, no one proposes tax credit, subsidies, or restrictions for car manufacturers 


to build cars for lower income people. It is preposterous because of filtering. As middle-income people 
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buy new cars, they sell their older, still serviceable cars to someone of lesser means, and so forth until 


everyone, including someone of low-income owns a serviceable, but not a new car. 


The difference between the housing and car market is that car manufacturers are still able to build new 


cars at moderate price points allowing them to meet demand. Therefore, the root cause of housing 


unaffordability is government regulatory failure that has made land scarce and home building expensive. 


(For more, see the appendix “Primer on new housing supply and filtering down.”) 


 


Example #3, the Comp Plan states: 


• H 5.9 Provide financial, regulatory, and technical support for community-based developers 


working to help BIPOC homeowners and prospective homebuyers avoid displacement, achieve 


or retain homeownership, or return to their cultural communities.  


• H 5.10 Pursue and support strategies like land banking and housing acquisition to increase 


affordable housing choices for renter households with incomes 60% AMI or less and buyer 


households with incomes 80% of AMI or less in areas with a high risk of displacement and in 


current and future station areas. 


• H 5.2 Identify tools and resources to address financial, educational, and regulatory barriers 


facing homeowners with incomes 120% of AMI or less who seek to retain, redevelop, or add 


housing on their property, particularly barriers that disproportionately affect homeowners of 


color and within communities with a documented history of housing discrimination like redlining 


Seattle should learn the lessons of its failed experiment with MHA (as described above). Attempts to 


micromanage the market will fail.  


For homeowners, allowing by-right upzoning with the KISS principle changes little, after all, they don’t 


need to sell. But allowing these reforms gives them another avenue to reap the benefits from what they 


already own – or from being able to sell it to a developer. For renters, not building new housing will be 


worse as rents will continue to rise faster than their incomes leading to displacement pressures. 


 


Example #4, the Comp Plan states: 


• Analyze and seek to minimize the potential loss of low-cost housing units due to demolition, 


rehabilitation, or rent increases ahead of zoning and other land use policy changes. 


• In addition to meeting the affordability needs of current and future residents, Seattle’s housing 


must also achieve several other critical goals related to safety, health, energy efficiency, and 


livability. 


The recommendation is not to over-due it. New homes are much more energy efficient and safer than 


older ones. Infill construction avoids greenhouse gas emissions from sprawl. Adding too many new 


requirements will destroy home construction just like the MHA did.  
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Appendix:  


1) AEI Housing Center Seattle Case Study – attached to this memo. 


 


2) Primer on new housing supply and filtering down 


Zoning and land use restrictions have driven up the cost of land and crippled supply. This inhibits filtering 


down, which is necessary to create naturally affordable housing. 


Filtering works in four ways to keep housing abundant, prices naturally affordable, and displacement 


pressures low: 


• Under normal circumstances, homes move down in quality and value as they age.   


• On average, homebuyers have a lower income than sellers, up and down the chain. The gap 


is wider and the buyer’s income relative to the area median income (AMI) is lower when 


there is more affordable supply. 


• Relatively low-priced homes see the most price filtering at point of sale. 


• As more supply is allowed to be built, home price appreciation rises at a rate more in line 


with wage growth, allowing more filtering to occur. 


Thought experiment: Imagine car manufacturers could only legally build Ferraris. Filtering down would 


be limited as few new cars would be sold, existing car prices would skyrocket, and few could afford either 


new or used cars. 


Zoning and land use restrictions drive up the price of land, which largely makes it only economically 


feasible to build expensive housing. This inhibits filtering down by yielding few new homes and allows for 


few move-ups from less expensive housing. High-end housing, subsidies, inclusionary zoning, and high-


density transit zones add housing that is affordable only to a few or require substantial subsidies. 


 Adding lots of supply in the middle with townhomes or similar housing types reduces supply/demand 


imbalances and yields a greatly increased number of move-ups from less expensive housing—freeing up 


those units for filtering down to lower-income households. This market-oriented approach unleashes a 


swarm of private sector activity, especially by small and medium-sized participants, yielding a large 


increase of naturally affordable and inclusionary housing. 


 Benefits of townhomes and similar housing types  


• adds a wider variety of structure types, with more owner and renter opportunities across a 


broader range of price points. 


• More supply results in obsolete units being upgraded or demolished 


• Reduced housing cost burdens on low-income renters and buyers 


• Offers many more ownership opportunities, helps close the socio-economic status wealth 


gap, and reduces homelessness 


Observing filtering down: under normal circumstances, homes move down in quality and value as they 


age 
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• For 100 counties, we compare the income of households residing in single-family attached 


and detached homes built from 1960 through 1979. We calculate the income relative to the 


county median income both in 1980 and 2020. 


• Since most of these homes are still in existence today, this allows us to track filtering down 


over time. 


• The graphic below for the 15 largest counties (by 1980 single-family units), all saw some 


filtering down (the other 85 counties had similar results). 


• Homes that were more affordable in 1980 continued to be more broadly affordable in 2020. 


• We believe that the opportunity for filtering down is negatively affected by a shift in new 


construction activity to higher-priced upscale single-family detached homes in many metros. 


• High priced housing is driven by high land costs & land share, driving down filtering as land 


does not depreciate. 


 


  


Our best hope for more affordable housing is to build more housing at the middle of the price range, 


rather than expand the LIHTC program. 


Assume a simplified model of the housing market with three groups of people: upper, middle, and lower 


income people. Building new houses at low price points is impossible without subsidies. Building new 


houses at moderate price points is difficult because regulations at all levels of government have made 


building expensive. That only leaves developers the option to build houses at high price points with few 


buyers that can afford these homes.  


As a result, the market builds: 


• A few very expensive houses for upper income people, 


• Hardly any moderately priced houses for middle income people, and 
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• A few houses for lower income people. These houses are expensive to build but they are made 


affordable through LIHTC subsidies and the use of housing vouchers.  


Overall, the market builds too few homes and over time, a housing shortage develops. 


Before concluding, however, that we need to spend more money on “affordable” housing, let’s first 


consider another version of a simplified, yet functioning market: the car market. Just like new and 


existing homes, there are new and used cars. Some people own cars or homes, others lease or rent 


them. 


In this market, the impact of regulations on car manufacturing is more limited (although with EV 


mandates that is certainly changing). Cars, unlike houses, are generally affordable to broad swaths of 


people. 


In this functioning car market, we build: 


• A few very expensive cars for upper income people, 


• A lot of moderately priced cars for middle-income people, and No cars for lower income people. 


In such a functioning market, no one would propose a tax credit for car manufacturers to build cars for 


lower income people. It is preposterous because of filtering – the concept where older used goods are 


passed down the income ladder as newer and more technologically advanced goods become available. 


With cars, as middle-income people buy new cars, they sell their older, still serviceable cars to someone 


of lesser means, and so forth until everyone, including someone of low-income owns a serviceable, but 


not a new car. 


The difference between the housing and car market is that car manufacturers are still able to build new 


cars at moderate price points allowing them to meet demand. Therefore, the root cause of housing 


unaffordability is government regulatory failure that has made land scarce and home building expensive. 


 








 
 
From: Dennis Sills <dsills@plymouthhousing.org>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 4:07 PM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Plymouth Housing Seattle Comprehensive Plan DEIS proposal comments 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
Plymouth Housing is grateful for the City of Seattle’s work to update its comprehensive plan to create more affordable, 
safe, and dignified homes for all members of our community. We are proud of providing permanent supportive housing 
for more than 40 years in partnership with the City. Plymouth embraces our shared commitment to increasing housing 
availability and affordability in our region. Plymouth supported the State legislature's 2021 update to the Growth 
Management Act to facilitate the development of more affordable housing across our state. We are appreciative to cities 
like Seattle that are embracing the goals of HB 1220 to develop more deeply affordable housing, including permanent 
supportive housing.  
Last week, Seattle Mayor Bruce Harrell addressed the kickoff of Affordable Housing Week and emphasized the need for 
input from housing partners like us. Plymouth appreciates the City’s commitment to receive our feedback seriously and 
constructively. In that regard, we write to share our concern that the current draft continues the long-standing practice of 
disproportionately centering growth in Black, Indigenous, communities of color, and LGBTQIA+ communities. Most of our 
residents belong to these communities and we are deeply committed to providing housing opportunities that are 
equitable and reduce further displacement and disparities. We encourage future iterations of the One Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan Update to support more deeply affordable housing, including permanent supportive housing, and 
housing equity in more Seattle neighborhoods. We support the following adjustments:  


1. Promote high-rise PSH development within Urban Centers: Plymouth supports the development of 
high-rise PSH in Urban Centers near transit. 12-18 story affordable developments in communities like 
south Seattle can mitigate displacement. High-rise developments present collaborative opportunities 
between affordable developers. An example is Plymouth’s Blake House and Bellwether Housing’s The Rise 
on First Hill. Improved comprehensive planning can support these partnerships.  
2. Expand Urban Centers near transit: Plymouth supports expanding Urban Areas to include areas 
withing walking distance (1/4 mile) of light rail. Enabling affordable housing development near transit is 
extremely important for Plymouth residents. Most earn 30% area median income (AMI) or less and few have 
personal vehicles.  
3. Increase the density bonus for affordable development in Neighborhood Residential Zones: 
Plymouth supports density bonuses in Neighborhood Residential Zones. These bonuses encourage 
developers and providers to build these affordable units without utilizing scare public funds.  


We respectfully request these additions be studied in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and included in your 
Recommended Plan. Seattle residents have widespread support for developing more equitable and affordable housing, 
shown by the resounding passage of the Seattle Housing Levy renewal last year.  
The City of Seattle continues to face unprecedented challenges with housing and homelessness and this plan can help 
shape our coordinated response. We are grateful for the consideration and look forward to a continued partnership on 
building the OneSeattle vision.  
Sincerely,  
Dennis 
Dennis Sills 


 
  


Director of External Affairs 
plymouthhousing.org 


Tel: (206) 210-0419 
 


  


 
 



https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31321b84-4544474f5631-9f778f734e7eb484&q=1&e=632402f7-35d4-4930-9b0c-c862b0891c33&u=https%3A%2F%2Fus.content.exclaimer.net%2F%3Furl%3Dhttps%253A%252F%252Fwww.plymouthhousing.org%252F%26tenantid%3DuWmg8N7PEe2OiwAiSCOEEg%26templateid%3D5cf94e6b5be0ed118e8b002248238412%26excomponentid%3DYdG_rMtw8NIYgDqFXEog7j1DW5xUYEulZ0Q78wsVhbk%26excomponenttype%3DLink%26signature%3DMJjRPkcf2l8wzRyxgwPbG8xLii8iwISYNSnBAlKGVy9JCGEYA8xIH3Y0qLP78rxMLRkf5q_mewqvOcOdYyPix6fcHI4ew6UpC4NMK91fVbMS7VuMW9GhRiG4b0wD2Oa6M2ETdAShgX_IrCAjni_htlvt6G3xqYInQPfDDbyVCykIApjJdPHDkx5a_6l2_wpA1rqMgHAg4tvtKzb55qOYn6IYIUUQV6Z9XnfvQJoxU0APMrb8Soh9-9qByxvLjwHTHjKejoYir6VDaAuDJzSolqqK-CAbMSmnZ6yD1pQvtgjXr2F8fhd2NTpxKrdClloBnUddpTpfcw-INy7joTh_Ew%26v%3D1%26imprintMessageId%3Da5f912b2-ecb8-47c3-ae10-95dd92faf637

tel:(206)%20210-0419

https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31321b84-4544474f5631-640cd7905941541c&q=1&e=632402f7-35d4-4930-9b0c-c862b0891c33&u=https%3A%2F%2Fus.content.exclaimer.net%2F%3Furl%3Dhttps%253A%252F%252Fplymouthhousing.org%252F%26tenantid%3DuWmg8N7PEe2OiwAiSCOEEg%26templateid%3D5cf94e6b5be0ed118e8b002248238412%26excomponentid%3D5OCrqIxDY7yRhu8CT9kE0rvVeNBMXU1LjaKn5sZzR0c%26excomponenttype%3DImage%26signature%3DGKHl4xL5yS9eXz26OyifKdYZD8ADRc7cHUzXd8WpipMvBv15SzD_ZdIb70Gz9CL1pgkxBy3G0fSNE457tOyffWcfwirX2F4vPvjacT_tJCmFr2J8LNGGW8iAxBFb-GUOdaBSSuKubi7UQfmfyR0KQDjZfIEa2aLS_nvpDvrTPlhrH3MYZou45XL0TOGUk_r2QigrYiIVrzjhsEO9QrHlG5iYY451zbJqD06Xb25ASw8L07C-WdOjw3ki2ICEXQ8xUP2C49QXKMdNfRepJZGf6cAtwCSlF3Iw-7pE09ylagPdzRRPXI545WUBfQLbvh63NmwyeeIkVcmlx4K6NKRVhw%26v%3D1%26imprintMessageId%3Da5f912b2-ecb8-47c3-ae10-95dd92faf637






 
 
From: Jodi Jamieson <jodi11913@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 9:57 AM 
To: PCD_CustomerService <OPCD@seattle.gov>; Quirindongo, Rico 
<Rico.Quirindongo@seattle.gov>; PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan 
<OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Cc: Mary Peterson <agnesandmary@comcast.net>; Ron Posthuma 
<posthumaronald@gmail.com>; Dick Lilly <dick.lilly@comcast.net> 
Subject: Feedback on the One Seattle Plan Comprehensive Plan Update 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
To:  Rico Quirindongo, Director, OPCD, and the One Seattle Comp Plan Team 
  
The Proactive Persistent People for Progress (P4) group has recently convened a committee to start 
to review and address Affordable Housing and Homelessness by working within and partnering 
with the Seattle community and government.  With this in mind, I recently attended the Affordable 
Housing Week Kickoff and found it particularly helpful.  I brought the information back to P4 and 
after discussion, we wanted to provide our feedback to the One Seattle Plan Comprehensive Plan 
Update, specifically in the Anti-Displacement Framework. 
  
As noted in the meeting, House Bill 1110 does a lot to help with unlocking Neighborhood 
Residential zones for additional, more dense housing.  Generally, we find that the One Seattle Plan 
is not aggressive enough.  That said, our area of focus is on the Anti-Displacement Framework.  We 
feel that the Anti-Displacement Framework needs to be strengthened by:  


1. increasing the number of Neighborhood Centers up from the current number of 24, and 
2. increasing the number of homes that are affordable for current and future homeowners 


from these neighborhoods - therefore, there is a need to increase the zoning from one block 
from the BRT to at least two, but preferably three blocks from the BRT.    


As a citizen group, we would like to be good partners in progressing the affordable housing and 
homelessness issues.  With that in mind, we would like to arrange a time to come in and meet with 
you and understand your priorities and challenges. 
  
On behalf of P4 (Proactive Persistent People for Progress), 
  
Mary Paterson 
Jodi Jamieson 
Ron Posthuma 
Dick Lilly 
 








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


May 20, 2024 


  


Mayor Bruce Harrell 


City Council 


Office of Community Planning and Development 


City of Seattle 


 


Via email 


  


RE: comments on the Draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan 


  


Dear Mayor, Council and City Planners, 


 


The current draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan (SCP) is a plan to fail. It is a plan to fail at righting 


the wrongs of racial segregations. It is a plan to fail low- and moderate-income people and 


renters across the city.  It’s especially a plan to fail the vision and values found in its first few 


pages. As such, we urge you to adopt more bold and transformative planning goals and 


policies that sets us up for success.   


 


The draft SCP holds “a vision for the future … to make Seattle more equitable, livable, 


sustainable, and resilient for today's residents and generations to come.” Given that the SCP 


maintains the previous growth strategies in place and, by its own admissions, can’t come close 


to creating the affordable housing needed to comply with State and County objectives, this 


seems like wishful thinking. Instead, the SCP will continue to propel our city into two Seattles – 


welcoming to high-income people while excluding BIPOC working class families. 


 


We argue that a successful SCP should center the very people the City officials wish would stay 


here, move here, or be born here. To sustain a multi-class, multi-racial society that powers our 


economy and culture through diversity, we need to keep in place our existing BIPOC 


communities and ensure there is land and housing for us in future generations. 


 


One or Two Seattles? 


BIPOC cultural communities and families will not be here in 2044, unless we do things 


differently.  The hundreds of pages of demographic analysis authored by OPCD clearly show 


that we are losing low-income BIPOC households to displacement, especially those with 


families, and that our current housing policy will result in a massive shortfall of affordable units 
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for them in the future.  High-tech jobs requiring talent from other countries will likely maintain 


some diversity for us, but we will have lost our BIPOC working class. And along with them, 


culturally networked neighborhoods that cannot be replaced. 


 


The overwhelming amount of data that OPCD has produced for the SCP leads to a clear 


conclusion:   


 We are planning a future that welcomes high-income families with children (mostly 


white) to “Urban Neighborhood” zones, while squeezing lower-income households (with 


few or no children) into tiny, 0-1 bedroom apartments in Urban and Regional Centers.   


 Lower-income families with children, including multi-generational households, will 


simply find no housing in Seattle and be forced to live in the suburbs.   


 Economic displacement will continue to shrink our low-income population, and cultural 


displacement will lead BIPOC communities to move out of Seattle to stay with their 


communities.   


 


Even with unprecedented resources available through Jumpstart, the Housing Levy and MHA, 


OPCD estimates we can only build a third of the low-income housing that we need to give 


homes to current and new people.  And these units will only house the city’s current average 


household size (2.04 people), not the average family size from across the county, setting up a 


future for continued segregation by age, household size, race, and income.   


 


Transformation, Not More of the Same 


We need planning and policies that are transformative, scale to the need, and center the 


people left out of Seattle’s prosperity – a more transformative strategy can address the root 


causes of displacement and truly plan for the multi-racial, multi-class city we want to live in.  


 


We propose three strategies for the SCP that go hand in hand (with details to follow below): 


 


1. Identify and establish measurable outcomes for racial equity; 


 


2. Plan for a city that keeps our existing BIPOC, working class and low-income residents in 


place, and plans for growth of those populations; 


 


3. Make a massive investment to remove as much land out of the speculative market and 


into permanently affordable, community or tenant-controlled (PACT) housing.  This 


includes land trusts, co-operative housing, equitable development, and social housing. 


 


 


What is Permanently Affordable, Community or Tenant-controlled (PACT) Housing? 


Housing in the United States is broken, for many reasons. One root cause is simply the 


commodification of land and housing – housing is used for speculation and profit that enriches 


some at the expense of others. Recent outcomes of our housing system include 1) an 


unprecedented shift of single-family homes into corporate ownership, across the country, and 


2) focus of capital investors in building only high-end housing in wealthy cities. Another result – 
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our current system of affordable housing, which fails to produce enough units, depends almost 


entirely on giving tax breaks to wealthy people and corporations. 


 


With these forces at work, land will only become more expensive and housing more exclusive in 


the future (not to mention the effects of climate change). But there is a different strategy – one 


that sees land and housing as a resource to support community needs, a resource to be shared, 


nurtured and stewarded, a resource that builds community wealth—stabilizing and improving 


the lives of many people not just for individual wealth.   


 


We believe that large-scale investments in permanently affordable, community or tenant 


owned housing (PACT housing) should be a centerpiece of the SCP. PACT housing addresses the 


root causes of displacement by investing in projects that permanently take land out of 


speculation, keep housing permanently affordable, and ensuring land is stewarded by the 


communities who live, work, or visit the land.1 These are strategies that work around the world 


to keep housing affordable, and are already viable here. They include:  


 


 Community-owned, permanently affordable housing and cultural facilities: the City’s 


Equitable Development Initiative (EDI) has funded BIPOC-led organizations and other 


vulnerable communities to lead development in their neighborhoods. As community 


held assets, these projects remove land from speculation and can be collectively 


stewarded. 


 Social Housing: this strategy, put to great use in Europe, makes housing available to all 


incomes, creates permanently affordability, and is held as a public good in perpetuity. In 


2022, Seattle voters approved the establishment of a social housing developer with 57% 


of the vote.  


 Tenant-owned housing: the biggest opportunity to move existing buildings into 


permanent affordability is to invest in the people who live in those buildings so they can 


buy and steward their buildings. Successful models already exist across the country and 


locally, including limited equity cooperatives, permanent real estate cooperatives, and 


tenant association-nonprofit partnerships.   


 Community land trusts:  land trusts ensure affordability of homes by taking the cost of 


land – typically 20% of property value – out of the equation. By owning the land under 


homes, single or multi-family, residents pay rent or mortgages only for the buildings, 


and remove the speculative value of that land from housing costs. 


 


Based on the problems and solutions describe above, we propose specific changes to the SCP 


below.  


 


 


 


 


 
1 We also call this Community Stewardship of Land – see here for more details: 


https://www.communitystewardshipofland.org/  
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STRATEGY 1: Identify and establish measurable outcomes for racial equity 
 


Under the Washington Growth Management Act, all cities must plan for adequate housing for 


expected population growth and take on a fair share of affordable units needed in their region. 


In turn, King County established Countywide Planning Policies in 2021 that requires Seattle to 


build 112,000 units through 2024.2 However, the draft SCP’s housing, land use and growth 


strategies are inadequate to keep our city economically and racially diverse. 


 


At its core, the SCP makes the case that we already have enough land and the right zoning to 


accommodate our share of new housing. The plan’s Housing Appendix lays out some important 


math to get us there. First, OPCD argues that because the County made based its projections on 


2019, Seattle has already seen the construction and permitting of 32,000 units since then.3 


From now until 2044, the City claims we only need to plan for 80,000 units. But even within this 


smaller goal, the County still requires Seattle to meet the following affordability targets: 


 


 39% of new units must be for households at 30% AMI and below (31,100 units) 


 17% of new units must be for 30-50% AMI households (13,700 units) 


 7% of new units must be for 50-80% AMI households (5,700 units) 


 


This means 50,000 of the 80,000 should be affordable. Why so many? It’s crucial to understand 


that the County makes two important assumptions in calculating future need:  


1. Unhoused people will be housed, and 


2. Households that are paying more than 30% of their income right now will find units 


more affordable to them, letting higher income families fill the ones vacated.   


 


Essentially, the County, and the GMA, expect us to make up for the units we should already 


have been producing over the last two decades to ensure people are housed at a cost they can 


afford. 


 


So how does the SCP make the math work for these future units of affordable housing? City 


planners looked at available land for development and made assumptions about what can be 


built on it. For example, the City assumes that only large apartment buildings (50-80ft high) can 


be made affordable to households below 80% AMI.4  So, as long as we have plenty of land, on 


paper, to build large apartment buildings, we can tell the County and State we have done our 


part.5  Furthermore, the SCP authors claims that even under the “do nothing” alternative (#1), 


we already have enough zoning capacity for all new housing, including affordable homes. Case 


closed? 


 
2 See King County Countywide Planning Policies.  The State and County also require Seattle to absorb 


159,000 jobs, but attracting jobs and the zoning to accommodate them are not Seattle’s main challenge. 
3 The 32,000 figure is buried in a footnote of page 122 of the Housing Appendix. The 80,000 target is 


mentioned only once in the actual plan, on page 16. 
4 See Table 32 on page 116 of the Housing Appendix. 
5 See Table 34 for on page 122 of the Housing Appendix for this conclusion. 
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In 2044, when we look back, what will we see?  Developers, and the real estate investors 


behind them, probably built more than enough high-end, market rate apartment and 


condominium buildings. Other developers built a fair number of town homes and needed 


“middle housing,” which nonetheless are still unaffordable to households below 100% AMI.  


 


But we will have absolutely failed to build 50,000 units affordable for households at 80% AMI 


and below.  The SCP estimates that with all of our projected revenue sources, we only have 


enough to build ¼ of the needed units, with a $30 billion financing gap for the rest.6  


 


In the end, the SCP assures us that we have adequate zoning to satisfy state law and County 


policy - and then uses magical thinking to expect the affordable outcomes. The SCP’s suggestion 


for filling the $30 billion gap amounts to lobbying State and Federal governments. This is truly a 


plan to fail at our racial equity goals. 


 


Instead of zoning math, we urge the City to establish growth targets based on who we want to 


welcome in Seattle – and then plan accordingly. The focus should be on building and preserving 


housing and communities for working class communities, and, at a minimum, maintaining the 


racial and income diversity we have. Given the long history of exclusionary zoning and racist 


policy that has resulted in dispossession of BIPOC households for over a century, we need a 


plan more than ever that shares Seattle’s prosperity across race and class.  


 


Racial Equity Goals and Policy Recommendations:  


 


A. Establish measurable population targets that imagines a city for working class and 


BIPOC residents. By 2044, we will:  


 


 Maintain BIPOC diversity at current levels (45% of the population) or higher.  


Targets for Black and Indigenous residents could be benchmarked to earlier 


decades to recognize the disproportionate displacement they have experienced. 


 Match our average household size to the rest of the County’s (2.66)7 and 


increased our share of children by 50%. 


 Housed all unhoused people. 


 Maintain, or even increase, our current 56% city-wide proportion of low- and 


moderate-income households.  


 Preserve 50% of existing affordable housing units in older buildings as 


permanently affordable. 


 


B. Establish targets in high displacement areas that will keep residents in place and 


provide for displaced residents to return. By 2044: 


 
6 See pages 132 and 133 of the Housing Appendix for more details. 
7 Page 45, Housing Appendix. 
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 Ensure that 30% of land and housing in high displacement areas is under public, 


not-profit, or community stewardship and is out of speculation. 


 Preserve all existing, unsubsidized affordable housing as permanently 


affordability. 


 Achieve County affordable production targets for each planning area of the city 


(e.g., 63% affordable to 80% AMI or below), not just overall. 


 Achieve even more affordable targets for historically Black and Indigenous 


neighborhoods  


 


 


STRATEGY 2: Plan for a city that keeps our existing BIPOC, working class and 


low-income residents in place, and plans for growth of those populations; 
 


What will it take to ensure racial and income diversity? First, we need to center working class 


BIPOC communities in projecting the kind of housing we need.   


 


Prioritize inclusion of family-sized housing units across all types of housing. 


Over the past two decades, amidst the high-tech boom, developers have been building mostly 


0-1 bedroom units in Seattle – in part because there is more money to be made catering to 


professional households without kids. Even non-profit housing developers have been unable to 


finance a significant number of family units.  Meanwhile, in the rest of King County, the average 


unit size is 2.81 bedrooms.  Similarly, the average household size in Seattle is 2.05, but it’s 2.66 


in the rest of the County.     


 


The reality is that BIPOC and low-income households tend to be bigger and more likely to live in 


multi-generational households.  Our analysis of census data (not in the Housing Appendix), 


shows the following breakdown of Seattle household size in 2020.8 


 


Race # of HHs Population Ave. HH Size 


White 223,962 450,316 2.0 


Black 19,768 47,823 2.4 


Native 1,320 2,859 2.2 


API 57,301 123,043 2.1 


Other 1,094 3,411 3.1 


2 or more  19,706 53,429 2.7 


Latinx 22,056 54,622 2.5 


 345,207 735,503 2.1 


 


 
8 Sage analysis of American Community Survey microdata, aggregated periods 2008-2012 and 2018-2022. 


Note that OPCD analyzed data from somewhat earlier time periods because 2022 data was not out yet. We 


obtained the microdata sample from the free, publicly accessible IPUMS USA website. 
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Furthermore, average family size has fallen for BIPOC households over the last decade, from 2.6 


to 2.4 – which may indicate that larger BIPOC families are moving out of the city. Multi-


generational households currently make up only 8 percent of households in Seattle and 15 


percent of households in King County as a whole. 


 


The result is that families are sorting themselves not only to lower their rent burden, but where 


they can live without over-crowding. High-earning couples, mostly white, that decide to have 


kids will have access to the only real family-sized choice housing in Seattle today – single family 


homes. But when low-income and BIPOC families grow their households, they will have few 


choices but to move to the suburbs.  The resulting lack of diversity will undermine the culture, 


livability, and economic creativity of the city. 


 


Family-sized Housing Goals and Policy Recommendations: 


 


A. 25% of all new housing in Seattle should include 2 bedrooms or more, including public 


and non-profit built housing.  


 


B. Existing buildings with affordable 2+ bedroom units should be the highest priority for 


preservation. 


 


C. Create inclusive requirements and incentives for developers to build family-sized units 


throughout the city, including elimination of parking requirements in low displacement 


risk areas.   


 


D. Create floor to area ratios in Urban Neighborhoods so that so that all detached and 


attached units can be 2 bedrooms or more. 


 


 


Greatly increase building size in low-density, low-displacement risk areas while protecting 


households in high-displacement areas with equitable zoning. 


 


Seattle’s urban village growth strategy has only increased displacement pressures on long-time 


BIPOC communities. A racial equity analysis completed for the last comprehensive plan found 


that the urban village strategy has resulted in insufficient housing supply, choice and 


affordability, severely impacted BIPOC communities, and failed to provide housing that is 


suitable and affordable for immigrants with multi-generational families9. While the new SCP 


repeats some of these findings, the proposed growth strategy falls far short of addressing the 


impacts of this or Seattle’s racist zoning practices.  It is simply not enough to undo the original 


policies – we have to find a way to repair the harm and ensure BIPOC communities are here to 


share in future prosperity. 


 
9 


https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/Seattle'sComprehensivePlan/


ComprehensivePlanRacialEquityAnalysisEngagementSummary.pdf. 
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We need a transformative approach to zoning that redistributes growth, produces enough units 


across income brackets, protects neighborhoods at high risk of displacement, makes possible 


return of displaced BIPOC households, and builds community wealth. It will require our most 


creative thinking and use of both existing and new anti-displacement policies and programs.  


 


Anti-displacement Zoning Goals and Policy Recommendations: 


 


A. Rezone Urban Neighborhoods that are at low risk of displacement (and have not 


historically been BIPOC neighborhoods) to accommodate up to six units of housing on a 


parcel.  


 


Neighborhoods that have not contributed new housing for the city’s growth in the last 


two decades have indirectly added displacement pressure to BIPOC-majority 


communities, where land is cheaper than other parts of the city. To relieve that 


pressure, Urban Neighborhoods with low historic growth must begin accommodating 


new, more dense housing. Considering how much land single family neighborhoods take 


up, the proposal for six acres per parcel is still a low bar for the next 20 years. However, 


if we pair this zoning change with another (see strategy B, below) that allows denser 


affordable housing, the city can ensure affordable developers can buy land without 


competing with for-profit speculators. 


    


B. Create an advantage to affordable and PACT housing developers by allowing up to 


twenty units of housing on parcels at least 10,000 sq. of area (essentially, low-rise 


construction), if permanently affordable at 80% AMI and below. This would apply only to 


low-displacement risk areas. 


 


Paired with proposal A, above, the city can encourage low-rise development in single 


family neighborhoods without driving up the price of land for affordable housing – 


which has held back many projects following upzones.  Instead of competing for land 


with for-profit developers, affordable housing builders can be first in line for the best 


parcels to develop. This will help frontload the affordable units we need to meet GMA 


projections and give PACT developers time to assemble land for pilot projects. If the 


strategy succeeds in the first 10 years, the City can open zoning for similar market rate 


development as well.  


 


C. Use all 25% of State-allowed exemptions in HB 1110 to protect neighborhoods at highest 


risk of displacement according to both the 2022 and 2016 displacement risk index.  


  


The draft SCP proposes to protect neighborhoods at high risk of displacement by 


maintaining current single-family zoning rules in those neighborhoods.  Although recent 


changes to State planning code bans most single-family zoning across Washington (HB 


1110), cities are allowed to exempt up to 25% of their land from this ban. The SCP 
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proposes using 15% of this exemption for areas at high risk of displacement. This 


strategy aligns with our other proposals and wins our support.   


 


However, the city should use the full 25% allotted by the State to also include 


neighborhoods that were at high risk of displacement in 2016. Comparing the 


displacement risk map from 2016 with the new one reveals that high risk areas have 


shrunk. The updated map now shows a higher concentration of displacement risk in 


smaller areas. OPCD explains in the Anti-displacement Framework report that the likely 


cause for shrinkage was displacement of vulnerable communities.10 These 


neighborhoods include all Chinatown–International District, Central District, Rainier 


Valley, Rainier Beach, South Park, and Highpoint. 


 


To prevent further displacement in these neighborhoods, we think the 25% exemption 


should be allocated to the full set of 2016 neighborhoods at highest risk of 


displacement. 


 


D. Add back all neighborhood centers studied in the DEIS, outside of areas at high risk of 


displacement. 


 


We are not alone in calling for the neighborhood centers proposed in the DEIS Scoping 


Report to be added back in the proposed land use map, including in Alki, Seward Park, 


North Broadway, North Magnolia, and Northlake. We also agree with the suggestion to 


increase the radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet to ¼ mile. However, 


neighborhood centers should not be established in high displacement areas. In areas 


with high risk of displacement in either the 2016 or 2022 displacement risk index, we 


need tailored policy to keep communities in place, facilitate return, and increase 


resilience.  


 


E. Add back all policy and program proposals that were removed from the draft Anti-


displacement Framework produced last August.  


 


An original version of the Anti-displacement Framework proposed by OPCD last August 


(as revealed in recent news articles) promoted many new tools and strategies that were 


inexplicitly dropped from the draft SCP. The removed policies and programs included 


community ownership and development of land, pathways for displaced households to 


return to Seattle, and equitable benefits from public investments, just to mention a few.  


For the most part, the anti-displacement strategies and programs left in the Framework 


(and in the draft SCP) are merely continuations of existing programs. We must note that 


the Framework was developed by OPCD based on extensive engagement with BIPOC 


 
10 Anti-Displacement Framework Appendixes, p. 6 “...given the measures listed above, it likely means that 


the vulnerable populations reflected in about half of the data that comprise this index decreased between its 


2016 and 2022 versions. In other words, during that time, people moved away, many because of 


displacement, and are therefore no longer as visibly concentrated in many neighborhoods...”  
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communities, including six reports from BIPOC-led organizations. This begs the question 


whether the time and energy of participants in the engagement process was wasted by 


the City, and whether people will trust OPCD again. As such, we expect the City to 


return all removed policy and program ideas to honor community work and insights. 


 


One of the proposals removed was phase two of Equitable Development Zoning, which 


continued policy adopted by City Council in 2023. CM Tammy Morales recently 


proposed this idea as the “Connected Communities Pilot,” expecting Council to follow 


through on previous work. Council did not adopt the proposal, in part stating that the 


comprehensive plan should be adopted first. For that reason alone, Phase 2 of Equitable 


Development Zoning should be returned to the Anti-displacement Framework and listed 


as a land use policy.   


 


F. In areas with medium to high risk of displacement, adjust MHA requirements so that 


adequate affordable housing units are being created to maintain minimum 


neighborhood goals. This includes increasing the number of units per development and 


on-site production.  


 


Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) has produced very few on-site units in the C/ID 


and in other high-displacement areas of the city. Most developers are paying the in-lieu 


fee. But with such little land available, we need stronger onsite production of units in 


market rate buildings – or more in-lieu fees to help purchase the more expensive land. 


Overall, we believe that the gentrification effect of MHA upzones has outweighed the 


benefits of developer contributions to affordable housing, especially in the C/ID. It is 


time to revisit the level of inclusionary requirements in high displacement risk areas. 


 


 


Implement a robust equitable transit-oriented development program.  


 


Surprisingly, the draft SCP lacks explicit transit-oriented development policies. Although Sound 


Transit’s construction of light rail in Seattle represents their largest single investment in the 


region, the SCP barely mentions transit-oriented development (TOD) and equitable transit-


oriented development (ETOD) even less. We realize that the City’s growth strategies have 


focused on existing transit corridors and hubs, but that cannot substitute for applying racial 


equity to development around the new stations.  


 


OPCD clearly and frequently acknowledges in the draft SCP documents that light rail 


construction results in higher land values, rents, and displacement in equity areas. For most of 


the majority-BIPOC neighborhoods that have received light rail investment in the South end, 


we’ve been in a race between market rate and non-profit developers to buy land, and the City’s 


ETOD strategy has largely been wishful thinking that MHA will create enough local units – which 


it hasn’t. For these reasons, an ETOD framework should be explicitly driving station area 


planning in combination with other anti-displacement strategies. 
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ETOD Zoning Goals and Policy Recommendations: 


 


A. Elevate ETOD from a mere policy in the Growth Strategy Section to a new subsection, 


alongside Major Institutions, Parks and Open Space, and Annexation. 


 


B. Establish a goal that 30% of all housing produced around new light rail transit stations is 


affordable at 80% AMI or below. 


 


C. Create station area zoning that requires new development to include usable open 


spaces, cultural facilities, small business commercial space (under 1,500 sf), affordable 


housing, and amenities that center low-income families and communities. 


 


D. Strategically buy land for Sound Transit construction staging so that it can be converted 


afterwards to affordable housing, prioritizing PACT housing, social housing, and local 


community development efforts. 


 


E. ETOD for new stations in high displacement areas should develop according to 


community vision and led by community-based organizations with support from EDI. 


 


F. Prioritize infrastructure investment to support community visioning for ETOD. 


 


 


 


STRATEGY 3:  Make a massive investment to shift land out of the speculative 


market and into permanently affordable, community or tenant-controlled 


(PACT) housing, including social housing. 
 


The long-term solution to displacement is a proliferation of housing that is permanently 


affordable and controlled by tenants, community or public development authorities such as the 


social housing PDA (see our description of PACT housing at the beginning of our letter). 


Neighborhoods that have 30% of land owned by the community or public are more likely to 


stabilize, keep existing low-income residents, and maintain cultural anchors, in the face of 


gentrification. 


 


Despite mentions of existing programs, such as the social housing PDA and the City’s Equitable 


Development Initiative, at the beginning, the proposed plan makes no commitment to 


adequately funded and protect these programs, let alone expand them. We will simply not 


achieve racial equity in planning and land use unless we expand and add to these program, 


backed by large-scale revenues to purchase land.  
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PACT Housing Funding Goals and Policies for the Comprehensive Plan: 


 


A. Make a commitment to raising large-scale progressive revenue (in the billions), like 


Jumpstart, to adequately fund preservation and new construction of affordable housing.  


 


The housing appendix suggests that the way to close the projected $30 billion gap to 


produce the over 80,000 units below 80% AMI we need is to advocate for more federal 


LIHTC and other federal programs. We cannot wait for the federal government to act. 


We need the city to prioritize additional progressive revenue for affordable housing 


production. 


 


B. Invest in preservation of “naturally” occurring affordable housing and housing, including 


where subsidies such as LIHTC and/or project-based Section 8 are expiring. 


 


The vast majority of the city’s renters live in multifamily housing11 and this housing stock 


is often most targeted by speculators and developers and most at risk for displacing low-


income and/or BIPOC tenants if they succeed. The city should create a robust program 


to preserve this housing stock by encouraging tenant and community purchase of these 


properties and ensuring permanent affordability. Investing in tenant and/or community 


acquisition of existing ‘naturally occurring’ affordable housing is cheaper than 


constructing new housing, stabilizes communities more effectively, and can build the 


generational and community wealth that renting simply does not.  


 


C. Direct 25% of City affordable housing revenue to production of PACT housing, including 


social housing. 


 


Across affordable housing programs, the city should be ensuring that our investments 


produce affordability not just for 12 years (MTFE), 30 years (LIHTC), or 40 years (State 


Housing Trust Fund), but permanently.12 PACT housing creates restrictions in perpetuity 


for both affordability and community or public ownership.  


 


E. Add the Equitable Development Initiative (EDI) as a comprehensive plan policy and 


commit to expand funding in the future. 


 


The section titled “Housing Security and Stable Communities” in the draft SCP highlights 


the City’s EDI program as an important tool to fight displacement13, but it lacks an EDI-


specific policy that explains its importance and the City’s commitment to funding it. 


 


The EDI fosters community leadership and supports organizations to promote equitable 


access to housing, jobs, education, parks, cultural expression, healthy food and other 


 
11 Draft Housing Appendix, Page 70. 
12 MFTE = Seattle’s Multi-family Tax Exemption program; LIHTC = Federal Low-income Housing Tax Credit. 
13 SCP, p. 99. 
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community needs and amenities. The program has been incredibly successful, awarding 


over $100 million to community-led organizations to lead development of community 


projects. OPCD offers a description of all the funded projects that are truly inspirational 


and demonstrate the creativity and innovation community-based organizations bring to 


development and affordable housing. 


 


The need, however, is greater than current resources. In the last funding cycle alone, 


over 80 applicants were turned down for funding. Even worse, so far in 2024 the City 


has not made any notice to communities to apply for funding, and may try to take back 


the funds to fill a 2025 budget deficit. 


 


Conclusion 
 


Given a projected shortfall of 27,500 units of affordable housing by 2044, no real means to 


ensure creation of family-sized units, and no measurable goals for being racially inclusive, the 


current draft SCP is a plan to fail – especially fail BIPOC communities. But it doesn’t have to be 


that way. We hope that City planners and elected officials will take more time to be bold and 


include planning and policies that are transformative, scale to the need, and center the people 


left out of Seattle’s prosperity.  


 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Chrissy Shimizu, Executive Director 


with 


Howard Greenwich, Research Director 


Eliana Horn, Community Stewardship of Land Policy Analyst  
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From: Andrew Strobel <Andrew.Strobel@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2024 2:49 PM
To: Reynon-C, Tim <Tim.Reynon-C@seattle.gov>; Bill Sterud <Bill.Sterud@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>;
Sylvia Miller <Sylvia.Miller@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>
Cc: Ehren Flygare <Ehren.Flygare@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>; Hubner, Michael
<Michael.Hubner@seattle.gov>; Lehman, Tim <Tim.Lehman@seattle.gov>; Day, Seferiana
<Seferiana.Day@seattle.gov>
Subject: RE: Request for Tribal Comments on Draft One Seattle Plan (Comprehensive Plan) by May 6,
2024
 


CAUTION: External Email
Greetings Tim, and thank you for facilitating a couple meetings with the City of Seattle to work and
collaborate on your draft Comprehensive Plan with the Tribe.  I have provided some comments
below that hopefully can be looked at to inform the plan’s development (changes to existing text in
red).
 


1. Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources sub-Chapter – While the narrative acknowledges
the first peoples of Seattle area, none of the policies comprehensively address Tribal cultural
assets.  These assets are fundamentally different than your typical historic preservation
architectural priorities and goals.  Suggested policies include:


a. Work with local Tribes to protect cultural resources and Tribal values.
b. Work to preserve Tribal cultural sites.
c. Establish protocols with local Tribes to regularly consult on cultural resource


protections and procedures.
2. Environmentally Critical Areas


a. LU 17.15 - Regulate development in and near designated fish- and wildlife-habitat
conservation areas in order to protect native fish and wildlife, especially anadromous
fish and other ESA listed species.


3. Water  sub-Chapter –  Be clear on treaty access vs public or recreational access.
a. CE 13.7 - Increase sustainable community connections and public and tribal treaty


access to our waterbodies and natural systems.
4. Indigenous Engagement sub-Chapter – This is a wonderful addition that I would like to see


more of in other City/County comprehensive plans.  I can see many of the elements we
worked on together expressed in this section.


5. Federally recognized Tribes – Having a map that accompanies this list of Tribes I think would
be helpful.


 







If you have any questions about these comments I would be more than happy to oblige meeting.
 
Regards,
 


 


From: Reynon-C, Tim <Tim.Reynon-C@seattle.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2024 12:19 PM
To: Bill Sterud <Bill.Sterud@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>; Sylvia Miller <Sylvia.Miller@PuyallupTribe-
nsn.gov>
Cc: Ehren Flygare <Ehren.Flygare@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>; Andrew Strobel
<Andrew.Strobel@PuyallupTribe-nsn.gov>; Hubner, Michael <Michael.Hubner@seattle.gov>;
Lehman, Tim <Tim.Lehman@seattle.gov>; Day, Seferiana <Seferiana.Day@seattle.gov>
Subject: Request for Tribal Comments on Draft One Seattle Plan (Comprehensive Plan) by May 6,
2024
 


ha  sl xil Chairman Sterud, Vice Chair Miller,


The City of Seattle’s Office of Planning & Community Development (OPCD) humbly requests
the Puyallup Tribe's review and comment on the Draft One Seattle Plan (Comprehensive Plan).
With its recent release we would appreciate the Tribe's comments so we can better
incorporate indigenous knowledge, methods, and life ways in our approach to planning the
future of the city. The City is accepting public comment until May 6, 2024.


We recognize that Tribal governments with established treaty rights are key partners and
stakeholders in our planning projects, with unique expertise as governments and as advocates
for community priorities. We are reaching out to build a stronger relationship with your Tribe
based on mutual respect and to explore areas of mutual benefit beyond immediate priorities.


The One Seattle Plan will guide City decisions about where we locate housing and jobs, and
how we invest in utilities, parks, and other public assets for the next 20 years. Policy elements
will touch on a broad range of issues, including Shorelines, Historic and Cultural Resources,
Land Use, Environment, Climate, and many others. Our goal is to make the city more
equitable, livable, sustainable, and resilient for today’s communities and future generations
and residents.


We are leading the effort to update the Plan with an approach that is designed to be broad,







inclusive, collaborative, and equitable. Our project team draws upon the breadth of work and
staff groups department wide, including the areas of policy development, data analysis, land
use, community planning, and community development. We are collaborating with staff from
numerous City departments on areas of policy development that intersect with their work
now and in the future, such as housing, transportation, economic development, and the
environment to implement the Plan. We are also engaging with key external agencies at the
state, regional, and local levels.


We value your expertise and time and appreciate your thoughtful engagement in this process.
Visit Engage.OneSeattlePlan.com to read and comment directly on the Draft Plan or send your
comments directly to OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov.


We look forward to your input.


ha  k (i) ads slabc but.  Watch over yourself well.


Tim


Tim Reynon


(Puyallup)


Tribal Relations Director


City of Seattle | Office of Intergovernmental Relations


Seattle City Hall


600 Fourth Avenue, 5th Floor | P.O. Box 94746


Seattle, WA 98104-4746


M: 206-492-4720 | Tim.Reynon-C@seattle.gov








To: Mayor Harrel; Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development 
 OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov 
 CC: City Council Members 
From: Representative Gerry Pollet, 46th District (Gerry.pollet@leg.wa.gov; gerry@gerrypollet.com) 


Comments on the One Seattle Draft Comprehensive Plan and Draft EIS 
May 5, 2024 
 


Mayor Harell, OPCD and Council Members: 


I join other members of the Seattle Legislative Delegation in thanking  you for briefings and 


committing to work with the City and your staff to improve the One Seattle Plan (Draft 


Comprehensive Plan) as incorporated below.  


I join many of my Seattle Legislative Delegation colleagues in their comments, which begin: 


Thank you for the briefing your team provided to the Seattle legislative delegation on the 


initial draft of the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to 


share our feedback based on years of working with community members on these 


complex issues.  


As legislators, we share the goals you and your team outlined in the plan, including 


increasing housing and affordability, promoting a more equitable city as we grow, and 


focusing investment on building complete, walkable communities. We have concerns 


that the first draft release of the One Seattle Plan falls short of these shared ambitions, 


particularly as it relates to encouraging diverse housing types, equitable development, 


affordability, and displacement protections.  


Seattle legislators have led our colleagues in policymaking to address a statewide 


housing crisis which impacts our city most acutely, through the passage of landmark bills 


such as HB 1923 in 2019, HB 1220 in 2021 and HB 1110 in 2023, among others.  We 


are deeply in tune with what Seattleites are asking for – a housing plan that encourages 


the development of dense and vibrant communities. As such, we are asking to partner 


with you and your staff to update the housing provisions in the current draft plan 


to fully realize our collective bold vision for the city’s housing future.  


Washington State is experiencing a housing crisis caused in large part by a shortage of 


homes and many of us have been working to address this for several years if not our 


whole careers. We are proud of the actions the legislature has acted to enable the 


construction of diverse housing options by legalizing permanent supportive housing, 


accessory dwelling units, middle housing, and co-living spaces. These steps are crucial 


to beginning to bend the curve of our housing shortage and begin building abundant 


housing. Our local governments are essential partners in facing this challenge and 


taking adequate steps to address it. 


In addition, I provide my own comments on key elements of the Plan and the draft EIS 


which include: 


o Urging adoption of an increased goal for housing units; and specifically calling out 


the need for the Plan to meet the requirements of HB 1220 (2021), now codified in 


RCW 36.70A.070(2).  



mailto:OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov

mailto:Gerry.pollet@leg.wa.gov

mailto:gerry@gerrypollet.com

https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1923&Year=2019&Initiative=false

https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1220&Initiative=false&Year=2021

https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1110&Initiative=false&Year=2023





Those requirements are for the Plan to identify the needs for housing units for 


households at every economic / income level and plans for how the City will meet 


those needs.1 The draft Plan fails to provide any plan to meet these needs, particularly 


for lower income residents and working families, in addition to the overall goal for 


housing units being inadequate.  


o As part of this increased goal, I agree with other legislators who have urged 


increasing the number of “neighborhood centers.” The Plan should assess what 


radius to include in various settings and how to ensure via good planning that 


neighborhoods transition from higher to loser density with distance from the fixed 


transit and commercial center.2  


o Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 would result in approximately 20,000 more housing units 


over the next twenty years than the no action alternative base of 80,000; and 


Alternative 5 would produce an estimated 40,000 more units. Reductions in 


areas proposed for neighborhood centers, etc. would result in the proposed Plan 


only increasing the number of housing units projected for by 2045 from 80,000 to 


89,000.3  


 


This meager increase is not the level of growth in housing units that my 


constituents and I believe is adequate or acceptable.  


 


o Your administration worked closely with me to ensure that Seattle was not preempted 


from applying its own anti-displacement and affordable housing programs in housing 


legislation, such as for middle housing (HB 1110). I appreciated that close collaboration.  


 


Thus, I have been surprised in my extensive reading of the Plan and participating in 


several briefings, meetings and open houses to find that there is no meaningful 


discussion, new proposals or consideration in the Plan of appropriate policies to prevent 


displacement in the identified areas with high displacement potential for people / 


 
1 The requirements include identifying “sufficient capacity of land” to meet the identified needs for housing 
that is affordable to each economic segment of households in the City. RCW 36.70A.070(2)(c). The Plan 
does identify land for duplexes, triplexes and town homes (and four units per lot in each residential area 
and six units when closer to major transit stops, pursuant to HB 1110). But  the Plan and EIS do not 
propose or assess any strategies for designating land or what portion of available land that will be 
available for the required units of housing to be built that is affordable to persons in each income segment 
below median income. The number of units identified as needed for households below 120% median and 
above the levels eligible for publicly supported subsidized housing dwarfs the number of units projected 
as needed for households over 120% of median. The Plan lacks any proposal and analysis of how the 
City will meet this need for housing for persons of modest income who are often the backbone of our 
workforce that we want to attract and keep in Seattle, such as educators, workers in health care, social 
workers, hospitality workers and police.  
2 Increasing multifamily midrise [over 3 story] development over 3-5 blocks from frequent transit and which is 
not centered on permanently anchored frequent bus transit or stable commercial development is likely to 
leave residents stranded, e.g., when a bus stop or route is moved, or private commercial stores closed. Many 
constituents in the 46th District have moved to live close to bus transit, which they relied on for work health 
care and school – including high school students, and subsequently found themselves without reliable transit 
when bus service was reduced or eliminated. The Plan and the transportation element must include 
commitments for reliable continuity of bus service for areas that are designated to have increased housing 
based on proximity to bus service.  
3 See Draft EIS Vol 3. 3 for an example of the summary of housing units for each alternative.  







households who currently reside in housing that is affordable for persons in the below 


median income levels.  Indeed, the Plan and Draft EIS leave the City and public without 


a clear view of the likely degree of loss of “naturally” occurring affordable housing and 


alternatives for preserving communities and affordable housing opportunities in these 


high risk areas.  


 


I hope to be able to partner with you and the City to ensure that the City has all the tools 


it needs to prevent displacement and preserve affordable housing. 


 


o The City is missing an opportunity to develop a plan for how it will attract and retain 


families with school age children and essential workers in health care, education, other 


public services, hospitality, etc. Retaining these important portions of our workforce 


depends on producing housing that is affordable to moderate income households. If the 


City only plans for increasing housing by 89,000 units, then market forces will result in 


the growing high income workforce gobbling up a disproportionate share of new housing 


and forcing all housing rents and prices to skyrocket. The City should adopt a proactive 


plan to provide support for public service workers  with families, including health care 


workers and educators, to afford rent and purchase of homes in Seattle. This would 


entail programs that provide incentives for inclusion of those units in new developments 


and subsidies.  


 


The Plan does not include any provision to ensure that modest income working 


households will be able to afford housing in the areas of increased density in Regional 


Centers. The City should include a commitment to revisit the HALA program to have 


housing which is affordable at different income levels in all housing that benefits from 


proximity to the massive public investments in transit and other infrastructure.  


o The City could consider using a form of tax increment financing to capture the 


greatly increased value of properties near our public transit and infrastructure 


investments, e.g., NE 130th St. Station upzone area, and devote the revenues to 


providing affordable housing in those units. This could be done either through 


direct subsidy of rent or purchase or building units (with nonprofit partners). This, 


of course, could be included as an anti-displacement strategy.  


For example, the plan and EIS do not consider new approaches to use of the Multi 


Family Tax Exemption (or even if it would be more cost effective to stop losing property 


tax revenue in exchange for a small portion of units being set aside in MFTE 


developments and, instead, use the increased revenue to provide funds for building new 


affordable units and providing subsidies.  


 


o The Plan should commit to ensuring that new housing developments that benefit from 


proximity to the taxpayers’ massive investments in light rail, fixed transit and other 


infrastructure do not result in windfall profits and exclusive high income housing. 


Increased housing density near public investments in transit should be accompanied by 


a change to HALA policies to require inclusion of affordable units of housing in 


new developments taking advantage of increased density allowances. Equity and 


improving access to the benefits of transit and other public infrastructure should be 


reflected in adoption of policies to ensure that a significant number (20-25%) of housing 







units in these areas serve the City’s goals to provide affordable housing for persons (and 


family units) at the <30%, < 60%, < 80% and < 100% AMI levels.  


Why should the beneficiaries of the increased housing around public investment in 


transit go only to the highest income level households? Why should the developers of 


these properties not be required to share the windfall from the public investment by 


including housing for lower income households?  


 


o The Plan and EIS fail to address new statutory requirements for consideration of 


climate change and environmental justice. This includes failing to address the City’s 


admitted backsliding on Seattle’s adopted goal to have 30% tree canopy by 2037, 


and the documented impacts this has on human health and the environment for 


overburdened communities and vulnerable populations.  


 


o The new Urban Center at NE 130th St: I have heard from numerous constituents that this 


area should have additional planning with additional density along Roosevelt Way NE. 


Currently, the plan is centered on the future light rail station – which is years away. 


Commercial and midrise development are already anchoring Roosevelt Way NE. 


Allowing for further development potential would create a neighborhood center that is 


viable and strong.  


The Draft Comprehensive Plan and EIS Fail to Reflect the Requirements of HB 1220, 
Which Requires Cities to Plan for Adequate Housing to Meet the Needs of Residents of 
All Economic  and Income Levels.  
 


o HB 1220 / RCW 36.70A.070(2) requires planning to meet projected housing needs for 


households at every income level. This is a major change from prior planning cycles 


when cities only had to identify capacity to meet an overall housing need for the 


projected growth in population.  The draft Plan fails to identify a plan to meet these 


needs at each income level, particularly for lower income residents and working 


families, in addition to the overall goal for housing units being inadequate.  


 


o The Plan forecasts that approximately 20,000 housing units are needed for households 


between 50% AMI and 120% AMI by 2045. Housing Appendix Tabel 2, Page 14.  


 


o The Plan forecasts about 13% of the projected 89,000 units needed by 2045 will be for 


housing affordable to households earning from 50 to 80% AMI, or 11,570 units.4 


 


o After identifying these targets, per RCW 36.70A.070(2), the Plan and EIS fail to 


propose how a new Plan will ensure that there is housing for each of these 


segments of our population.  


 


o The Plan misses the opportunity for Seattle to adopt a more aggressive target to attract 


more essential workers, public servants, educators, etc. to live in Seattle by ensuring 


that there will be housing affordable to these households earning below 100% AMI. 


 
4 Id. 







o The Plan and forecast fail to take into account that the AMI for Seattle has 


skyrocketed due to the influx of very high wage tech workers.  


o The Plan should assess workforce housing needs for city employees and other 


public servants, educators, health care workers and what housing strategies can 


increase housing available for those households.  


 


o The overall housing need from 2019 – 2045 was projected at 112,000. The Plan is for 


2025-25, a twenty year window. However, the City chose a goal of 89,000 units. The 


minimum goal should have been in the 110,000 range. 


 


o 63% of the housing needed is for households <80% AMI.5 That would be 56,070 units.  


What is the plan to build 56,070 units affordable to persons below 80% AMI?  


The Plan lacks any plan to add 56,070 affordable housing units.  


 


Moreover, the plan acknowledges that the middle income level housing needs are 


double that forecast. If governmental supported housing is relied on for the 0-50% AMI 


bands, a plan is needed for how the city will ensure adding about 13% of the need for 


housing from 50 to 80% AMI, or 11,570 units6 and for approximately 20,000 units for 


households with incomes of 50-120% of AMI.7 


 


o The Commerce model relied on for these projections dramatically underestimated the 


need for moderate income housing in Seattle. It is based on the erroneous theoretical 


assumption that each new unit added to accommodate a currently cost burdened lower 


income household frees up one additional housing unit in the income band above it.8 


This is clearly at odds with reality in Seattle where the lower income need remains far 


above the new supply. This also ignores the reality that the City has thousands of 


unhoused residents awaiting new housing units. Adding desperately new units for thee 


extremely low and very low income level unhoused residents does not free up a housing 


unit in the economic band above. Thus, the new unit at 0-30% or 30-50% AMI does not 


vacate a unit for someone else who is in the next higher up income to now rent the 


vacated apartment without being cost burdened. Another household in the lower income 


level desperate to find housing close to work, healthcare or school will be cost burdened 


and seek to fill the unit vacated by someone moving to publicly supported housing and 


the pressure from higher income workers joining the city’s workforce will keep the rent 


high.  


o As the Housing Appendix acknowledges, this model likely results in a major 


underestimation of housing need at the lower and middle levels: 


“By assuming needs within the lowest income categories are met, the 


model may underestimate needs of other low- and moderate-income 


households. After all, if the needs of the lowest-income households 


remain unmet, those shortfalls will not only leave those households cost 


 
5 Housing Appendix at page 16 
6 Id. 
7 Draft Plan page 94. 
8 Housing Appendix footnote 12, page 15.  







burdened but also contribute to shortages felt by households somewhat 


higher up the income ladder.”9 


 


o Thus, at least another 11,570 units affordable for households earning from 


50-80% AMI should be in the Plan’s goals.  


 


o HB 1110, for example defines affordable housing at <60% of AMI for renting and 
< 80% for home ownership. The Plan is required to implement HB 1110 but does 
not reflect this aspect. Nor does it include a breakout of need for these units 
rather than breaking out need for housing for households earning over or under 
120% AMI and for low and extremely low incomes.  


 


o The Plan should include proposals to ensure that the full mix of housing units 
proposed under HB 1110 (which includes stacked flats, cottages, and duplexes 
through sixplexes)  to be affordable for purchase by households  < 80% AMI or 
rented by those <60% AMI will be available to meet the projected need.  


 


o In addition to planning just by income level, the Plan should revisit the 
City’s definition of family sized housing. This is now defined as 2 bedrooms. 
There is no analysis of the impact of this on the ability of households with school 
age children to remain in Seattle Public Schools and reside in Seattle. At 
minimum, the Plan should include policies for households needing 3 bedrooms.  


 
 
Tree Canopy and Climate; Tree Preservation and other Environmental Elements are Not 
Adequately Addressed in the EIS. Required Mitigation Measures to Achieve Policies are 
Not Addressed or Proposed in the Comprehensive Plan or SEPA Review / EIS.  
 
The results from this failure to properly address the required climate change and tree 
canopy policies and lack of inclusion in the Plan and lack of analysis in the EIS are likely 
to be:  


• a tremendous loss of mature tree canopy as the City falls further and further behind from 
its adopted policy goal for 30% tree canopy coverage by 2037;  


• adverse health impacts from loss of tree and green space (particularly for overburdened 
or highly impacted communities);  


o health impacts will almost certainly include increasing mortality and 
hospitalizations of vulnerable populations due to projected increasing days of 
severe high temperature with the highest temperatures in residential areas that 
lack tree canopy and whose residents have the most adverse social 
determinants of health (e.g., overburdened and highly impacted communities and 
populations under the State HEAL Act).  


• adverse impacts due to increased storm water runoff, including stream erosion, 
contamination entering surface waters, harm to salmon or fish habitat and recovery and 
biological diversity in surface waters and shoreline habitat, 


• impacts on meeting legal requirements to reduce combined sewage overflows and lack 
of mitigation for increased runoff from increasing impervious surfaces from other plan 
policies. 


 


 
9 Housing Appendix page 16.  







Mature trees in urban settings have been well documented to reduce stormwater runoff10 as well 
as decreasing urban temperatures. As such mature tree canopy must be an important element 
of a climate change element under comprehensive planning to reduce the impacts of climate 
change and severe high temperatures, particularly in residential areas with lower and moderate 
income residents and older housing stock that lack air conditioners.  
 
The findings of the City’s own Tree Canopy Assessment were summarized by the City: 
 


•  Canopy loss is not happening equitably. Neighborhoods impacted by racial and 


economic injustice started with less canopy and lost more than the citywide average. 


Compared to neighborhoods with greater advantages,[1] these neighborhoods had 31% 


less canopy in 2021, an increase in disparity from 2016 (when they had 27% less). While 


there were some canopy gains in environmental justice priority areas attributed to forest 


restoration programs, the losses outpaced the gains. 


 


•  Tree canopy cover is critical for lowering temperatures and reducing heat island 


effects in our warming climate. Trees are a key component of our climate preparedness 


and resilience strategies as they protect us from extreme heat and improve air quality. 


The report finds that, on a hot day, neighborhoods[2] with 25% canopy cover were 1 


degree cooler than neighborhoods with no canopy.  Industrial areas and major 


transportation corridors have lower canopy and warmer temperatures. These conditions 


were also found in some neighborhoods, such as in the Chinatown-International District 


and in the south end of Rainier Valley. 


 
“The data show we are further away now than we were five years ago from our goal of 
30% canopy coverage,” said Jessyn Farrell, Director of Seattle’s Office of 
Sustainability & Environment. “To reverse this backward slide and achieve our vision 
of an equitably distributed urban forest in Seattle, our strategies must better align 
development and tree preservation and include innovative and equity-driven actions in 
planning, maintenance, planting, and engagement. In short, a healthy, thriving Seattle 
needs more housing and more trees and we can absolutely do both.” 


 
10 For example, of the well documented reduction in storm water runoff associated with mature tree 
canopy in urban areas, see: 
US Environmental Protection Agency resources: Center for Watershed Protection, Swann, Chris; Review 
of the Available Literature and Data on the Runoff and Pollutant Removal Capabilities of Urban Trees; 
2017. 
Michael Richter *ORCID, Kirya Heinemann, Nadine Meiser and Wolfgang Dickhaut ; Trees in Sponge 
Cities—A Systematic Review of Trees as a Component of Blue-Green Infrastructure, Vegetation 
Engineering Principles, and Stormwater Management; Department of Environmentally Sound Urban and 
Infrastructure Planning, HafenCity University Hamburg;  
“Trees reduce stormwater runoff and soil erosion through direct retention on leaves and branches when 
they become wet (interception), runoff of water via the trunk (stem runoff) and infiltration through the soil 
[20]. Additionally, substrates filter pollutants from stormwater before it infiltrates into groundwater”  
Citing:  
Elliott, R.M.; Adkins, E.R.; Culligan, P.J.; Palmer, M.I. Stormwater infiltration capacity of street tree pits: 
Quantifying the influence of different design and management strategies in New York City. Ecol. 
Eng. 2018, 111, 157–166. 
Charles River Watershed Stormwater Association. Stormwater, Trees, and the Urban Environment. A 
Comparative Analysis of Conventional Street Tree Pits and Stormwater Tree Pits for Stormwater 
Management in Ultra Urban Environments. 2009. 



https://www.mdpi.com/2073-4441/16/5/655#B20-water-16-00655





 
City of Seattle, “Seattle Releases 2021 Tree Canopy Assessment Showing Slow Decline in 
Canopy Cover Between 2016 and 2021”, Viewable at this link.  
 
The Draft EIS also recognizes that mature tree canopy reduces pollution in runoff, which is toxic 
to fish, in addition to the benefits in regard to heat and climate resiliency.11  
 
Much of the mature tree canopy and habitat in Seattle’s residential neighborhoods, which are 
home to nearly 50% of the tree canopy despite being a much lower percent of the total land 
area, are evergreen trees. Evergreen, including Douglas Fir and Cedar, are documented to 
intercept 27 to 66% of precipitation (preventing that from reaching the ground to be rapid 
runoff).12 This is far more than deciduous trees.  
 
Seattle’s existing native mature tree canopy has a far greater percentage of evergreen trees, 
which intercept and prevent stormwater runoff, than deciduous. However, tree replacement, 
especially street tree planting, is primarily deciduous and of much smaller canopy, resulting in a 
far greater relative increase in stormwater runoff. Preservation of mature tree canopy in 
residential areas is, therefore, necessary mitigation to accomplish the City’s Tree Canopy,  
Climate and runoff goals and policies.  
 
HB 1181, Chapter 228, Laws of 2023 requires cities to incorporate climate change goals and 
elements in comprehensive plans. There is a concomitant requirement to address climate 
change impacts and related policies in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
accompanying the draft comprehensive plan. 
 
RCW 36.70A.070(9) now requires that the City’s Comprehensive Plan: 


‘must enhance resiliency to and avoid the adverse impacts of climate change, which 
must include efforts to reduce localized greenhouse gas emissions and avoid creating 
or worsening localized climate impacts to vulnerable populations and 
overburdened communities.” 


(emphasis added). 
 
Neither the Plan nor the Draft EIS adequately consider how the loss of tree canopy, which has 
already been documented by the City, and which will accelerate under the proposed Plan, will 
result in increased “heat islands” and adverse health effects on vulnerable populations and 
overburdened communities from reducing tree canopy. Indeed, the Plan and EIS are required to 
have strategies to reverse the documented loss of tree canopy reflected in Seattle now being 
further from its goal than when the goal was adopted.  
 
The Climate section of the draft Plan refers to a Climate and Environment Policy CE 9.313: 
 


“Expand tree canopy and greenspace, especially in communities that experience 
disproportionate impacts of extreme heat and smoke events.” 


 


 
11 Draft EIS Vol 3 Page 3.3-3.  
12 Center for Watershed Protection. 2017. Review of the Available Literature and Data on the Runoff and 
Pollutant Removal Capabilities of Urban Trees. Crediting Framework Product #1 for the project Making 
Urban Trees Count: A Project to Demonstrate the Role of Urban Trees in Achieving Regulatory 
Compliance for Clean Water; at 4.  
13 Plan at page 147. 



https://greenspace.seattle.gov/2023/03/seattle-releases-2021-tree-canopy-assessment-showing-slow-decline-in-canopy-cover-between-2016-and-2021/#:~:text=Seattle's%20goal%20is%20to%20achieve,and%20resilience%20to%20climate%20change.

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDEISPlantsAnimals.pdf





As I quote the City’s own findings, the City is losing tree canopy. Thus, a plan is required along 
with analysis of alternatives and mitigation measures to not only stem the loss but to “expand” 
tree canopy. No plan is presented.  
 
The Tree Canopy section is devoid of any plan or meaningful discussion. Most notable, there is 
no plan or discussion relating to how the development goals will be coordinated with proactive 
policies to preserve and increase mature tree canopy in residential areas, where most of the 
tree canopy, and most of the risk for loss of canopy under the Plan will occur.  
 
Policy CE 12.614 refers only to City property and street tights of way which cannot meet the 
goals: 
 


Preserve, restore, maintain, and enhance tree canopy on City property and rights-of 
way. 


 
Street trees offer far less of the benefits than large mature trees.  
 
CE 12.8 recognizes this with a policy goal: 
 


Encourage the protection, maintenance, and expansion of tree canopy throughout the 
community, prioritizing residential and mixed-use areas with the least current tree 
canopy to equitably distribute benefits. 


 
How will the City “encourage” protection, maintenance and expansion of tree canopy? 
 
Mitigation is required for specific climate, environmental and human environment (including 
environmental justice) policies that are adversely impacted by competing policies.  
 
The Draft Plan and EIS fail to adequately address that it is not possible to retain or replant trees 
when the land area is covered by new structures. The Seattle Comprehensive Plan should 
follow Portland’s example by acknowledging that the only means of achieving 30-percent 
equitable citywide canopy cover is to designate at least 30% of the residential lot area with 
space for trees. 
 
The DEIS discusses the in-lieu fee program which may result in increasing tree canopy in 
overburdened communities that currently have less than 25% tree canopy.15 While this may 
provide vitally important benefits, cutting trees in one area while replacing them with new trees 
that require approximately $5,000 for their first four years of survival is untested and does not 
account for the reality that it would take many years for the new trees to provide the same net 
benefits of the cut trees. Nor does the City consider the reasonably foreseeable adverse 
impacts on the areas (and streams) that will lose tree canopy.  
 
The Draft EIS and plan do not consider the reasonable alternatives for revising the City’s Tree 
Ordinance, including measures which would assist in reaching the goal or reducing loss of 
canopy, such as applying the ordinance evenly to all areas / zones in the City.  
 


 
14 Plan at page 150.  
15 DEIS page 3.3-28.  







The Draft EIS explicitly states that none of the alternatives considered include any proposal to 
improve regulation or incentives to reduce the pace of tree canopy loss, much less to reverse 
and make progress towards the goal of having 30% canopy coverage by 2037: 
 


Under any of the alternatives, the potential for adverse effects on plants and animals 
would be avoided, minimized, documented, and mitigated to the greatest extent possible 
through regulatory reviews and permitting processes that apply to individual projects 
(see Section 3.3.3). None of the alternatives propose any modifications to those 
processes. 
 


Draft EIS Section 3.3.2 at page 3.3-13.  
 
The Draft EIS does not even acknowledge that many of the housing projects which might 
adversely affect the tree canopy retention policies will be exempt from further SEPA review 
under the City’s adopted categorical exemptions. This will preclude consideration of area 
specific or cumulative impacts from multiple individual developments authorized under the 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinances.  
 
The Draft acknowledges the obvious: that the existing tree ordinance and policies are failing, as 
shown in the loss of canopy.  
 
But, without any analysis, the DEIS asserts that the new tree ordinance will reverse this. 
However, the City refused to do an EIS or new analysis on the drastically revised ordinance that 
the Council passed. Thus, there is no analysis or basis for statements that the new ordinance 
will improve performance towards the goal. Further, the DEIS acknowledges that the new 
ordinance anticipates replacing mature canopy with street trees.16 SEPA requires environmental 
analysis of the impacts – and mitigation measures – for such a switch since the record 
establishes that street trees cannot replace the heat, habitat, stream protection and stormwater 
benefits of mature trees.  
 
To reflect the adopted Tree Canopy goal and required climate change element, and SEPA 
requirements for mitigation to achieve polices, the Comprehensive Plan and EIS should: 
 


o explicitly include increased height bonuses or adding other residential unit area 
for preserving the entire tree canopy space required to keep existing significant 
trees healthy; 


o include mitigation measures to apply the same tree protections and requirements 
for retention and permitting / review for removal by existing property owners to all 
new development in residential zones;  


o adjust FAR ratios for each zone, to accommodate tree preservation; 


 
16 DEIS page 3.3-13 and 14: Stating that the existing tree ordinance “did not prevent development and 
redevelopment projects from contributing to tree canopy loss. After that study was completed, however, 
the City updated its regulations to implement stronger tree planting requirements and to require street 
trees to be planted as part of development in Neighborhood Residential zones. With the current 
regulations, it is expected that a substantial amount of development-related loss of tree canopy would be 
reversed over time as replacement trees grow larger. Since some tree placement would occur off-site 
through the fee-in-lieu option, this could also result in a shifting of canopy cover onto public property and 
the right-of-way where the City might have more control over tree establishment and maintenance.” 
This is speculation without any analysis of the potential adverse effects or mitigation measures to ensure 
that the City would even meet its own expectations.  







commit to requiring that the height bonus be utilized rather than merely being an 
option, as under current code, for developers to save significant trees by 
increasing  development height or square footage elsewhere above what would 
otherwise be allowed to compensate for the area of the development reduced to 
ensure that significant trees on the property or adjacent properties are preserved 
and healthy.  
 


E.g., developers of a five story building currently have a choice to remove 
a tree in the proposed building envelope, or to save the tree and add 
replacement footage. Mitigation and commitment to the Seattle Tree 
Canopy Goal and required Climate goal per HB 1181, Chapter 228 Laws 
of 2023, should result in the Plan and mitigation commitments under 
SEPA including this change which honors both increased housing  unit 
goals and climate and tree preservation policies. 
 


o Provide examples of developments that meet increasing housing goals (including 
reflecting the requirement to allow various types of housing with four to six units per 
lot, depending on location) while preserving healthy existing mature trees on a 
development lot; 


o Commit to adoption of an ordinance adjusting lot split and short plat lot lines to 
maximize preservation of existing mature trees  as an element of required mitigation 
and commitment to the City’s tree canopy and climate goals.  


o Commit to increasing height for residential units in regional and neighborhood 
centers and expanding those centers along the entire arterials that have 
infrastructure completed or committed to for both light rail and bus rapid transit with 
the 800 foot walkable diameter zone (and fully consider on a local basis whether to 
expand each from three blocks / 800 feet to a quarter mile / five blocks with 
decreasing height and FAR moving away from the transit stop; and, couple this with 
the tree preservation mitigation elements above to prevent this expansion from 
adversely affecting climate resiliency due to loss of further mature tree canopy. 


o Include consideration of potential mitigation requiring both street tree planting and 
small pedestrian or child friendly public access areas with larger shade trees within 
developments close to transit. Adjust the FAR to include increased height potential 
for meeting a required inclusion of plazas with trees, seating areas and play 
structures.  


 


Park considerations: if the City moves to include specifically increasing height and 


housing units based on proximity to parks as an equity issue, then the EIS must 


address how increasing height and development FAR (requiring greater lot 


coverage) will impact natural habitat within the park boundaries. This must include 


mitigation measures to ensure that development close to park boundaries will not 


adversely affect either the tree root system or tree canopy habitat for trees within the 


park, habitat for birds and bats, light pollution in the park, the effect of shade and 


blockage of sunlight. The EIS would also have to address impacts from loss of 


sunlight and other impacts on parks that are primarily recreational. The consideration 


of increased density near parks should differentiate between natural areas and 


recreational areas (i.e., ball fields, courts, lawns, play areas).  







Increased housing density that is explicitly based on increasing equitable access to 


parks should include a change to HALA policies to require inclusion of 


affordable units of housing in new developments taking advantage of increased 


density requirements. Equity and improving access to the benefits of parks requires 


adoption of policies to ensure that a significant number (20-25%) of housing units 


serve the City’s goals to provide affordable housing for persons (and family units) at 


the <30%, < 60% and < 80% AMI levels.  


Increasing the height and development potential (FAR) next to parks would be a 


windfall for developers. The value and market rent or sale value of units next to 


parks, especially with a view of preserved public park space, is far above that of 


other properties. If developers are going to be given such a potential windfall, there 


needs to be a requirement that a significant number of the units are dedicated to 


lower income residents and working families. 
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Dear Office of Planning & Community Development,
 
I am writing on behalf of the Seattle Education Association, which represents nearly 6,000 educators
working in Seattle Public Schools.  The Comprehensive Plan Update is a critical opportunity for the
City to start correcting the wrongs of the past which have harmed BIPOC communities and resulted
in a City that is segregated and unaffordable to working-class families. 
  
According to a recent report cited in the Seattle Times, BIPOC households in King County have lost
between $12 billion and $34 billion due to racially restrictive housing practices and redlining since


1950 (“How much wealth King County residents lost due to racist housing policies,” Seattle Times,
July 14, 2023).  And, many racist practices continue in the real estate industry today, continuing to
financially harm BIPOC students and families.  One telling statistic from
www.blackhomeinitiative.org is that Black homeownership rates in Seattle are only 26%, roughly half
that of white homeownership rates (51%).
 
Racism in the housing market means that our neighborhoods, and thus our neighborhood schools,
are segregated by race and wealth.  In fact, schools in Seattle are even more segregated now than
they were in the 1980s (“Why Seattle schools are more segregated today than the 1980s,” Seattle


Times, May 28, 2023).  One of the most important promises of public education is that - no matter
where children live – they should all have access to high quality, well-funded schools. Sadly, zip code
remains a strong predictor of student outcomes.
 
Further, according to the 2020 census, Seattle ranks 3rd amongst cities with the fewest children, and
Seattle has become even less affordable to families since 2020.  Enrollment in Seattle Public
Schools is declining rapidly (with school closures on the horizon) and this trend is predicted to
continue, because of low birthrates and the low number of children per capita in Seattle.  These
trends are deeply alarming.  What is the future of our City if families with children cannot afford to
purchase a home or otherwise to live here?
 
The Comprehensive Plan Update needs to boldly address these issues.  Prior Comp Plans
underpredicted the rate of growth of the City, resulting in a significant housing shortage.  And we have
never taken the necessary measures to address past and ongoing racism in the housing market.  We
need to do better this time - we need to add enough housing capacity to address the current shortage
and not to underpredict future growth.  We need to act with urgency to develop policies and practices
to address racism in the housing market, including promoting BIPOC homeownership, and to make
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homeownership affordable for educators and other workers who deserve to own a home in the
community they serve.
   
In order to achieve the vision of "One Seattle" we need a City where ALL families have the choice to
live anywhere in the City (including neighborhoods that have been inaccessible for too long), where
families feel they can actually afford to have children, where our students can see a future for
themselves, and where our schools are full of students and thriving.
 
Thank you for your consideration.  Please be bold in your approach to updating the Comprehensive
Plan so that we can truly become "One Seattle."
 
Sincerely,
 


Jennifer Matter (she/her)
President
Seattle Education Association
 


Cell (206) 580-9381
jennifer.matter@washingtonea.org
5501 4th Avenue South, Seattle, WA  98108
www.seattlewea.org
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 Seattle Housing Authority 101 Elliott Ave W, Suite 100 206.615.3300 


  PO Box 79015 seattlehousing.org 
  Seattle, WA 98119  


 
 
May 20, 2024 


 


Office of Planning and Community Development 


City of Seattle 


P.O. Box 94788, Seattle, WA, 98124-7088 


 


Dear Director Quirindongo and Project Staff


On behalf of the Seattle Housing Authority (SHA), which provides long-term, low-income rental 


housing and rental assistance to more than 38,000 people in the city of Seattle, we are writing 


to provide feedback on the Draft One Seattle Plan (Draft Plan).


SHA appreciate the City for setting an ambitious vision in which housing opportunities across 


the city are expanded, equitable development is promoted citywide, growth and investment are 


focused on walkable communities and progress is made on meeting the challenges of climate 


change. SHA supports the inclusion of Ballard as a regional center, new Urban Center on 130th 


Street, policies designed to support community-based developers and family-sized housing, 


allowance of corner stores in Neighborhood Residential Areas, preservation and expansion of 


public park spaces and expanded boundaries of some of the Regional and Urban Centers.


We applaud the City’s ongoing work to support the rich diversity and vibrancy of the city’s 


neighborhoods, from business and economic development to housing opportunities. We share 


the value of Seattle being a city where all families can live and thrive.  We are aware that


families of color and immigrant families tend to be larger and generally have incomes that are 


lower than other families. These and other considerations, make the availability of affordable 


multi-bedroom housing in a community a key condition for racial equity and we look forward to 


the final One Seattle Plan continuing to address the current and future affordable housing needs 


in our city. In support of that work, SHA has identified the following items that we ask the City to 


address in a revised Draft Plan to continue to address equitable growth in our City:


• Bolstering planned production and the need to maintain and increase funding for


housing; and


• Increased opportunity for affordable housing throughout the city.


Bolstering Planned Production and Funding for Housing


The Draft Plan estimates an average annual housing production rate of 5,000 homes over the 


next 20 years to create a total of 100,000 new homes. This annual production rate is lower than 


the 6,800 to 12,500 homes Seattle has built per year since the last Comprehensive Plan 


Update.1 A lower rate of production will not enable closure of the current housing gap and keep


 
1 City of Seattle | Office of Planning and Community Development. (2018). Urban Village Indicators 
Monitoring Report. City of Seattle ArcGIS Dashboards. 
https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/e405125f0082485fb250e29c58a48a4c 
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up with population growth. We are concerned this will serve to make Seattle more unaffordable, 


impacting renters, low-income people, and Black, Indigenous, and People of Color the hardest.  


We believe a collaborative effort will be vital to increasing planned production and achieving the 


vision laid out in the Draft Plan. We appreciate and encourage the City to continue to partner 


with local private and non-profit housing partners to achieve higher levels of production and 


create housing opportunities across the city. To support additional levels of production, we ask 


the City to maintain the funding for housing and enlist our state, federal and local private and 


non-profit partners to assist in addressing the housing crisis in our City and region.  


Increased Opportunity for Affordable Housing Throughout the City 


SHA recognizes the lasting impacts historical patterns of discrimination have had on our 


communities and supports the City’s work to expand opportunities for affordable, multi-family 


housing in the city. SHA acknowledges the efforts made in the Draft Plan to increase the supply 


of affordable, multi-family housing in high-opportunity areas. To combat historical patterns of 


discrimination, including policies such as red lining, we encourage further increased density and 


affordability in opportunity areas that will give families more housing choice. 


SHA is committed to advancing race and social justice equity for our employees, those we serve 


and the greater Seattle community. This commitment includes addressing systemic disparities in 


housing, land use patterns and other systems to create a more equitable, affordable, and 


sustainable city for all people to thrive in. To this end we appreciate the opportunity to comment 


on the City’s new Comprehensive Plan and welcome further dialogue. 


Sincerely, 


 


Rod Brandon 


Executive Director 








 
 


      
May 2, 2024 
 
Michael Hubner & Jim Holmes, Project Managers 
City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development  
600 4th Ave, 5th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
 
Subject:  WSDOT Comments on the Draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan 


Dear Mr. Hubner and Mr. Holmes,  
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment on the City of Seattle’s draft Comprehensive Plan Update (One Seattle Plan) and the accompanying 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Please find our comments on these planning efforts below.   


Draft Comprehensive Plan Goals  
The draft One Seattle Plan includes an important, well-articulated framework to guide the city’s growth and 
investments through 2044. It lays out four key focus areas that guide the city’s planning efforts in response to 
issues and concerns identified by community members and stakeholders. These include: 


• Housing Affordability: Expand housing opportunities across the city. 
• Equity & Opportunity: Promote a more equitable Seattle. 
• Community & Neighborhoods: Focus on growth and investment in complete, walkable communities. 
• Climate & Sustainability: Meet the challenge of climate change for a resilient future. 


WSDOT is pleased to see that these focus areas align closely with the vision, mission, values, and goals 
included in WSDOT’s Strategic Plan and address issues and concerns many communities in the Central Puget 
Sound are facing. Alignment between our plans help advance the shared goal of providing the public with a safe, 
sustainable, and integrated multimodal transportation system that meet the travel challenges of today and the 
growing demands of tomorrow. We look forward to continuing our partnership as the city works to implement the 
One Seattle Plan.  


Draft EIS Alternatives 
WSDOT recognizes the importance of integrated land use and transportation decisions to achieve the goals in 
the city’s draft One Seattle Plan. We are pleased to see that the city is evaluating a variety of growth alternatives 
that will identify the necessary strategies to increase the supply and diversity of housing choices, reduce 
displacement, while creating more communities that allow people to walk, bike or roll to meet their everyday 
needs. We are particularly supportive of the strategies outlined in Alternative 5 that build on the city’s past 
planning efforts and investments in its existing urban centers but would also designate new compact centers and 
villages throughout the city. As noted in the draft EIS, Alternative 5 “anticipates the largest increase in supply 
and diversity of housing across Seattle.” This alternative appears to most closely support the city’s role as a 
Metropolitan City as identified in the Puget Sound Regional Council’s Regional Growth Strategy in VISION 2050 
and with Sound Transit’s investments. As noted in the draft plan, expansion of light rail during the timeframe of 
the One Seattle Plan will include a new line from Ballard to West Seattle and roughly a dozen new or expanded 



https://wsdot.wa.gov/about/secretary-transportation/strategic-plan





 
 


stations within the city. Local consistency with regionally adopted plans will help the central Puget Sound meet 
the long-range goals laid in VISION 2050 and the Regional Transportation Plan and Sound Transit’s ST3.  


WSDOT is also pleased to see the draft plan acknowledges the implementation efforts that will need to 
accompany the new growth strategy in Alternative 5. As noted in the EIS, changes to zoning and development 
standards will need to be made on properties located on streets with current or planning frequent transit routes – 
another critical component to support local and regional transit investments and increase the use of these travel 
options.  


Finally, WSDOT appreciates the city’s consideration of potential impacts to state facilities, active transportation, 
transit and freight in section 3.10 of the EIS and looks forward to further coordination with the City of Seattle, 
King County, transit operators and other involved stakeholders as we work together to make smart 
transportation and land use connections. 


Other Comments 
In 2022, the Washington State Legislature passed Senate Bill 5974, the Move Ahead Washington package. The 
bill directs WSDOT to incorporate the principles of Complete Streets in most state transportation projects.  More 
information, including staff contacts, can be found on WSDOT’s Complete Streets webpage. 


WSDOT supports the city’s approach to prioritizing safety, comfort, and accessibility of all active transportation 
modes and encourages it to use the comprehensive plans as an opportunity to conduct inclusive community 
outreach and identify locations where state facilities present a barrier to nonmotorized connectivity. This includes 
the intersections of highway interchange ramps and local streets, such as those along Interstate 5, Interstate 90, 
and other limited access highways, as well as existing multimodal sections of state highways such as SR 99, SR 
522, SR 513, and others. WSDOT encourages the City of Seattle to consider how these facilities and 
intersections could fit into its broader active transportation network and will collaborate with the city to support its 
multimodal safety and accessibility goals. 


WSDOT also recommends the city reflect the ongoing I-5 and High-Speed Rail planning in the One Seattle Plan. 
WSDOT’s Cascadia High-Speed Rail and I-5 Program was recently created to look holistically at highway, rail, 
and other travel options to foster a comprehensive understanding of area communities, their needs, and 
opportunities in the region. This work will influence travel between Canada, Washington and Oregon. As part of 
this work, WSDOT is conducting a Ramp Reconfiguration Study in coordination with the city for sections of I-5 
through downtown Seattle. This study will help provide information for the city’s ongoing I-5 lid feasibility 
planning being completed by the city’s Office of Planning and Community Development. We recommended the 
Seattle One Plan include reference to these planning efforts. 
 
WSDOT Planning Resources 
WSDOT’s comprehensive planning resources for local agencies can be found on our Land Use and 
Transportation Guidance page. This includes a wealth of information on how WSDOT reviews local agency 
plans, our land use and transportation goals, best practices in building transportation efficient communities, and 
pertinent concurrency and SEPA guidance. 
WSDOT’s Community Planning Portal may be particularly helpful for local jurisdictions. The portal includes data 
on the state transportation system often needed to complete the transportation element inventory required by 
the Growth Management Act. In addition to the data included in the portal, local planners can add their own data 
to ArcGIS Online and create custom reports. 
 
Further Engagement & Coordination 
WSDOT appreciates being included in the City of Seattle’s planning process. Please reach out if you would like 
to discuss opportunities for ongoing engagement and coordination, as well as technical assistance available 
during your work updating your plans.  


Thank you again for the opportunity to review the One Seattle Plan. We look forward to our continuing 



http://leap.leg.wa.gov/leap/Budget/Detail/2022/ctH-2991.3.pdf

https://wsdot.wa.gov/construction-planning/complete-streets

https://wsdot.wa.gov/engineering-standards/planning-guidance/land-use-transportation-planning

https://wsdot.wa.gov/engineering-standards/planning-guidance/land-use-transportation-planning

https://wsdot.wa.gov/engineering-standards/planning-guidance/community-planning-portal-20





 
 


productive partnership. 
 
Sincerely,  


 
Travis Phelps, Director 
WSDOT’s Management of Mobility Division 
 
CC:  Julie Meredith, Assistant Secretary Urban Mobility and Access and Megaprograms 


Brian Nielsen, WSDOT Regional Administrator Northwest Region  
Robin Mayhew, WSDOT Deputy Administrator Northwest Region  
Mike Swires, WSDOT Assistant Regional Administrator – Traffic 
Jeff Storrar, WSDOT Policy Manager 
Cecile Malik, WSDOT I-5 Program Manager 
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Dear Office of Planning & Community Development,
 
I am writing on behalf of the Seattle Education Association, which represents nearly 6,000 educators
working in Seattle Public Schools.  The Comprehensive Plan Update is a critical opportunity for the
City to start correcting the wrongs of the past which have harmed BIPOC communities and resulted
in a City that is segregated and unaffordable to working-class families. 
  
According to a recent report cited in the Seattle Times, BIPOC households in King County have lost
between $12 billion and $34 billion due to racially restrictive housing practices and redlining since



1950 (“How much wealth King County residents lost due to racist housing policies,” Seattle Times,
July 14, 2023).  And, many racist practices continue in the real estate industry today, continuing to
financially harm BIPOC students and families.  One telling statistic from
www.blackhomeinitiative.org is that Black homeownership rates in Seattle are only 26%, roughly half
that of white homeownership rates (51%).
 
Racism in the housing market means that our neighborhoods, and thus our neighborhood schools,
are segregated by race and wealth.  In fact, schools in Seattle are even more segregated now than
they were in the 1980s (“Why Seattle schools are more segregated today than the 1980s,” Seattle



Times, May 28, 2023).  One of the most important promises of public education is that - no matter
where children live – they should all have access to high quality, well-funded schools. Sadly, zip code
remains a strong predictor of student outcomes.
 
Further, according to the 2020 census, Seattle ranks 3rd amongst cities with the fewest children, and
Seattle has become even less affordable to families since 2020.  Enrollment in Seattle Public
Schools is declining rapidly (with school closures on the horizon) and this trend is predicted to
continue, because of low birthrates and the low number of children per capita in Seattle.  These
trends are deeply alarming.  What is the future of our City if families with children cannot afford to
purchase a home or otherwise to live here?
 
The Comprehensive Plan Update needs to boldly address these issues.  Prior Comp Plans
underpredicted the rate of growth of the City, resulting in a significant housing shortage.  And we have
never taken the necessary measures to address past and ongoing racism in the housing market.  We
need to do better this time - we need to add enough housing capacity to address the current shortage
and not to underpredict future growth.  We need to act with urgency to develop policies and practices
to address racism in the housing market, including promoting BIPOC homeownership, and to make
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homeownership affordable for educators and other workers who deserve to own a home in the
community they serve.
   
In order to achieve the vision of "One Seattle" we need a City where ALL families have the choice to
live anywhere in the City (including neighborhoods that have been inaccessible for too long), where
families feel they can actually afford to have children, where our students can see a future for
themselves, and where our schools are full of students and thriving.
 
Thank you for your consideration.  Please be bold in your approach to updating the Comprehensive
Plan so that we can truly become "One Seattle."
 
Sincerely,
 



Jennifer Matter (she/her)
President
Seattle Education Association
 



Cell (206) 580-9381
jennifer.matter@washingtonea.org
5501 4th Avenue South, Seattle, WA  98108
www.seattlewea.org
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Summary


• The formula for housing abundance is straightforward:
• Enable by-right zoning
• Allow greater density in lots of areas, particularly around walkable, amenity-rich 


commercial areas
• Follow the KISS (Keep It Simple Stupid) principle 
• Don’t put all eggs in one basket: 


• Complement high-rise Transit-oriented Development with Light-touch Density to 
also provide naturally affordable homes and wealth building homeownership 
opportunities.


• Micro-managing this process won’t work. Planners need to get out of the way and let the 
market build more housing.
• Beware of the recommendations of the federal government, which likes complex, one-


size-fits all solutions that don’t follow the KISS principle.
• Allowing moderately higher density in areas zoned for single-family detached has been 


proven to unleash a swarm of small-scale builders and developers. 


Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Note: These findings are based on evidence from various case studies:
• Palisades Park, NJ: 1939 zoning law allowed 1- or 2-units on any parcel.
• Charlotte, NC: R-MF zoning allowed small scale residential structures to be built in less than 5% of Charlotte’s neighborhoods. 
• Houston, TX: In 1998, the minimum lot size requirement decreased from 5,000 square feet to effectively 1,400 square feet 


within the city’s I-610 Inner Loop.
• Seattle, WA: In the mid-1990s, the creation of the Low Rise Multifamily (LRM) zone allowed property owners to use their land 


more efficiently leading to a townhome construction boom.
• Tokyo, Japan 



http://www.aei.org/housing
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An ideal tool to increase the supply of naturally affordable & inclusionary housing 


Light-touch Density (LTD) represents the low-hanging fruit in zoning reform. It is also naturally affordable.


LTD utilizes land in a more efficient way by moderately increasing the density of housing. Instead of allowing only a single-


family detached (SFD) home on a parcel, LTD allows for a duplex, a triplex, a four- to eight-plex, a series of townhouses, or 


an accessory dwelling unit (ADU). LTD also allows for single-family detached homes on smaller lots.


The LTD type that is best for each locality depends on the land and construction costs. 


1. For high-cost areas: Tearing down an existing unit and replacing it with a duplex, triplex, quadraplex, or townhouses. 


2. For medium-cost areas: Adding additional units to an existing parcel. This could be done through adding an ADU or a 


second unit to an existing single-family detached lot.


3. Everywhere: Increasing the as-built density of new greenfield developments. Increasing density by adding additional 


floor(s) or reducing the size of the units in a planned new apartment or condo building.


LTD needs to be combined with Light-touch Processing and Light-touch Permitting.


All these LTD options would moderately increase the as-built density of the land, thereby enabling owners and small-scale 


builders to construct smaller, less expensive units that are more naturally affordable and inclusionary without requiring 


subsidies. 


Across the whole country, LTD has the potential to add up to 900,000 net additional homes per year for the next 30-40 


years.*


* These estimates are based on case studies are from Seattle, Charlotte, Houston, Palisades Park, and Tokyo. For a further discussion of Light-touch 
Density case studies, see pg. 7-10 of the AEI Housing Center booklet on increasing housing supply. 
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.



https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/toolkit/#ca_conf_ebook
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Source: City of Seattle and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Seattle’s housing reforms over the years


• 1994: allowed one attached ADU but it required parking 
• 1996: started out implementing by-right upzoning
• 2006 and 2012: reduced parking requirements
• 2009: allowed micro-housing
• 2010: reduces zoning categories from 5 to 3, increased Floor 


Area Ratio, reduced parking req.
• 2010: allowed one detached ADU up to 800 sq. ft.
• 2019: established Mandatory Affordability Housing (MHA) fund
• 2019: allowed up to 2 ADUs per lot 
• 2019: limited McMansions to 50% of FAR
• 2020: eliminated design reviews for some multifamily buildings 


for about 1 year


Started with 1994-2014 Seattle's Comprehensive Plan, which designated 37 specific areas as:
• Residential Urban Villages, 
• Hub Urban Villages, 
• Urban Center, and 
• Manufacturing/Industrial Centers.


Map: 2+ Units Permitted 
in Seattle since 2000


For more on Seattle’s parking reforms, see Gabbe et al. (2020).
For a different take on Seattle’s MHA, see Krimmel and Wang (2023). 



http://www.aei.org/housing
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• In the City of Seattle, about 10 times as much 
land is zoned for Single Family (SF) than for Low-
Rise Multifamily (LRM). 


• In the mid-1990s, the creation of the LRM zone 
allowed property owners to use their land more 
efficiently. As a result, many single-family 
detached homes have been converted to mostly 
townhomes. This is light-touch density at its 
best.


• Since 2000, 18,000 new townhomes units have 
been built in the LRM zone. As a result, its 
housing stock increased by about 75% - or about 
3% per year. The supply addition in the SF zone 
from new single-family homes is minimal.


• The new townhomes are generally starter 
homes, which has enabled homeownership for 
lower-income, younger, and more diverse 
households.


• Unfortunately, this success is now being derailed 
by Seattle’s Mandatory Housing Affordability 
(MFA) program.


5


Source: City of Seattle and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Map: Simplified City of Seattle Zoning Map


Low-Rise Multifamily Case Study



http://www.aei.org/housing
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The main difference between the SF zone and the LRM zone is that latter allows for higher density – or a more 
efficient use of the existing land.


• The higher density allowance of the LRM zone has made it economical to tear down existing units and 
replace them with new ones.


• Almost all of the homes built since 2000 in the LRM zone have been townhomes.


It’s about the density the laws allow


* Based on lot sizes, we assume that 6,000 existing units were replaced with townhomes.
Note: Data only for single-family detached homes and townhomes.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.
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There has been a building boom in the LRM zone starting in the mid-1990s. 


• LRM has unleashed a swarm of small-scale builders, owners, developers, and other involved parties.


• Despite the disruptions of the Great Financial Crisis, building has continued to be robust. 


• Since 2000, 18,000 new townhomes units have been built in the LRM zone.


The SF zone has not seen such a building boom and the new housing construction simply replaces an existing 
structure. Its housing stock is mostly older.


Seattle’s LRM zone townhome building boom


* Partial Data
Note: Listed years record data for that year and the following four years. Data only for single-family detached homes and townhomes.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Share of Existing Housing Stock Built: by 5-Year Periods


Single Family Zone Low-Rise Multifamily Zone
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Older homes are getting 
replaced with newer ones.


Top picture: as seen in 2007


Bottom picture: as seen today


The 2 original single-family 
detached units on separate 
lots were converted into 7 
total units.


The same land area now 
hosts 2 duplexes upfront and 
3 additional units in the back.


Each new home is valued at 
around $875,000 today, while 
each previous home may be 
valued at around $1 million 
today.


Lots of townhome conversions in the LRM zone


Source: Redfin, Zillow, and Google.
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At greater densities, a home uses less land, and the 
home’s gross living area drops commensurately. (In 
other words, builders build smaller homes on smaller 
lots – and vice versa.)


This has massive implications for affordability as data 
from actual housing conversions in Seattle show.*


If an existing single-family detached home is 
converted to:


• A 1 unit structure, the new home will cost around 
197% of the unit it replaced. This is a McMansion.


• A 4 unit structure, each of the 4 new units will sell 
at about the same price as unit they replaced. 
And the conversion adds 3 units.


• A 5 to 8 unit structure, each of the new units will 
sell about 25% below the value of the previous 
unit they replaced. And the conversion adds many 
additional units.


Displacement pressures rise as each McMansion 
replaces a much more moderately priced home. 


Converting to higher densities enables families of 
similar or even somewhat lower incomes to buy into 
the neighborhood, thereby promoting inclusion and 
filtering.


Building at moderately higher densities has a prophylactic effect on affordability 


*For conversion properties in Seattle. A conversion is defined as the act of tearing down a an existing single-family detached structure and 
replacing it with a new structure of varying unit totals. Data pertain to over 3,000 conversions identified in Seattle, which resulted in about 
12,000 new units from the mid-1990s onward.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.
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In Seattle’s LRM zone, townhomes, not 
McMansions, proliferate. Even though 
builders could build both.


Assuming a property is currently valued at 
$1 million, tearing it down and converting it 
adds new value.


At higher densities:


• The parcel’s total value is greatly 
enhanced.


• The parcel increases the city’s tax base 
and builder profits.


• The parcel provides many lower priced 
units. 


This demonstrates why building at higher 
densities is the preferable option, and why 
builders will do so given the choice.


Higher profits for builders and higher tax revenue for cities


*A conversion is defined as the act of tearing down a an existing single-family detached structure and replacing it with a new structure of varying unit totals.
Data pertain to over 3,000 conversions identified in Seattle, which resulted in about 12,000 new units from the mid-1990s onward.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.
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The lower prices in the LRM zone have enabled homeownership for a wider range of households across income 
levels, age ranges, and racial/ethnic backgrounds. 


Around two-thirds of newly-built townhome units are owner-occupied, compared to less than 10% of newly 
built multi-family units in large buildings.  


LTD in Seattle enables homeownership for a wider group of households


Note: Data only for single-family detached homes and townhomes.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.
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Note: We analyzed 3,000 of the 4,500 in-fill property parcels redeveloped over the period 1993-2022. For this small-scale development:
Data are for home sales between 1993-2022. This study focuses on, for each conversion, the original purchase by the builder/developer and the financing.  
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Light-touch density unleashes a swarm of small-scale entrepreneurs


We analyzed 3,000 (of the 4,500) in-fill property parcels redeveloped over the period 1993-2022.
• Builders:


• An estimated 975 unique builders/developers participated, with no one builder accounting for more 
than 2.3% of volume.


• The nation’s 19 largest builders did not participate.
• Financing:


• About 30% of parcels were cash financed, the rest was financed.
• 408 unique lenders accounted for 70% of construction financings. 
• Of those involved with 23 or more parcels, banks financed 71% (15 banks in total, largely small 


and medium sized ones).  


Top 5 Builders
/Developers


# of 
Conversions


Share


Isola Real Estate LLC 70 2.3%


MRN Homes 55 1.8%


Powell Home Builders Inc. 53 1.7%


Soleil LLC 49 1.6%


Howland Homes 47 1.5%


Top 5 Lenders
# of Financed 


Parcels


Blueprint Capital 205


Golf Savings Bank 182


Frontier Bank 110


Sterling Savings Bank 88


1st Security Bank 87


Type of Financing Share


Cash 30%


Construction Loan 33%


Seller Financing 20%


Institutional Lender 
Financing


17%


Total 100%



http://www.aei.org/housing
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Source: City of Seattle, HUD, and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


In 2019, Seattle passed the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) program with the goal of creating thousands of 
new subsidized housing units made affordable through fees on development, while also boosting housing 
production overall. It is on track to destroy Seattle’s progress.


Builders have a choice between designating a certain number of units as income-restricted or paying a hefty fee. 


“Based on a 2021 survey of [builder trade group members in the area], the average MHA fee per townhome unit is 
$32,743, or $130,972 for an average four-unit project. This fee roughly doubles townhome predevelopment costs.”


As a consequence, new permits for townhomes have dropped precipitously, while they have remained about 
unchanged for the control group. Many of the far-ranging consequences are summarized in an excellent report “The 
Decline of Seattle Townhomes Under MHA.” 


The lesson is that reform needs to follow the KISS (Keep It Simple Stupid) principle.


Seattle tried to micromanage the process, and failed miserably


HUD’s Regulatory Barriers 
Clearinghouse assessment of 
Seattle’s MHA highlighted the 
creation of hundreds of new 
affordable units since its 
inception in 2019. It failed to 
account for the unintended 
consequence of the thousands 
of units that were not built 
because of MHA.



http://www.aei.org/housing

https://www.mbaks.com/docs/default-source/documents/advocacy/issue-briefs/the-decline-of-seattle-townhomes-report.pdf

https://www.mbaks.com/docs/default-source/documents/advocacy/issue-briefs/the-decline-of-seattle-townhomes-report.pdf

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/rbc/indepth/interior-120123.html
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The goal of the 1990s reform was to create 
“attractive urban living environments replete with 
parks, shops, and restaurants, and a convenient 
mass-transit system.”


Many SF zone neighborhoods fit that bill today.


Currently, there are about 45,000 SFD units in 
various parts of the SF zone that are highly 
walkable (defined as being within a 10-minute walk 
of at least 15 amenities of daily life such as coffee 
shops, hardware stores, pharmacy or drug stores, 
restaurants or bars, or supermarkets). Zoning them 
for LRM may perhaps add a net of 90,000 new 
units over the next 20-30 years – or about a 
quarter of Seattle’s total housing stock.


By contrast, in the LRM zone only about 8,500 
single-family detached (SFD) homes remain limiting 
its potential to maybe net 17,000 new units over 
the next 20-30 years.


Given strong economic growth, Seattle needs to 
build more housing to allow housing to be broadly 
affordable in Seattle. 


This demonstrates that Light-touch Density done 
more broadly – and not just in the LRM zone – 
would be effective in meeting Seattle’s housing 
needs.


Instead, it should have zoned more areas for Light-touch Density


Note: Light-touch density infill estimates at the county level for most of the 
country are available at https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/toolkit. 
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Census blocks that would be suitable for light-
touch density conversion due to their amenities


Orange areas 
are census 
blocks in the 
LRM and blue 
areas are 
blocks in the SF 
Zone that have 
access to at 
least 15 
amenities of 
daily life within 
a 10-min walk.



https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/toolkit

http://www.aei.org/housing
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In the SF zone, older homes 
are also getting replaced with 
newer and larger ones – albeit 
at a much slower pace and a 
much higher individual cost.


Top picture: as seen in 2008


Bottom picture: as seen in 
2019


In the SF zone the highest and 
best legal use is a McMansion 
conversion. It is the only 
economically viable choice. 
For a lot worth about 
$750,000, the construction 
cost of a conversion needs to 
be about $1.5 million.   


This yields a new home with 
almost 4,700 sq. ft. in GLA. It 
sells for about $2.25 million, 
while the original home may 
have been valued today at 
around $1 million. 


If higher density were 
allowed, this parcel could 
have been converted to three 
townhomes with a per-unit 
price of around $1 million. 


Several McMansion conversions in the SF zone


Source: Redfin, Zillow, and Google.
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Under highest and best use, ADUs are only a second-best alternative to LTD


Source: City of Seattle, Seattle Times, and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Seattle legalized ADUs in 1994, but the rules were cumbersome until limited reform in 2010.


ADUs were being built to some degree in non-MHA areas (green line), but not in MHA areas (red line). Thus in MHA 
areas, infill townhome conversion was the market’s preferred option because it represents a higher and better use.


That all changed with the introduction of the MHA in April 2019 and new ADU regulations that took effect in August 
2019, which have unleashed ADUs in non-MHA areas.


While townhome permitting has fallen off a cliff, small-scale builders have likely shifted to building ADUs in non-MHA 
areas. Presumably either because the there are fewer opportunities for ADUs in MHA areas (because of prior infill 
conversion) or because they are preserving higher quality lots for a time after the MHA.


0


50


100


150


200


250


3
-m


o
n
th


s 
m


o
vi


n
g
 a


v
e
ra


g
e


 o
f


A
p
p
lic


a
ti
o
n
s 


fo
r 


P
e


rm
its


 o
f 
N


e
w


 U
n
its


Jan-89 Jan-96 Jan-07 Jan-12 Apr-19 Jan-23


2-8 units in MHA area


ADUs in MHA area


ADUs in non-MHA area


* The four tests of highest and best use are: (1) legally permissible, (2) physically possible, (3) financially feasible, and (4) most profitable. 
https://www.workingre.com/highest-best-use-analysis-2/ 



http://www.aei.org/housing

https://www.workingre.com/highest-best-use-analysis-2/
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ADUs are only a second-best alternative to LTD (cont.)


Source: Google and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


The market will find creative ways – when possible.


One example from 9715 4th Ave NW, Seattle, WA 98117.


• Original lot of about 12,000 sq. ft. was subdivided into two halves.


• On each half, a developer is now building a detached home with 2 detached ADUs.


• While this has created a total of 6 housing units, the lot could have easily supported 8 or more townhomes.


 Before    After 



http://www.aei.org/housing
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Contrasting outcomes of LTD and TOD


Source: ACS 2021 Microdata, and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


If the goal is to bring in new homeowners so that they can build intergeneration wealth, then adding LTD to 
residential areas, particularly in Walkable Oriented Development (WOD) areas, is a superior solution than adding 
units around transit stops [or transit-oriented development (TOD)].  


The results from Seattle city, which has attempted both, show why:


• Seattle has built 49,000 housing units in buildings with 50+ units since 2000. These units are generally located 
near transit-rich, dense areas with high land prices. Newly built TOD units are small (generally 0.8 bedrooms) 
and are almost entirely rental (91%) to the exclusion of owner-occupied units (9%). Thus, they do not allow 
people to build equity.


• Seattle has built 18,000 LTD units (mostly townhomes) since 2000. These units are in areas, where land is less 
expensive. Newly built LTD units have 1-3 bedrooms and are inclusionary with a mix of owner-occupied (65%) 
and rental units (35%). While their rents are like those of TOD units ($2,000 & $1,800 respectively), LTD units 
rent for less than half on a bedroom adjusted basis. 


A preference for TOD policies for another two decades will materially depress the city’s homeownership rate. 


SF-Det SF-Att & 2-4 5-19 20-49 50+
Total Housing Stock 136,000 38,000 43,000 40,000 73,000 330,000


# of Units 15,900 18,100 5,800 13,600 49,000 102,300
as % of Housing Stock 5% 5% 2% 4% 15% 31%
Homeownership Rate 85% 65% 25% 11% 9% 32%
Avg. # of Bedrooms 2.9 2.1 1.5 0.9 0.8
Median Rent $2,100 $2,000 $1,600 $1,600 $1,800 
    per bedroom $700 $1,000 $1,100 $1,800 $2,300 


Structure Type
Total


    built 2000 - 2022



http://www.aei.org/housing
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We estimate that 90% of new LTD townhome/2-8 plex units in Seattle would be valued between $700,000 to $1.0 
million, with a median of $750,000. (All valuations on this slide are for Dec. 2022.)


• These values (blue bars) are within the range of 2022 purchases by low- and middle-income households (red bars).


• Most of these values are below the median value of $1.0 million of the current housing stock and they are also less 
than half of the value of new single-family detached (SFD) homes built over the last 12 years.


• The lower price point is achievable by using land more efficiently and building units of around 1,500 sq. ft.


• These LTD prices are attainable, since the median value of recently built Seattle townhomes is $750,000.


Seattle’s Light-touch Density would be naturally-affordable


Distribution of Seattle townhomes 
built from 2010-2023*:


10th:   $540,000
50th:   $750,000
90th:   $1,000,000


*based on a Dec. 2022 AVM.
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• Seattle long-standing urban village strategy is currently under review as part of its “One Seattle Plan 2035 and Urban 
Village Update Process”. https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one-seattle-plan  


• As part of this review, Seattle has identified the need to: 


• Increase Seattle’s homeownership (HO) rate, especially for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color.


• Address the high cost of housing in Seattle, which is negatively affecting the ability for low-income people to 
become homeowners and build wealth. 


• As of 2021, Seattle’s HO rate was 47%, with a total stock of 330,000 units.


• Of the 18,000 townhomes built since 2000, about 12,000 were owner-occupied (HO rate of 65%).


• Of the 49,000 units in 50+ buildings built since 2000, about 4,500 were owner-occupied (HO rate of 9%).


• Due to Seattle’s MHA, much fewer townhomes will be built over the next 20 years. The city is still building 50+ 
buildings and ADUs, but they have much lower HO rates. This current policy approach will add housing units (perhaps 
as many as 100,000), but it will meaningfully depress the HO rate over time. (We estimate that it may drop as low as 
42%)


• On the other hand, the city can meet its identified needs through light-touch density.


• In implementing state bill HB 1110, Seattle should legalize up to 8 units in walkable oriented development areas 
(an expansion of its Urban Village approach) and up to 4 units in the rest of the city. 


• It should also exempt townhome and 2-8 unit construction from its MHA program requirement. 


• We estimate that the result would be to increase the HO rate to 50% and add as many as 165,000 homes.


• This is 65,000 more homes than from Seattle’s current approach. 


• The number of homeowners would increase from 154,000 to 254,000 (65% increase).


• The solution is to combine LTD with the KISS (Keep It Simple Stupid) principle.


The path ahead for Seattle



https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one-seattle-plan
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Items that violate the KISS principle


Source: Google, Zillow, AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


• Low maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) requirements


• While Minneapolis up-zoned across the board, it left FARs at 50%. On a 6,000 sq. ft. lot, it’s 


hard to build a duplex or triplex.


• High minimum lot size requirements


• Oahu and Ridgefield Park require twice as much land to build a duplex than a SF home.


• Outsized parking or other requirements that increase construction costs or de facto prevent 


building LTD entirely.


• Ridgefield limits duplex construction to a up-down rather than the more popular side-by-


side duplex.


• Ridgefield mandates a minimum ceiling height on basement ADUs.


• Ridgefield Park’s minimum lot size for a two-unit structure is 10,000 sq. ft. but the average 


lot size is 5,600 sq. ft. 


• Ridgefield Park limits maximum building coverage of a two-unit structure to 2,500 sq. ft. 


and the maximum number of floors any structure can have to two. There must be at least 


four parking spaces for each two-unit dwelling.


• Arlington allows a total of 285 permits over 5 years, while we think about 2,300 could be 


needed, which could generate almost 12,000 net new units.


• Income limits and affordable housing fees and mandates


• Inclusionary zoning


• Rental bans or rent control


• Owner-occupancy requirements


• Impact fees


• Anything not required for single-family homes



http://www.aei.org/housing
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Mapping the infill potential for the nation


23
Note: Estimate is preliminary as it is based on single family detached homes rather than parcels that are zoned SFD. Also, census tracts 
are used as a proxy for neighborhoods.
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


All maps are available free at our website:
https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/ltd-map 


From LTD opportunities at the census tract level… …to LTD opportunities at the property level.



http://www.aei.org/housing

https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/ltd-map
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How to build a winning coalition around Light-touch Density?


Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Group How WOD appeals to them


Builders, Realtors, & 


Bankers


More homes to build; more homes to sell; more loans to originate.


Environmentalists Limits urban sprawl, reduces vehicle emissions; environmentally friendly new homes; avoids McMansions.


Market and deregulation 


oriented, fiscal 


conservatives


Minimal infrastructure spending compared to greenfield development. Deregulation increases property rights 


and speeds building. Private sector driven, little need for subsidies. 


Homeowners All else equal, property values will increase as the land has more value because it can be converted to a higher 


and better use, but the cost of land per newly built housing unit goes down; provides housing opportunities for 


one’s children and grandchildren. Lower property taxes. 


NIMBYs Less opposition: limited to a predefined, relatively modest area which already has mixed use, avoids high-rise 


development; and offers a range of housing options for one’s children and grandchildren.


Taxpayers Prospect of lower taxes due to increased commercial activity and a broader residential tax base with minimal 


outlays for new infrastructure. 


Local businesses/Chamber 


of Commerce


Offers a larger customer base and makes it easier to attract the additional workers able to live in the WOD. 


Benefits from lower taxes.


Municipalities and states Provides additional tax revenues, rehabilitates and strengthens neighborhoods, promotes economic 


development, limits sprawl, uses existing infrastructure (sewers, utilities, streets, sidewalks, street lights, 


schools, trash collection, parks, fire and police.)


Services workers Increased housing opportunity to live and work in the same area due to reduced commuting costs and wider 


range of home prices and rents. 48% of jobs <$40,000 located in WODs. 


Employers Need affordable workforce housing. Establish satellite offices and flexible work spaces in WOD areas located 


near employees’ homes. 



http://www.aei.org/housing
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Arguments for allowing moderately higher density particularly around walkable areas


• Market-driven: benefits small scale developers and homeowners
• Restores property rights
• Offers gradual change and avoids unintended consequences
• Addresses need for more affordable housing
• Enhances walkability and provides vibrancy to commercial areas
• Fiscally responsible
• Broadens the tax base, which may allow tax rates to fall
• Helps local businesses
• Replaces functionally obsolete homes with low energy efficiency and deferred maintenance
• Meets the need for more workforce housing
• Reduces displacement pressures that price out residents and increase homelessness rates. 
• Reverses zonings sordid history
• Helps service sector workers by bringing them closer to jobs
• Opens up areas of opportunity for households otherwise priced out of high-amenity neighborhoods
• Will eventually create housing type and home price diversity
• Enables children and grandchildren to buy a home and live in desirable areas


Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.



http://www.aei.org/housing





Pre-1920s: 
Few zoning restrictions; multifamily and single-family detached housing exist 
side-by-side as determined largely by economics. Today we call this Light Touch 
Density. 


Beginning in the 1920s: 
Zoning ordinances restricted large swaths of the city to single-family detached 
housing with the goal of excluding Blacks and low-income ethnic groups by 
making these neighborhoods unaffordable.* 


During the 1990s: 
Due to spiraling home prices, city establishes “Urban Villages” as a political 
compromise to add new housing, while leaving large swaths of the city for 
single-family zoning.


The goal was to “creating attractive urban living environments replete with 
parks, shops, and restaurants, and a convenient mass-transit system” of varying 
levels of density.**
 
At the time, the plan faced pushback that people would not want to live in 
denser communities. Demand is clearly present as this policy change has led to 
the conversion of thousands of single-family detached homes to many more 
thousands of townhomes in the LRM zone.
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* This was a national effort undertaken with the guidance and encouragement of the federal government. As a result 
exclusionary zoning ordinances were enacted across most of the nation in the 1920s and 1930s. Zoning districts and land use 
restrictions were used to separate higher-cost neighborhoods, consisting of single-family detached dwellings, from lower-cost 
neighborhoods with lots of rental units. The legacy of slavery and discrimination meant that African Americans had much lower 
incomes and wealth than white Americans. Exclusionary or economic zoning was used to further entrench racial segregation. 
For more, see https://www.aei.org/light-touch-density/.  For a similar history specific to Seattle see: 
https://www.sightline.org/2018/05/23/this-is-how-you-slow-walk-into-a-housing-shortage/ 
** “The plan defines three categories of urban villages: Five areas would be dense, commercially oriented ‘urban centers’ 
where 45 percent of the city's 60,000 anticipated new housing units would be built over the next 20 years. Seven less-dense 
‘hub urban villages’ and 17 ‘residential urban villages’ would account for another one-third of expected growth. Today, there is 
not a perfect overlap between the LRM and all the urban villages.
Source: Cristian Science Monitor, Seattle Times, Sightline Institute, City of Seattle, AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Map: Seattle Urban Villages


History of Zoning in Seattle, WA.



https://www.aei.org/light-touch-density/

https://www.sightline.org/2018/05/23/this-is-how-you-slow-walk-into-a-housing-shortage/

https://www.csmonitor.com/1994/0502/02071.html

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-longstanding-urban-village-strategy-for-growth-needs-reworking-new-report-says/

https://www.sightline.org/2018/05/23/this-is-how-you-slow-walk-into-a-housing-shortage/

http://seattle.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9611821&GUID=81FE334E-2E8E-4EDE-8CD1-4EB80458233E

http://www.aei.org/housing
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Townhomes with 1,750 sq. ft. on 1,250 sq. ft. lots in Seattle. The density for these lots is about 32 units per acre 
with a floor to area ratio of 140%.


Townhome example


Source: Redfin, Zillow, and Google.
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Neighborhoods change on their own. Older homes are constantly replaced with newer homes.


Homes in Seattle’s LRM zone have changed at a quicker pace than homes in the SF zone. 


If more neighborhoods were opened up for development, then the change could be spread among a much larger 
area, mitigating the rapid change.


LRM zone neighborhoods are changing in physical form


Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Orange squares 
are homes built 
since 2000 that is 
in the LRM and 
blue squares are 
homes built since 
2000 in the SF 
Zone.


Homes built since 2000 (each square is a home)



http://www.aei.org/housing
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The LRM zone is not fully built out, with about 8,500 
single-family detached (SFD) homes remaining. At a 
conversion rate of 3 units to 1 and at the current pace of 
conversion of about 300 per year, an estimated net 
17,000 new units might be added over the next 20-30 
years – or an additional 12% to the total stock in the SF 
and LRM zones combined.


Given strong economic growth, this likely won’t be 
enough to allow housing to be broadly affordable in 
Seattle. 


The goal of the 1990s reform was to create “attractive 
urban living environments replete with parks, shops, and 
restaurants, and a convenient mass-transit system.”


Many SF zone neighborhoods fit that bill today.


Currently, there are about 45,000 SFD units in various 
parts of the SF zone that are highly walkable (defined as 
being within a 10-minute walk of at least 15 amenities of 
daily life such as coffee shops, hardware stores, 
pharmacy or drug stores, restaurants or bars, or 
supermarkets). Zoning them for LRM would increase the 
stock of convertible SFD units six-fold, which may 
perhaps add a net of 90,000 new units over the next 20-
30 years.


This demonstrates that Light-Touch Density done more 
broadly – and not just in the LRM zone – would be 
effective in meeting Seattle’s housing needs.


What is the hidden potential of modest Light-Touch Density zoning changes?


Note: Light-touch density infill estimates at the county level for most of the 
country are available at https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/toolkit. 
Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


Census blocks that would be suitable for light-
touch density conversion due to their amenities


Orange areas 
are census 
blocks in the 
LRM and blue 
areas are 
blocks in the SF 
Zone that have 
access to at 
least 15 
amenities of 
daily life within 
a 10-min walk.



https://heat.aeihousingcenter.org/toolkit

http://www.aei.org/housing
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How to address common concerns among current homeowners


My property value? 
• Home price appreciation in the LRM zone has 


been on par with the SF zone over the last 
decade.


• One added benefit for property owners in the 
LRM zone is the optional value of being able to 
convert your home to a higher and better use.


Infrastructure cost?
• After 50 years or so, most infrastructure needs 


to be replaced anyway.
• The large majority of the housing stock in the 


SF zone was built before 1970.
• Higher density increases the city’s tax base, 


which helps offset the cost and fund 
infrastructure improvements.


Overcrowding?
• Family sizes have shrunk over time.
Change of the neighborhood and trees?
• The conversion of single-family detached 


homes to townhomes is gradual, with 2% of 
homes being converted a year. 


• Replacing small homes with McMansions often 
eliminates the tree canopy, alters the 
neighborhood character, and affects the 
composition of who can afford to live in the 
neighborhood. 


Source: AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.
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City of Seattle: Home Price Appreciation 


(Jan-2012 = 100)


The chart shows that the constant-quality home price appreciation 
(HPA) was about identical between the Low-Rise multifamily (LRM) and 
the Single-Family (SF) zones until the start of the pandemic. 
Since then HPA trends have slightly diverged due to a desire for more 
living space and larger lots. Time will tell whether this HPA differential 
remains. 



http://www.aei.org/housing
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The power of LTD to expand homeownership opportunities


* Over 60% of the increase in homeowners is coming from LTD.
Note: All scenarios assume the same HO rates by structure type as for those built between 2000 and 2020. Scenarios 1-3 assumes that 
construction for 5-49 unit structures continues on the same pace as from 2000-2020 and that any SFD development only replaces a current unit.
Source: ACS 2021 Microdata, and AEI Housing Center, www.AEI.org/housing.


As of 2021, Seattle city has a homeownership (HO) rate of 47% and a total housing stock of 330,000 units.


• Scenario 1: Continue with the current residential construction of the last 20 years for the next 20 years


• Of the newly built units, an estimated 19,000 would be owner-occupied and 67,000 would be rentals. 


• The HO rate would fall to 42%, and the housing stock would increase by 100,000 to 430,000 units.


• The number of owner-occupied households would increase from 154,000 to 174,000 (13% increase).*


• Scenario 2: Expand the LRM to WODs (for simplicity assumes no new buildings with 50+ units)


• As previously mentioned, there are about 45,000 SFD units in various parts of the SF zone that are highly 
walkable. Zoning them for LRM may add an estimated 90,000 net new units over the next 20-30 years – 
almost 2x what Seattle added with 50+ unit structures over the last 20 years. 


• Of the newly built units, an estimated 60,000 would be owner-occupied & 30,000 would be rentals. 


• The HO rate would stay at 47%, and the housing stock would increase by 87,000 to 417,000 units.


• The number of owner-occupied households would increase from 154,000 to 197,000 (28% increase).


• Scenario 3: Expand LRM to all SF areas (for simplicity assumes no new buildings with 50+ units)


• There are about 136,000 SFD units with a 85% HO rate. If those were replaced at a rate of 40%, an estimated 
180,000 net new units may be added over the next 20-30 years – about 4x what Seattle added with 50+ unit 
structures over the last 20 years. 


• Of the newly built units, an estimated 120,000 would be owner-occupied and 60,000 units would rental.


• The HO rate would increase to 50%, and the housing stock would increase by 165,000 to 495,000 units.


• The number of owner-occupied households would increase from 154,000 to 254,000 (65% increase).


To help more residents afford homeownership and build wealth, the City of Seattle should allow LTD in more parts of 
the city, or better yet, throughout the whole city. TOD alone has been insufficient in reducing price pressures and 
relying on it only will lower the homeownership rate over time.



http://www.aei.org/housing





Visit AEI.org/housing 





		Slide 1

		Slide 2

		Slide 3

		Slide 4

		Slide 5

		Slide 6

		Slide 7

		Slide 8

		Slide 9

		Slide 10

		Slide 11

		Slide 12

		Slide 13

		Slide 14

		Slide 15

		Slide 16

		Slide 17

		Slide 18

		Slide 19

		Slide 20

		Slide 21

		Slide 22: Appendix

		Slide 23: Mapping the infill potential for the nation

		Slide 24

		Slide 25

		Slide 26

		Slide 27

		Slide 28

		Slide 29

		Slide 30

		Slide 31

		Slide 32






 
 
 
 


1 
 


To:  
Rico Quirindongo 
Director, Office of Planning and Community Development 
City of Seattle 
 
Dear Office of Planning and Community Development Team,  
 
Seattle Parks Foundation has worked for 25 years to ensure thriving and equitable public spaces throughout the city.  
We believe that the future of Seattle depends on equitable public spaces, climate solutions that support neighborhoods, 
activated public spaces that promote healthy lifestyles, and strong well supported community engagement.  We 
appreciate that much of this plan addresses these values and ensures that the future of Seattle will be healthy.   
 
Our comments and suggestions for this current Comprehensive Plan update are made in the spirit of partnership. Our 
goal is to ensure that the goals are clear and direct enough to address the pressing issues we have as a city in the next 20 
years.  
 
General Feedback:  
Parks, recreation, natural areas, and tree canopy need to be acknowledged throughout the plan, not just in their distinct 
sections.  Public and green spaces are critical urban infrastructure for the health and wellness of our residents.  They are 
destination locations that provide economic development, cultural entertainment, recreation activities, rejuvenation 
and connection to nature, community engagement, critical ecosystem services, and biodiversity. 
 
High-level summary of SPF comments on the draft One Seattle Plan:  
We appreciate and recommend maintaining these sections, goals, and policies specifically:  


• Integration of climate mitigation, adaptation, and resilience throughout the plan  
• Incorporation of landscaping techniques to improve environmental health throughout various public assets  
• Inclusion of support for lids over our major freeways that divide communities 
• Planning for green jobs and a sustainable economy 
• Greater integration of tree canopy policies throughout the plan  
• Addition of nature-based solutions and ecological restoration as important tools for  


addressing climate impacts and environmental hazards  
• Addition of goals and policies for Tribal consultation and supporting Indigenous communities 
• Consideration for wildlife and nature appreciation in parks and recreation planning  


We recommend strengthening the draft One Seattle Plan by:  
• Acknowledging that parks are part of our critical urban infrastructure for the health, wellness, and community 


support of all residents and the city should strive for a 5 – minute walk shed for all parks and green spaces.    
• Recognize that new park like spaces will need to be created through private development and non-traditional 


public spaces such as schoolyards (transitioning hardscapes into greenscapes). 
• Further defining “public spaces” by saying “public and green spaces” throughout the plan, not just in the public 


spaces section.  
• Improve design language to expressly identify design solutions that can improve climate change mitigation 
• Acknowledge the global extinction crisis and establish equitable biodiversity conservation as a goal 
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• Integrating and increasing ambition and specificity of goals and policies related to natural systems throughout 
the plan  


• Expand the concept and expectations of sustainable operations and building design to include wildlife safety.    
 


In the sections below – amendments and suggestions are in RED.  
 


GROWTH STRATEGY COMMENTS: 
 
GS 3.4:   Allow a wide range of non-residential uses in Regional Centers including office, retail, parks and recreation, and 
entertainment uses. Regional Centers should contain most of Seattle’s office development. 
 
GS 4.4  Allow a wide range of non-residential uses including office, retail, parks and recreation, and entertainment uses 
in Urban Centers. Major office developments are appropriate in Urban Centers but should be encouraged primarily near 
light rail stations. 
 
GS 4.5 Allow various sizes of Urban Centers based on local conditions, but generally include those areas within a 10-
minute walk (half-mile) of a current or future light rail station or 8-minute walk (2,000 feet) of the central intersection if 
no light rail exists and within a 5-min walk of local greenspace, trail, or park facility. 
 
GS 5.2 - Allow a diversity of housing, institutional, service, retail, parks and recreation, and entertainment uses in 
Neighborhood Centers. Focus non residential uses primarily in the core of the center. Generally, avoid allowing major 
office developments in these areas. 
 
PARKS AND OPEN SPACE COMMENTS: 
Add a policy that includes:  
 
GS 9.5 Continue and expand shared use agreements with institutions which have or could create public spaces, such as 
schools, public agencies, and private developments to ensure expansion of public spaces towards a 5-minute walk goal.  
 
GS 9.6 Address zoning within a 5-minute walk of current and/or future parks and open space to ensure diversification of 
housing and to reduce green gentrification. 
  
ANNEXATION COMMENTS:  
Add a policy that includes:  
 
GS 11.7 Prioritize protection of greenspaces, ecosystems, trails and potential parks and recreation facility locations when 
annexing unincorporated areas of King County.  
 
LAND USE - URBAN DESIGN  
 
Natural Environment:  
LU 2.1 should be revised to read:  Encourage the protection, restoration, and celebration of Seattle’s natural features 
and landforms such as bluffs, beaches, streams, and forests and trees. 
 
Built Environment: 
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SPF Strongly supports the inclusion of LU 2.12:  Preserve Seattle’s existing street grid and seek opportunities for new 
pedestrian and bike connections to knit together neighborhoods. Support efforts to use lids and other connections over 
highways that separate neighborhoods, especially when such lids provide opportunities to reconnect neighborhoods and 
provide amenities such as affordable housing, open spaces, or pedestrian and bike connections to transit stations. 
LU. 2.13 Design neighborhoods to be walkable and accessible by enhancing pedestrian connections, public open and 
green spaces, urban tree canopy, walking and biking infrastructure, and wayfinding, and by encouraging buildings with 
retail and active uses that flank the sidewalk. 
LU 2. 14 Consider the value of designing buildings and public spaces that maximize use of natural light and provide 
protection from inclement weather, including extreme heat and smoke. 
LU 2. 15 Encourage the use of land, rooftops, and other spaces for urban food production, gardens, and natural 
landscaping that improve the overall ecosystem services to the city. 
LU 2.17 Use groupings of tall buildings, instead of lone towers, to enhance overall topography or to define districts.  
Ensure these developments do not create a heat canyon effect but rather improve airflow through neighborhoods.  
 
Public Spaces:  
General Comment: When using the term “public space” it is too vague and can often be interpreted as hardscape 
spaces.  It is important as we address the long-term climate challenges of the city that we prioritize when public spaces 
are created we have natural landscaping, trees, and other greenspace infrastructure.  Thus, we recommend adding:  
LU 2.25 Design public spaces to prioritize natural landscaping to support biodiversity, trees which contribute to the city’s 
30% tree canopy goal, and greenspaces that allow for cooling infrastructure.  
 
USES: 
General comment: We are concerned about how public spaces can increase the affordability of housing in the city.  It is 
important that zoning within a 5-minute walk of current and/or future parks and open space ensures diversification of 
housing to reduce green gentrification.  The uses outlined here could allow for this to happen, however it is not explicitly 
stated.   
 
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SMALL INSTITUTIONS:  
LU 6.4 Allow buildings no longer used as schools to be put to other uses not otherwise permitted in the applicable zone. 
Allow blacktop or hard scaped publicly accessible areas of these facilities to be converted to green spaces, public 
gardens, or similar natural infrastructure facilities.  
 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN:  
T 2.13 Preserve and enhance the boulevard network both for travel, ecosystem, and urban forest enhancement, and as 
a usable open- space system for active transportation modes. 
T 2.16 Develop strategies that prioritize walking, biking, transit, natural landscaping, and public spaces on streets over 
parking. 
 
MULTIFAMILY ZONES:   
Development on multifamily zones takes a heavy toll on the trees that grow there. The 2021 Tree Canopy Assessment 
found that on average 50% of tree canopy was lost on multifamily lots that had undergone development. Multifamily 
zones also already tend to have less canopy cover and many of these zones are in Environmental Justice Priority Areas 
where tree canopy loss has been experienced disproportionately. The updated version of SMC 25.11 passed in 2023 
allows developers to hardscape up to 85% of the developable lot area in multifamily zone, leaving little room for trees. 
Planning for tree preservation and planting in these zones is critical for meeting the city’s climate resilience and 
environmental equity goals. To that end, the following policies should be adjusted to read:  
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LU 10.4  Design multifamily zones to be appealing residential communities with high-quality housing and development 
standards that promote livability and a sense of community, including equitable tree canopy, appropriately scaled 
landscaping, street amenities, and, in appropriate locations, limited commercial uses that serve the neighborhood’s 
residents. 
 
LU 10.6 Encourage child-friendly housing with unit sizes and layouts that work for larger households and public and 
green spaces with amenities that improve livability for families with children.  
 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The wild things we share our city with are links to Seattle’s past and important cultural resources. Yet the Historic 
Preservation and Cultural Resources section does not specifically identify natural heritage as a subject of preservation.  
We recommend revising the first sentence of the discussion on page 58 to read:  
 


“Historic preservation recognizes and protects aspects of our shared cultural heritage—buildings, districts, 
designed landscapes, natural features, and areas long used by Indigenous communities—that link to Seattle’s past.” 
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY CRITICAL AREAS 
Regulations for environmentally critical areas should not just seek to protect ecological functions and values of wetlands 
and fish and wildlife conservation areas, they should also seek to enhance them. Our regulations should also protect the 
health and safety of both people and wildlife.   
 
LU G17 Environmentally critical areas regulations seek to:   


• protect and enhance the ecological functions and values of wetlands and  
• fish and wildlife conservation areas;  
• prevent erosion on steep slopes;   
• protect public health, safety, and welfare in areas subject to landslides, liquefaction, floods, or peat settlement;   
• inform the public by identifying seismic and volcanic hazard areas; and   
• minimize harm to people, wildlife, property, public resources, or the environment 


TRANSPORTATION  
Streets Designed for Everyone 
 
Changing how we design and use the public right of way is an exciting opportunity to achieve multiple benefits—
increased tree canopy, greater urban food production, improved access between parks for people, and increased 
wildlife supporting capacity in the city to name a few.  
 
T 2.16 Develop strategies that prioritize walking, biking, transit, street trees and public spaces on streets over parking. 
 
T 2.17 Create vibrant public spaces in and near the right-of-way that foster social interaction, promote access to walking, 
bicycling, and transit options, support birds and other wildlife, and enhance the public realm. 
 
T 2.19 Co-create and design with the community shared streets that prioritize people, public life, natural landscaping, 
and community functions, and that deemphasize vehicles. 
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T 2.20 Identify streets and other public rights-of-way that could potentially serve as corridors between parks and open 
spaces to prioritize vegetation and amenity enhancements to improve people’s access to public space and to facilitate 
movement of wildlife. 
 
T 3. 19 – we strongly support the inclusion of this element, particularly the creation of lids over highways that can 
expand green and open space.  
 
T 4.10 – Enhance and protect tree canopy and landscaping in the street right-of-way 
 
CAPITAL FACILITIES 
Public School Facilities 
We believe public schoolyards play an important role in the future of greenspaces and parks in the city.  To that end, this 
policy should be adjusted:  
 
CF 6.8 Encourage SPS to preserve, improve and transition hardscapes to open space, greenspace, and trees when 
redeveloping school sites. 
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Build and Invest in the Green Economy 
 
ED 7.1  Establish partnerships to build workforce capacity to advance completion of city-wide decarbonization and 
climate adaptation efforts, including through electrification, construction, conservation, urban forestry, and other new 
green technology programs. 
 
ED 7.3 Support business partnerships and models which are centered on climate mitigation, climate adaptation, 
biodiversity conservation, and/or a shift toward sustainable operational models within established industries, including 
incubator and accelerator funding of new sustainable businesses. 
 
CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENT: HEALTHY RESILIENT COMMUNITIES AND ENVIRONMENT  
Community-Based Climate Resilience 
Seattle Parks Foundation has worked in partnership with community for over a decade in South Park and Georgetown.  
It is important for the city to recognize the Duwamish River Valley needs natural ecosystem solutions to King tides and 
sea level rise.  
CE 8.2  Mitigate climate impacts by prioritizing green and natural systems infrastructure solutions that provide co-
benefits to community, such as providing living wage jobs, increased parks and greenspaces and enhancing social 
connectedness. 
 
Extreme Heat and Smoke Events 
Seattle Parks foundation strongly supports long term and disproportional investment in this policy.  
CE 9.3 Expand tree canopy and greenspace, especially in communities that experience disproportionate impacts of 
extreme heat and smoke events. 
 
Sea Level Rise and Flooding 
The language in the below policy needs to be strengthened and more directive.  
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CE 10.3   Where feasible, Prioritize use of open space, green infrastructure, and other nature-based solutions to buffer 
communities from flooding impacts. 
 
Urban Forest and Tree Canopy  
Trees are among the most important natural features in urban areas. But the urban forest is more than a tree canopy: it 
is a layered system including soil, understory plants, and the epiphytes that live on the trees themselves. Seattle’s urban 
forest is amazingly diverse and in decline. Additional investment and attention will be needed to reverse losses and 
address inequities.   
 
CE G12   Seattle has a healthy urban forest with a tree canopy that covers at least 30% of the land by 2037, and 40% over 
time, which meets the needs of people and wildlife, and maximizes the environmental, economic, social, and climate-
related benefits of trees.  
 
CE 12.1  Consider and prioritize the needs of frontline communities in all urban forestry actions. 
 
CE 12.5 Reach out to, educate, and partner with the community to help care for, preserve, and celebrate Seattle’s urban 
forest. and preserve our tree canopy  
 
Care and maintenance for most street trees is the responsibility of the adjacent property owner. Tree care can be 
expensive, which creates disincentives for tree planting and preservation. This has contributed to the current inequity in 
tree canopy cover we observe across the city. We therefore recommend adding a new policy: 
 
CE 12.9  Explore opportunities through subsidies or other mechanisms to reduce inequities and disincentives associated 
with the cost of tree maintenance and preservation  
 
We need measurable goals to ensure we are delivering on canopy and nature access equity goals. We ask you to 
consider the 3-30-300 rule (Browning et al. 2023). We recommend adding a new policy under CE G12 
 
CE 12.10 : Strive to equitably distribute the benefits of trees by advancing measurable policies such as the 3-30-300 rule: 
three (3) significant trees (at least 20’ wide crown) from their dwelling, have 30% tree canopy in their neighborhood, and 
live within 300 meters (3-4 blocks) of a high-quality green space. 
 
Healthy Food System 
Access to locally grown, organically produced and culturally relevant foods is critical to the future health of our 
community.  The city needs to continue and expand investments in pea patches, community gardens and urban farms.  
In addition, localized composting solutions could significantly reduce the carbon impact of food systems in 
neighborhoods throughout the city.  
 
CE 14.7 Strive to prevent food waste, rescue and redistribute surplus food for people who need it, and locally compost 
the rest with the least amount of carbon impact. 
 
PARKS AND OPEN SPACES 
Seattle Parks Foundation agrees with the general discussion around the context of our parks and public spaces in the 
city.  There are refinements that are necessary to some of the policies.  
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P G1 Public spaces are expanded and enhanced as the city grows, and current inequities are addressed, so that everyone 
has access to the full range of recreational, social, cultural, natural, and health benefits that public spaces provide. 
 
Access to Public Space 
P 1.12 Provide areas to preserve or restore important natural or ecological features and allow people access to these 
spaces by building or expanding trail systems through greenbelts and other natural areas, while ensuring the protection 
of habitat and wildlife.  
 
P 1.14 Provide sustainable public access to shorelines by improving shoreline street ends, applying shoreline regulations, 
and acquiring waterfront land, removing shoreline armoring, and restoring coastal habitat. 
 
P 1.17  Maintain and expand cooperative agreements with Seattle Public Schools and other public or private agencies to 
provide or expand access to open spaces they control, and increase the tree canopy, transition hardscapes and grow the 
current green space they provide. 
 
P 1.21  Design public spaces to provide multiple benefits, such as providing a variety of recreational uses and 
environmental functions, such as with stormwater capture and tree canopy for urban heat relief. 
 
Partnering with Communities 
It is important to recognize that for the community to participate in public space engagement, particularly in lower 
income communities, they need to be supported with community capacity building funding.   
 
P 4.2  Establish partnerships with public and private organizations to supplement programming and support community 
capacity building that supports residents’ needs and interests. 
 
Seattle can learn a lot from Vancouver, BC in how they have transitioned oversight and management of public lands in 
partnership with the Coast Salish in BC.  We have added more nuance to P 4.5.  
 
P 4.5  Partner with and support Indigenous communities and individuals to incorporate Indigenous cultures, histories, 
values, and land management and stewardship practices in public spaces. Explore opportunities to return public land to 
Indigenous ownership or co-manage public lands with tribal partners. 
 
Climate Resilient Open Space 
As Goal P G5 is written, it is unclear to us what is meant by “healthy environment”, why only shorelines are to be 
resilient, and how public spaces are meant to do the big job of mitigating the impacts of climate change.  
P G5 should be modified to read:  Public spaces meet community needs, maintain ecosystem functions, support healthy 
levels of biodiversity, and are resilient to and help support a healthy environment and resilient shorelines and  mitigate 
the impacts of climate change. 
 
We recommend adding two new policies to under Goal P G5:  
P G6   Promote removal of shoreline armoring, coastal restoration, and managed retreat of structures away from areas 
at high risk of erosion, flooding, or submersion due to sea-level rise. 
 
P G7   Assess vulnerability of Seattle parks—including park access, facilities, habitats, and wildlife—to climate change 
and develop proactive plans to manage for resilience. 
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ARTS AND CULTURE 
 
We believe it is important to acknowledge those elements in the natural environment that have cultural significance, 
particularly culturally significant trees and historic indigenous locations (such as the “little crossing over place” beach at 
Pier 48).  Natural locations should be included as historically important cultural spaces.   
 
AC 1.1 Maintain an inventory of both public, and private, and nature based, cultural spaces that includes information 
about the cultural communities reflected in these spaces.  
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May 1, 2024 
 
 
Rico Quirindongo 
Director, Office of Planning & Community Development 
PO Box 94788 
Seattle, WA 98124-7088 
 
Director Quirindongo, 
 
The Seattle Public Library’s Board of Trustees has reviewed the Comprehensive Plan, the 
One Seattle Plan. After thoughtful consideration, we provide the suggestions below 
broken down by topic. Planning for the future is a necessary step as Seattle moves into 
the middle of the 21st century. It is crucial that The Seattle Public Library is incorporated 
into this plan and acknowledged for the important role the Library plays beyond 
providing access to reading materials. The Library provides social services, community 
engagement, small business support, English classes, learning and school support, and 
0-5 programs. With these and many more interactions within the community, the Library 
is vital to the development of Seattle over the next 20 years and the success of all 
residents within the city limits. 
 
Arts and Culture: 


·       Include SPL in the Arts & Culture Element 


·       Rename the Arts & Culture Element to “Civic Infrastructure” or “Civic 
Investments” 


·       Note here that library branches are existing examples of cultural place-making 
and will continue to fill that role through the Library’s Strategic Plan. 


• Recognition of the role that the unique Seattle Room Collection plays within the 
community. The collection, both physical and digital, is developed in a way that 
people can find publications and memorabilia that relate to neighborhood 
history, supported by a push to collect organizational newsletters and 
ephemera from communities of color so that history wouldn't be lost to the next 
generation. 


Community Involvement: 


·       The Community Involvement Element is too broad and does not include 
reference to the types of interagency/interdepartmental engagement the City 
participates in. 


·       Include information from SPL on how we conduct outreach, engagement, and 
community co-creation of programs and services. 







·       Include information on interdepartmental and interagency coordination about 
Community Involvement, specifically with the following offices and 
departments: OIRA, DON, SPL, SPR, Seattle Center, OPCD 


Growth Strategy/Policy GS 1.4: 


·       Update policy language to include libraries: “Focus higher-density housing and 
commercial space in areas near transit, parks, shops, libraries, services, 
walking and biking infrastructure, and other amenities.” 


Growth Strategy/Place Types: 


·       Libraries currently exist in Regional Centers, Urban Centers, and Neighborhood 
Centers. 


·       Libraries currently exist along or within close proximity to Frequent Transit 
Routes 


Growth Strategy/Regional Centers/Urban Centers/Neighborhood Centers: 


·       Update language to reflect libraries as a part of civic infrastructure.  


o   Example: Regional Center Discussion “Regional Centers (previously 
referred to as Urban Centers in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan) 
are the densest Seattle neighborhoods. They are places of regional 
importance due to the presence of substantial housing, office, retail, 
civic infrastructure, and/or cultural and entertainment uses along with 
access to regional transit.” 


Growth Strategy/Policy Guidance (GS 3.4, GS 4.4): 


·       Update language to reflect libraries as a part of civic infrastructure. 


o   Example: Policy GS 3.4 “Allow a wide range of non-residential uses in 
Regional Centers including office, retail, civic infrastructure, and 
entertainment uses. Regional Centers should contain most of Seattle’s 
office development.” 


Land Use/Public Facilities and Small Institutions: 


·       Update language to include libraries as part of the list of facilities.  


o   Example: “Throughout Seattle, our communities are dotted with facilities 
that provide needed services to residents. These include schools, fire 
and police stations, libraries, and other buildings that serve special 
functions that require them to be different from other buildings in the 
same zone.” 


Land Use/Multifamily Zones:     


·       Update language to reflect libraries as a part of civic infrastructure.  


o   Example: Goal LU G10 “Multifamily zones create areas of primarily 
residential development at a variety of scales that:  


•         include housing suitable for a broad array of households and 
income levels and 


•         support neighborhoods where people can walk, bike, and roll 
to transit, shops, civic infrastructure, services, and amenities.” 


Economic Development/Neighborhood Business Districts:           







·       Include Library programs and services in the discussion around economic 
benefits.  


o   Add: “The Seattle Public Library offers dozens of classes and workshops 
every year in partnership with local organizations. Local business 
librarians are trained to provide assistance with all aspects of business 
research, from data about potential customers to market trends. 
Seattle residents can access online research tools for free with their 
Library card.” 


Economic Development/Investing in Talent and Developing our Workforce:        


·       Include Library programs and services in the discussion around economic 
benefits.  


o   Add: “The Seattle Public Library currently provides access to Northstar 
Digital Literacy program. This allows users to gain computer confidence 
and master technology skills. Users are also able to complete 
certificates to showcase their skillsets to potential employers.” 


 
Thank you for your consideration of our thoughts and feedback on Seattle’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Seattle Public Library Board of Trustees 
W. Tali Hairston, president 
Yazmin Mehdi, vice president 
Carmen Bendixen, trustee 
Ron Chew, trustee 
Jay Reich, trustee 
 
 
 
 
 
|  1000 Fourth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1109  P 206-386-4636  W www.spl.org  
 


 


Please note: The Seattle Public Library is subject to the Washington State Public Records Act (RCW 42.56) 
and to City/State retention requirements, which means that Library emails, attachments, and other 
communications are subject to public disclosure upon request unless exempt as outlined by state law and 
are maintained in accordance with the applicable retention requirements. 
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https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=42.56
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City of Seattle 
Seattle Renters’ Commission 
 
 


May 2, 2024 


 


 


Re: Update Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan to Protect Renters 


 


Dear Honorable Mayor Bruce Harrell and Members of the Seattle City Council: 


 


Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan is a roadmap for where and how our city will grow and invest in 


our communities over the next twenty years and beyond.  


 


Seattle renters are struggling in the face of a growing housing crisis. Communities like the 


Central District and Rainier Valley, shaped by historical racism, are being displaced. Through 


the Comprehensive Plan, Seattle could create a more affordable city for everyone, enhance 


housing security for renters and people living on low incomes, increase diversity throughout the 


city, reduce segregation and homelessness, combat displacement and gentrification, and start 


correcting Seattle’s legacy of redlining.  


 


The Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) put forward a draft plan in 2023 


proposing anti-displacement strategies, which included five strategies to “Expand Tenant 


Protections” in the future, such as expanding access to information about vacancies in 


affordable housing, expanding tenant protections to more people, funding tenant organizing 


efforts, and paying for short-term rental assistance to prevent evictions. 


 


Unfortunately, the mayor’s Draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan, released in March of this 


year, does not include anything about expanding tenant protections; it only summarizes some of 


our existing tenant protections. As stated by Erica Barnett in Publicola, “Instead of endorsing 


policy proposals to prevent displacement in the future, the mayor’s draft plan repeatedly pats 


the city on the back for policies adopted years or even decades in the past.” 


 


The mayor’s proposed draft will also concentrate growth in neighborhoods that already have 


high density; place most new multi-family housing along loud, polluted arterials; force out 


existing communities in high displacement risk areas; and continue to perpetuate Seattle’s racist 


history of exclusionary zoning. This worsens our overlapping housing, affordability, and climate 


crises and demonstrates a lack of integrity in the City's ongoing statements of commitments to 


racial equity, supporting vibrant neighborhoods, and working towards carbon neutrality. 


 


The Seattle Renters’ Commissions strongly recommends updating the One Seattle 


Comprehensive Plan to ensure: 


● All of the strategies to “Expand Tenant Protections” proposed in the 2023 draft are 


included and extend these measures to include creating an office specifically dedicated 



http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/seattle-renters-commission

mailto:don_src_liaison@seattle.gov

https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-displacement-strategy/
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City of Seattle 
Seattle Renters’ Commission 
 
 


to protecting renters' rights to secure housing and justice, equipped with comprehensive 


investigative procedures and strong enforcement tactics, and leveraging insights from 


investigations and renters' feedback to address any remaining unmet areas of renters' 


rights. 


● Development of permanently affordable, cross-class social housing is encouraged in all 


neighborhoods. 


● Significantly more housing can be built near our parks, away from our busiest streets. 


● Housing options in areas with low displacement risk and high opportunity are expanded. 


● Neighborhoods are safe and accessible.  


 


Young people have expressed that their number one need is housing stability. Elders deserve to 


stay in their neighborhoods. We must support communities where people can grow and thrive.  


 


 


Sincerely,  


The Seattle Renters’ Commission 


 


 



http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/seattle-renters-commission

mailto:don_src_liaison@seattle.gov






 
 
 
 
May 6, 2024 
 
The Honorable Bruce Harrell, Mayor 
City of Seattle 
P.O. Box 94749 
Seattle, WA 98124-4749 
 
Dear Mayor Harrell:  
 
Thank you for the briefing your team provided to the Seattle legislative delegation on the initial draft of 
the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to share our feedback based on 
years of working with community members on these complex issues.  
 
As legislators, we share the goals you and your team outlined in the plan, including increasing housing 
and affordability, promoting a more equitable city as we grow, and focusing investment on building 
complete, walkable communities. We have concerns that the first draft release of the One Seattle Plan 
falls short of these shared ambitions, particularly as it relates to encouraging diverse housing types, 
equitable development, affordability, and displacement protections.  
 
Seattle legislators have led our colleagues in policymaking to address our statewide housing crisis which 
impacts our city most acutely, through the passage of landmark bills such as HB 1923 in 2019, HB 1220 
in 2021, and HB 1110 in 2023, among others.  We are deeply in tune with what Seattleites are asking for 
– a housing plan that encourages the development of dense and vibrant communities. As such, we are 
asking to partner with you and your staff to update the housing provisions in the current draft plan to 
fully realize our collective bold vision for the city’s housing future.  
 
Washington State is experiencing a housing crisis caused in large part by a shortage of homes and many 
of us have been working to address this for several years if not our whole careers. We are proud of the 
actions the legislature has taken to enable the construction of diverse housing options by legalizing 
permanent supportive housing, accessory dwelling units, middle housing, and co-living spaces. These 
steps are crucial to beginning to bend the curve of our housing shortage and begin building abundant 
housing. Our local governments are essential partners in facing this challenge and taking adequate 
steps to address it. 
 
This is why we are asking for significant reconsideration of the draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan to 
address Seattle’s decades-long underbuilding of homes. Seattle updates its Comprehensive Plan only 
once every eight to ten years, and the new housing it shapes will be in use for 50 to 100 years. The 
housing security of tens of thousands of current and future residents – along with their dreams of 
buying a home, raising a family, and truly belonging to our city – depends on the city embracing a plan 
to allow an adequate number of new homes over the coming decades.  
 
 
 
 


Washington State Legislature 
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We appreciate your stated goal to create, “One Seattle” where everyone belongs. We do not believe the 
initial draft plan goes far enough, fast enough, or equitably enough given the immense scale of the 
challenges we face, nor does it envision the livable communities that the people of Seattle have been 
asking for We need a final comprehensive plan that truly meets our shared vision of  a modern, 
connected, climate-friendly city with abundant housing in every neighborhood.  
 
We have identified a list of specific requested changes below. We hope you and your team will work 
with the Seattle delegation on these changes, and that we can support each other’s goals to create a 
robust plan that will result in a stronger future for everyone.  
 
Specifically, we would like to see a revised plan that will:  
 


1. Allow larger apartment buildings in more places throughout the city: The draft plan 
recommends only a modest amount of upzoning for apartments. Seattle will never overcome its 
housing shortage without legalizing much more, including high-rise towers in all regional centers 
and near all light rail stations, eight-story buildings in all urban centers, and six-story buildings 
near bus stops and other community amenities like parks. It can also designate more and larger 
neighborhood centers with apartment zoning. 
 


2. Allow for Family-Sized Homes in Middle Housing: Increase the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for 
fourplexes and sixplexes, to make it possible to build more family-sized homes. The proposed 
FAR would limit development of three- and four-bedroom homes, which are essential to meet 
the diverse needs of our growing city, accommodate families, and create new homeownership 
options. 


 
3. Allow More Homes Near Transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a 10-minute walk 


of frequent buses. Building homeownership and rental opportunities near transit gives people 
more choices in how they get around their neighborhoods and makes transit a convenient 
option for more people. And building those homes off arterials but still near transit gives people 
the opportunity to live in quiet, green, car-light neighborhoods. 
 


4. Expand Neighborhood Centers: Enhance the proposed Neighborhood Centers, to create lively, 
walkable hubs throughout Seattle. We suggest adding Neighborhood Centers studied in the DEIS 
but not implemented in the Draft Plan, like Alki, Seward Park, North Broadway, North Magnolia, 
and Northlake, along with increasing the radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet to ¼ 
mile.  


 
5. Promote Equitable Development: We have two recommendations in this area. 


 
a. Revise the affordable housing density bonus to ensure it is possible for a broad range 


of developers, including the social housing developer, to flexibly build affordable 
housing for sale and rent, without relying on scarce public funding.   


 
b. Set a sunset on limits to development for neighborhoods marked as high risk of 


displacement, and specify robust anti-displacement measures to implement during the 
“pause”. HB 1110 allows cities to designate certain areas at high risk of displacement 
and exempt those areas from middle housing requirements. However, those 
exemptions are intended to be temporary, to allow cities time to develop and 







implement anti-displacement measures to protect existing residents. The current One 
Seattle draft proposes permanent exemptions for multiple neighborhoods in the city, 
limiting the types of homes that can be built in those places and does not specify what 
anti-displacement measures would be implemented in the meantime  Permanently 
limiting housing growth, without increased price pressures on existing homes, does not 
help communities stay in place, nor does it help young people belonging to those 
communities remain in or near their homes.  


 
6. Allow for Tall and Green Homes in Centers: Increase height limits to 12-20 stories in Regional 


Centers such as Capitol Hill, the U District, Northgate, and Ballard, to allow more people to live 
in some of Seattle’s most vibrant neighborhoods. Additionally, allow midrises up to 85 feet in 
transit corridors and Neighborhood Centers, to maximize the potential of wood-frame 
construction. 
 


7. Commit to Invest Resources in Affordable Housing for Extremely Low and Very Low-Income 
Households: Adequately plan for a future that makes it possible for extremely low and very low-
income seniors, families, and individuals to live in Seattle. While the Housing Element narrative 
recognizes that the greatest need is for housing affordable to people with the lowest incomes 
and acknowledges that subsidy is needed to build this housing, the goals do not reflect a 
commitment to pursue increased local resources to help meet that need. The plan should more 
clearly reflect the need at every level of government— local, state, and federal —to expand and 
invest resources in the production and preservation of housing for extremely and very low-
income individuals and families.  
 


 
Thank you for your work on the draft Comprehensive Plan for our city and for the opportunity to 
provide our feedback. We welcome the opportunity to connect directly with you and your team and 
look forward to continued collaboration on these issues.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 


Emily Alvarado 
State Representative 
34th Legislative District 


Joe Fitzgibbon 
State Representative 
34th Legislative District 







Julia Reed 
State Representative 
36th Legislative District 


Liz Berry 
State Representative 
36th Legislative District 


Nicole Macri 
State Representative 
43rd Legislative District 


Cindy Ryu 
State Representative 
32nd Legislative District 


 
Noel Frame 
State Senator 
36th Legislative District 


 


 
 
Darya Farivar 
State Representative 
46th Legislative District 


Rebecca Saldaña 
State Senator 
37th Legislative District 


 
Jesse Salomon 
State Senator 
32nd Legislative District 


 
Javier Valdez 
State Senator 
46th Legislative District 


 
Jamie Pederson 
State Senator 
43rd Legislative District 







 
Joe Nguyen 
State Senator 
34th Legislative District 


 
Chipalo Street 
State Representative 
37th Legislative District 


 
Gerry Pollett 
State Representative 
46th Legislative District 
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CAUTION: External Email



Hello,



We are writing on behalf of the Affordable Housing Subcommittee from the Seattle
Women’s Commission. 



We appreciate the efforts you’ve made to align our city’s growth goals with the needs
of our community through the One Seattle Plan. It’s encouraging to see
improvements in the housing space such as expanding Urban Center boundaries and
implementing policies to protect BIPOC homeowners from displacement. However,
we believe there are areas for further enhancement to match our city’s growing
housing need.



We’d have the following questions about the plan:



1. How does the City plan to streamline the permitting process for housing
projects?



2. What measures will be put in place to safeguard low-income residents from
rent increases and eviction?



3. What strategies does the City have to encourage the return of displaced
individuals and families?



4. Given that past housing production (6,800 – 12,000 homes per year since
2015) has been insufficient to keep up with the demand, why is the projected
average increase in homes over the next 20 years in the plan so low (5,000
homes per year)?



5. Why do the proposed standards not have an effective increase in
development capacity beyond what is currently allowed with Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs)? It only allows a developer to squeeze more homes
into the same allowed footprint and limits our ability to create family-sized
homes in middle housing.



6. Outside of existing urban centers and limited new neighborhood centers, why
are multi-family homes restricted to properties directly on arterials? By doing
so, large swathes of Seattle within walking distance from frequent transit, with
good access to amenities and low risk of displacement, will remain off-limits
for multifamily homes under the Draft Plan.



Our recommendations which align with those of our partner, the Housing
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Development Consortium:



Expanding Middle Housing
Enable the development of family-sized homes in middle housing by
allowing for more development capacity in fourplexes, sixplexes, and
other middle housing options.
Align Seattle’s middle housing standards with the Department of
Commerce model ordinance, at a minimum, to ensure middle housing
can be feasibly built.
Create development incentives, like floor area ratio bonuses, for
stacked flats and family-sized homes.



Expanding Transit-Oriented Development
Allow for midrise housing in all areas served by frequent transit, in the
¼ mile around frequent bus service and ½ mile around light rail. 
Enlarge the proposed Neighborhood Centers, from 800-ft to ¼ mile.
Reintroduce Neighborhood Centers that were studied but not included
in the Draft Plan.
Allow the development of cross-laminated timber highrise buildings in
Regional and Urban Centers.



Ending Exclusionary Zoning & Advancing Racial Equity
Create height, density, and floor area bonuses for affordable rental
housing, affordable homeownership, and social housing development.
Strengthen the Growth Strategy’s anti-displacement impact by
allowing sixplexes on all residential lots in Urban Neighborhood areas
with low displacement risk.
Give homeowners interested in redeveloping their property technical
assistance and land use incentives.
Designate a Regional Center in South Seattle and conduct subarea
planning.



Thank you for the work done so far and we look forward to improving our city’s land
use for a more equitable and vibrant Seattle.



Thank you,
Sarah Liu and Emily Rose Barr
Affordable Housing Subcommittee of the Seattle Women's Commission











Dear Seattle Officials,  
 
Please consider the following to improve the Comp Plan: 
 
- Apartments allowed on ALL arterials with 10 minute or better bus service. The higher allowed the 
better. Perhaps the maximum height (7 floors) directly on them and 3/4 story not on the arterial but 
within the 800 feet distance. 
 
-Apartments on all corner lots that are 50% larger than the underlying zoning. So 7500sqft minimum to 
qualify in typical 5000 sqft lot zoning. 
 
-Look into those 6 & 8 pack flats for some areas. Just building townhomes will not get us to where we 
need to be. However if you plan to rely on townhomes so much you must increase apartments. See first 
point regarding that. 
 
-The FAR has to be improved. Anything under 1 is pointless. Mid to high 1s at a minimum please in some 
areas. 
 
Believe if you utilize all or some of these tactics we will make great strides in addressing this housing 
crisis we are suffering with. 
 
Regards, 
 
Brent Silver 
 
Seattle Urbanism Alliance  
 








SEATTLE DESERVES A BETTER COMP PLAN
The city can make three critical �xes to its 20-year growth plan: Let middle
housing be bigger, allow apartment buildings in more places, and legalize
car-free homes everywhere.


Author: Dan Bertolet


(@danbertolet) on April 18, 2024 at 7:00 am


Sightline Institute Research


Seattle Deserves a Better Comp Plan
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Find audio versions of Sightline articles on any of your favorite podcast platforms, including Spotify, Google,


and Apple.


Editor’s note: Have your say as Seattle leaders collect community input. We’ve drafted a note for you to edit to


your liking, and the Seattle O�ce of Planning Community Development is accepting comments until May 6 at


OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov.


Seattle is in the process of updating its Comprehensive Plan, its 20-year roadmap for growth. Chief


among the policies it charts is, of course, housing. Seattle’s chronic shortage of homes and the harm


that has done to lower-income residents and communities is no secret to anyone.


Unfortunately, the draft plan falls far short of what’s necessary to create a Seattle that welcomes


households of all incomes. In short, it doesn’t make enough room for more homes.


If adopted as proposed, more and more people will continue to be priced out of the city for decades to


come. And the city will also fall further behind on goals to reduce climate pollution and sprawl.


The critical �x is straightforward: loosen zoning rules to allow more homes of all shapes and sizes. And


Seattle can improve its draft Comprehensive Plan to make that happen in three key ways. (I cover them


brie�y in the numbered sections below, then expand on each in the rest of the article.)
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1. LET MIDDLE HOUSING WITH MORE HOMES BE
BIGGER
Allowing middle housing—small-scale homes like fourplexes—in places once reserved for detached houses is


an imperative for creating more homes that more people can a�ord in lower-density neighborhoods.


The good news is that the 2023’s Washington state bill HB 1110 requires Seattle to legalize middle


housing in areas currently reserved for single-detached houses. Three-quarters of Seattle’s residential


land will be opened up to more housing, creating the potential for tens of thousands of new homes.


The bad news is that just allowing more homes per lot doesn’t by itself guarantee anything will get built.


That’s because middle housing construction is usually not �nancially feasible unless zoning rules allow


the buildings to add indoor space as their unit count goes up. Seattle’s proposed Comprehensive Plan


(Comp Plan, for short) doesn’t do that, and instead would impose the same cap on buildable capacity as


what currently applies to single-detached houses with accessory dwellings. This limitation would not


only suppress the construction of middle housing but would also prevent any feasible projects from


having family-sized homes.


The solution is to emulate Spokane’s best-in-the-US middle housing zoning, which grants generous


development capacity and �exibility. Or, at minimum, implement the middle housing capacity


recommendations of Washington’s Department of Commerce, which stipulate workable increases in


capacity. More below.


2. ALLOW LARGER APARTMENT BUILDINGS IN MORE
OF THE CITY
Apartment buildings �ve stories and up, near job centers, transit hubs, mixed-used nodes, schools, and parks,


are essential for providing the level of density that both reduces cost and adds homes at the scale needed to


address Seattle’s shortage. Large multifamily buildings in compact, walkable, low-carbon neighborhoods also


yield the biggest dividends on reducing climate pollution and sprawl.


Seattle’s draft Comp Plan proposes only a modest amount of upzoning for apartment buildings. It


recommends four- to six-story buildings in 24 newly designated “neighborhood centers” con�ned to just


an 800-foot radius, and eight stories in a new urban center at the 130th Street light rail station.


Otherwise, it proposes no apartment upzones anywhere else, excepting some slivers of land currently


zoned for low density in designated centers, and possibly some 1/2-block strips along arterials.


Seattle’s plan could rise to the moment by allowing highrise towers in all regional centers and near all


light rail stations, eight-story buildings in all urban centers, and six-story buildings near frequent transit


stops and other community amenities like parks. It could also designate more and larger neighborhood


centers with apartment zoning.


That may sound like a lot of change, but it’s still not European-caliber density, to say nothing of Asian


standards. It’s not even as ambitious as what neighboring British Columbia adopted in November—and


not just in the biggest city of Vancouver but provincewide. More below.
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3. LEGALIZE CAR-FREE HOMES EVERYWHERE
Requiring new housing to come with parking prioritizes storage for cars over homes for people. Parking


reduces the amount of housing that can be built, while at the same time increasing its cost.


In 2012, Seattle eliminated parking mandates in its designated centers and reduced them near transit.


But the city still requires o�-street parking on large fraction of its residential land, especially in areas that


will be zoned for middle housing, which is particularly vulnerable to death by parking mandate.


There couldn’t be a simpler solution for avoiding the lose-lose outcome of more unneeded parking and


less housing: Seattle can eliminate parking mandates citywide. This reform would not ban parking.


Home builders could still include parking if they wanted to, and many no doubt would. Ending mandates


only ensures that our laws no longer force the overbuilding of parking, and that translates to more new


homes and less expensive new homes.


Already, Portland, Anchorage, Bu�alo, Minneapolis, Austin, San Jose, Raleigh, Hartford, and 60 other


North American cities have completely eliminated o�-street parking requirements, freeing space for


more homes. Seattle would do well to join this forward-thinking group of cities. More below.


WHY SEATTLE LEADERS NEED TO DO (A LOT) MORE
WITH THE COMP PLAN 
In a housing crisis caused by a shortage of homes, policymakers should do everything they can to allow


more homes. Before I detail the three key �xes named above, some words about why Seattle leaders


need to be bolder in their housing vision for the city’s future. 


The draft plan’s target numbers are weak 
Seattle’s draft plan is based on a target of 100,000 new homes over the next 20 years. First, that’s only


20,000 more homes than status quo projections expected, even with no changes to existing zoning.


Second, an average rate of 5,000 new homes per year is far lower than the housing growth that has


actually occurred in recent years. For example, from 2013 to 2023, Seattle added an average of nearly


8,500 new homes per year.


Zoned capacity ≠ built reality
Seattle planners estimate that current zoning has capacity for 168,000 more housing units, which may


lead one to ask: why, then, does the city need to loosen zoning at all? The reason is that zoned capacity


is a theoretical number that overstates reality. What I wrote in 2016 is even truer today:


Zoned capacity is not plentiful in Seattle. If it were, housing prices wouldn’t be going through the


roof. The fact that housing prices are skyrocketing is the smoking gun of our severe shortage. If


vacancy rates are low and rents and housing prices are rising, then a city needs to remove zoning-


code barriers so that builders can construct more homes. 
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Go big, so more people can go home 
There is no downside to erring on the side of too much upzoning that comes anywhere close to the


catastrophic downsides of maintaining restrictive zoning that worsens Seattle’s housing shortage. Today,


far too many Seattleites face crushing housing insecurity caused by the zoning status quo. The strongest


predictor of homelessness rates is high rents and low vacancy rates—both of which are caused by a


scarcity of homes.


Are Seattle’s leaders worried that they might let too much housing get built in a housing crisis? If not,


then they should put their money where their mouth is and ensure that their next Comp Plan sets


zoning policies to boost home building in every way possible.


Okay, back to the details for each of the three key improvements I named in the introduction.


GET THE DETAILS RIGHT FOR MIDDLE HOUSING 
Zoning reforms in other parts of the US have demonstrated that even when middle housing is legalized,


not much will be built unless the rules allow the buildings to be larger than single-detached houses.


Small apartment buildings like this one in Seattle’s Capitol Hill neighborhood were once allowed almost everywhere in the city. Photo by Dan


Bertolet.
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Developing middle housing on small lots tends to be a money-losing proposition unless zoning allows


more development capacity for projects that incorporate more homes.


The earliest example is Minneapolis’ 2019 legalization of triplexes, where only a handful have been built


because the zoning caps their size at the same as standalone houses. Analysis of Portland’s middle


housing zoning showed that its incremental increases in capacity for more homes was still not enough


to make construction feasible in most cases.


Washington’s Department of Commerce took this into account when developing its middle housing


model code (see Sightline’s comments on the draft). It recommends granting an increasing amount of


�oor area ratio (FAR), starting at FAR 0.8 for duplexes and rising stepwise to FAR 1.6 for sixplexes.


Increase the FAR, especially to allow family-sized middle homes
Seattle’s draft plan caps FAR at 0.9 for all middle housing, regardless of the number of units. That’s the


same FAR currently allowed for a house and two accessory dwellings on a standard 5,000-square-foot


lot. It’s a formula for an anemic pace of middle housing construction.


It’s also a formula for essentially banning middle housing with family-sized homes. On a 5,000-square-


foot house lot, FAR 0.9 means 1,125-square-foot units (on average) in a fourplex, or 750 square feet in a


sixplex. If they are typical townhouses, the staircases eat up a large fraction of that already limited living


space. For comparison, under the Commerce model code, a sixplex’s units could be 1,333 square feet,


enough for a three-bedroom apartment.
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Go beyond FAR, like Spokane 
But Seattle’s plan can aim even higher. Spokane set the bar for North America with the citywide middle


housing zoning it adopted in late 2023. It limits building size not by FAR, but by lot coverage, setbacks,


and height. It has no limit at all on the number of units on a lot. Its most restrictive tier would allow a


four-story building with a FAR of just under 2.0. A typical 5,000-square-foot house lot could


accommodate an eightplex with two approximately 1,200-square-foot apartments per �oor, in a building


covering half of the lot.


Enabled by Spokane’s new zoning, the “Spokane Six” (see image above) currently in development


demonstrates a sixplex prototype that Seattle’s next-generation zoning should be tailored to allow. It


would be impossible under Seattle’s paltry proposed limit of FAR 0.9.


Seattle’s draft Comp Plan proposes to cap FAR at 0.9 for all middle housing, which forces smaller homes as the unit count goes up and


compromises the �nancial feasibility of construction. Image by CAST Architecture, used with permission.
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Boost stacked �ats > townhouses, especially for accessibility 
Townhouses—attached homes divided vertically from each other and sold separately with the land


underneath them (“fee simple”)—are by far the most common type of middle housing built in Seattle


today, and that will continue to be true under compliance with HB 1110 and under the city’s draft Comp


Plan (see the city’s illustrations).


Townhouses work well for many households and provide an entry into ownership at a lower cost than


detached houses. However, one major drawback is they are inaccessible to people who can’t use stairs.


In contrast, stacked �ats like the Spokane Six can provide accessible, single-level homes on the �rst


�oor, and on higher �oors, too, if there’s an elevator.


In fact, federal law mandates that in multifamily buildings with four or more units, every ground-�oor


home must be wheelchair-accessible—good for people with disabilities and for the US’s booming aging


population, for whom aging-ready homes are drastically undersupplied to meet future demand.


If Seattle hopes to see much stacked-�at middle housing construction, it will need to give it a leg up to


overcome the inherent economics that favor townhouse development. Two good ways to do that:


The “Spokane Six,” a sixplex currently in development, enabled by Spokane’s best-in-nation middle housing rezone. Image by CAST
Architecture, used with permission.


1) Grant more FAR for stacked �ats than for townhouses. The FAR of 1.6
recommended by Commerce would be su�cient. 


2) Allow at least six units per lot for any stacked-�at development. Or better yet,
remove the unit cap altogether, as Spokane did.
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Avoid the poison pill of affordability requirements 
Seattle’s brand of inclusionary zoning (IZ), called “mandatory housing a�ordability” (MHA), applies to


middle housing where it is currently allowed, requiring builders to include below-market-rate homes or


pay a “fee in lieu” into the city’s a�ordable housing fund. The draft plan is mute on MHA, though it’s safe


to assume that it will be considered when rezones are implemented.


In 2017, Sightline’s analysis projected that MHA would be particularly harmful to middle housing


production. Since then, studies of permit data (see graph below) and avoidance support that conclusion.


It is generally accepted that a�ordability requirements are a bigger �nancial hurdle for small-scale home


builders, and IZ programs in other cities commonly exempt small projects, say, with 10 units or fewer.


The architects of Washington’s middle housing bill, HB 1110, recognized this limitation and did not


mandate a�ordability but instead granted the option to add more homes if a portion were set aside as


a�ordable. The Paci�c Northwest’s leaders on middle housing reform, Portland and Spokane, do not


require IZ for middle housing.


OUR WORK IS MADE POSSIBLE BY THE GENEROSITY OF PEOPLE LIKE YOU!
Thanks to Stephen Thompson for supporting a sustainable Cascadia.


Donate Today


Seattle permits for townhouse construction dropped after April 2019, when the city adopted its MHA program that requires a�ordable units


or payment of an in-lieu fee. Interest rates rose in 2023, long after the decline in production began. Sources: City of Seattle data and American
Enterprise Institute, used with permission.
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Best available evidence indicates that imposing MHA with Seattle’s future middle housing upzones


would undermine the intent of the upzoning in the �rst place. It would suppress middle housing


construction, depriving residents of less expensive housing choices and prolonging the city’s dire


housing shortage that harms those with the least, the most. Seattle policymakers can maximize all the


bene�ts of middle housing with one simple move: don’t impose MHA on it.


CREATE APARTMENT BUILDING ABUNDANCE  
Over recent decades, the vast majority of Seattle’s new housing has come in the form of apartment


buildings, four stories and up. Seattle’s past planners deserve credit for creating the multifamily zoning


that largely enabled the city’s population to grow from 563,000 to 779,000 between 2000 and 2023, a


gain of 38 percent—while the population in Seattle’s single-family areas largely stagnated or even


declined.


Allow apartments in more places 
The catch is that Seattle’s zoning for larger apartments is con�ned to a small fraction (about 13 percent,


not including lowrise zones) of its residential land, located almost entirely in designated urban centers


and villages and along arterial streets. Seattle’s booming growth and robust job creation has rendered


A six-story apartment building in Seattle’s Queen Anne neighborhood. Photo by Dan Bertolet.
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that 30-year-old strategy of con�nement insu�cient for meeting the city’s housing needs. Furthermore,


the city’s own study concluded this “urban village” strategy has exacerbated racial segregation and


inequity.


As noted above in the intro, the draft Comp Plan proposes only a modest amount of upzoning for


apartment buildings in new areas, and leaves zoning almost completely untouched in the limited places


where they are now allowed. Seattle’s plan can expand opportunities for apartments and condos in


multiple contexts and scales by allowing (see map above for reference):


Add more “neighborhood centers,” and enlarge them 


Draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan future land use map and legend showing locations of newly designated neighborhood centers (faded light
blue) and other types of centers. Source: City of Seattle.


Highrise towers throughout all regional centers and within a quarter-mile of all
light rail stations outside regional centers,


Eight stories throughout all urban centers, and


Six stories within a quarter-mile of all frequent transit stops, schools, parks,
libraries, and community centers.
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The city can further expand apartment choices by designating more neighborhood centers and making


them larger. The draft plan states that in these centers, “residential and mixed-use buildings of four to


six stories would be appropriate.”


These two changes would be especially bene�cial for creating opportunities for apartments located


away from dangerous, polluted, and noisy arterial roads, where current apartment zoning is


concentrated. Plentiful apartment zoning also supports the development of subsidized a�ordable


housing, because its most common form is midrise apartment buildings.


An earlier proposal identi�ed some 48 potential  neighborhood centers, but only 24 made their way into


the draft plan o�cially released last month after Mayor Bruce Harrell’s o�ce scaled back changes


(compare this map from the earlier draft with the one shown above). Also, the proposed size for


neighborhood centers is only an 800-foot radius, which is just a few blocks. A quarter-mile radius would


allow the critical mass for a functional center.
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Follow Portland’s example, in apartments and in funded
affordability mandates 
Portland, Oregon, is poised to lead the US in allowing more apartments, the next logical step after that


city’s 2020 legalization of middle housing citywide. An advocate-led e�ort proposes legalizing midrise


apartment buildings throughout the city’s Inner Eastside neighborhoods.


New highrise residential towers in Seattle’s South Lake Union neighborhood. Photo by Dan Bertolet.
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Seattle policymakers can also look to Portland for a better way to do IZ—namely, one that doesn’t


undermine its own intent by suppressing construction. Earlier this year, Portland modi�ed its IZ program


to ensure that the cost of providing the required a�ordable homes is fully o�set by a property tax


exemption and other fee reductions. That is, Portland fully funds its IZ. It’s a win-win-win: apartment


construction continues apace, every new apartment building includes some homes for lower-income


residents, and the new building’s property tax revenue pays for its new low-income units.


SAY GOODBYE, ONCE AND FOR ALL, TO COSTLY
PARKING MANDATES  
Seattle’s draft Comp Plan does a good job of summarizing how requiring o�-street parking is bad policy


because it “increases the cost of construction; reduces the amount of space available for housing, open


space, and trees; increases hardscape and stormwater runo�; and encourages vehicle ownership and


use.”


The plan further explains that parking mandates are especially problematic for middle housing: “On


small lots, driveways, maneuvering areas, and parking stalls can take up a substantial portion of the site


and dictate the layout of everything else on the site.” See the city diagram below for an example of how


much space parking eats up on a standard lot.


Sightline has documented in detail how parking mandates are a death knell for middle housing,


concluding that “to unlock the full potential of small-scale homes, there is no policy debate: parking


minimums have to go.”


Meanwhile, the only bene�ts of o�-street mandates o�ered by Seattle’s draft plan are that they can


“reduce competition for parking on the street” and “support goals like providing space for electric vehicle


charging.”


The plan’s assessment is both clear and accurate: the bene�ts of ending mandates vastly outweigh the


bene�ts of keeping them. Yet the plan takes no position, stating only that the city is “considering


City of Seattle diagram of potential middle housing with four units per lot, illustrating the large portion of the site taken up by pavement for
four parking spaces. Source: City of Seattle.
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whether to remove parking requirements in remaining areas where they are present today.”


Seattle’s current rules for parking �exibility apply within a quarter-mile of frequent transit stops. For


residential parcels that are also located inside designated urban centers or villages, no parking is


required. Otherwise, parcels with quarter-mile transit proximity get a 50 percent reduction from the


city’s standard parking mandates.


This map shows all the land eligible for parking �exibility, but it doesn’t di�erentiate between areas with


full elimination versus 50 percent. Urban centers and villages cover a small fraction of Seattle’s


residential land, so a large portion of the dark areas in the map still require some parking. Even a


mandate of one space for every two homes can be a deal breaker for middle housing.


Complete HB 1110’s un�nished business on parking �exibility  
Ideally, HB 1110 would have prohibited local parking minimums for middle housing, but it almost


certainly would not have passed the legislature with that additional, politically controversial pre-


emption.


The bill did, however, include a provision to


make it easier for cities to remove their


mandates. It exempts from state environmental


review any actions local governments take to


reduce parking requirements. Seattle, the


biggest, most urban city in Washington, can


complete the un�nished business of HB 1110 on


parking and set an example for the entire state.


Washington’s current leaders on parking reform


are Spokane, which nixed requirements on


nearly all of its residential land, and Port


Townsend, which ended all mandates but with


an ordinance that’s only temporary.


Requiring one parking space per home for a fourplex can reduce the density by one half. From Missing Middle Housing by Daniel Parolek,
Chapter 5 Missing Middle Housing Types, pages 130-131. Copyright © 2020 Daniel Parolek. Reproduced by permission of Island Press,


Washington, D.C.


If Seattle policymakers
retain parking mandates,
they are choosing to
prioritize reducing
competition for street
parking over creating homes
for people—in a housing
crisis.
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Of course, many builders will opt to include parking with middle housing even if it’s not required by law.


But if it is required by law, many middle housing projects will become more expensive or will never get


built at all.


If Seattle policymakers retain parking mandates, they are choosing to prioritize reducing competition for


street parking over creating homes for people—in a housing crisis. Correcting that priority is easy: just


use the delete key on Seattle’s remaining o�-street parking mandates, joining the wave of hundreds of


other American cities making similar reforms.


SEATTLE CANNOT AFFORD TO MISS THIS
OPPORTUNITY 
Seattle updates its Comprehensive Plan only once every eight to ten years, and the new housing it


shapes will be around for 50 to 100 years. The housing security of thousands—tens of thousands—of


current and future residents depends on the city embracing a plan to allow enough new homes, in all


shapes and sizes, over the coming decades. Seattle’s crisis of spiralling rents and prices, caused by a


shortage of homes, calls for policymakers to take every action possible to undo that shortage.


Sadly, the city’s current draft plan does not do this. It proposes some positive steps, but overall, it fails to


move much beyond the status quo that created Seattle’s housing problems in the �rst place. An earlier,


unpublished version of the draft plan put forward by the planning department did propose more


aggressive changes to allow more housing, but Mayor Harrell’s o�ce scaled it back before it was


o�cially released.


Seattle’s plan can meet the moment with three key improvements:


With these reforms and the abundant housing they help create, Seattleites for decades to come will


bene�t from greater a�ordability and environmental sustainability.


1) Get the zoning details right for middle housing to ensure that its feasible
to build and can provide family-size and accessible homes


2) Boost allowances for bigger apartment buildings throughout the city to


create more homes more people can a�ord in places with access to
opportunity and transportation options


3) Eliminate requirements for o�-street parking citywide to end the
wasteful, costly overbuilding of parking and to make housing less expensive


and more abundant


Dan Bertolet
Senior Director, Housing and Cities
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From: Steve Thomason <sthomason@saintmarks.org>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 8:18 AM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Comments on draft One Seattle Plan 
 


CAUTION: External Email 
Dear OPCD Team, 
Saint Mark’s Cathedral is actively exploring the feasibility of redeveloping its St. Nicholas School building and site at 1501 
10thAvenue East, just north of the Cathedral, as a multi-generational affordable housing community.  
 
The existing school building dates from 1926 and was landmarked in 1981. There are significant maintenance and 
renewal concerns with the building, which is an unreinforced masonry structure. Saint Mark’s hopes to partner with an 
affordable housing developer to build significant new housing in combination with an adaptive rehabilitation of the 
historic building, though the current affordable housing financing climate is proving a challenge. We believe that the 
project could become more feasible if the zoning was changed from the current NR3 zoning. Although the church could 
use special provisions for affordable housing on land owned by religious institutions to achieve a higher density than 
otherwise allowable on the site, the underlying zoning still poses considerable constraints. The envisioned development 
could be more straightforward if the site was rezoned to allow a midrise structure outright. 
  
We’ve reviewed the proposed One Seattle Comprehensive Plan and were pleased to see that the City recognizes the site 
is adjacent to the frequent transit corridor on NE 10th. Both our Cathedral (1245 10th Ave. E.) and the St. Nicholas site 
(1501 10th Ave. E.) would be within the future “Urban Neighborhood” FLUM designation, where Policy GS 6.2 suggests the 
City should “[a]llow moderate-scale housing of 4 to 6 stories in areas currently zoned for such housing and along arterials 
where zoned densities may be increased to provide more housing options near frequent transit.” We fully support this 
policy, and request the City identify both properties as an area where it makes sense to increase zone density to NC3-55 
or similar because of the proximity to frequent transit and because of the opportunity to add affordable housing. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  
 
Steve Thomason 
 
 
The Rev. Steven L. Thomason 
he, him, his 
Dean and Rector 
Saint Mark’s Episcopal Cathedral 
1245 10th Avenue East 
Seattle, Washington, 98102 
(206) 323-0300 
sthomason@saintmarks.org 
https://saintmarks.org 
  
Saint Mark’s Cathedral acknowledges that we gather on the traditional land of the first people of Seattle, the Duwamish 
People, who are still here, and we honor with gratitude the land itself and the life of all the Coast Salish tribes. 
 
Disclaimer: 
This message is intended for the sole use of the individual and entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended 
addressee, nor authorized to receive for the intended addressee, you are hereby notified that you may not use, copy, 
disclose or distribute to anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received this 
message in error, please immediately advise the sender by reply email and delete the message. Thank you very much. 
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Thornton Creek Alliance 
Post Office Box 25690 
Seattle, Washington 98165-1190 
 


 


 
 


May 6, 2024 


 


City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development  
600 4th Ave Floor 5, Seattle, WA 98104 


OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov. 
 


 


RE:  Thornton Creek Alliance Comments on the Draft One Seattle Plan and Draft EIS 


 


To whom it may concern: 


 


Thornton Creek Alliance (TCA) has been dedicated to restoring an ecological balance in the Thornton 


Creek watershed since 1993.  Thornton Creek, the largest creek system in both Seattle and Shoreline, 


drains NE Seattle and SE Shoreline to its Lake Washington outfall at Seattle’s Matthews Beach Park. 


Needless to say, we maintain a keen interest in planning and projects that impact the health of the 


watershed’s ecosystems. 


We appreciate the work the City has completed on the One Seattle Plan to date.  We realize it is a 


balancing act to meet the many City interests which need to be accommodated in the Plan.  While the 


Plan and the SEPA DEIS evaluating the Plan are comprehensive, they fall short in several areas.  


Attached are our comments to help improve the Plan and DEIS and address those areas that require 


additional attention. We hope our comments will help ensure that Seattle grows in a sustainable, 


thoughtful manner. 


We thank you for your consideration of these comments and those of the attached letters. We look 


forward to learning your responses, as well as collaborating to create a healthy city for all. Please add us 


to your distribution list for further updates and materials pertaining to the One Seattle Plan and its EIS.   


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Sandy Gurkewitz,     Ruth Williams, 


Land Use Committee Co-chair     President 


 
THORNTON CREEK ALLIANCE (TCA), founded in 1993, is an all-volunteer, grassroots, nonprofit 


organization of 175 members from Shoreline and Seattle dedicated to preserving and restoring an ecological balance 


throughout the Thornton Creek watershed. Our goal is to benefit the watershed by encouraging individuals, 


neighborhoods, schools, groups, businesses, agencies, and government to work together in addressing the 


environmental restoration of the creek system including:  water quality, stabilization of water flow, flood prevention, 


and habitat improvement through education, collaboration, and community involvement. 


 


www.thornton-creek-alliance.org  
www.facebook.com/Thornton.Creek.Alliance 



mailto:OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov

http://www.thornton-creek-alliance.org/

http://www.facebook.com/Thornton.Creek.Alliance
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1. GENERAL 


 


- Missing from the One Seattle Plan is a section on Neighborhood Plans.  This is a clear 


change from Seattle 2035 – what happened to neighborhood planning?  


 


- A document, crosswalk or marked copy of the new comp plan showing changes from the 


previous plan would help the public’s review.   


 


- The plan is siloed.  It needs to better coordinate the various sections of the plan.   


 


2. GROWTH STRATEGY 


- Planning for Growth  


- The GS1.G1 goal of this policy element of the plan should include becoming carbon 


neutral, maintaining and enhancing the natural environment, diversity of urban fauna, 


increasing public and private open space, maintaining and enhancing the tree canopy.  


 


- Policy GS 1.5 states: “Limit rezones that would result in negative impacts to 


Environmentally Critical Areas”.    


 


The state is now mandating development up to the edge of ECAs, whereas under HB 


1110 the entire lot that included the ECA was exempted.  Policies included in the One 


Seattle Plan are not enough to truly protect public safety or needed greenspace.  Why 


allow damage up to the very edge of an ECA?  What about City Greenspaces or habitat 


outside ECAs?   


 


- Growth Strategy Overview  


 


- The GS G2 goal of this policy element and the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) that set 


development patterns - need to incorporate the need for open space and healthy, mature 


tree canopy. 


 


- Parks and Open Space 


 


- This policy section should be protective of parks and open spaces.  Policy GS 9.3 and 9.4 


are anything but protective.  If this is current policy, it needs to be amended (page 30).  


Further, Seattle Parks and Recreation is looking for ways to add uses to parks which will 


assuredly limit their holding capacity for healthy greenspaces. (2024 Parks and Open 


Space Plan SEPA DNS, p. 126).  This will further reduce the mature tree canopy. 
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3. CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENT 


- Carbon Pollution Reduction  


One of the City’s goals is ‘…to reach zero carbon – no greenhouse gas (GHG) 


emissions.  Unfortunately, the only path to reaching this goal described in the One 


Seattle Plan is to reduce/transition from fossil fuels to renewable energy.  While this 


is huge, another measure towards reducing GHG, increasing and maintain the urban 


canopy is ignored in both the One Seattle Plan and the DEIS evaluating Plan impacts. 


The first line of defense against Urban Heat Islands is the urban forest.   Every single 


publicly available article online begins with keeping a well-developed urban tree 


canopy. You can learn more about how trees sequester carbon and clean the air here: 


https://www.fs.usda.gov/psw/topics/urban_forestry/products/cufr_658_Air_pollution_


solution.pdf 


   


 


The consequences of ignoring increasing temperatures and their effects on people are 


just beginning to be understood.  You can learn more here:  


https://www.nytimes.com/2024/04/16/opinion/climate-change-heat-


hurricane.html?unlocked_article_code=1.mE0.ftG-.NhQwtrtNSPKE&smid=em-share 


 


 


Policies on tree retention and carbon sequestration, and how to prevent heat islands 


with new development need to be incorporated into the One Seattle Plan This policy 


element needs to incorporate these measures – this section and information need to 


influence an update of the tree ordinance. The DEIS needs to evaluate this 


preventative and mitigative measure. 


- Development Pattern 


Page 141- the discussion is erroneous.  – ‘Growth in urban areas also reduces 


development on the urban fringe, which contributes to sprawl, vehicle miles traveled, 


and the conversion of farms and forests’   


Where are the urban farms and forests within the City of Seattle?  They don’t exist.  


Look at Ridgefield Washington.  An urban growth boundary and Vancouver City 


limits have not protected farms or forests in this area.  Sprawl continues and 


accelerates.  


- Community Based Climate Resilience – (pages 145 & 146) 


Policies CE 8.2 and 8.5 regarding climate change mitigation should include tree 


canopy (large, mature trees) protection.  Large trees are an important component to 


shielding communities from the global warming aspect of climate change. The larger 


the tree, the more carbon is safely stored inside. Plus, older trees accumulated 



https://www.fs.usda.gov/psw/topics/urban_forestry/products/cufr_658_Air_pollution_solution.pdf

https://www.fs.usda.gov/psw/topics/urban_forestry/products/cufr_658_Air_pollution_solution.pdf

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/04/16/opinion/climate-change-heat-hurricane.html?unlocked_article_code=1.mE0.ftG-.NhQwtrtNSPKE&smid=em-share

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/04/16/opinion/climate-change-heat-hurricane.html?unlocked_article_code=1.mE0.ftG-.NhQwtrtNSPKE&smid=em-share
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centuries of carbon in living and dead plant materials and soils. There is no upper 


limit on how much carbon a tree can store over time. As trees age, their annual rate of 


carbon accumulation accelerates.  More here:  


https://environmentamerica.org/articles/how-old-trees-help-fight-climate-change/#  


https://www.nature.com/articles/nature12914  


  


- Tree Canopy (Page 150) 


- Policies CE 12.4, 12.6, and 12.8 – include the concept of ‘large trees’ but no 


protective measures.  Add policies that protect the existing urban canopy. 


4. Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources  


 


- LU G16 – this goal needs to specify preservation of cultural resources to be consistent 


with the state definition RCW 36.70A.020(13) and WAC 365-106-450 


“(1) RCW 36.70A.020(13) calls on counties and cities to identify and encourage 


the preservation of lands, sites, and structures that have historical or 


archaeological significance, herein referred to as "cultural resources." Although 


the act does not require a separate historic preservation element, counties and 


cities must be guided by the historic preservation goal in their comprehensive 


plan.” 


Add policies to match this definition. 


5. Parks and Open Space Policy Element 


- Access to Public Space  


o Goal - PGI – the parks and open space goal excludes recognition, protection 


and/or maintenance of parks natural areas.  Please amend this goal to include the 


following (excerpted from the 2024 Parks and Open Space Plan Appendix C) 


“Plant more trees to reduce urban heat island effects, more trees to create 


expanded canopy and shade.” 


“Acquire more parks and open spaces...” 


“Provide more parks and higher density near light rail.”  


Policy – P1.12 – Except as needed for ADA access, trail use must be limited to 


foot traffic only.  In light of the planned increase in housing density, habitat must 


be prioritized and carefully nurtured (page 157). These impacts should be 


evaluated in the DEIS. 



https://environmentamerica.org/articles/how-old-trees-help-fight-climate-change/

https://www.nature.com/articles/nature12914

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.020
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Policy P1.28 – What are foraging and agricultural opportunities? Does this refer 


to community gardens and old abandoned orchards?  Which public green spaces 


does this refer to?  Have the impacts of this policy been evaluated in any 


environmental document?  Foraging must not be allowed in natural areas. 


- Operations and Maintenance 


According to the 2012 Seattle’s Forest Ecosystem Values paper    “Analysis of 


research plot data suggests that Seattle’s urban forest removes 725 metric tons of 


pollutants annually, valued at $5.62 million. The i-Tree model estimates included 


five common pollutants: ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide 


(NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter less than10 microns 


(PM10).” Valued at $5.62 million in 2012 dollars. 


“Seattle’s urban forest stores approximately 36 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (or 


9.9 metric tons of carbon) per acre and sequesters approximately 2.6 metric tons 


of CO2 equivalent (or 0.7 metric tons of carbon) per acre. Across Seattle, carbon 


storage in urban forest bio-mass amounts to almost 2 million metric tons of CO2 


equivalent, with an additional 141,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent sequestered 


in 2011. This equates to a citywide savings of $10.9 million from carbon storage 


and an annual savings of $768,000 from carbon sequestration. The urban forest 


CO2 removal rate per year is 2%, or 7 days, of the city’s total annual emissions.” 


Missing is a policy on the importance of tree canopy preservation.  Please add 


one.  


Policies P 4.5-4.6 discuss working with the tribes.   


4.5. Partner with and support Indigenous communities and individuals to 


incorporate Indigenous cultures, histories, values, and land management 


and stewardship practices in public spaces. Explore opportunities to return 


public land to Indigenous ownership.  


4.6  Seek opportunities to create or repurpose public spaces specifically 


designed for Indigenous communities’ use and cultural expression. 


Identify opportunities to integrate Coast Salish languages in public spaces, 


including naming spaces.  


How was this done?  What do the Tribes feel about the impact of the One Seattle 


Plan on canopy, and mature tree protection?  How is their opinion factored into 


the One Seattle Plan and DEIS? 
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Other Comments on the Plan 


 


We have reviewed the One Seattle Plan and One Seattle Plan DEIS and 
agree with the comments submitted by Gerry Pollet:  


Tree Canopy and Climate; Tree Preservation and other Environmental Elements are Not 
Adequately Addressed in the EIS. Required Mitigation Measures to Achieve Policies are 
Not Addressed or Proposed in the Comprehensive Plan or SEPA Review / EIS.  


The results from this failure to properly address the required climate change and tree 
canopy policies and lack of inclusion in the Plan and lack of analysis in the EIS are likely 
to be:  


 a tremendous loss of mature tree canopy as the City falls further and further behind from 
its adopted policy goal for 30% tree canopy coverage by 2037;  


 adverse health impacts from loss of tree and green space (particularly for overburdened 
or highly impacted communities);  


o health impacts will almost certainly include increasing mortality and hospitalizations of 


vulnerable populations due to projected increasing days of severe high temperature with the 
highest temperatures in residential areas that lack tree canopy and whose residents have the 
most adverse social determinants of health (e.g., overburdened and highly impacted 
communities and populations under the State HEAL Act).  


 adverse impacts due to increased storm water runoff, including stream erosion, 
contamination entering surface waters, harm to salmon or fish habitat and recovery and 
biological diversity in surface waters and shoreline habitat,  


 impacts on meeting legal requirements to reduce combined sewage overflows and lack 
of mitigation for increased runoff from increasing impervious surfaces from other plan 
policies.  


9 Housing Appendix page 16.  


____________________________________________________________________ 


Mature trees in urban settings have been well documented to reduce stormwater runoff10 as well 
as decreasing urban temperatures. As such mature tree canopy must be an important element 
of a climate change element under comprehensive planning to reduce the impacts of climate 
change and severe high temperatures, particularly in residential areas with lower and moderate 
income residents and older housing stock that lack air conditioners.  


The findings of the City’s own Tree Canopy Assessment were summarized by the City:  


• Canopy loss is not happening equitably. Neighborhoods impacted by racial and economic 


injustice started with less canopy and lost more than the citywide average. Compared to 
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neighborhoods with greater advantages,[1] these neighborhoods had 31% less canopy in 2021, an 


increase in disparity from 2016 (when they had 27% less). While there were some canopy gains 


in environmental justice priority areas attributed to forest restoration programs, the losses 


outpaced the gains.  


• Tree canopy cover is critical for lowering temperatures and reducing heat island effects 


in our warming climate. Trees are a key component of our climate preparedness and resilience 


strategies as they protect us from extreme heat and improve air quality. The report finds that, on 


a hot day, neighborhoods[2] with 25% canopy cover were 1 degree cooler than neighborhoods 


with no canopy. Industrial areas and major transportation corridors have lower canopy and 


warmer temperatures. These conditions were also found in some neighborhoods, such as in the 


Chinatown-International District and in the south end of Rainier Valley.  


“The data show we are further away now than we were five years ago from our goal of 30% 
canopy coverage,” said Jessyn Farrell, Director of Seattle’s Office of Sustainability & 
Environment. “To reverse this backward slide and achieve our vision of an equitably distributed 
urban forest in Seattle, our strategies must better align development and tree preservation and 
include innovative and equity-driven actions in planning, maintenance, planting, and 
engagement. In short, a healthy, thriving Seattle needs more housing and more trees and we 
can absolutely do both.” 


_____________________________________________________________________  


10 For example, of the well documented reduction in storm water runoff associated with mature tree 
canopy in urban areas, see: 
US Environmental Protection Agency resources: Center for Watershed Protection, Swann, Chris; Review 
of the Available Literature and Data on the Runoff and Pollutant Removal Capabilities of Urban Trees; 
2017. 
Michael Richter *ORCID, Kirya Heinemann, Nadine Meiser and Wolfgang Dickhaut ; Trees in Sponge 
Cities—A Systematic Review of Trees as a Component of Blue-Green Infrastructure, Vegetation 
Engineering Principles, and Stormwater Management; Department of Environmentally Sound Urban and 
Infrastructure Planning, HafenCity University Hamburg; 
“Trees reduce stormwater runoff and soil erosion through direct retention on leaves and branches when 
they become wet (interception), runoff of water via the trunk (stem runoff) and infiltration through the soil 
[20]. Additionally, substrates filter pollutants from stormwater before it infiltrates into groundwater” 
Citing:  


Charles River Watershed Stormwater Association. Stormwater, Trees, and the Urban Environment. A 
Comparative Analysis of Conventional Street Tree Pits and Stormwater Tree Pits for Stormwater 
Management in Ultra Urban Environments. 2009.  


Elliott, R.M.; Adkins, E.R.; Culligan, P.J.; Palmer, M.I. Stormwater infiltration capacity of street tree pits:  
Quantifying the influence of different design and management strategies in New York City. Ecol. Eng. 
2018, 111, 157–166.  


City of Seattle, “Seattle Releases 2021 Tree Canopy Assessment Showing Slow Decline in 
Canopy Cover Between 2016 and 2021”, Viewable at this link.  
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The Draft EIS also recognizes that mature tree canopy reduces pollution in runoff, which is toxic 
to fish, in addition to the benefits in regard to heat and climate resiliency.11  


Much of the mature tree canopy and habitat in Seattle’s residential neighborhoods, which are 
home to nearly 50% of the tree canopy despite being a much lower percent of the total land 
area, are evergreen trees. Evergreen, including Douglas Fir and Cedar, are documented to 
intercept 27 to 66% of precipitation (preventing that from reaching the ground to be rapid 
runoff).12 This is far more than deciduous trees.  


Seattle’s existing native mature tree canopy has a far greater percentage of evergreen trees, 
which intercept and prevent stormwater runoff, than deciduous. However, tree replacement, 
especially street tree planting, is primarily deciduous and of much smaller canopy, resulting in a 
far greater relative increase in stormwater runoff. Preservation of mature tree canopy in 
residential areas is, therefore, necessary mitigation to accomplish the City’s Tree Canopy, 
Climate and runoff goals and policies.  


HB 1181, Chapter 228, Laws of 2023 requires cities to incorporate climate change goals and 
elements in comprehensive plans. There is a concomitant requirement to address climate 
change impacts and related policies in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
accompanying the draft comprehensive plan.  


RCW 36.70A.070(9) now requires that the City’s Comprehensive Plan: 
‘must enhance resiliency to and avoid the adverse impacts of climate change, which must 
include efforts to reduce localized greenhouse gas emissions and avoid creating or 
worsening localized climate impacts to vulnerable populations and overburdened 
communities.”  


(emphasis added).  


Neither the Plan nor the Draft EIS adequately consider how the loss of tree canopy, which has 
already been documented by the City, and which will accelerate under the proposed Plan, will 
result in increased “heat islands” and adverse health effects on vulnerable populations and 
overburdened communities from reducing tree canopy. Indeed, the Plan and EIS are required to 
have strategies to reverse the documented loss of tree canopy reflected in Seattle now being 
further from its goal than when the goal was adopted.  


The Climate section of the draft Plan refers to a Climate and Environment Policy CE 9.313:  


“Expand tree canopy and greenspace, especially in communities that experience 
disproportionate impacts of extreme heat and smoke events.”  


11 Draft EIS Vol 3 Page 3.3-3. 
12 Center for Watershed Protection. 2017. Review of the Available Literature and Data on the Runoff and 
Pollutant Removal Capabilities of Urban Trees. Crediting Framework Product #1 for the project Making 
Urban Trees Count: A Project to Demonstrate the Role of Urban Trees in Achieving Regulatory 
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Compliance for Clean Water; at 4. 
13 Plan at page 147.  


_________________________________________________________________- 


As I quote the City’s own findings, the City is losing tree canopy. Thus, a plan is required along 
with analysis of alternatives and mitigation measures to not only stem the loss but to “expand” 
tree canopy. No plan is presented.  


The Tree Canopy section is devoid of any plan or meaningful discussion. Most notable, there is 
no plan or discussion relating to how the development goals will be coordinated with proactive 
policies to preserve and increase mature tree canopy in residential areas, where most of the 
tree canopy, and most of the risk for loss of canopy under the Plan will occur.  


Policy CE 12.614 refers only to City property and street tights of way which cannot meet the 
goals:  


Preserve, restore, maintain, and enhance tree canopy on City property and rights-of way.  


Street trees offer far less of the benefits than large mature trees. CE 12.8 recognizes this with a 
policy goal:  


Encourage the protection, maintenance, and expansion of tree canopy throughout the 
community, prioritizing residential and mixed-use areas with the least current tree canopy to 
equitably distribute benefits.  


How will the City “encourage” protection, maintenance and expansion of tree canopy?  


Mitigation is required for specific climate, environmental and human environment (including 
environmental justice) policies that are adversely impacted by competing policies.  


The Draft Plan and EIS fail to adequately address that it is not possible to retain or replant trees 
when the land area is covered by new structures. The Seattle Comprehensive Plan should 
follow Portland’s example by acknowledging that the only means of achieving 30-percent 
equitable citywide canopy cover is to designate at least 30% of the residential lot area with 
space for trees.  


The DEIS discusses the in-lieu fee program which may result in increasing tree canopy in 


overburdened communities that currently have less than 25% tree canopy.15 While this may 
provide vitally important benefits, cutting trees in one area while replacing them with new trees 
that require approximately $5,000 for their first four years of survival is untested and does not 
account for the reality that it would take many years for the new trees to provide the same net 
benefits of the cut trees. Nor does the City consider the reasonably foreseeable adverse 
impacts on the areas (and streams) that will lose tree canopy.  
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The Draft EIS and plan do not consider the reasonable alternatives for revising the City’s Tree 
Ordinance, including measures which would assist in reaching the goal or reducing loss of 
canopy, such as applying the ordinance evenly to all areas / zones in the City.  


14 Plan at page 150. 15 DEIS page 3.3-28.  


_____________________________________________________- 


The Draft EIS explicitly states that none of the alternatives considered include any proposal to 
improve regulation or incentives to reduce the pace of tree canopy loss, much less to reverse 
and make progress towards the goal of having 30% canopy coverage by 2037:  


Under any of the alternatives, the potential for adverse effects on plants and animals would be 
avoided, minimized, documented, and mitigated to the greatest extent possible through 
regulatory reviews and permitting processes that apply to individual projects (see Section 3.3.3). 
None of the alternatives propose any modifications to those processes.  


Draft EIS Section 3.3.2 at page 3.3-13.  


The Draft EIS does not even acknowledge that many of the housing projects which might 
adversely affect the tree canopy retention policies will be exempt from further SEPA review 
under the City’s adopted categorical exemptions. This will preclude consideration of area 
specific or cumulative impacts from multiple individual developments authorized under the 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinances.  


The Draft acknowledges the obvious: that the existing tree ordinance and policies are failing, as 
shown in the loss of canopy.  


But, without any analysis, the DEIS asserts that the new tree ordinance will reverse this. 
However, the City refused to do an EIS or new analysis on the drastically revised ordinance that 
the Council passed. Thus, there is no analysis or basis for statements that the new ordinance 
will improve performance towards the goal. Further, the DEIS acknowledges that the new 
ordinance anticipates replacing mature canopy with street trees.16 SEPA requires environmental 
analysis of the impacts – and mitigation measures – for such a switch since the record 
establishes that street trees cannot replace the heat, habitat, stream protection and stormwater 
benefits of mature trees.  


To reflect the adopted Tree Canopy goal and required climate change element, and SEPA 
requirements for mitigation to achieve polices, the Comprehensive Plan and EIS should:  


o explicitly include increased height bonuses or adding other residential unit area for preserving 


the entire tree canopy space required to keep existing significant trees healthy;  


o include mitigation measures to apply the same tree protections and requirements for 


retention and permitting / review for removal by existing property owners to all new development 
in residential zones;  
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o adjust FAR ratios for each zone, to accommodate tree preservation;  


16 DEIS page 3.3-13 and 14: Stating that the existing tree ordinance “did not prevent development and 
redevelopment projects from contributing to tree canopy loss. After that study was completed, however, 
the City updated its regulations to implement stronger tree planting requirements and to require street 
trees to be planted as part of development in Neighborhood Residential zones. With the current 
regulations, it is expected that a substantial amount of development-related loss of tree canopy would be 
reversed over time as replacement trees grow larger. Since some tree placement would occur off-site 
through the fee-in-lieu option, this could also result in a shifting of canopy cover onto public property and 
the right-of-way where the City might have more control over tree establishment and maintenance.”  


This is speculation without any analysis of the potential adverse effects or mitigation measures to ensure 
that the City would even meet its own expectations.  


commit to requiring that the height bonus be utilized rather than merely being an option, as 
under current code, for developers to save significant trees by increasing development height or 
square footage elsewhere above what would otherwise be allowed to compensate for the area 
of the development reduced to ensure that significant trees on the property or adjacent 
properties are preserved and healthy.  


E.g., developers of a five story building currently have a choice to remove a tree in the proposed 
building envelope, or to save the tree and add replacement footage. Mitigation and commitment 
to the Seattle Tree Canopy Goal and required Climate goal per HB 1181, Chapter 228 Laws of 
2023, should result in the Plan and mitigation commitments under SEPA including this change 
which honors both increased housing unit goals and climate and tree preservation policies.  


o Provide examples of developments that meet increasing housing goals (including reflecting 


the requirement to allow various types of housing with four to six units per lot, depending on 
location) while preserving healthy existing mature trees on a development lot;  


o Commit to adoption of an ordinance adjusting lot split and short plat lot lines to maximize 


preservation of existing mature trees as an element of required mitigation and commitment to 
the City’s tree canopy and climate goals.  


o Commit to increasing height for residential units in regional and neighborhood centers and 


expanding those centers along the entire arterials that have infrastructure completed or 
committed to for both light rail and bus rapid transit with the 800 foot walkable diameter zone 
(and fully consider on a local basis whether to expand each from three blocks / 800 feet to a 
quarter mile / five blocks with decreasing height and FAR moving away from the transit stop; 
and, couple this with the tree preservation mitigation elements above to prevent this expansion 
from adversely affecting climate resiliency due to loss of further mature tree canopy.  


o Include consideration of potential mitigation requiring both street tree planting and small 


pedestrian or child friendly public access areas with larger shade trees within developments 
close to transit. Adjust the FAR to include increased height potential for meeting a required 
inclusion of plazas with trees, seating areas and play structures.  
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Park considerations: if the City moves to include specifically increasing height and housing 
units based on proximity to parks as an equity issue, then the EIS must address how increasing 
height and development FAR (requiring greater lot coverage) will impact natural habitat within 
the park boundaries. This must include mitigation measures to ensure that development close to 
park boundaries will not adversely affect either the tree root system or tree canopy habitat for 
trees within the park, habitat for birds and bats, light pollution in the park, the effect of shade 
and blockage of sunlight. The EIS would also have to address impacts from loss of sunlight and 
other impacts on parks that are primarily recreational. The consideration of increased density 
near parks should differentiate between natural areas and recreational areas (i.e., ball fields, 
courts, lawns, play areas).  


Increased housing density that is explicitly based on increasing equitable access to parks 
should include a change to HALA policies to require inclusion of affordable units of 
housing in new developments taking advantage of increased density requirements. Equity 
and improving access to the benefits of parks requires adoption of policies to ensure that a 
significant number (20-25%) of housing units serve the City’s goals to provide affordable 
housing for persons (and family units) at the <30%, < 60% and < 80% AMI levels.  


Increasing the height and development potential (FAR) next to parks would be a windfall for 
developers. The value and market rent or sale value of units next to parks, especially with a 
view of preserved public park space, is far above that of other properties. If developers are 
going to be given such a potential windfall, there needs to be a requirement that a significant 
number of the units are dedicated to lower income residents and working families.  


 We have reviewed the One Seattle Plan and DEIS and agree with 
comments of Friends of Seattle’s Urban Forest: 


 


The following comment is in regards to legislation passed last year on Comprehensive Plan 
requirements 


1. In the Climate and Environment Section, p 149, of the draft One Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan, the heading Tree Canopy, should be changed to Urban Forest and Tree Canopy.  


2. Discussion - Seattle's urban forest and tree canopy is fundamental... 


Rationale for adding urban forest is legislative amendments noted in text below. Highlighting 
is mine (SZ) for pointing out specific sections. Underlined areas are new to the 2023 
legislation.  
 
The Washington State Legislature in 2023 passed E2SHB 1181 - AN ACT Relating to improving 
the state's climate response through updates to the state's planning framework.  
 
Section 1.(14) Climate change and resiliency. Ensure that comprehensive  plans, development 
regulations, and regional policies, plans, and  strategies under RCW 36.70A.210 and chapter 
47.80 RCW adapt to and mitigate the effects of a changing climate; support reductions 



https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1181-S2.SL.pdf?q=20230615091639
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in  greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle miles traveled; prepare for climate impact 
scenarios; foster resiliency to climate  impacts and natural hazards; protect and enhance 
environmental,  economic, and human health and safety; and advance 
environmental  justice. ... 
 
Section 3(3) The comprehensive plan of a county or city that is required or chooses to plan 
under RCW 36.70A.040 shall consist of a map or maps, and descriptive text covering objectives, 
principles, and standards used to develop the comprehensive plan. The plan shall be an 
internally consistent document and all elements shall be consistent with the future land use 
map. A comprehensive plan shall be adopted and amended with public participation as 
provided in RCW 36.70A.140. Each comprehensive plan shall include a plan, scheme, or design 
for each of the following: (1) A land use element designating the proposed 
general  distribution and general location and extent of the uses of land, where 
appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, housing,  commerce, industry, recreation, open 
spaces and green spaces, urban and community forests within the urban growth area, general 
aviation  airports, public utilities, public facilities, and other land uses.  The land use element 
shall include population densities, building intensities, and estimates of future population 
growth. The land use element shall provide for protection of the quality and quantity of 
groundwater used for public water supplies. The land use element must give special 
consideration to achieving environmental justice in its goals and policies, including efforts to 
avoid creating or worsening environmental health disparities. Wherever possible, the land use 
element should consider utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity and 
reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled within the jurisdiction, but without increasing 
greenhouse gas emissions elsewhere in the state. Where applicable, the land use element 
shall review drainage, flooding, and stormwater runoff in the area and nearby jurisdictions 
and provide guidance for corrective actions to mitigate or cleanse those discharges that 
pollute waters of the state, including Puget Sound or waters entering Puget Sound. The land 
use element must reduce and mitigate the risk to lives and property posed by wildfires by using 
land use planning tools, which may include, but are not limited to, adoption of portions or all of 
the wildland urban interface code developed by the international code  council or developing 
building and maintenance standards consistent with the firewise USA program or similar 
program designed to reduce  wildfire risk, reducing wildfire risks to residential development in 
high risk areas and the wildland urban interface area, separating human development from 
wildfire prone landscapes, and protecting  existing residential development and infrastructure 
through community wildfire preparedness and fire adaptation measures. 
 
2nd change - In the Land Use Element General Development Standards:  
 Policies L.U.4.8 add underlined words.   
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  Urban forest and tree requirements to preserve and enhance the City's physical, aesthetic and 
cultural character and to enhance the value of the trees and urban forest in addressing 
stormwater management, pollution reduction, climate resiliency and heat island mitigation. 
 


 








 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Quirindongo, Rico <Rico.Quirindongo@seattle.gov>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 4:57 PM 
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan <OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov>; Hubner, Michael 
<Michael.Hubner@seattle.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comp Plan Feedback 
 
From: Betty Lau <betty.lau47@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 4:55 PM 
To: Quirindongo, Rico <Rico.Quirindongo@seattle.gov> 
Cc: LEG_CouncilMembers <council@seattle.gov> 
Subject: Comp Plan Feedback 
 
CAUTION: External Email 
 
Director Quirindongo, 
 
Sorry, couldn’t find the link for final feedback by 5 PM today. Thanks for passing this on: 
 
1. The Plan doesn’t go far enough to address housing, especially with the slowdown in housing 
construction. 
2. The Plan was cut 50% and needs to be restored to at least 80% minimum with no exemptions for any 
neighborhood, least of all gated communities. That’s an equity issue. Maybe there’s rich people who 
want to downsize…. 
3. The plan should match and be consistent with the state goal in HB 1110 (not sure of the number) but 
you know what I mean. 
4. Needs to be a “fare share” plan about location of social services for homeless, drug addicted, etc., so it 
doesn’t all get put in and around the CID (20+) while other neighborhoods get none, such as Magnolia 
and Laurelhurst. 
5. It’s inequitable to have the Westlake Transit Hub for the northland while the southend gets none. We 
need the 4th Avenue Transit Hub at Union Station. And there’s no mention of the preferred N&S of CID 
alternatives violating ADA for 1200+ seniors and bypassing Seattle’s last remaining large ethnic enclave, 
the CID. That violates Title VI. Statements regarding how equity, racial, social and economic justice were 
followed in creating the Comp Plan ring hollow because of its silence on what impacts us all—Sound 
Transit. 
 
Thank you for this further opportunity to comment. 
 
Betty Lau, cofounder Transit Equity for All 
 
 
 



mailto:betty.lau47@gmail.com
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City of Seattle’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan currently requires our City to  


1. …“strive to increase citywide tree canopy coverage to 30 percent by 2037 
and to 40 percent over time.”  (Current policy EN 1.2) The “One Seattle 
Plan” now proposes to remove this policy. Why? 


a. The 2021 Seattle Tree Canopy Report shows an overall loss of 
canopy of 1.7% relative to 2016.  


b. That report also showed 39.5% canopy loss within developed 
properties. As that trend continues, urban heat islands increase!  


c. The July 2023 adopted Ordinance significantly reduces protection 
of large trees during development. Essentially, any large tree over 
25-inch tree diameter is now automatically deemed to cover over 
a 50-foot diameter, and is guaranteed by the new tree ordinance 
to be removed even without a site design. 


2. …“promote the care and retention of trees and groups of trees that 
enhance Seattle’s historical, cultural, recreational, environmental, and 
aesthetic character.” (Current policy EN 1.7) The “One Seattle Plan” now 
proposes to remove this policy. Why? 


3. …“develop regulations that minimize lot clearing and ensure creative 
designs to retain mature trees.” The “One Seattle Plan” now proposes to 
remove this policy. Why? 


What opportunities has the “One Seattle Plan” missed? 


1. It is not possible to retain or replant trees when the land area is covered 
by new structures. Like Portland Oregon, the Seattle Comp Plan must 
acknowledge the only means of achieving 30-percent equitable citywide 
canopy cover is to designate at least 30% of the residential lot area with 
space for trees.  


2. The Seattle 2022 short video, “Canopies of Green Urban Density” 
includes examples of multifamily developments – including one within 
your district – that intentionally design dense housing while retaining 
existing tree canopy. 


3. Building upward, not sprawling within. Why are Seattle transit hubs 
missing residential towers? Why does the proposed comp plan looking at just 
15-story buildings when Canadian suburban residential towers accommodate 
twice the population. 


Suburbs Got 


Towers!  


Build Upward! 



https://youtu.be/vYxZHMOGh_g?si=H2N5ok032EcNSC0l

https://www.burnaby.ca/sites/default/files/acquiadam/2021-09/Burnaby%20Zoning%20Map.pdf

https://www.treesandpeople.org/





• Seattle accommodates an average of 5,274 per square mile, which is 27% less 
dense than the Canadian suburb of Burnaby, British Columbia). 


• Seattle is 27% less dense than Burnaby 
• Burnaby, British Columbia occupies 37.3 sq miles, with a 2022 population of 


270,264, and includes urban "town centres" of highrise residential at major transit 
stops of Lougheed, Edmonds, Metrotown, and Brentwood. Burnaby comfortably 
accommodates an average of 7,245 per square mile. 


• Seattle occupies 142.07 sq miles, with a 2022 population of 749,256 and includes 
just the downtown and the University District allowing highrise residential at a few 
major transit stops. 


4. Unlike the City of Kenmore, Seattle does not allow the vertical stacking of row house and 
town house dwellings. Two-story townhouses over ground-level accessible flat allows for 
both density and space for trees! 


  


https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/seattles-town-house-residents-deserve-trees-too/ 


• COMP PLAN 101 


• SEATTLE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 


• PUBLIC SAFETY 


• IN THE D4 


• COMMUNITY GROUPS 


• DID YOU KNOW? 


 


Seattle is 27% 


less dense than 


Burnaby, BC 


Wikipedia 



https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/seattles-town-house-residents-deserve-trees-too/






May 20, 2024


Office of Planning and Community Development
Seattle City Hall
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor
Seattle, WA 98104
Attn: Rico Quirindongo
Email: PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov


Re: U District Partnership Comments on One Seattle Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Statement


Dear Director Quirindongo,


On behalf of the U District Partnership, I would like to share comments on the One Seattle
Comprehensive Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The U District Partnership is the
primary place management organization for Seattle’s University District. We serve everyone
who works in, lives in, and visits the U District by fostering and sustaining a vibrant, diverse, and
healthy neighborhood for the common good.


We share many of the goals expressed in the Plan and appreciate the City’s dedication to
increased affordable housing and to healthy commercial areas. As the first neighborhood
rezoned in 2017, the U District has already absorbed significant growth and is one of the
region’s densest centers. We welcome this growth, but are also aware of the additional
investments required to maintain livability in a growing and densifying neighborhood.


After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), we would like to offer the
following comments as they relate to future comprehensive and subarea planning processes:


1. Engage deeply with the U District Partnership: As a part of the U District subarea
planning process, the City should ensure that the U District Partnership and our
stakeholders, including property owners, business owners and local organizations, are
represented on any subarea planning initiatives, committees, and outreach. We
encourage the City to consider the unique needs of our neighborhood, and especially
our commercial corridors like University Way NE, during the planning and zoning
process. The City should honor and enhance the U District design guidelines that were
finalized in 2019 as a part of a deep community engagement process. Finally, as we
experienced with the U District rezone in 2017, this subarea planning effort will require
significant time and commitment from U District Partnership staff and neighborhood
stakeholders, and the City should explore grant and other funding opportunities to
support the in-depth engagement process.



mailto:PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov





2. Invest in adequate public safety resources: The U District is the Seattle area’s
“second downtown” and a designated Regional Center, with one of the region’s newest
Link Light Rail Stations. We weather much of the same public safety issues as our
downtown core with significantly less investment in public safety resources. We
advocate for a more investment in such resources, including police and fire services, to
support the U District as it continues to grow into one of the region’s densest areas.


3. Invest in transformational urban space projects: The City should use the subarea
planning process to plan for transformation urban projects and goals. This includes the
redesign of major streets such as University Way NE, NE 42nd St, and Roosevelt Way
NE to include widened sidewalks, raised crosswalks, traffic calming measures, and
space for outdoor seating and other public amenities. In addition, the City should use the
subarea planning process to align with local efforts in the U District and Wallingford to
study the feasibility of a highway lid over Interstate 5 between NE 45th and 50th Streets.


4. Preserve the unique characteristics of The Ave: University Way NE (“The Ave”) owes
much of its unique character to the cadence of small storefronts, number of historic
buildings, and many small businesses. The City should work with U District stakeholders
to identify creative opportunities to preserve The Ave’s character while allowing for the
density required within the zoning guidelines. These opportunities could include facade
preservation, TDR, historic preservation of certain eligible buildings, and additional
design guidelines aimed at preserving the pedestrian experience at the ground floor.


Sincerely,


Don Blakeney
Executive Director
The U District Partnership


Cc: Mayor Bruce Harrell
Council President Sara Nelson
District 4 Councilmember Maritza Rivera








From: Gordon McHenry, Jr.
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Subject: United Way Comments - One Seattle Comp Plan Draft
Date: Friday, May 3, 2024 5:36:41 PM


CAUTION: External Email


Dear Mayor Harrell:
 
Bruce, United Way of King County and I are deeply concerned that the current draft of the Seattle
Comprehensive Plan falls too far short of addressing the urgent needs of affordable housing and
equity in our community. With over 15 years of experience combatting homelessness and promoting
housing stability, we know firsthand how urgent it is that the City create adequate zoning, planning
and infrastructure to encourage development of enough housing for all the people who will be living
in our wonderful city. A Comp Plan that fails to do that will cause unnecessary suffering at the lower
end of the market.
 
We strongly urge you to take active measures to increase density and affordability in the
Comprehensive Plan to prevent increases in homelessness and housing insecurity. 
 
I urge you to direct the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) to prioritize the
following key policy changes advocated by the Complete Communities Coalition: 


1.                Allow Midrise Housing and Mixed Uses in All Residential Areas within Walking 
Distance of Frequent Transit: This approach will promote transit-oriented development 
and increase housing options in accessible locations. Zoning policies should be adopted to 
facilitate the development of midrise housing (4-8 stories) and mixed-use developments 
near transit hubs to enhance affordability and connectivity for residents. 


 


2.                Allow Middle Housing Types Throughout All Residential Areas: Permit and
incentivize the construction of middle housing types such as triplexes, fourplexes, sixplexes,
townhouses, and stacked flats throughout all residential areas. This strategy is crucial for
diversifying housing choices, accommodating different household sizes and income levels,
and fostering inclusive neighborhoods. 


 


3.                Create Significant Floor Area, Height, and Density Bonuses for Affordable and
Social Housing Developments: To address the urgent need for affordable housing, provide
robust incentives such as floor area, height, and density bonuses for developers to
incorporate affordable units into their projects. These incentives are essential for expanding
housing options for low- and moderate-income households and ensuring equitable
development. 


 
The final Comprehensive Plan must address both the existing shortfall and projected growth in



mailto:Presidentandceo@uwkc.org

mailto:OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov





housing demand. Failure to implement these critical policy changes will exacerbate our existing
homelessness and housing crisis. 
 
United Way respectfully calls on you and the OPCD to prioritize these urgent policy changes to
ensure that all Seattle residents have access to safe, affordable housing and opportunities to thrive. I
am committed to collaborating with the City, stakeholders, and the Complete Communities Coalition
and to continue advocating for these essential policy priorities. 
 
Thank you for considering our input and for your dedication to building a more equitable and 
affordable Seattle. 


 
Gordon
 
Gordon McHenry, Jr. (he, him, his)
President & CEO
United Way of King County
gmchenryjr@uwkc.org
(206) 931-8547(m)
Web | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | COVID-19 Updates
 



mailto:gmchenryjr@uwkc.org

https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=d5962c1f-8a0d1531-d59604af-86c89b3c9da5-c2de3f07fb39d5b0&q=1&e=be4eadec-3c75-4de4-bd9d-19643665e3c6&u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.uwkc.org%2F

https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=8e5d5d51-d1c6647f-8e5d75e1-86c89b3c9da5-67317b9482f6c1a1&q=1&e=be4eadec-3c75-4de4-bd9d-19643665e3c6&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.uwkc.org%2Fnews-and-stories%2F

https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=f1c2ce6d-ae59f743-f1c2e6dd-86c89b3c9da5-11db1eaac6b63fca&q=1&e=be4eadec-3c75-4de4-bd9d-19643665e3c6&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FUnitedWayKC%2F
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University Lutheran Church 
1604 NE 50th St. 


Seattle, WA 98105 


206-525-7074


www.universitylutheranseattle.org 


May 7, 2024 
Rico Quirindongo, Director 
Michael Hubner, Long Range Planning Manager 
Planning and Community Development 
P.O. Box 94788 
Seattle, WA 98124-7088 
email: OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov 


Reference: Draft for Public Review, ONE SEATTLE PLAN, Comprehensive Plan Update


University Lutheran Church has been an integral part of the University District for over 100 years. 
Our church building on 50th Ave NE supports critical social services for at-risk women by hosting 
the Elizabeth Gregory Home day center. Several nights per week, University Lutheran serves 
hungry young people through TeenFeed. We see the homeless and mentally ill on our front 
doorsteps and within our parking lots. Our members struggle with the availability of affordable 
housing; young people who were raised in the congregation cannot find affordable homes within 
the city. 


The Seattle Comprehensive Plan provides an opportunity to address these large challenges that 
we observe in our neighborhood. Essentially, we just need more affordable housing-low income, 
workforce, and family housing units. Within our neighborhood, we call for the following changes 
to the Comprehensive Plan: 


1) Expand the footprint of the U District Regional Center.
- The area of the Regional Center must include the full 10 minute walkshed.
- Within the University Park neighborhood where University Lutheran resides, the
Regional Center should be expanded to allow higher elevation buildings northward from
45th Ave NE all the way to 52nd Avenue NE. This is only a 10 minute walk north along
University Way (the Ave). Note the frequent bus service along University Way and 15th
Avenue NE makes this a practical expansion of the Regional Center.
- The height of the Regional Center may be increased to allow more housing because at
the street level pedestrians will not be affected by increased building heights.


2) Expand the footprint and intensity of Roosevelt and Wallingford urban centers, adjacent to
University District Regional Center. For the Roosevelt center, which contains the Link
light rail station, extend the area to encompass a full 1 0 minute walk from the station; this
entire area should allow 7-8 story buildings to make best use of the investment in transit.
Townhome level designations should only be allowed outside the area.


We Choose Love 







Within the past few years, our congregation has observed a declining number of families living 
in our neighborhood which means that we have fewer long term members that financially support 
the congregation and its community services. Seattle needs to change that trend which is why 
we support the following recommendations to provide more affordable family housing. 


3) More midrise style family housing like those in neighborhood centers around major 
public investments, like Ravenna Park, Ravenna Eckstein Park, Bryant Elementary, 
Green Lake Elementary, Laurelhurst Elementary, Green Lake Park, Woodland Park, 
Magnusen Park, and The University, Green Lake, and NE Branch public libraries.


4) Expand the square footage allotment (floor area ratio or FAR) for middle housing to at 
least 1.6 or to be at least compliant with the model code from the State Commerce 
Department. This is particularly important in neighborhoods like ours-where building 
can prevent displacement elsewhere.


5) Restore all the neighborhood centers from the original visionary proposal put out by 
OPCD, which include Tangletown, three along Sand Point Way, south Wallingford, the 
border of Fremont/Wallingford, one in Ravenna and two on 35th Avenue NE.


Andy Flatt-Kuntze 
Pastor 
University Lutheran Church 
pastorandy@universitylutheranseattle.org 
206-525-707 4


Liz Herlevi 
President of the Council 
University Lutheran Church 


Eunice How 
Justice and Peace Committee, chair 
University Lutheran Church 












 


City of Seattle 
Urban Forestry Commission 


Becca Neumann (Position 4 – Hydrologist), Co-chair 
Hao Liang (Position 6 – Landscape Architect – ISA), Co-Chair  


Joshua Morris (Position 7 – NGO), Co-Chair 
Allcia Kellogg (Position 2 – Urban Ecologist) • David Baker (Position 8 – Development) 


Nathan Collins (Position 9 – Financial Analyst) • Logan Woodyard (Position 10 – Get Engaged) 
Lia Hall (Position 13 – Community/Neighborhood) 
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UFC acknowledges the Coast Salish peoples of this land, the land which touches the shared waters of all tribes and 


bands within the Duwamish, Puyallup, Suquamish, Tulalip and Muckleshoot nations. As a commission, we are continuing 


our work to build strong and reciprocal relationships with the Indigenous lands and peoples of this city. 


 


 
April 24, 2024 
 
Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development 
600 4th Ave, Floor 5 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
RE: Urban Forestry Commission (UFC) recommendations on the draft One Seattle Plan and draft EIS 
 
 
Dear OPCD Staff, 
 
The UFC was established in 2009 by Ordinance 123052 to advise the Mayor and City Council concerning 
the establishment of policy and regulations governing the protection, management, and conservation of 
trees and vegetation in the City of Seattle. The UFC believes strongly in the value of our city’s trees and 
urban forest, as city infrastructure vital to our quality of life and community resilience to climate 
change.  


The UFC appreciates the work that the City and the Office of Planning and Community Development 
have put into developing the One Seattle Plan and balancing the many City goals needed to be 
accommodated in the Plan. Given the many benefits of the city’s urban forest for Seattle residents, it is 
important to fully consider the urban forest in planning for the city’s growth. The UFC appreciates the 
opportunity to provide feedback on the draft One Seattle Plan and offers the recommendations below 
based on this critical need. 


The UFC’s feedback centers on several main focus areas: 


• Ensuring the city is moving toward growing tree canopy to meet the canopy goal of 30% canopy 
cover citywide by 2037. 


• Ensuring that the benefits of trees for community health and well-being are clearly highlighted 
and incorporated into the goals and policies. 


• Addressing equity in tree canopy; promoting access to urban forest benefits for underserved 
communities. 


• Addressing biodiversity loss and ensuring this is incorporated into goals and policies. 


What is good in the Plan – There are many areas in the One Seattle Plan the UFC appreciates, that align 
with the priorities and values of the UFC, and that the UFC would like to see retained in the final Plan. 


These positive aspects to retain that align with UFC values and priorities include: 


• Addition of the new Climate and Environment Element and dedicating a section within that to 
Tree Canopy. 



https://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_123052.pdf
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• Reducing climate impacts and addressing climate resilience is woven throughout every element 
of the plan. 


• Preserving and maintaining canopy and the importance of tree canopy are incorporated 
throughout the Plan. This starts to make necessary connections between tree canopy and other 
values, and it can be improved. There are recommendations to address this below. 


• The focus on equitable housing options in the Housing Element is positive and necessary. 
Residents in that housing also need access to a healthy built environment, and trees are an 
essential part of that. 


• The increased focus on green infrastructure / nature-based solutions is aligned with the UFC 
priorities around emphasizing the value of trees as critical infrastructure. 


• The UFC values elevation of Indigenous voices, and appreciates the improved consideration of 
Tribal rights and leadership in environmental protection. 


 
Recommendations to strengthen the Plan Elements and EIS analyses 


The recommendations below are organized by the Plan Elements, in the order that those Elements 
appear in the Plan. The recommendations follow the format of describing observations and needs, then 
listing specific recommendations to address those issues. The bolded language highlights the high-level 
concepts for each area, and text in red italics indicates specific suggested language changes. 


Please address our proposed edits to the draft One Seattle Plan as requests for incorporation into the 
analysis of impacts in the draft EIS, and as potential mitigation for adverse impacts that might not 
otherwise be addressed. 


Growth Strategy 


The UFC notes that it is hard from the information provided to understand the potential impacts of the 
Growth Strategy on tree canopy.  The UFC poses the following questions and suggestions in order to 
get more information/greater clarity on this: 


• Will we be able to meet our 30% canopy cover goal given the strategies, goals and policies included 
in the Plan? The UFC requests follow-up information and analysis to help answer this question; it is 
not answered in the analysis in the draft EIS. Given the availability of recent, high-resolution spatial 
datasets for tree canopy cover, the UFC recommends strengthening the tree canopy analysis in the 
final EIS by investigating how tree canopy cover intersects with property ownership, equity 
categories, property redevelopment status, and alternate future land uses/place types to identify 
and quantify potential canopy loss due to updates to the Growth Strategy over the next twenty 
years. For example, Seattle’s 2021 Canopy Assessment found that on parcels where development 
occurred, an average of 34% canopy was lost on Neighborhood Residential lots and 50% on Multi-
family lots. The canopy assessment also showed that Race and Social Justice Index priority 
neighborhoods started with less canopy and lost more canopy than the citywide average during the 
assessment period. The UFC requests that the City use these available data to inform analysis of 
potential canopy loss in the Neighborhood Residential Zone under the proposed growth strategy.  


Additionally, the 2021 Canopy Assessment defined “redeveloped parcels” as sites that both began 
and completed construction of new buildings that added residential units or new commercial 
buildings between 2016-2021. Given this narrow definition, it’s possible this analysis may 
underestimate overall canopy loss due to redevelopment. The UFC recommends additional 
analysis be incorporated into the final EIS to better understand potential impacts of 
redevelopment on canopy loss, particularly in Neighborhood Residential and Multifamily areas. 


• The supplemental report on proposed Neighborhood Residential zoning changes notes that “As part 
of the One Seattle Plan, the City is considering updating the tree planting requirements and 



https://seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OSE/Urban%20Forestry/2021%20Tree%20Canopy%20Assessment%20Report_FINAL_230227.pdf
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available departures in Neighborhood Residential zones. The purpose of this update would be to 
help meet citywide tree canopy within the new context of development allowed in these areas.” 
The UFC affirms this approach and recommends tree planting requirements and available 
departures are updated and incorporated into the Plan. The UFC recommends these 
requirements be sufficient to encourage and prioritize tree retention and planting in the resulting 
available open space on lots. This is especially important given that 47% of the city’s tree canopy is 
in NR parcels and the proposed zoning changes may increase the probability of tree removal in 
these parcels. 


• What is the impact of the proposed Growth Strategy and zoning changes, including the shift from 
35-40% to 50% lot coverage in Neighborhood Residential zones, on canopy cover and available 
planting space and root zones, and what is the projected rate of change in canopy cover over time?  


Land Use Element 


• The UFC recommends that the General Development Standards section include tree canopy in the 
listing of what the standards are intended to achieve, and that the policy related to the role of 
tree requirements be strengthened. Both the discussion for this section and the policy related to 
tree requirements can be strengthened with the recommendations below: 


o Add to the last sentence of the discussion so that it reads: “They help ensure new buildings 
contribute to the overall neighborhood and advance city goals relating to public health and 
safety, utility service provision, open space and tree canopy, energy efficiency, and other 
topics.” 


o Amend Policy LU 4.8 to read: “Use tree requirements to preserve and enhance the City’s 
physical, aesthetic, and cultural character, to enable the City to reach the 30% canopy cover 
goal, and to enhance the value of trees in addressing stormwater management, pollution 
reduction, and heat island mitigation.” 


• The UFC recommends that the goals and policies for tree canopy, shorelines, riparian corridors, 
environmentally critical areas, and other important urban habitat features be strengthened, and 
their specificity and ambition be increased to create a solid foundation on which to evaluate 
progress or success. Suggestions for this include: 


o Regulations for environmentally critical areas should seek to enhance ecological functions and 
values of wetlands and fish and wildlife conservation areas, in addition to protecting them. Our 
regulations should also protect the health and safety of both people and wildlife.  


▪ Revise goal LU G17 to read:  


“Environmentally critical areas regulations seek to:  


• protect and enhance the ecological functions and values of wetlands and fish and 
wildlife conservation areas; 


• prevent erosion on steep slopes;  


• protect public health, safety, and welfare in areas subject to landslides, liquefaction, 
floods, or peat settlement;  


• inform the public by identifying seismic and volcanic hazard areas; and  


• minimize harm to people, wildlife, property, public resources, or the environment” 


o Recognize that sea-level rise threatens Seattle’s beaches and other coastal habitats, especially 
since most of our shoreline is armored, which prevents habitats from transgressing inland in 
response to rising seas.  


Specific examples to address this include: 
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▪ Revise policy P1.14 to read: “Provide sustainable public access to shorelines by improving 
shoreline street ends, applying shoreline regulations, and acquiring waterfront land, 
removing shoreline armoring, and restoring coastal habitat." 


▪ Add a policy to under Goal P G5 to read: “Promote removal of shoreline armoring, coastal 
restoration, and managed retreat of structures away from areas at high risk of erosion, 
flooding or submersion due to sea-level rise.” 


• The UFC recommends that the Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources section include 
natural heritage, since natural features like big, mature trees, and the presence of certain iconic 
species like Salmon, Orca, Bald Eagles, etc., are living links to the past, are important cultural 
resources, and give Seattle its unique sense of place.  


Suggestions to address this include: 


o Acknowledge natural heritage and biodiversity as important historic and cultural resources by 
including a policy under Goal LU G16: “Consult and collaborate with Tribes and urban 
Indigenous communities to protect and conserve natural heritage and to increase opportunities 
for traditional cultural practices.” 


• The UFC recommends strengthening the discussion in the Urban Design section by amending the 
second sentence to read: “These include well-defined and diverse mixed-use neighborhoods; 
contiguous tree canopy cover; compact, walkable scale; proximity to nature; and attractive parks, 
streets, and public spaces.” 


Transportation Element 


Walkability is mentioned in this element, but pedestrian friendly streets and walkability are dependent 
on trees. The UFC recommends that the policies do more to incorporate green space and trees to 
improve the value and utility of walkable streets. 


Specific examples to address this include: 


• Amend Policy T 2.5 to read: “Use pedestrian design guidance in the Right-of-Way Improvements 
Manual and guidance from the Seattle Transportation Plan to determine adequacy of the 
pedestrian realm, before allocating space to the flex zone or travel way, and, within the 
pedestrian realm, prioritize space to address safety concerns, network connectivity, tree canopy 
cover, and activation.” 


• Amend Policy T 3.3 to read: “Develop and maintain a high-quality network of connected bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities that adequately incorporate elements for non-vehicle travel, 
such as tree canopy and right of way green space.” 


UFC recommends improving connectivity together with tree planting, and prioritizing routes from 
high-density residential areas to public parks and green spaces. This encourages creating green 
corridors, enhancing pedestrian and bicycle paths, and ensuring safe, accessible, and equitable 
transportation for all residents. 


Housing Element 


The focus on equitable housing options is good. However, the UFC believes that residents in that 
housing also need equitable access to a healthy built environment, and trees are an essential part of 
that. The history of inequity also includes lack of access to trees and open space.  


Specific examples to address this include: 


• Add to the discussion section of this Element: “Seattle’s history also includes a lack of investment in 
the neighborhoods of the city where people of color were restricted to, resulting in a less equitable 
built environment as well, including aspects such as fewer and less-maintained parks and open 
spaces and less tree canopy.” 
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• Amend Policy H 1.4 to read: “Develop housing strategies that reflect the values and meet the 
specific needs of communities most impacted by housing discrimination and injustice, including 
ensuring that the communities have equitable access to a healthy built environment.” 


Climate and Environment Element – Part 2: Healthy, Resilient Communities and Environment section 


• The UFC recommends amending Goal CE G12 to read: “Seattle has a healthy urban forest with tree 
canopy that covers at least 30% of the land, which maximizes the environmental, economic, social, 
and climate-related benefits of trees and is achieved by 2037.”  


The UFC further encourages the City to continue to evaluate the canopy cover goal to ensure the 
city’s urban forests are supplying the needed functions and benefits in the face of climate change 
impacts, and to increase its ambitions around the urban forest. Canopy cover goals include more 
than tree numbers; they also include ensuring conditions enable tree health and forest 
sustainability. The overall goal number should be aspirational enough to accommodate that in the 
face of climate change impacts.  


• The UFC recommends that the role of trees as part of the built environment be emphasized, and 
that the fact that our infrastructure systems are interconnected be acknowledged. For example, 
the amount of canopy cover we have affects how much stormwater our system needs to absorb – 
need to think about this as we consider how resilient the city is to climate impacts. Tree canopy also 
helps reduce reliance on mechanical cooling, electrical use, and the strain on power grid.  


Some examples of language recommendations to achieve this include:  


o Amend the fourth sentence in the second paragraph of the discussion section to include tree 
canopy as a missing community service: “Areas with fewer community services—such as 
grocery stores, parks, libraries, tree canopy, and transit—often coincide with neighborhoods 
that were historically redlined and have a higher population of residents of color, non-English 
speaking residents, and older adults.”  


o Our trees/urban forest are part of our infrastructure, and they are assets, and are very 
susceptible to the impacts of climate change. Amend the statement in the third paragraph of 
the discussion section to: “While some of Seattle’s systems and assets are relatively resilient to 
the impacts of climate change, some systems and assets such as the urban forest will continue 
to be strongly impacted by climate change, and consequences and damages to all systems and 
assets are still highly likely during and after extreme events.” 


o Amend Policy CE 11.2 to: “Coordinate efforts among City departments and with other public 
agencies to resource holistic flood hazard management efforts and implement innovative 
approaches such as integrating publicly owned open space, and private properties with 
interested landowners, into a green stormwater infrastructure system.” 


• The UFC recommends incorporating pest and disease issues in the Plan, since they are an 
increasing threat/impact to our trees and vegetation. The UFC recommends adding to policy CE 7.4 
so that it reads: “Consider climate impacts and embed climate adaptation into City plans such as 
land use plans, strategic business plans, system plans, infrastructure plans, capital facility plans, and 
asset management processes. Advance the City’s pest readiness plans to ensure the City is prepared 
for and able to address pests and diseases impacting trees and vegetation at greater rates due to 
climate impacts.” 


• The UFC recommends addressing introduced and ecologically harmful (invasive) species that 
continue to be a threat to the city’s ecosystems, negatively impacting our climate resilience and 
resilience to pest/disease issues by reducing diversity of species. The UFC recommends including in 
the Planning for Resilience section this policy from the current Comp Plan: “Promote sustainable 
management of public and private open spaces, trees, and vegetation by preserving or planting 
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native and naturalized vegetation, removing invasive plants, improving soil health, using integrated 
pest management, and engaging the community in long-term stewardship activities.” 


• The UFC recommends that this Element include context around the global extinction crisis. 
Climate change and biodiversity loss are mutually reinforcing issues that need to be addressed 
simultaneously.  Trees are an important natural feature supporting wildlife and biodiversity. It is 
important that we have sufficient diversity in our trees and other vegetation, as well as canopy 
connectivity, to support greater diversity of animal life and providing greater benefits to the human 
population as well as greater resilience to climate change and other environmental threats. 


Specific examples to address this include:  


▪ Add discussion of the extinction crisis to the Climate and Environment section, by 
articulating why conserving urban biodiversity matters, and acknowledge that trees are one 
of the most important natural features supporting wildlife. Aspects to add to the discussion 
include noting that diverse, healthy habitats: 


o Underpin the functioning of ecosystems (pollination, seed dispersal, flood attenuation, 
scavenging, etc.) 


o Provide opportunities to experience and connect with nature close to home 


o Provide human health and well-being benefits 


▪ Add to Policy CE 13.6 so that it reads: “Develop integrated and comprehensive approaches 
to restoring, protecting, and managing fish and wildlife habitat, such as reconnecting 
floodplains, establishing riparian tree cover, and removing fish barriers, to accelerate 
ecosystem recovery of salmon, orca, and other endangered species. Ensure establishment 
and maintenance of climate resilient tree canopy for the support of wildlife and 
biodiversity.” 


• There is good discussion in the More Frequent Intense Storms and Longer Dry Periods section of the 
impacts of changing hydrological conditions. Goal CE G11, that “Seattle has planned for and 
adapted to the impacts of more frequent and more intense precipitation and storm events and 
longer dry periods”, is good, but all of the subordinate policies relate to stormwater management. 
The UFC recommends adding a policy related to monitoring and managing vegetation health 
during prolonged drought. 


• The UFC recommends strengthening language and policy around the heat island effect. For 
example, in the Extreme Heat and Wildfire Smoke section, heat islands (experienced by residents of 
low-canopy neighborhoods) can be mentioned specifically in addition to extreme heat (felt by 
whole community). 


• Additionally, the UFC notes that in the draft EIS, there is a statement on page 3.3-16: “In contrast to 
trees on private parcels, the benefits of trees in public-right-of-way are available to more people, 
including those from disadvantaged populations.” The UFC notes that trees provide benefits at 
multiple scales, and that trees on private lands provide public benefit well beyond the parcels in 
which they are rooted. The UFC recommends deleting this sentence as the final EIS is developed. 


Parks and Open Space Element 


• The UFC recommends that throughout the Plan, the language makes the link between trees and 
quality of life and public health. Specific language examples include: 


o In the discussion section, natural areas are only briefly noted in the list of public spaces. Natural 
areas and forests are not mentioned in the paragraph describing the variety of open spaces in 
the city. Add to the second paragraph: “Developed parks are not the only sources of open space 
that people enjoy in the city. Natural areas within the city’s park system provide space for 
residents to reconnect with nature and community and enjoy the host of benefits associated 
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with that. Open spaces and recreation opportunities are also located in public rights-of-way, 
such as along Cheasty and Ravenna Boulevards or in Bell Street Park…” 


• The quality of our public spaces, as well as the level of tree canopy, in neighborhoods across the city 
is currently not equitable due to different levels of investment in the city’s neighborhoods over 
time. The UFC recommends incorporating throughout the Plan goals and policies to advance 
equity in our public spaces and tree canopy. Specific policy and language examples include: 


o Amend the second sentence in the Operations and Maintenance section discussion to: 
“Equitable maintenance practices prioritize the needs of BIPOC, low-income, and other 
underserved populations, ensuring that public spaces in their neighborhoods receive the same 
level of attention and care as those in more affluent areas. In order to achieve equity in our 
public spaces, these areas should receive a higher level of maintenance to bring them up to the 
quality of those in more affluent areas.”  


• Amend Policy P 1.29 to read: “Incorporate Indigenous ecological knowledge and culture in open 
space design, plant selection, and interpretive elements. Recognize and support Tribal leadership in 
conservation, restoration, and design of open space, plant selection, and interpretive elements.” 


 
The UFC believes the urban forest is important to the goals and values of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Likewise, the Comprehensive Plan has important implications for the persistence, health and 
distribution of and the extent and quality of the benefits it provides. Trees and plantable space that are 
lost are not easily replaced. We acknowledge the relevance of the tree canopy growth as density and 
population grows.  
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide this feedback, and look forward to serving as a 
resource to your team during the remaining planning efforts. 
 
Sincerely, 


 


 
 


 
Josh Morris, Co-Chair         Becca Neumann, Co-Chair  


 


 


 


Hao Liang, Co-Chair 
 
 
CC: OPCD Director Rico Quirindongo 


 


 


 


 
Patti Bakker, Urban Forestry Commission Coordinator 
City of Seattle, Office of Sustainability & Environment 


PO Box 94729 Seattle, WA 98124-4729 Tel: 206-684-3194 
www.seattle.gov/UrbanForestryCommission 



http://www.seattle.gov/UrbanForestryCommission
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RE: Draft Comment Letter for Submittal ID 2024-S-6934 – City of Seattle Draft Comprehensive Plan, 


Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and SEPA Infill Exemption 


 


Dear Michael: 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Seattle’s proposed draft 2024 comprehensive 


plan, draft EIS (DEIS), and notice of SEPA infill exemption received on March 11, 2024. Growth 


Management Services processed the draft documents with material identification number 2024-S-


6934. 


 


Your submission represents a great deal of work and substantial progress towards the 2024 periodic 


update of your comprehensive plan due December 31, 2024. We especially appreciate the extensive 


work conducted on the city’s public outreach and engagement process and applaud you on what 


appears to be a robust public participation plan! 


 


As part of our review, we referenced the draft One Seattle Plan Update (2024) and DEIS. We have 


focused our review on the following comprehensive plan elements, and offer respective comments 


and/or suggestions as follows:  


 


1. Land Use 


 


a. Based on our review, it appears the draft land use element does not include population 


projections as required by the Growth Management Act (GMA). Per RCW 


36.70A.070(1), “The land use element shall include population densities, building 


intensities, and estimates of future population growth”. To better align with statute, we 


recommend including a population projection in your Land Use Element and, for 


consistency, throughout other elements in your comprehensive plan.  


 



mailto:Michael.hubner@seattle.gov

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070
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b. The city shall adopt a comprehensive plan and development regulations that are 


consistent with and implement the comprehensive plan, per RCW 36.70A.040. It appears 


that development standards with which to implement the comprehensive plan elements, 


policies and goals are not yet available, or are incomplete. Please provide a draft of all 


associated development regulations and zoning updates for the One Seattle Plan draft 


comprehensive plan so that it may be reviewed for consistency with the Growth 


Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.106. 


 


2. Housing 


 


a. The Growth Strategy and draft land use element include policies on moderate density 


housing options (e.g. duplexes, triplexes, etc.), however, these policies do not appear in 


the draft housing element, per RCW 36.70A.070. Please consider including a policy on a 


variety of moderate density housing types in the Housing Element as well. 


 


b. The draft comprehensive plan does not provide supporting documentation indicating 


sufficient land capacity for emergency housing and emergency shelter, per RCW 


36.70A.070(2)(c). While Commerce guidance indicates jurisdictions do not need to 


complete a land capacity analysis (LCA) for emergency housing and emergency shelter 


if they allow these uses in all zones that allow hotels, RCW 36.70A.070(2)(c) states 


jurisdictions must ensure sufficient capacity for all housing types, including emergency 


housing and emergency shelter, are identified in the housing element. Therefore, we 


recommend the city consider including this information in the final LCA. 


 


c. We appreciate the analysis you completed for the “Housing Production Barriers and 


Actions” section as well as the policies in your draft housing element addressing these 


barriers. However, the strategies identified in the “Actions to Address Barriers” section 


do not appear to clearly address barriers to housing across all income levels, particularly 


deeply affordable housing, emergency housing and permanent supportive housing, per 


RCW 36.70a.070(2)(d)(i) and (ii). We encourage you to expand your analysis of barriers 


to affordable housing and develop a detailed list of actions to remove these barriers. 


Completing this exercise can help guide your work over the coming years, including 


your required five-year implementation progress report (RCW 36.70A.130(9)). For more 


information, please refer to “Chapter 4. Adequate provisions” and checklists in 


Appendix B in Book 2.  


 


d. We applaud the “Historical Context of Racist Housing and Land Use Practices” and 


“Geographic Analysis of Racial and Social Equity in Housing” sections provided in your 


draft documents. The Housing Appendix could be improved by including a review of 


housing element policies that have led to racially disparate impacts. For more 


information, see “Step 3. Evaluate Policies” in the Racially Disparate Impacts Guidance 


(Book 3). 


 


 


 


 



https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.040

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a&full=true#36.70A.106

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a&full=true#36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.130

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/1d9d5l7g509r389f0mjpowh8isjpirlh

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/1d9d5l7g509r389f0mjpowh8isjpirlh

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/1l217l98jattb87qobtw63pkplzhxege

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/1l217l98jattb87qobtw63pkplzhxege
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3. Transportation 


 


a. A transition plan for transportation, as required in Title II of the Americans with 


Disabilities Act (ADA), is required in the city’s transportation element. Local 


governments are required to perform self-evaluations of current facilities and develop a 


program access plan to address deficiencies and achieve the identification of physical 


obstacles, establish methods, perform modifications and identify leadership roles. RCW 


36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(G), new in 2023. Please add this item to the One Seattle 


Comprehensive Plan. 


 


b. A transition plan as required by HB 1181 is not required until the 5 year check-in. 


However, it appears that that the city intends to comply with the climate requirements 


(multimodal levels of service standards and vehicle miles traveled reduction strategies), 


therefore we recommend the city include a transition plan sooner, rather than later, to 


guide your work over the coming years, including your five-year implementation 


progress report (RCW 36.70A.130(9)(a).    


 


c. It appears that a description of existing and planned transportation demand management 


(TDM) strategies, such as HOV lanes or subsidy programs, and parking policies, is not 


included in the transportation element, per RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(vi) and WAC 365-


196-430(2)(i). Please ensure a detailed description of each of the demand management 


strategies is included in the final One Seattle Plan Update (2024).  


 


d. If probable funding falls short of meeting identified needs of the transportation system, 


including state transportation facilities, a discussion of how additional funds will be 


raised, or how land use assumptions will be reassessed to ensure that LOS standards will 


be met is required. (RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(iv)(C) and WAC 365-196-430(2)(l)(iii)). 


There is mention of this in the funding investments section and land use assumption 


discussion in the appendix. However, we recommend you add a more detailed discussion 


on how additional funds will be raised and how land use assumptions will be reassessed.  


 


e. There appears to be minimal language in the plan concerning compatible airport siting. 


General aviation airports are essential public facilities. We recommend expanded 


discussion on appropriate compatibility, high intensity uses, airspace and height hazard 


obstruction, noise and safety issues, and other issues unique to each airport, such as 


topography and geography, per RCW 36.70.547.  


 


4. Capital Facilities 


 


a. An Inventory of existing capital facilities indicating their respective locations and 


capacities does not appear to be included in the draft “One Seattle Plan – Comprehensive 


Plan Update” as required by RCW 36.70A.070(3)(a). While there is an “Appendices” 


section listing the names and contents of said appendices, the appendices are not 


included for review. Please provide the “Capital Facilities Appendix” so it may be 


reviewed for consistency with the Growth Management Act (GMA). See WAC 365-196-



https://www.ada.gov/law-and-regs/regulations/title-ii-2010-regulations/

https://www.ada.gov/law-and-regs/regulations/title-ii-2010-regulations/

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2FRCW%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D36.70A.070&data=05%7C02%7Ccatherine.mccoy%40commerce.wa.gov%7C4b8816d571174a3b16e708dc6ee467c0%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638507174473458171%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=AIkb1Ajbsr33LcGh3Yf%2FvdiHiMNgfwrakGz4DF2CILM%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2FRCW%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D36.70A.070&data=05%7C02%7Ccatherine.mccoy%40commerce.wa.gov%7C4b8816d571174a3b16e708dc6ee467c0%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638507174473458171%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=AIkb1Ajbsr33LcGh3Yf%2FvdiHiMNgfwrakGz4DF2CILM%3D&reserved=0

https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1181-S2.SL.pdf?q=20240514130332

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a&full=true#36.70A.130

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2FRCW%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D36.70A.070&data=05%7C02%7Ccatherine.mccoy%40commerce.wa.gov%7C4b8816d571174a3b16e708dc6ee467c0%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638507174473467070%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rRR%2FxANHIbPwPCCm0CRECANRd74r%2FgSWcoo9kjhYdbs%3D&reserved=0

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-430

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-430

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2FRCW%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D36.70A.070&data=05%7C02%7Ccatherine.mccoy%40commerce.wa.gov%7C4b8816d571174a3b16e708dc6ee467c0%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638507174473479547%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5lSiQ9DWJ1GD4kJHhH56EWZLu99Nj1w938Pvl8oTiF8%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2FWAC%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D365-196-430&data=05%7C02%7Ccatherine.mccoy%40commerce.wa.gov%7C4b8816d571174a3b16e708dc6ee467c0%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638507174473485357%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UL%2BFZW0C0pwrtINuCfsEGh%2BHYHkHbG7QoO0xmsFUvHI%3D&reserved=0

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70.547

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415
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415(2)(a) for additional guidance pertaining to GMA requirements for the capital 


facilities inventory. 


 


b. A forecast of future needs for capital facilities during the planning period do not appear 


to be included in the draft “One Seattle Plan – Comprehensive Plan Update” as required 


by RCW 36.70A.070(3)(b). Please provide the “Capital Facilities Appendix” so it may 


be reviewed for consistency with the Growth Management Act (GMA). See WAC 365-


196-415(2)(b) for additional guidance pertaining to GMA requirements for the capital 


facilities forecast of future needs. 


 


c. Proposed locations of expanded or new capital facilities appear to be addressed in the 


adopted 6-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), however, the capacities of said 


expanded or new capital facilities are not provided as required by RCW 


36.70A.030(3)(c) and WAC 365-196-415(1)(c) and (3)(c). We recommend an 


amendment to the CIP to include capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. We 


also want to note that infrastructure investments should consider equity and plan for any 


potential displacement impacts. 


 


d. The draft capital facilities element does not appear to include a policy or procedure to 


reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing needs as 


required by RCW 36.70A.070(3)(e). We recommend adding a policy or procedure to 


reassess directly in the capital facilities element as required by statute. See WAC 365-


196-415(2)(d) for additional guidance. 


 


5. Utilities Element 


 


a. An inventory of existing utilities consisting of the general location, proposed location, 


and capacity of all existing and proposed utilities does not appear to be included in the 


draft “One Seattle Plan – Comprehensive Plan Update” as required by RCW 


36.70A.070(4)(a). While there is an “Appendices” section listing the names and contents 


of said appendices, the appendices are not included for review. Please provide the 


“Utilities Appendix” so it may be reviewed for consistency with the Growth 


Management Act (GMA). See WAC 365-196-420(2)(a) for additional guidance 


pertaining to GMA requirements for the utilities element inventory. 


 


Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions or concerns about this 


letter, or any other growth management issues, please feel free to contact me at (360)280-3147 or 


catherine.mccoy@commerce.wa.gov. We extend our continued support to the City of Seattle in 


achieving the goals of the GMA. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 
Catherine McCoy 



https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/FinanceDepartment/2429adoptedcip/2024-2029%20Adopted%20Capital%20Improvement%20Program.pdf

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-415

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-196-420
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Senior Planner 


Growth Management Services 


 


Catherine McCoy:lw 


 


cc: David Andersen, AICP, Senior Managing Director, Growth Management Services 


Valerie Smith, AICP, Deputy Managing Director, Growth Management Services 


 Anne Fritzel, AICP, Housing Programs Manager, Growth Management Services 


Benjamin Serr, AICP, Eastern Region Manager, Growth Management Services 


Carol Holman, MUP, Western Region Manager, Growth Management Services 


Brennon Staley, Strategic Advisor, Growth Strategy Lead, Seattle Office of Planning & 


Community Development 


Jim Holmes, EIS Lead, Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development 








Calling on Seattle City Council to Improve the Comprehensive Plan


(Substitute Resolution)


Whereas Seattle is currently in the process of drafting a comprehensive plan to chart the next
20 years of the city’s development


Whereas Seattle recently released the draft Comprehensive Plan


Whereas the draft Comprehensive Plan is full of the language of racial, economic, and


environmental justice and goals related to achieving it


Wheareas 40% of Seattle residents are low-income and only 20% of newly built housing units


are affordable for low-income residents


Whereas the practical aspects of the draft Comprehensive Plan do not address the need for


housing that is truly affordable and part of a healthy and liveable community


Whereas mature trees are necessary for healthy and livable communities, and housing built on


lots that are 85-100% hardscape creates heat islands leaving no room for trees or other green


space on such lots


Whereas the draft Comprehensive Plan purports to address the need for Seattle to increase


tree canopy cover, it does not advance adequate policy measures that will accomplish this


Whereas neighborhoods that were historically redlined are rapidly gentrifying and their


residents are at high risk for displacement


Whereas the draft Comprehensive Plan does not offer adequate policy solutions to prevent


further displacement or to provide truly affordable housing for individuals and families in these


neighborhoods since housing aimed at 80% of Seattle's median income translates to an income


in excess of $90,000 that is a higher income than many essential workers earn


Whereas in proposing the draft Comprehensive Plan, the City of Seattle is missing an


opportunity to demonstrate how it will attract and retain families with school age children and


essential workers in health care, education, other public services, hospitality and others


Whereas retaining these critical parts of our workforce depends on producing housing that is


affordable to moderate income households







Whereas determining property value and tax assessment based on “highest and best use”


rather than current use results in rapidly increasing property values


Whereas under the current plan, property taxes will continue to rise higher and higher, resulting


in displacement and prevention of wealth-building among legacy homeowners


Therefore be it Resolved that the 37th Legislative District Democrats support excluding


historically redlined areas from all density bonuses, including for non-profit and religious


organizations, and remove "highest and best use" zoning for property tax purposes in these


areas


Be it further Resolved that these exemptions should be retroactive to 2019 with paid “highest


and best use” tax differentials used as credits against future tax years


Be it further Resolved to support creative building designs that retain trees and mirror the


character of existing neighborhoods which will make these neighborhoods healthier and more


livable


Be it further Resolved that the City shall identify and implement plan(s) that have proven to be


effective in supporting public service workers with families, including health care workers and


educators, to afford rent and the purchase of homes in Seattle


Be it finally Resolved that the 37th Legislative District Democrats will transmit this resolution to


all Seattle City Council members and to the Mayor stating that it is crucial that in its effort to


redress the historical wrongs of redlining, the City use an approach that brings tangible benefits


to affected communities rather than creating new, oppressive, unhealthful policies and


structures that exacerbate inequities.








From: Robin Briggs
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Subject: Fwd: comments on One Seattle Comprehensive Plan & Climate Element
Date: Sunday, May 5, 2024 9:17:35 PM


CAUTION: External Email


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Robin Briggs <rbriggs1201@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, May 5, 2024 at 5:53 PM
Subject: comments on One Seattle Comprehensive Plan & Climate Element
To: <OPCD@seattle.gov>, <Bruce.Harrell@seattle.gov>, <OSE@seattle.gov>
Cc: Tim Gould <timg.sierraclub@gmail.com>


I am writing to you on behalf of the 43rd Legislative District Environmental Caucus. 


The new draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan is going to be a critical part of Seattle’s 
response to climate change. As such, it has excellent goals; we were very happy to see a 
Climate Element for the first time, and to see goals such as 9 trips out 10 zero carbon by 
2030. However, we have serious concerns over the growth targets and feel that many of 
the goals could be made more robust.


The single biggest impact thing Seattle can do to reduce its emissions is to allow more infill 
development. People living in the city have shorter distances to travel, greater opportunities 
to do those trips in a zero carbon way, and even use less energy to heat their homes 
because of shared walls and smaller spaces. A study from the City of Shoreline found that 
a family in a new apartment by light rail would have less than one tenth the carbon footprint 
of the same family if they had to live in east King County. This is one change that costs the 
City nothing, and that engagement from OPCD and polls from the Chamber have shown is 
overwhelmingly popular. Obviously there are many co-benefits: it would also reduce the 
cost of housing, improve equity, help our local economy as workers have an easier time 
getting to work, and improve City finances by expanding our tax base. The current plan 
picks the minimum possible legally allowable amount of growth, and we should be 
allowing double that.


The Climate Element is the closest thing we have to a climate plan. Goal CE G1 states: 
“Seattle’s core greenhouse gas emissions are reduced by 58 percent from 2008 levels by 
2030 and attain carbon neutrality by 2050.” This is inline with current goals, and excellent to 
restate here. I believe it is also critical to add more intermediate goals between 2030 and 
2050, so that we have specific reduction goals for 2035, 2040, and 2045, just as we do 
now for 2030. This is frankly the only way we will have a hope of meeting the 2050 goal.


Goal CE G2 states: “Greenhouse gas emissions are reduced by reducing vehicle trips and 







transitioning to zero-emissions trips.” This should be changed to include the goal from the 
2013 Climate Plan to reduce transportation emissions 82% by 2030, and zero-emission 
by 2050. It should also include intermediate goals for transportation emissions for 2035, 
2040, and 2045.


The plan should emphasize mode shift over vehicle electrification for decarbonizing 
our transportation system. We should be primarily using mode shift, and electrifying the 
remaining trips, as recommended by the Climate Change Response Framework.


A policy that is missing from CE G2 is to promote more work from home. Work from 
home has been credited with the reduction of emissions on the eastside, and has been 
identified by PSRC transportation modelers as a prerequisite for meeting transportation 
reduction targets (see here, starting on p. 24). Please add in this policy.


Goal CE G5 should reference the goal from the 2013 Climate Plan to reduce building 
energy emissions 38% from 2008 levels by 2030, and the goal of zero carbon should be 
explicitly tied to 2050. Intermediate goals for the building sector for 2035, 2040, and 2045 
should also be added so that we can assess progress as we go along to the overall goal of 
zero emissions by 2050. 


The language used for many of the goals is vague enough that it will be difficult or 
impossible to tell if the goals have been met. In particular, a goal with the aim of “reducing 
greenhouse gases” can be trivially met with a 1% reduction, or seriously reduced by 50%, 
or eliminated entirely. The goals need to be much more specific so we can judge our 
progress.


Lastly, the City should provide a timetable for when the public will be hearing more specific 
proposals for the policies from the Climate Element.


Thank you for considering these comments.


Robin Briggs, for the 43rd LD Environmental Caucus








Resolution Rejecting the Seattle 2024
Comprehensive Plan and Demanding
Seattle Live Up to Its Stated Housing
and Climate Goals
WHEREAS the City of Seattle has been in a self-declared Housing Affordability Crisis since
20141 and a Homelessness Crisis since 20152; and


WHEREAS the City of Seattle declared in 2020 the need for a Green New Deal to reduce
greenhouse gasses and environmental injustice34; and


WHEREAS a study by Microsoft in 2019 found that Seattle was already lacking 194,000
affordable homes;5 and


WHEREAS the Washington State Legislature passed HB-1110 (titled “Increasing middle
housing in areas traditionally dedicated to single-family detached housing”)6, which requires
Seattle to permit “four homes per residential lot, and six per lot if located within a quarter-mile of
a major transit stop or if two of the homes are affordable";7 and


WHEREAS Mayor Bruce Harrell ran on a platform of an “Emerald City Plan” to address global
warming and our environmental crisis8 and solving our homelessness crisis910 and our housing


10


https://www.bruceforseattle.com/current-leaders-failing-seattle-by-not-dedicating-majority-of-american-res
cue-plan-resources-to-homelessness-crisis/


9


https://www.bruceforseattle.com/bruce-harrell-unveils-homelessness-plans-decries-lack-of-action-to-help-
people-out-of-encampments-as-school-year-begins/


8


https://www.bruceforseattle.com/bruce-harrell-announces-emerald-city-plan-to-take-on-climate-crisis-ensu
re-climate-resilience/


7 https://www.sightline.org/2023/05/08/how-the-washington-legislature-burst-the-housing-abundance-dam/
6 https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1110&Year=2023&Initiative=false
5 https://www.theurbanist.org/2020/01/29/housing-action-on-a-truly-massive-scale/


4


https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-
a-Green-New-Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf


3 https://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change


2


https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/mayor-county-exec-declare-state-of-emergency-over-h
omelessness/


1 https://web.archive.org/web/20160302031456/http://www.seattle.gov/hala/about
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https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-a-Green-New-Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf

https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-a-Green-New-Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf

https://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change
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affordability & housing justice11 crisis, stating “We know the solution to the affordable housing
crisis is more housing, and I want to make sure we develop that housing in an intersectional,
equitable, and thoughtful manner”12, recognizing that while he “grew up in a redlined Central
District home, which we could afford on my dad’s union paycheck. Today, that wouldn’t be
possible because of our city’s dearth of affordable housing and homes”, and declaring he will
“work to protect communities against displacement and gentrification”13; and


WHEREAS the present Seattle City Council Members all ran on platforms of addressing climate
change, homelessness, and housing affordability; and


WHEREAS in 2023 Seattle resoundingly passed the I-135 Social Housing Initiative with a
14-point voting spread14 to create a Seattle Social Housing Developer that will build permanently
affordable “missing middle housing”15 to enable the middle-class to live in Seattle; and


WHEREAS Mayor Bruce Harrell has announced16 the 2024 One Seattle Comprehensive Plan17;
and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan makes only a single and
off-handed mention of Social Housing and provides no plan to staff and fund the Seattle Social
Housing Developer;18 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan sets no target to build more
homes over 20 years192021 than if we make literally zero changes to our current housing and
environmental plans22; and


22 Page 14,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDEISAppendices.pdf


21


https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanNeighborhoodReside
ntialConceptsDRAFT2024.pdf


20 Page 16,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf


19


https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanGrowthStrategySum
mary2024.pdf


18 Page 92,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf


17 https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/one-seattle-plan


16


https://harrell.seattle.gov/2024/03/05/mayor-harrell-releases-draft-one-seattle-comprehensive-plan-expan
ding-housing-opportunities-across-all-neighborhoods/


15 https://medium.com/@matthutchinsaia/give-middle-housing-a-shot-f254c4046165


14


https://ballotpedia.org/Seattle,_Washington,_Initiative_135,_Social_Housing_Developer_Authority_Measu
re_(February_2023)


13


https://seattleforeveryone.org/2021/09/20/2021-seattle-general-elections-mayoral-questionnaire-on-housi
ng/


12 https://publicola.com/2021/07/09/publicola-questions-bruce-harrell/
11 https://www.bruceforseattle.com/why-im-the-best-candidate-for-south-seattle-bruce-harrell/
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WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan has a target to build just 4,000
homes per year through 204423, which is nearly 30% less than the number of homes we’ve built
since 1990 as our homelessness and affordability crisis spiraled out of control;24 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan aims to produce 50% less homes
than its own research determined were needed;25 and


WHEREAS A Shoreline 2020 Housing study found that people living in modern dense housing
near Light Rail have less than 1/10th the carbon footprint of people living on the edge of the
Urban Growth Boundary in East King County26; and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan has created zoning and land use
guidelines that will result in more trees being removed from Seattle;27 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan does not create zoning and land
policy that prioritizes housing28 that is affordable29 to median income households;30 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan continues to exempt wealthier
and whiter neighborhoods from taking an equitable share of development while narrowly
focusing the bulk of future development in historically redlined neighborhoods;31 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan continues to focus development
along arterials, which has been proven to subject residents to toxic microplastics and other
pollution that creates asthma and other health risks; and


WHEREAS Representative Jessica Bateman, the sponsor of the missing middle bill HB-1110,
stated that Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan “defeats the intent & purpose of
HB 1110”32 and “legalizing middle housing isn’t meaningful if your development regulations
prohibit it from being built”33; and


33 https://twitter.com/jessdbateman/status/1765838477621616930
32 https://twitter.com/jessdbateman/status/1765468926325203156


31 Page 20,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf


30 https://twitter.com/HutchinsMatt/status/1766491248733650945
29 https://twitter.com/HutchinsMatt/status/1765378465040306426
28 https://www.kuow.org/stories/small-apartments-from-100-years-ago-offer-townhome-alternative
27 https://twitter.com/HutchinsMatt/status/1765382481438720361
26 https://www.shorelinewa.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/51414/637535559520430000


25 Page 60,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/SeattleMarket
RateHousingNeedsAndSupplyAnalysis2021.pdf


24 https://twitter.com/HutchinsMatt/status/1765434784380289061


23 Page 16,
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf
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WHEREAS Representative Julia Reed, a co-sponsor of HB-1110, stated “Pretty disappointed
with what I'm seeing so far in the City of Seattle comprehensive plan and expressing those
concerns to City reps. The largest city in the state should be maximizing the use of the tools WA
Leg is providing them, not doing the minimum”;34 and


WHEREAS Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan ignored the many hundreds of
people who urged the Mayor and Office of Planning & Community Development to study Option
6 which would add 200,000 homes by 2044;35


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats find that Mayor Harrell’s One
Seattle Comprehensive Plan is entirely inadequate to address the environmental,
homelessness, and housing affordability crises that Mayor Bruce Harrell, the entire City Council,
a super-majority of residents, and community activists across the political spectrum all agree we
are facing; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats condemn this plan and demand
that Mayor Bruce Harrell and the Office of Planning & Community Development enact Option 6
which would add 200,000 homes by 2044; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats demand that Mayor Bruce Harrell
and the Office of Planning & Community Development implement a plan that embraces the spirit
and intent of HB-1110 to build missing middle housing for families and middle-income residents
that also promotes the City of Seattle’s tree cover goals; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats demand that Mayor Bruce Harrell
and the Office of Planning & Community Development implement a plan that includes an
ambitious plan to embraces the Seattle Social Housing Developer and deliver a significant
amount of social housing over the next 20 years; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats call on the Seattle City Council to
unanimously reject Mayor Harrell’s One Seattle Comprehensive Plan and demand the Office of
Planning & Community Development listen to the overwhelming majority of commenters who
called for a dramatic investment in more housing by delivering a plan for 200,000 homes, social
housing, and the missing middle housing required by HB-1110; and


BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT the 43rd LD Democrats endorses activism to pressure
Mayor Bruce Harrell, the Office of Planning & Community Development, and the Seattle City
Council to replace this inadequate One Seattle Comprehensive Plan with Option 6 which will
build 200,000 homes.


35


https://www.capitolhillseattle.com/2023/01/calls-for-alternative-6-to-keep-seattle-housing-development-fro
m-slowing-as-city-holds-virtual-citywide-meeting-on-comp-plan-update/


34 https://twitter.com/RepJuliaReed/status/1765149990387859487



https://www.capitolhillseattle.com/2023/01/calls-for-alternative-6-to-keep-seattle-housing-development-from-slowing-as-city-holds-virtual-citywide-meeting-on-comp-plan-update/

https://www.capitolhillseattle.com/2023/01/calls-for-alternative-6-to-keep-seattle-housing-development-from-slowing-as-city-holds-virtual-citywide-meeting-on-comp-plan-update/

https://twitter.com/RepJuliaReed/status/1765149990387859487





Submitted to the 19 March 2024 General Meeting of the 43rd LD Democrats by Chair Paul
Chapman, 43rd LD Technology Chair Liam Steckler, 43rd LD King County Alternate
Representative Justan Peterson, and 43rd Environmental Caucus Member Robin Briggs, 43rd
LD King County Rep Andrew Ashiofu, 43rd LD PCO Chair Ryan Driscoll, 43rd LD Meetings and
Events Chair Ry Armstrong


Passed by the 43rd LD Democrats at the 19 March 2024 General Meeting
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1 Note: ‘Walkshed’ is a commonly used term which does not recognize accessibility by means other than walking. 
Throughout this document are references to walking/rolling in place of the term ‘walkshed’. 
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May 20, 2024 


 


Dear Director Rico Quirindongo,  


Thank you for mee�ng with the Chinatown-Interna�onal District Visioning Group on April 30, 2024, and 
presen�ng the Dra� – Seatle Comprehensive Plan.  


Below are some concerns about the proposed Comprehensive Plan:  


As an organiza�on that serves the Asian American, Na�ve Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander communi�es, 
we ques�on the categoriza�on of the CID as a Regional Center, rather than an Urban Center. The 
classifica�on of the CID as an Urban Center is more fi�ng for the neighborhood. The CID is home to a 
high concentra�on of restaurants, small businesses, and non-profit organiza�on that serve many low-
income and immigrant residents. Unlike the downtown core, the CID is a residen�al neighborhood, with 
many residents who both work and live in the neighborhood. Development projects, like the 
Interna�onal District Village Square project, combined affordable housing with services such as a 
medical clinic, senior and child care, community center, library, and store fronts that strengthen the 
community and reflect an Urban Center. The classifica�on of the neighborhood as a Regional Center may 
harm the neighborhood’s historical and cultural preserva�on, as well as displace current small 
businesses, services, and residents.  


The lack of an�-displacement strategies in the Comprehensive Plan will threaten the vitality of the CID. 
The CID is unique in its history, cultural value, and its people. The neighborhood is home to many of 
Seatle’s legacy businesses and incubates many first- and second-genera�on entrepreneurs. However, 
with increasing rent, exis�ng CID businesses, non-profits, and residents may not be able to afford to stay 
in the neighborhood. As a small organiza�on, APICAT has also been displaced from the CID. Adding an�-
displacement strategies such as keeping businesses and cultural anchors in place, expanding tenant 
protec�ons, inves�ng in community ownership of land, and suppor�ng homeowners to stay and thrive in 
place, would support the preserva�on of CID community. 


Finally, the dra� Comprehensive Plan does not meet the current and future demands for growth in 
Seatle. Both the CID and southeast Seatle bear the brunt of development, exacerba�ng the legacy of 
redlining. We ask the City for more equitable growth and development to take place throughout Seatle, 
by adding more Urban Centers and Neighborhood Centers in other areas to accommodate higher density 
development – such as small to mid-size apartment buildings.  


We hope this feedback will support you and your department in planning for a Seatle where all 
communi�es can thrive. 


 


Sincerely,  


Elaine Ishihara  


Execu�ve Director 


Asian Pacific Islander Coali�on Advoca�ng Together for Health  







CC: 


Seatle Council Member Tammy J. Morales 


Seatle Council Member Tanya Woo 


Seatle Council Member Sara Nelson 


Seatle Mayor Bruce Harrell  


Monisha Singh, Interim Execu�ve Director, Chinatown Interna�onal District Business Improvement 
Associa�on 


Jacqueline Wu, CID Coali�on 


Michael I�, Execu�ve Director, Chinese Informa�on and Service Center 


Brien Chow, Chong Wa Benevolent Associa�on 


Amy Chen Lozano, Chong Wa Benevolent Associa�on 


Susan Wang, Execu�ve Director, Denise Louie Educa�on Center 


Paul Wu, Friends of Chinatown-Seatle 


Bety Lau, Friends of Japantown 


Frank Irigon, Friends of Japantown 


Quynh Pham, Execu�ve Director, Friends of Litle Saigon 


Valerie Tran, Opera�ons Director, Friends of Litle Saigon 


Al Yuen, Hop Sing Top 


Tom Im, Deputy Director, InterIm Community Development Associa�on 


Derek Lum, Policy Analyst, InterIm Community Development Associa�on 


Kelli Nomura, Chief Execu�ve Officer, Interna�onal Community Health Services 


Elizabeth Agi, Policy & Advocacy Administrator, Interna�onal Community Health Services 


George Cloy, Japanese American Museum 


Jamie Lee, Co-Execu�ve Director, Seatle Chinatown Interna�onal District Preserva�on and Development 
Authority 


An Huynh, Director of Community Development, Seatle Chinatown Interna�onal District Preserva�on 
and Development Authority 


Timothy Lee, Seniors in Ac�on 


Cassie Chinn, Deputy Execu�ve Director, Wing Luke Museum of the Asian Pacific American Experience  







Wren Wheeler, Trustee and Execu�ve Associate, Wing Luke Museum of the Asian Pacific American 
Experience 


Kevin Lee, Yee Fung Toy 


Cyndy Wilson, Community Strategist & Facilitator, Headwater People 


Mat Echohawk-Hayashi, Community Strategist & Facilitator, Headwater People  


Sokha Danh, CID Community Capacity Advisor 








From: Emily Rose Barr
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Cc: Sarah Liu; Sarah Liu
Subject: Feedback on the 2024 Update to the One Seattle Plan
Date: Monday, May 6, 2024 8:21:39 AM


CAUTION: External Email


Hello,


We are writing on behalf of the Affordable Housing Subcommittee from the Seattle
Women’s Commission. 


We appreciate the efforts you’ve made to align our city’s growth goals with the needs
of our community through the One Seattle Plan. It’s encouraging to see
improvements in the housing space such as expanding Urban Center boundaries and
implementing policies to protect BIPOC homeowners from displacement. However,
we believe there are areas for further enhancement to match our city’s growing
housing need.


We’d have the following questions about the plan:


1. How does the City plan to streamline the permitting process for housing
projects?


2. What measures will be put in place to safeguard low-income residents from
rent increases and eviction?


3. What strategies does the City have to encourage the return of displaced
individuals and families?


4. Given that past housing production (6,800 – 12,000 homes per year since
2015) has been insufficient to keep up with the demand, why is the projected
average increase in homes over the next 20 years in the plan so low (5,000
homes per year)?


5. Why do the proposed standards not have an effective increase in
development capacity beyond what is currently allowed with Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs)? It only allows a developer to squeeze more homes
into the same allowed footprint and limits our ability to create family-sized
homes in middle housing.


6. Outside of existing urban centers and limited new neighborhood centers, why
are multi-family homes restricted to properties directly on arterials? By doing
so, large swathes of Seattle within walking distance from frequent transit, with
good access to amenities and low risk of displacement, will remain off-limits
for multifamily homes under the Draft Plan.


Our recommendations which align with those of our partner, the Housing







Development Consortium:


Expanding Middle Housing
Enable the development of family-sized homes in middle housing by
allowing for more development capacity in fourplexes, sixplexes, and
other middle housing options.
Align Seattle’s middle housing standards with the Department of
Commerce model ordinance, at a minimum, to ensure middle housing
can be feasibly built.
Create development incentives, like floor area ratio bonuses, for
stacked flats and family-sized homes.


Expanding Transit-Oriented Development
Allow for midrise housing in all areas served by frequent transit, in the
¼ mile around frequent bus service and ½ mile around light rail. 
Enlarge the proposed Neighborhood Centers, from 800-ft to ¼ mile.
Reintroduce Neighborhood Centers that were studied but not included
in the Draft Plan.
Allow the development of cross-laminated timber highrise buildings in
Regional and Urban Centers.


Ending Exclusionary Zoning & Advancing Racial Equity
Create height, density, and floor area bonuses for affordable rental
housing, affordable homeownership, and social housing development.
Strengthen the Growth Strategy’s anti-displacement impact by
allowing sixplexes on all residential lots in Urban Neighborhood areas
with low displacement risk.
Give homeowners interested in redeveloping their property technical
assistance and land use incentives.
Designate a Regional Center in South Seattle and conduct subarea
planning.


Thank you for the work done so far and we look forward to improving our city’s land
use for a more equitable and vibrant Seattle.


Thank you,
Sarah Liu and Emily Rose Barr
Affordable Housing Subcommittee of the Seattle Women's Commission








From: Charlotte Starck
To: PCD_OneSeattleCompPlan
Subject: Feedback from Alki - Designated Urban Neighborhood, in need of transportation, parks, and more middle-


housing
Date: Sunday, May 5, 2024 7:44:07 PM


CAUTION: External Email


Hello, 


I'm an Alki resident (Urban Neighborhood) and president of Alki Community Council, a
volunteer neighborhood group with about 250 neighbors/members in our database. We are a
residential neighborhood wrapped around a high-traffic tourism and beach/park destination
with clear seasonal challenges in crowd management, high speed traffic and safety for those
who live here and visit. While I don't have a study of our own, I wanted to share consistent
concerns raised in meetings related to the OSCP draft. Before I do, I thank you for your work –
as this is clearly a monumental task.  


1. Lack of Middle-Housing:  A top concern upon review of the plan: There is not enough
mid-level housing in the plan to serve as home to families,  especially middle income
families that serve  in vital occupations needed for the community to thrive.
Affordability for first-responders, healthcare workers, teachers and law enforcement
remains elusive and yes, many elusive to city employees.  The city's initiative to put 4
homes on a single-family lot, no larger than 1,1000 needs to be thought through with a
better sense of what will fit a family's real needs. The likely outcome feared is that these
will be simply bought up by companies and investors running Airbnbs as Seattle seen in
the downtown condo industry. Middle housing should be 1,500 sq feet with 3 bedroom,
2 bath combinations to suit an average family of 4. 


2. Alki could benefit from a Neighborhood Center: Transporation to West Seattle needs
to improve and currently the plan does not include an urban neighborhood center for
Alki. The foot ferry and bus routes that stop on Harbor Ave could be considered as we
have a few businesses there and restaurants near the bridge and foot ferry, but traffic
at the bridge onramps are very congested already.


3. Parks: Dog Parks: Alki has No Off-leash Dog Park. Statistics show that dogs outnumber
the number human residents in the city Seattle. (Dogs are outlawed on the beach, so
currently, the Alki Community Playfield and baseball/soccer fields are often used as
dog playfield which leaves a mess often. Is it possible to have several on the land
already owned by the city but not buildable? We have greenspaces that could have
small portions cut out for this use for small and large dog playgrounds. 


4. Parks: Alki needs space for children to be children. We have only one children's park
with any equipment.  It's Whale Tail Park that contains play equipment to serve
hundreds of families. Currently, Seattle Parks Department recently notified us that they
do not have budget to maintain play surfaces as they wear. Can we identify an area
suitable to add another children's park where it makes sense to help serve families?







5. Hillside Stability and Mudslide Concerns: We have a lot of hills and shifting sand; and


on 55th Ave SW a prior mudslide a decade ago. Homeowners continue to illegally cut
trees down and neighbors on the bottom fo the hill have had falling dead trees land on
their properties. What will you do to enforce existing tree cutting laws when there is
already a current lack of code enforcement? 


6. Alki Beach Corner Store Need: But cost and crime rates with lack of police make
affordability challenging. 


7. Blocking large investor group buyouts of new housing to protect individuals. Is there
a way to protect new housing development from price controlling investment
companies who buy up properties by the thousands to rent, thus, driving prices for sales
and rents higher to help ensure that the individuals and families of Seattle have a
chance to buy? 


8. Preserve Tree Canopies and Views: Some residents express concern that
new housing should be developed to not obstruct existing views of simple
treelines for privacy between lots the Sound, Elliott Bay, or mountains and there
is a concern that property values will degrade. Could new building be required
to keep some trees that provide privacy between homes/lots or could neighbors
be provided input channels for property positioning to force staggering buidings
and neighboring windows, versus building to block windows? 


9. Housing for Elderly/Aging Residents: Need an ability to retain some single
level or accessible housing priced for aging population and caregivers. The
"silver tsunami" is about 14 years away, when the peak of America's
babyboomer population will hit their early to mid 80s and need more care and
affordable housing and care. 


Thank you for the opportunity to forward and provide input to make the community the
best it can be to serve all. 


Sincerely,
Charlotte Starck
Alki 








 
 


 


 


 


May 6, 2024 


 


Rico Quirindongo 


Director, Office of Planning & Community Development 


City of Seattle 


P.O. Box 94788 


Seattle, WA 98124-7088 


 


Re: Comments of Alliance for Pioneer Square on the Draft One Seattle Plan 


 


Dear Director Quirindongo,  


 


The following letter outlines the Alliance for Pioneer Square’s (the Alliance) comments on the 


Draft One Seattle Plan. This letter focuses on the application of the One Seattle Plan within the 


Pioneer Square neighborhood.  


We understand the importance of the One Seattle Plan for Pioneer Square and the City of Seattle 


and we expect and intend to continue to partner constructively with the City of Seattle’s Office of 


Planning & Community Development (OPCD) and other City departments on the implementation 


of the One Seattle Plan and in response to our comments. 


The Alliance has long sought to improve housing, the public realm, economic climate, and 


livability of Pioneer Square, which is an essential transportation and economic hub for the City of 


Seattle. After evaluating the information presented in the Draft One Seattle Plan, we urge OCPD 


and the City of Seattle to consider incorporating the following elements into the Final One Seattle 


Plan’s key moves: 


Preferred Alternative 


The focus of the Comprehensive Plan should be economic recovery and revitalization, sustained 


investment, housing affordability and jobs growth. To that end, we are supportive of Alternative 


5, Combined Growth Strategy, and there are a few areas where the City should go farther in a 


“Preferred Alternative” to achieve the City’s goals. Given the economic environment and housing 


affordability crisis, we encourage you to consider the suggestions below to maximize growth 


potential that is supportive of housing and jobs creation.  
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Alternative 5 seeks to add the greatest amount of new housing units and zoned capacity through 


combined place types. The City should focus on maximizing development capacity and 


removing zoning barriers where the most units are likely to materialize over the next decade, in 


Regional Centers and Urban Centers. 


Housing and Affordability: A recent study conducted in March of 2022 by MIG found that Pioneer Square 


has a much higher percentage of affordable and subsidized housing than the city as a wholei. We recommend 


that the Final One Seattle Plan includes land use guidance on incentivizing and promoting market-rate 


housing within Pioneer Square. Additional market-rate housing will create several benefits for Pioneer 


Square, including economic development opportunities for retailers, overall neighborhood resiliency, and 


diversity of housing. 


Community and Neighborhoods: The Alliance for Pioneer Square’s 2025 Strategic Planii notes 


that we support on-the-ground projects and physical improvements in the neighborhood that create 


vibrant spaces connected to transit, streets, and parks. In 2018, the Seattle Department of 


Transportation (SDOT) conducted a structural analysis of the underground areaways in Pioneer 


Squareiii.   


This analysis highlighted critical areaway structural vulnerabilities and helped SDOT map 


potentially vulnerable areaways throughout the neighborhood. To date, the City of Seattle has not 


identified a program to support the repair of Pioneer Square’s underground areaways. The One 


Seattle Plan must address the deferred maintenance of Pioneer Square’s underground areaways to 


keep the public safe as they traverse the neighborhood. Further, in the past years the Alliance has 


produced a variety of plans to inform the future planning of Pioneer Square’s public realm 


including the Jackson Hub Concept Planiv (which focuses on improvements that can be made 


around the intersection of S. Jackson Street and Fourth Ave S.), Pioneer Square Parks and 


Gateways Concept Planv (which presents a long range vision for all of the neighborhood’s open 


spaces) and Pioneer Square Steet Concept Plansvivii (which serves as a guide for future streetscape 


improvements). We recommend that these plans be incorporated in to the One Seattle Plan.  


Climate and Sustainability: Unreinforced masonry buildings (URMs) pose a significant threat to 


Pioneer Square resilience regarding climate and sustainability. The Seattle Department of 


Emergency Management estimates that Seattle has 1164 URMs throughout the city, with many 


being found in Pioneer Square. The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections’ URM list 


as of March 2024 notes that Pioneer Square has 32 high risk buildings (buildings over three stories 


in poor soil areas [liquefaction and slide areas]; and buildings in the public assembly group with 


occupancies more than 100 people)viii.  


Right now, there are no retroactive regulations in the City of Seattle requiring owners of URMs to 


upgrade their buildings through seismic retrofitting. The One Seattle Plan must address the hazards 


of URMs throughout the City of Seattle through meaningful intervention that does not financially 


burden building owners. This includes the City investing in the crumbling historic areaways it 


legally maintains in the right of way. 
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Transportation: Our neighborhood serves as a gateway to the Downtown core, our ferry 


system, both the working industrial port and the revitalized Waterfront, and the Stadium District. 


The throughput of millions annually through our small, historic neighborhood means we must 


have efficient and effective circulation and mobility for our community residents, workers and 


small businesses is paramount. 


Increasingly, Pioneer Square is becoming a transportation ‘kit of parts’, patchworked together by 


changes that do not consider the impacts to the neighborhood as a whole. This approach is 


negatively impacting our circulation and mobility network. Intentional planning to ensure the 


balance of needs are met for pedestrians, bikers, transit, emergency access, as well as operational 


and freight needs for our city is critical during this planning phase.  


The OneSeattle plan must consider and acknowledge layered investments from the recently-


advanced Transportation Plan, Transportation Levy projects, Light Rail investments, freight 


corridors and bicycle lane improvements as a whole to our neighborhood.  


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft One Seattle Plan. We look forward 


to working with the city to over time to improve not just Pioneer Square, but all of Seattle.   


Sincerely, 


 


 
Lisa Dixon Howard 


Executive Director, Alliance for Pioneer Square 


 


Cc: Bruce Harrell, Mayor, City of Seattle 


      Sara Nelson, President, Seattle City Council 


   


 
i https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/pioneer_square_district_market_study_230403_final 
ii https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/your_pioneer_square_2025_strategic_plan_and_covid- 
iii https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/projects-and-programs/programs/areaways-program 
iv https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/190328_jackson_hub_final_document 
v https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/160411_parks_and_gateways_final 
vi https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/150831pioneer_square_document_psqal 
vii https://issuu.com/pioneersquareseattle/docs/streetscape_concept_plan 
viiihttps://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SDCI/Codes/ChangesToCodes/UnreinforcedMasonry/Confir
medURMList.pdf 








 
 
 
 
May 17, 2024 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
The American Heart Association supports initiatives that make it safer to share the road with 
vehicles, so that people can lead a healthy, active life. The One Seattle Plan embodies a vision 
for our city that resonates with core values such as equity, livability, sustainability, and 
resilience. Among its key priorities is the creation of walkable, accessible communities - a goal 
shared by the American Heart Association. 
  
Complete streets that are safe and convenient for diverse users and all modes of transportation 
make communities and neighborhoods more livable by ensuring people can get safely to where 
they need to go - work, school, the library, grocery stores, or parks. However, the One Seattle 
Plan's primary focus on expanding North Seattle fails to equitably serve the city's residents and 
has the potential to exacerbate health and safety disparities between the northern and southern 
parts of Seattle. 
 
People - including people with disabilities, children, and older adults - need sidewalks and 
crosswalks to feel safe. However, not all Seattle communities have enjoyed equal access to 
these safety measures. In some low-income neighborhoods and communities of color, the lack 
of well-maintained routes to parks, schools, roads, bike lanes, and sidewalks has persisted for 
decades. These same neighborhoods often bear the burden of higher rates of chronic diseases, 
including type 2 diabetes and heart disease. 


South Seattle, where approximately 69% of people of color reside, face unique challenges. 
According to the City of Seattle’s Community Indicator Report from 2020, this area is marked by 
higher levels of disadvantage and should be a priority for targeted interventions. 


We must prioritize investment in complete streets throughout Seattle, ensuring that every 
neighborhood benefits from safe sidewalks, crosswalks, and bike lanes. By doing so, we bridge 
the gap between communities and promote healthier lifestyles. Sidewalks help create a 
community where the healthy choice to be active every day is made available for all residents. 
They strengthen communities, support small businesses, and keep everyone safer. Let's work 
together to create a more vibrant and just Seattle for everyone. 
 


Sincerely, 


 


Alex Hamasaki 
Government Relations Director 
American Heart Association 








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


The Central Seattle Community Council Federation represents a merger of the Central Area 


Community Council and the Jackson Street Community Council.  The merger was formally 


approved in February 1967.   


 


The Jackson Street Community Council was formed in 1946 under United Good Neighbors 


(UGN) sponsorship to serve the needs of Seattle's International Area.  The "self-help" approach 


of the Jackson Street Community Council, in combination with UGN support, proved to be 


extremely effective, and as a result of its success, the Jackson Street Community Council 


received wide national attention as a paradigm of this type of organization.   


 


The Central Area Community Council was formed in 1962 as a volunteer organization designed 


to bring together representatives from all of the neighborhood and service organizations serving 


the Central District.  The Central Area Motivation Program (CAMP) resulted from a proposal 


submitted to the Office of Economic Opportunity by this organization.  The Central Seattle 


Community Council was formed to combine the area-wide representation of the Central Area 


Community Council with the intensive staff support of the Jackson Street Community Council.  


The CANDC is the proud successor of these previous community organizations. 


 


While the CANDC is no longer formally associated with the City of Seattle, we continue to work 


to share information from City departments and elected officials with our member organizations 


and community. We’ve supported HopscotchCD, an occasional effort to bring joy to our 


neighborhoods through blocks-long continuous hopscotch courses. We’ve done candidate forums 


for a variety of races, including Seattle City Council, City Attorney, and more. We are currently 


working on efforts to support native pollinator-friendly habitat across our diverse neighorhoods. 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


CANDC History 








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


This is an initiative that will pay qualifying homeowner’s Property Tax Increases 


resulting from the 2019 passage of the MHA law in Seattle’s formerly redlined 


communities.  The program will help ensure that current homeowners are not 


displaced due to rising property taxes resulting from Upzoning. 


  


The fund will operate as a grant for individuals and will not require recipients to 


pay back any funds received.  Property tax payments will be paid directly to the 


King County Assessor’s Office on behalf of the grantee. 


 


Situation:  


Gentrification has been widespread in the Central District.  There were 75% Black 


Homeowners in the CD in the 70’s.  As of 2022 there is only 7% Black 


Homeownership in the CD.  The MHA Legislation passed in 2019 threatens to 


bring that percentage to 0 in the CD.  Non black homeowners who’ve had their 


homes in the CD prior to 2019 are also feeling the sting of rising property taxes. 


This program will help them keep their homes.  


 


Program Goals:  


No homeowner will be displaced due to an inability to pay a rise in property taxes 


resulting from Upzoning.  


 


Program Function:  


The Anti-Displacement Tax Fund will help pay for increases in homeowner’s 


existing property tax bills resulting from Upzoning.  The fund will operate as a 


Grant to individuals and will not require participants to pay back any funds 


received.  Property tax payments will be paid directly to the King County 


Assessor’s Office on behalf of the grantee.  Fund payment to begin immediately 


upon approval of the homeowner’s application.  


 


Funding Source:  


CANDC will solicit philanthropic funds for the program.  


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Proposal 
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Application Period:  


The application period for the program shall run from June 1st through September 


30th. 


 


Eligibility:  Income.  


This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the 


Senior Property Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility.  Currently this is an 


adjusted gross income of $84,000 per household. 


 


Location:  


Participants must reside in a home within the program boundaries.  Only 


homeowners within formerly redlined communities (see map) are eligible to apply. 


 


Occupancy:   


Participants must have lived in their home prior to March 2019 and have applied 


for the Senior, Veteran, or Disabled Property Tax Exemption, if eligible or 


Homestead Exemption if available.  If you don’t have any property tax exemption, 


please apply and see if you can be helped.  


 


Ownership:  


Existing homeowners are eligible for the program.  Homeowners who purchased a 


property after March 2019 are eligible if the purchased property was enrolled in the 


King County Assessor’s property tax exemption program at the time of purchase. 


 


Heirs:  


Homeowner’s heirs are eligible to participate if they meet all eligibility 


qualifications.  Heirs will need to reapply within 180 days of the original 


applicant’s passing. 


 


Liens/Property Taxes:  


If homeowners currently have any encumbrance such as back taxes, pending legal 


actions, or easement disputes attached to or binding upon their property, please 


continue to submit a Registration form and someone from the program will contact 


you. 


 








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Issue 


Current homeowners in the 23rd & Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village and elsewhere in 


the Central Area face displacement due to upzoning that is driving higher property appreciation, 


ultimately resulting in higher property taxes.  Current Central Area homeowners who live on a 


property where the existing use is a lower density building than the property is zoned for are also 


seeing higher property appreciation, resulting in higher property taxes. The same thing is true 


across most of the formerly redlined neighborhoods in Seattle (see attached graphic for historical 


data).    


 


Program Goal 


No current homeowners will be displaced due to the inability to pay a rise in their property taxes 


due to the HALA upzones or the difference between zoned use and actual use.  Current 


homeowners should be able to stay in their communities for generations to come. 


 


Program Function 


The Anti-Displacement Tax Fund will help pay for increases to homeowner’s existing property 


tax bills.  The fund will operate as a grant to individuals and will not require participants to pay 


back any funds received.  The fund will start distributing grants in the 2025 tax year.  The grant 


will need to be recertified every other year. 


 


Funding Source 


The Central Area Neighborhood District Council (CANDC) will provide all funding for the 


program, sourced from philanthropic contributions and donations. 


 


Application Period 


The application period for the program shall run from June 1st through September 30th.   


 


Eligibility 


• This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the Senior Property 


Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility. Currently this is $84,000 for household 


income, Adjusted Gross Income. 


• Homeowners must have owned and lived in their home prior to the March 2019 passing of 


the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) law. 


• The homeowner’s home must be within the boundaries of the previously redlined 


neighborhoods per the attached map. 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Fact Sheet 
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• Homeowners who purchased a property after March 2019 are eligible if the purchased 


property was enrolled in the King County Assessor’s property tax exemption program at the 


time of purchase. 


• Homeowner’s heirs are eligible to participate if they meet all eligibility qualifications.  Heirs 


will need to reapply within 180 days of the original applicant’s passing. 


 


NOTE:  If homeowners currently have any encumbrance such as back taxes, pending legal 


actions, or easement disputes attached to or binding upon their property, please continue to 


submit a Registration form and someone from the program will contact you. 


 


  







Anti-Displacement Tax Fund Fact Sheet 


Page 2 


 


 


 


 








  


 


 


 


 
 


 


 


 


Personal information: 


 


Name of Applicant:   


 


 


 


Phone # 


 


 


 


Date of Birth:   


 


 


 


Email Address:   


 


 


Name of Property Owner:   


 


 


Phone # 


 


Date of Birth:   


 


 


 


Email Address:   


 


 


 


Do you currently live in the home? 


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


When did you move into the home?   


 


 


 


How many people live in the home? 


 


 


How did you hear about the program? 


 


 


Property Information: 


 


Street Address/Zip:   


 


Are your property taxes paid through your mortgage payment? 


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


I don’t know:   


 


 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Intake Form (2 Pages) 
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Eligibility Criteria:   


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


 


 


 


 


 


I live in a formerly redlined neighborhood. 


 


 


 


 


 


I can prove that I own my home. 


 


 


 


 


 


I was living in this home prior to March 2019 


 


 


 


 


 


My household income meets the income guidelines* 


  *This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the 


Senior Property Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility.  Currently this is an 


adjusted gross income of $84,000 per household. 


 


Submittal Instructions  


Information submitted as part of this Intake Form will be kept confidential and only used by the 


program managers to determine initial eligibility for the fund.  If you are sending physical paper 


please send copies as forms will not be returned to applicant.  


 


Submit this form to any of the addresses below to receive an application: 


 


By Mail: 


 


CANDC 


C/O Vicki Tompkins 


201 22nd Ave 


Seattle, WA  98122 


 


By Email: 


 


Mpd12000@hotmail.com 


 


 








 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Application 


 


Name of Applicant:    


Phone Number:    


Name of Property Owner(s):    


Phone Number:    


Email:    


Date Of Birth (M/D/Y):    


Last Year’s Income:    


Property Address/Zip:    


Property Tax Account Number:   
 


Are your property taxes paid through 


your mortgage payment?   
Yes:   No:   Don’t Know:   


 


Please attach copies of: 


 


• Proof of current residency (utility bills) 


• Proof of residency prior to March 2019 


• Prior year income tax return 


• If you do not file federal income taxes, we can accept bank statements, Form 1099s, 


reverse mortgage statements, Social Security statements, or other year-end statements, to 


verify your income and how you pay your household expenses. 


 


Mail the application and required documentation to:   


CANDC 


C/O Vicki Tompkins 


201 22nd Ave 


Seattle, WA  98122 


 


Once we have reviewed your documentation, we will contact you. 








 To the employees of OPCD, 


 


Comprehensive plans were first devised by the Growth Management Act of 1990. They were 


created with the intent to defend the “health, safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by the 


residents of this state.”1 We as students and workers in and around the University of 


Washington have struggled under housing prices which have adversely affected our health, 


safety, and quality of life. The current comprehensive plan doesn't deliver enough housing to 


adequately lower these housing prices, and puts most new housing far away from our work. We 


therefore ask for an addition in housing capacity in these areas: 


 


- Montlake 


- A new urban center encompassing land within 4 blocks of the route 48 from 


Boyer Ave to the cut 


- Portage Bay 


- A Neighborhood Anchor around the Little Market 


- Lower Laurelhurst 


- A new urban center within 3 blocks of both the route 75 and the Burke-Gilman 


trail up to 75th street, and within 4 blocks of Children's Hospital to accommodate 


nurses 


- Wallingford 


- An expansion to the existing urban village in Wallingford between 40th and 50th 


streets from Wallingford Ave to 2nd street 


 


We as students and workers are also one of the primary beneficiaries from affordable housing 


schemes. We furthermore ask that the Seattle Social Housing Developer be given the same 


incentives as other affordable housing types. 


 


Why These Demands 


 


A 2017 study found that a gap between housing supply and demand was one of the largest 


factors in driving up housing prices.2 The study also specifically mentions that changing zoning 


was the "greatest opportunity to close this gap immediately.”3 The current comprehensive plan 


does not do enough to meet the challenge considering the scale of the problem.  


 


To most effectively close this gap, we ask for the creation of Urban Villages, which allow for 


apartment level density over raising overall city density. This level of density would incentivise 


developers to build new units far more than slightly raising density citywide.  


 


 
1 Growth Management Act 1990 36 R.C.W §  36.70A.010 
2 Maritz, Benjamin, and Dilip Wagle. “Why Does Prosperous King County Have a Homelessness Crisis?” McKinsey & Company, 


McKinsey & Company, 22 Jan. 2020, www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-sector/our-insights/why-does-prosperous-king-county-
have-a-homelessness-crisis. 
3 Maritz, Benjamin, and Dilip Wagle. “Why Does Prosperous King County Have a Homelessness Crisis?” McKinsey & Company, 


McKinsey & Company, 22 Jan. 2020, www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-sector/our-insights/why-does-prosperous-king-county-
have-a-homelessness-crisis. 







While the needs of developers should not be the guiding principle behind housing policy, the city 


does not support enough public housing construction to provide the units Seattlites will need. 


There will need to be a heavy reliance on private developers to provide the city with housing. 


Higher density would allow for a level of private investment that would match the scale of the 


problem we face. 


 


Why These Locations 


 


We would like for these locations to be upzoned due to 3 main concerns:  


 


1) Social and historical justice 


- The areas we ask to rezone have some of the highest median incomes in the 


city, and have some of the lowest minority populations  


- All of the areas we ask to rezone have the lowest displacement risk in the city 


2) Climate justice 


- Housing costs make workers working in these areas live hours away from their 


work, so they may access affordable housing. This forces them to commute 


using heavily polluting cars. All of the areas we ask to rezone have access to 


frequent transit 


- All the areas the areas we ask to rezone, save Wallingford, will have access to 


good bike infrastructure within a decade 


- Dense housing emits far less carbon emissions than single family housing4 


- Building dense urban housing prevents tree canopy loss on the city limits5 


3) Proximity and Happiness 


- Short commutes make people happier6 


- Dense, walkable neighborhoods make people happier7 


- We live and work in and around the areas highlighted. We are invested in these 


areas, and should have a say on their future 


 


OPCD has one chance every 10 years to solve this problem. We ask that your department 


doesn't put this off another 10 years, and delivers affordable housing to our city now while it has 


the chance.  


 


Signed, 


 


Associated Students of the University of Washington (ASUW) Student Senate 


 


ASUW Board of Directors 


 
4 Environ. Sci. Technol. 2014, 48, 2, 895–902 Publication Date:December 13, 2013 https://doi.org/10.1021/es4034364 
5 A.P. (2005, January 11). Groups: Urban sprawl threatens species. NBCNews.com. 


https://www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna6814251#.UelSneDR3ia  
6 Han L, Peng C, Xu Z. The Effect of Commuting Time on Quality of Life: Evidence from China. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 


2022 Dec 29;20(1):573. doi: 10.3390/ijerph20010573. PMID: 36612893; PMCID: PMC9819363. 


7 Kevin M. Leyden, Michael J. Hogan, Lorraine D’Arcy, Brendan Bunting & Sebastiaan Bierema (2024) Walkable Neighborhoods, 


Journal of the American Planning Association, 90:1, 101-114, DOI: 10.1080/01944363.2022.2123382 
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May 6, 2024 


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


Black Home Initiative (https://www.blackhomeinitiative.org/) is a regional effort that seeks to target the 


racial inequities at the core of the housing ecosystem in an effort to increase the number of BIPOC 


households who successfully secure homeownership. Our initial emphasis is on Black households; within 


five years, the goal is to make the opportunity to own a home, and the potential benefits of that asset, 


available to 1,500 new low- and moderate-income Black homeowners. As this work is carried out, the 


initiative will concurrently focus on the essential work of clearly defining, and transforming, the systems 


that have impeded access to homeownership for Black households in the greater Seattle region. The 


ultimate impact we aspire to is the reduction of inequity and an increase in intergenerational household 


wealth. 


With these aspirations in mind, we have developed a list of suggestions for your consideration as you 


revise your One Seattle Plan draft and delineate what will be examined in the final environmental impact 


study. We want to thank you for the careful and diligent work you have done to produce the current One 


Seattle Plan draft. Much of the language in the document aligns with our values, but we ask that you go 


bolder in your plan to ensure that our shared vision of an equitable Seattle can be realized. Our 


suggestions are an invitation to further dialogue, and we look forward to connecting with you as this 


process of vision setting continues.  


 


Sincerely, 


Black Home Initiative (BHI) Network  



https://www.blackhomeinitiative.org/





Housing Development Consortium of Seattle-King County 
1326 Fifth Avenue, Suite 230, Seattle, WA 98101  |  206-682-9541  | www.housingconsortium.org 


 


 


Black Home Initiative (BHI) Comp Plan Draft & DEIS Comments 
1. Density bonuses, development regula�on flexibility, land incen�ves, and technical assistance should be studied 


in the FEIS and included in the final comp plan to support: 
a. affordable homeownership and rental produc�on 
b. affordable family-sized 3+ bedroom middle housing homeownership and rental units 
c. affordable homeownership and rental units within a stacked flat building typology 
d. permanently affordable homeownership opportuni�es through community land trusts and limited 


equity coopera�ves 
e. community-based organiza�ons to create, or partner in the crea�on of, community-led and community-


owned affordable homes and third space developments 
f. legacy homeowners in redeveloping their property to create affordable housing units for themselves, 


their families, and current and past legacy residents 
g. non-legacy homeowners in redeveloping their property to create permanently affordable housing units 


with preference to current and past legacy residents 
h. legacy homeowners who would like to develop corner stores 
 


2. Displacement pressures are reduced when there is an abundance of affordable housing op�ons throughout the 
city. To achieve this goal, would like to see the following studied in the FEIS and included in the final comp plan: 


a. all neighborhood centers that were in the DEIS 
b. neighborhood centers defined as inclusive of a ¼ mile radius 
c. midrise and mixed-use housing within a 5-minute walk of frequent transit 
d. midrise housing up to 85’ in transit corridors and urban centers 
e. highrise housing of 12-18 stories in regional centers 
 


3. Eliminate parking mandates citywide. 
 


4. At minimum, align Seatle’s middle housing standards with the Department of Commerce model ordinance to 
ensure middle housing can be feasibly built throughout the city.  


 


5. We support the an�-displacement inten�on of the triplex development standards you are proposing for high 
displacement risk areas. However, we are concerned about the unintended consequences of this restric�on. We 
request that you provide more informa�on about the poten�al impacts of the triplex standard as writen and 
engage in conversa�ons with current and past residents of high displacement risk areas to inform any zoning 
language. We would also recommend that you study a triplex standard that exempts projects that will have 
owner-occupied units, affordable units, or units developed by a community-based organiza�on, or in partnership 
with a community-based organiza�on. As stated in item #1 above, we believe that the city should be 
incen�vizing the development of owner-occupied, affordable, and community-led-&-owned units through 
density bonuses, development regula�on flexibility, land incen�ves, and technical assistance. Such assistance is 
par�cularly per�nent in areas at high risk of displacement where development should reflect the will of current 
and past residents of these areas. 


 


6. Study in the FEIS, and include in the final comp plan, a city land banking and land disposi�on process to support 
community-based development orgs to create, or partner in the crea�on of, community-led and community-
owned affordable home and third space developments. 


 


7. In the FEIS, please disaggregate projec�ons about the number of housing units per AMI group from the city-level 
to a neighborhood or district-level scale for compara�ve analysis.  


 


8. OPCD visited community groups to inform their comprehensive plan dra� and we would like to see OPCD revisit 
these community groups to present the FEIS and zoning changes and request their feedback.  








BOARD OF DIRECTORS  


Session 123  


Date: April 25th, 2024 


Submitted by Andal Sridhar  


Senate Vice Speaker  


  


BOARD BILL 5.11 Resolution to Endorse Housing Stock Additions Around the UW 


Sponsor: Jacob Anderson 


Senate Vote: 43-0-8 


WHEREAS, the students of the University of Washington live a city with a cost of living 45.7% 


above the national average1, and with housing that is 111.6% more expensive than the national 


average1; and  


WHEREAS, restrictive zoning laws ‘reduce the supply of land available for new housing, which 


in turn inflates the cost of new housing projects’2 , making housing more expensive in general, 


are the product of historically3 and presently4 racist city planning, and are present in 


neighborhoods adjacent to the University of Washington, like Laurelhurst, Wallingford, and 


Montlake; and  


WHEREAS, the gap between housing supply and demand makes housing more expensive5 and 


restrictive zoning restrains housing supply in Seattle; and  


WHEREAS, the city of Seattle projects to have a 112,000 unit housing deficit between 2019 and 


20446; and  


 


 
1 https://www.axios.com/local/seattle/2023/11/16/cost-of-living-seattle-washington-expensive 
2 https://harvardlawreview.org/print/vol-135/addressing-challenges-to-affordable-housing-in-land-use-law 
3 https://www.whitehouse.gov/cea/written-materials/2021/06/17/exclusionary-zoning-its-effect-on-racial-discrimination-in-the-


housing-market/ 
4 https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-longstanding-urban-village-strategy-for-growth-needs-reworking-new-


report-says/ 
5 Maritz, Benjamin, and Dilip Wagle. “Why Does Prosperous King County Have a Homelessness Crisis?” McKinsey & Company, 


McKinsey & Company, 22 Jan. 2020, www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-sector/our-insights/why-does-prosperous-king-county-


have-a-homelessness-crisis 
6 https://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12109129&GUID=F216E989-AAEC-4DC0-BAE0-E22B10358C3A 



https://www.whitehouse.gov/cea/written-materials/2021/06/17/exclusionary-zoning-its-effect-on-racial-discrimination-in-the-housing-market/

https://www.whitehouse.gov/cea/written-materials/2021/06/17/exclusionary-zoning-its-effect-on-racial-discrimination-in-the-housing-market/

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-longstanding-urban-village-strategy-for-growth-needs-reworking-new-report-says/

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-longstanding-urban-village-strategy-for-growth-needs-reworking-new-report-says/





WHEREAS, the current Seattle Comprehensive Plan proposed by the Seattle Municipal Office of 


Planning and Community Development does not propose adequate rezoning to combat this 


problem; and  


WHEREAS, people with shorter commutes are empirically proven to be happier than people 


with long commutes7, and many members of the University of Washington student body are 


forced into living hours away from their work due to lack of housing near the University; and  


WHEREAS, dense housing emits less carbon than single family houses8, and the construction of 


dense housing prevents deforestation and loss of habitat through sprawl9; and  


WHEREAS, the new Seattle Social Housing Developer needs land zoned for apartments to put 


publicly owned housing projects on, the areas around the UW are very good locations for future 


social housing projects, and the organization that created the Seattle Social Housing Developer, 


House Our Neighbors, has already signed a letter endorsing the rezoning proposed in the letter 


attached in citations; and 


WHEREAS, burdens related to new housing construction in Seattle have been concentrated 


disproportionately on poor and racial minority neighborhoods, causing exclusion and 


gentrification10, and adding housing capacity in historically exclusionary, affluent, and white 


neighborhoods, like those adjacent to the University of Washington could reduce access barriers 


to these communities and their resources; 


 


THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS OF THE 


UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON BOARD OF DIRECTORS:  


THAT, the ASUW call on the Seattle Municipal Office of Planning and Community 


Development (OPCD) to add the following to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan: 2 new urban 


centers in the comprehensive plan, one in Montlake encompassing land within 4 blocks of the 


route 48 from Boyer Ave to the cut, one in Lower Laurelhurst within 3 blocks of both the route 


75 and the Burke-Gilman trail up to 75th street, and within 4 blocks of Children's Hospital to 


 
7 Kevin M. Leyden, Michael J. Hogan, Lorraine D’Arcy, Brendan Bunting & Sebastiaan Bierema (2024) Walkable Neighborhoods, 


Journal of the American Planning Association, 90:1, 101-114, DOI: 10.1080/01944363.2022.2123382 
8 https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2022/12/13/climate/climate-footprint-map-neighborhood.html  
9 A.P. (2005, January 11). Groups: Urban sprawl threatens species. NBCNews.com. https://www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna6814251#.UelSneDR3ia 
10 https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-longstanding-urban-village-strategy-for-growth-needs-reworking-new-


report-says/ 



https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2022.2123382

https://www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna6814251#.UelSneDR3ia





accommodate nurses, a neighborhood anchor in Portage Bay and an expansion of the 


Wallingford Urban Center; and 


THAT, OPCD gives the Seattle Social Housing Developer the same incentives as other 


affordable housing types; and 


THAT, the ASUW support and sign the letter addressed to OPCD attached in citations11 which 


reiterates and expands on these principles; and 


THAT, a copy of this legislation be forwarded to OPCD director and UW alum Rico 


Quirindongo. 


  


End 
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May 6, 2024 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Office of Planning and Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Attn: Rico Quirindongo  
Email: PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 


 
Re:  Comments on One Seattle Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
   


Dear Mr. Quirindongo,  
 
On behalf of the Ballard Alliance, we would like to thank you for meeting with our organization to 
discuss the City’s One Seattle Plan (“Plan”) and its potential impacts on our Ballard neighborhood.  
 
The Ballard Alliance is a business and community development organization committed to ensuring 
that our Ballard community remains a unique, distinct, and economically vital area for its visitors, 
residents, businesses, and property owners. Through our programs and services, we strive to cultivate a 
vibrant and thriving environment in Ballard, focusing on urban design and transportation, economic 
development and business retention, marketing and promotions, and maintaining a clean, healthy, and 
safe neighborhood. 
 
We share many of the goals expressed in the Plan and appreciate the City’s dedication to increased 
affordable housing and to healthy commercial areas.  After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (“DEIS”), we believe that several issues would benefit from additional attention and review.   
 
We request that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) and future planning processes 
reflect attention to the following issues:  
 


1. Expedite the subarea plan: If Ballard is designated as a Regional Center but its subarea plan 
and implementing zoning is not completed until 2027, as the proposed current timeline 
suggests, the uncertainty around the potential zoning specifics may stifle investment in Ballard 
as owners wait for clarity.  If Ballard is to be designated as a Regional Center, we encourage the 
City to prioritize the implementation of the subarea plan to be the first to be completed.   


 
Additionally, as part of the subarea planning process, the City should ensure that the Ballard 
Alliance and our members, who have a deep commitment to the success of Ballard and the 
unique needs, character, history, and opportunities in our neighborhood, are represented on 
any further subarea planning initiatives, committees, and outreach.  We encourage the City to 
study the unique needs of our retail stakeholders and the successes of our Ballard-specific 
design guidelines through additional urban design and retail studies in the subarea plan.  Lastly, 
as we understand from our University District colleagues who implemented a similar effort 







 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


with the U-District rezone, this subarea planning effort will require significant time and 
commitment from Ballard Alliance staff and members.  We encourage the City to explore grant 
and other financial support, as authorized by law, to compensate for highly active participation.    
 


2. Preserve existing density along the Market Street retail core:  Within the potential 
Regional Center, we encourage the City to focus the significant additional growth, height, and 
density near light rail and along the key north-south corridors above Market Street, such as 15th 
Avenue NW.  While the potential Regional Center designation may support 160 foot (or taller) 
high-rise density near the light rail station, we encourage that highest density to be targeted.  
The unique retail core of Market Street – between 15th Avenue and 24th Avenue – should be 
carefully designed to support the vibrant, mixed-use retail and residential character of that area.  
Ballard Alliance members wish to avoid the potential for a “canyon” effect along Market Street.   


 
3. Perform a cumulative transportation analysis:  With the potential Regional Center 


designation, we also express concern about existing and planned projects that pose significant 
impacts on our community, such as the Route 40 bus-only lanes and Burke-Gilman Trail 
expansions, which will impede key arterials and threaten future growth and accessibility in 
Ballard.  As part of the FEIS, the City should provide a more detailed cumulative analysis of 
potential Regional Center neighborhood transportation systems with includes planned SDOT 
projects within our neighborhood.  We encourage this to be completed both at the FEIS stage 
so the City can understand the potential transportation related needs with a Regional Center 
designation, and if the City adopts the Regional Center, further analysis will likely be needed.   
 
We urge that all City major transportation projects in Ballard be placed on hold until this 
cumulative impact analysis is complete to ensure cohesive and thoughtful development and 
policy-making. Future infrastructure programs must be grounded in data-driven analysis to 
justify their necessity and effectiveness, unlike the Route 40 project, which the Ballard Alliance 
strongly believes lacks sufficient justification and community input to proceed at this time.   
 


4. Foster an “18-hour city” environment: We support approaches to planning that would 
prioritize job and retail growth in Ballard over additional population growth, consistent with 
the character of an 18-hour city.  Ballard’s distinct retail character is essential to the 
neighborhood and must be preserved, including through zoning incentives.  
 


5. Support Ballard job growth: Currently, the One Seattle Plan shows a roughly 3 to 1 ratio in 
the targeted net housing units to jobs projected for the future Ballard Regional Center.  We 
encourage the City to adjust the housing to jobs ratio for the Ballard Regional Center.  
Additionally, as part of the subarea planning, the City should explore policies, programs, and 
incentives that will encourage more high-quality jobs to be created in or relocated to Ballard.     


 
6. Invest in public safety: We advocate for a significant investment in public safety resources, 


including the establishment of a dedicated police precinct in Ballard. With Ballard poised to 
become a Regional Center, adequate utilities and infrastructure, including police and fire 
services, are imperative to support the anticipated growth and ensure the safety of our residents 
and businesses. 


 
7. Invest in livability: We emphasize the need for increased green space and pedestrian 


amenities to enhance the livability and well-being of our community. These areas contribute to 
the physical and mental well-being of our residents, improve the environment, and 
complement active retail centers.  As part of the Regional Center zoning standards, the City 







 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


should work with Ballard stakeholders to identify and adopt local zoning incentives and 
opportunities to encourage development of parks and open space with new construction.   


 
Again, we appreciate the City’s attention to these considerations and look forward to continued 
collaboration in achieving our shared goals of vitality and sustainability in Ballard.  We look forward to 
working with the Mayor and City Council to implement a vibrant future for our Ballard community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Mike Stewart 
Executive Director 
Ballard Alliance 
 
cc: Council President Sara Nelson 
 Councilmember Dan Strauss  
 Councilmember Tanya Woo  
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May 6, 2024                 e-distribution  
  
OneSeattleCompPLan@seattle.gov 
Mayor Bruce Harrell 
Seattle City Council Pres. Sara Nelson 
Seattle City Council Members 
OPCD Director Rico Quiridongo 
  
Re:  Beacon Hill Neighborhood Input to 2025 One Seattle Comprehensive Plan  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the 2025 Draft One Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan (OSCP).  We are commenting from the Beacon Hill Council.   
 
We are sending our OSCP input not only to OPCD staff, but to Mayor Bruce Harrell and Council 
President Sara Nelson and all Councilmembers to make sure that when the updated OSCP moves 
to the Mayor’s Office, then to the Seattle City Council, that you have a collective understanding 
of our Beacon Hill neighborhood, our assets, challenges and why we gave our input for housing 
equity and climate equity in a conditional manner that would not harm us. 
 
Our Beacon Hill Council  mission is to “advocate for a welcoming, diverse, and healthy 
neighborhood community” for our population of 29% below federal poverty level, 70% people of 
color and 40% immigrants and refugees.  We have several neighborhood challenges: 
 


• The housing shortage and the passage and implementation of the Mandatory Housing 
Affordability Act resulted in our Beacon Hill neighborhood reported by Seattle Times as 
the most gentrified neighborhood.   We conducted a joint housing, art/culture and 
business survey with strong results that we need low income housing for 30 to 60% AMI 
with larger units to accommodate families and extended families, and below market 
business and art/cultural spaces.  23 BHC BA BBA Red Apple Community Visioning 
Project Report.pdf   
 


• We have three sources of pollution, air, and noise from roads (I-5, I-90, Rainier Avenue 
and MLK Way) and aircraft from two airports (SeaTac Airport and King County Int’l 
Airport) and indoor air and noise pollution from gas/oil heating.   


 


• We are an identified as heat island prone (6 degrees hotter) given that we are a tree 
desert and have lower canopy on the average than the rest of the City.  These trees are  
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critical assets to sequester carbon/GHG, buffer air and noise pollution, cool temperatures 
and provide physical, mental, and spiritual benefits to our neighbors. 


 
We understand that there are new strategies for neighbors to stay in place and for climate 
response that are not included in the OSCP.  We look forward to seeing these strategies and 
discussing them with you to see if they can be helpful in keeping our neighborhood diverse and 
help our neighbors stay in place.  
 
Our input below is consistent with our desire to keep our Beacon Hill neighborhood healthy, 
race/ethnically and class diverse and the  long-term work to help our current and future 
residents.  
  


1. Housing & Equity:  
 


a. To stay in place and ensure class diversity, we advocate for OSCP to 1) establish a 29% 
housing goal for those who earn 30 to 60% AMI (Average Median Income)based on 
the Census 2020 population for Beacon Hill, and 2) monitor every six months the 
cumulative granted building permits to ensure that 29% housing units for 30 to 60 % 
AMI housing projects are included. The latter recommendation is intended to mitigate 
rapid gentrification which would result in the loss of federal HUD Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credit Qualified Census Tracts (WCT) status. It is based on our lived experience at 
north Beacon Hill.  Upon gentrification of the area as an urban village, the AMI went 
up and the area lost QCT status.  We need to retain the QCT status for middle and 
south Beacon Hill so low-income and affordable housing developers can access critical 
federal low-income tax credits for their financing packages.     
 


b. With the above 1) 29% housing goal for 30 to 60% AMI and 2) close monitoring every 
six months to ensure that 29% of cumulative building permits are granted to 30 to 
60% AMI housing projects, we support the creation of dense, multi-family housing 
across Beacon Hill, that allows for our current and future residents to live in  
neighborhoods with a mix of income levels.  


 
This means the intentional and careful update to the Comprehensive Plan for Beacon 
Hill to expand the currently proposed north Beacon Hill Urban Center and establish 
middle and south Beacon Hill Neighborhood Centers as illustrated (roughly) below.  
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These proposed changes, in blue, are based on the frequent transit available in 
Beacon Hill, and our desire and to have 15-minute walkable community centers 
throughout Beacon Hill to ensure food access, business/commercial resources, 
gathering places and the overall urban nature of the area.  


 
 


 
  
 


c. We support the restructuring of city policies to allow for the construction of more 
middle housing options, such as four and six-plexes and SROs, and encouragement of 
stack construction of rental apartments or condos in addition to current town houses. 
Current city regulations make such projects untenable and restrict building options 
for developers.  


  
d. We strongly advocate for preserving the hard-earned equity for redlined communities 


such as Beacon Hill’s fair representation of people of color home ownership in middle 
and south Beacon Hill by providing them with technical assistance on developing their 
property to add housing units and defer payment of the construction permit until 
point of sale.  


  
e. We support the efficient redesign and drastic rollback of the design review process, 


which slows construction of new housing in this severe housing crisis.  
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2. Climate & Equity:  
  
a. We strongly advocate for centering climate in the OSCP to reflect policies that would 


reduce greenhouse gasses and promote community resiliency.  Beacon Hill has 800 
homeowners earning between 30-60% AMI on gas/oil heat needing clean energy 
conversion and energy assistance.  


  
b. To assist our Beacon Hill community climate resiliency, we strongly advocate for 


restoring the 30% tree canopy goal which is the basis of the Seattle Citywide Canopy 
Equity and Resilience Plan, and Reaching Urban Tree Equity (RUTE) Initiative. 24 BHC 
4-2 Mtg Lauren Urgenson Tree Equity Presentation.pdf  


 
c. We support reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by letting people live closer to 


where they work, shop, and play, needs to be a central goal in the SCP.   
  


We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to the One Seattle Comprehensive Plan regarding 
the future of our beloved Beacon Hill neighborhood.  The OSCP highly impacts our ability to meet 
our mission to “advocate for a welcoming, diverse and healthy Beacon Hill neighborhood 
community.” 
 
We welcome your questions and comments.  We are willing to meet in person or online to 
collaborate on the future of our neighborhood  and  our beloved Seattle City.   
 
We commit to engaging closely on the OSCP  process as it moves from the Mayor’s Office to the 
Seattle City Council for passage.  


 
Respectfully, 
Beacon Hill Council  
Adam Vance, Treasurer Amy Kaminishi, Deirdre Curle, Gerry Chambers, Kalia Carter, Chair Maria 
Batayola, Mark Solomon, and Vice Chair Megan Slade 
 
c:   Seattle City Council D2 Rep. Tammy Morales  
      Seattle D2 Council Rep. Director of External Relations Evelyn Chow 
      Beacon Arts Board President Betty Jean Williamson 
      Beacon Business Alliance ED Angela Castaneda 
      Beacon Hill Councilmembers  
      Beacon Hill Clean Energy & Climate  Resiliency Task Force Co-Stakeholders  


Bethany United Church of Christ Rev. Angela Ying  
El Centro De La Raza ED Estela Ortega and Miguel Maestas 



https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https://1drv.ms/b/s!AsxiHr7uaVr-vjXygelck_289hjZ&data=05|02||0dd5404e528b47eec3e908dc5f5beeb8|84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa|1|0|638490095669572501|Unknown|TWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0=|0|||&sdata=L9aKLTsgqqyz0WN4q4EuFXvuYA/RUhQ552KtcLbCEA4=&reserved=0%22%20/o%20%22Protected%20by%20Outlook:%20https://1drv.ms/b/s!AsxiHr7uaVr-vjXygelck_289hjZ.%20Click%20or%20tap%20to%20follow%20the%20link.%22%20/t%20%22_blank

https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https://1drv.ms/b/s!AsxiHr7uaVr-vjXygelck_289hjZ&data=05|02||0dd5404e528b47eec3e908dc5f5beeb8|84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa|1|0|638490095669572501|Unknown|TWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0=|0|||&sdata=L9aKLTsgqqyz0WN4q4EuFXvuYA/RUhQ552KtcLbCEA4=&reserved=0%22%20/o%20%22Protected%20by%20Outlook:%20https://1drv.ms/b/s!AsxiHr7uaVr-vjXygelck_289hjZ.%20Click%20or%20tap%20to%20follow%20the%20link.%22%20/t%20%22_blank






   
 


   
 


Office of Planning and Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Attn: Jim Holmes; Rico Quirindongo  
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 
 
May 6, 2024 
 
Re: Support for Additional Residential Capacity Downtown 
 
 
Dear Mr. Quirindongo,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the One Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), as well as the Draft One 
Seattle Plan. 
 
Established in 1980, Bellwether Housing has been a pioneering force in 
Seattle's affordable housing landscape. As the largest nonprofit affordable 
housing provider in Seattle, Bellwether Housing manages over 3,000 
apartments across 35 buildings, serving over 5,000 residents. Our mission is 
to create stable and equitable communities by developing and managing 
affordable homes for individuals and families with low incomes.  We 
commend the commitment to affordable housing and the other values 
articulated in the draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Given our mission, we are eager to see allowances for additional residential 
development across Seattle – particularly in downtown areas, where many of 
our buildings are located. We firmly believe that increasing housing capacity in 
the downtown core is essential for addressing Seattle's housing affordability 
crisis and fostering a more inclusive urban environment. 
 
Accordingly, we are writing to urge that you move forward with the completion 
and implementation of the Downtown Subarea Plan as quickly as possible.  As 
one of the most densely populated and economically vital areas in the city, 
downtown Seattle presents a unique opportunity to significantly expand 
housing options and create more affordable units.  Expediting the completion 
of the plan for this neighborhood will help accommodate the urgent and 
growing demand for affordable housing. 
 
In addition, we encourage you to study and support plans for additional height 
and density allowances throughout Seattle, particularly in downtown, during 
the remainder of the comprehensive planning and subarea planning 
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processes.  We note that all alternatives of the DEIS direct the most jobs to 
downtown, but not necessarily the most housing.  An alternative should be 
studied that creates a better balance between new jobs and new housing 
units in downtown Seattle.  Specifically, areas of Belltown and the Downtown 
Retail Core zone should be targeted for additional height and mixed-use 
density. The challenges posed by the recent Covid-19 pandemic have 
underscored the importance of a robust residential community to a thriving 
downtown.  Maintaining focus on increased housing capacity and affordability 
will facilitate the creation of vibrant, diverse, and equitable neighborhoods.   
 
We would be pleased to collaborate with your department as may be helpful 
to ensure that the One Seattle and Downtown Subarea plans reflect a strong 
emphasis on residential capacity and affordability, including greater height 
and density allowances.  Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 


 
Susan Boyd, Chief Executive Officer 
Bellwether Housing 
 
 
  








   
 


   
 


Office of Planning and Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Attn: Jim Holmes; Rico Quirindongo  
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 
 
May 6, 2024 
 
Re: Support for additional residential height and density at Kingway site, 5952 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way South (Parcels 8113100005 and 8113100040) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Quirindongo,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the One Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), as well as the Draft One 
Seattle Plan. 
 
Established in 1980, Bellwether Housing has been a pioneering force in 
Seattle's affordable housing landscape. As the largest nonprofit affordable 
housing provider in Seattle, Bellwether Housing manages over 3,500 
apartments across 41 buildings, serving over 7,500 residents. Our mission is 
to create stable and equitable communities by developing and managing 
affordable homes for individuals and families with low incomes.  We 
commend the commitment to affordable housing and the other values 
articulated in the draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Given our mission, we are eager to see allowances for additional residential 
development across Seattle – particularly in areas in close proximity to light 
rail, where many of our buildings are located. We firmly believe that increasing 
affordable housing capacity in transit-oriented areas is essential for 
addressing Seattle's housing affordability crisis and fostering a more inclusive 
urban environment. 
 
Bellwether owns and operates the Kingway Apartments, an existing affordable 
housing community located at 5952 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way South 
(parcels 8113100005 and 8113100040) (the “Property”).  The Property is 
split-zoned Midrise and Neighborhood Commercial 2 with a 55’ height limit 
(MR and NC2-55).  The Property is within walking distance of a future light rail 
station and represents a significant opportunity for many more affordable 
housing units to be developed on the site.  Accordingly, we encourage OPCD 
to include in the FEIS a study of heights and densities commensurate with NC 
zoning on the entire site, with height limits up to 125’. In addition, we 
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encourage the City to look at sites such as these and ensure that as part of 
implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, they are not split zoned.  Split 
zoning creates hardships for redevelopment, and redevelopment that includes 
affordable housing in this area should be encouraged.   
 
Finally, we encourage the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan in areas 
like these to be completed as soon as possible. We are aware that the City will 
focus on Regional Center subarea plans, but opportunities for affordable 
housing density, such as this one, which is outside of Regional Centers, 
should not be overlooked.   
 
We would be pleased to collaborate with your department as may be helpful in 
future implementation on this site.  Thank you again for receiving our 
comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 


 
Susan Boyd, Chief Executive Officer 
Bellwether Housing 
 
 
  








   
 


   
 


Office of Planning and Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Avenue, 5th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Attn: Jim Holmes; Rico Quirindongo  
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 
 
 
Re: Support for additional residential capacity for parcel #3226049579 
 
 
Dear Mr. Quirindongo,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the One Seattle Comprehensive 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), as well as the Draft One 
Seattle Plan. 
 
Established in 1980, Bellwether Housing has been a pioneering force in 
Seattle's affordable housing landscape. As the largest nonprofit affordable 
housing provider in Seattle, Bellwether Housing manages over 3,500 
apartments across 41 buildings, serving over 7,500 residents. Our mission is 
to create stable and equitable communities by developing and managing 
affordable homes for individuals and families with low incomes.  We 
commend the commitment to affordable housing and the other values 
articulated in the draft One Seattle Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Given our mission, we are eager to see allowances for additional housing 
development across Seattle – particularly at properties owned by institutions 
where we see partnership opportunities. Education, widely recognized as the 
pathway to economic mobility, remains elusive for many. We firmly believe 
that increasing housing capacity adjacent to educational institutions will 
reduce educational disparities, create job opportunities, and contribute to 
addressing Seattle's housing crisis. 
 
Bellwether is working with North Seattle College to develop the underutilized 
southwest corner of campus as affordable housing. The site is served by 
frequent transit arterials on College Way N and NE 92nd Street and benefits 
from the John Lewis Memorial bridge connection to the Northgate Light rail 
Station. The bridge was constructed to increase the light rail walkshed and 
currently serves the campus and higher density properties to the north of the 
bridge. 
 
The One Seattle Plan future land use map shows campus and the subject 
property zoning unchanged along with two blocks of new Urban Neighborhood 
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positioned between the Northgate Regional Center and the Aurora Licton 
Springs Urban Center. The college already operates under a MIMP allowing 
increased scale beyond the underlying LR1 and LR3 split zoning of the 
development parcel. The development site creates an opportunity for housing 
to provide a transition in scale from the campus to the Urban Neighborhood. 
 
We are writing to request you study an expansion of the Northgate Regional 
Center and include the area underlying the North Seattle College MIMP into 
the One Seattle Preferred Action. The development site supports plan policies 
for creating opportunities around higher education, adding density adjacent to 
frequent and alternative transit, mitigating displacement of current residents 
and businesses, eliminating split zoned sites, and transitioning between areas 
varied intensity uses. 
 
We would be pleased to collaborate with your department as may be helpful in 
future implementation on this site. Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 


 
Susan Boyd, Chief Executive Officer 
Bellwether Housing 
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May 6, 2024 
 
Office of Planning and Community Development 
Seattle City Hall 
600 4th Ave 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Submitted via email to OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov & PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov 
 
RE:  Birds Connect Seattle comments on One Seattle Plan (Comprehensive Plan 


Update) draft for public review 
 
Dear Office of Planning and Community Development,  
 
Hello from Birds Connect Seattle, Seattle's local bird conservation organization since 1916. We 
envision cities that value and integrate nature, protect habitat, and minimize hazards to birds. The 
draft One Seattle Plan is an exciting, once-in-a-decade opportunity for Seattle to evaluate and 
improve its progress toward a just city where people and birds can thrive.  
 
High-level summary of our comments on the draft One Seattle Plan: 
 
We appreciate and recommend maintaining these sections, goals, and policies specifically: 


• Integration of climate mitigation, adaptation, and resilience throughout the plan; 


• Incorporation of landscaping techniques to improve environmental health (e.g., LU 2.6) 


• Planning for green jobs and a sustainable economy (e.g., ED G7) 


• Greater integration of tree canopy policies throughout the plan (e.g., LU 2.7, LU 4.8,  


• Addition of nature-based solutions and ecological restoration as important tools for 
addressing climate impacts and environmental hazards (e.g., CE 10.3, CE 10.4, CE 11.2, 
CE 11.4);  


• Addition of goals and policies for Tribal consultation and supporting Indigenous 
communities. (e.g., CI G4 and related policies; CE 13.7, CE 14.3, P 4.6) 


• Consideration for wildlife and nature appreciation in parks and recreation planning (e.g., 
PG3, P 1.13, P 2.4) 


 
We recommend strengthening the draft One Seattle Plan by: 


• Acknowledging the global extinction crisis and establishing equitable biodiversity 
conservation as a goal; 


• Integrating and increasing ambition and specificity of goals and policies related to 
biodiversity conservation throughout the plan; and 


• Expanding conception and expectations of sustainable operations and building design to 
include wildlife safety.   


 
Please see our specific feedback and recommendations on the following pages. Note: DEIS 
comments begin on page 11. 



mailto:OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov





Page 2  
 


 
 


8050 35th Ave NE, Seattle, WA 98115 | (206) 523-8243 | birdsconnectsea.org 
 


 
Our specific observations, feedback, and recommendations on the draft One Seattle Plan are: 
 
OBSERVATION 1. The draft One Seattle Plan does not acknowledge that we are in the 
midst of a global extinction crisis on the same scale as climate change. Both crises pose 
existential threats to human futures and must be urgently addressed together. Goals and policies 
for holistic stewardship of Seattle’s urban biodiversity are entirely absent from the draft 
Comprehensive Plan. 


While the draft update reflects the City’s evolving and improving understanding and responsibility 
for managing for and mitigating impacts of climate change, it does not reflect a similar 
understanding of the City’s role in addressing biodiversity loss.  


RECOMMENDATION 1: Revise the “Climate and Sustainability” element to become the 
“Climate, Biodiversity, and Sustainability” element. 


We recommend elevating and integrating biodiversity conservation in the same way climate 
change has been elevated and integrated. We recommend adding “Biodiversity” in the element 
title and adding a new “Equitable Biodiversity Conservation” section, with discussion, goal, and 
policies. We submit the following draft language for your consideration: 


EQUITABLE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Seattle’s biodiversity provides services and benefits to people. 
We love living and working in Seattle. The landscape is beautiful. The culture is vibrant. And the 
diversity of life we can experience every day is wild. Orca off Alki, Bald Eagles over Ballard, Long-
toed Salamanders at Camp Long, our neighborhoods and waterways are peopled with more than 
people: at least 3,000 species of plants, fungi, birds, and other wildlife have been documented to-
date within Seattle’s municipal boundaries (iNaturalist Community, 2024). 
 
The plants, fungi, and animals we share our neighborhoods with make up our urban biodiversity. 
This biodiversity underpins the function of our urban ecosystem and provides foundational 
services to the people who live in and visit Seattle—including food production, air purification, 
pest control, reduced need for cooling and heating, opportunities for recreation, and more. 
Nature also promotes human health and wellbeing (see Hartig et al., 2014 for a review).  
 
For many of us in Seattle, our daily contact with nature occurs right in our neighborhoods. The 
degree to which the nature of our neighborhoods can provide us with physical and psychological 
benefits depends on many attributes, including location, tree canopy, general quality, and 
amenities like bathrooms and benches (Konijnendijk et al., 2013). Experiences in environments 
with higher levels of biodiversity also play a role in reducing stress and promoting feelings of 
restoration and wellbeing (Fuller et al., 2007; Wood et al., 2018, Schebella et al., 2019, Houlden, 
Jani & Hong, 2021, Hammoud et al. 2024).  
 
The benefits of Seattle’s biodiversity are not equitably distributed and may be declining. 
The benefits of nature, biodiversity, and ecosystem services are not equitably distributed across 
Seattle. Generally, more affluent neighborhoods and those with predominantly white residents 
have greater vegetation cover, tree canopy cover, and biodiversity (Schell et al., 2020). This did 
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not happen by accident. Redlining and other racist policies determined not only where people 
can live, work, and play, but also how vegetation is planted and maintained. This, in turn, affects 
the distribution and movement of other living things in the city. We have the opportunity and 
responsibility to address these inequities. 
 
Like all ecosystems, cities change. In the last decade, we experienced the greatest average 
annual population growth since the Klondike Gold Rush. We’ve set new weather records for high 
temperatures, days without precipitation, and smoke storms. Our urban biodiversity is changing, 
too. Some species, like Yellow-faced Bumblebees are becoming more common. But populations 
of many others are in decline, including 52 percent of bird species that regularly occur in King 
County (Rosenburg et al., 2019, supplemental data). The capacity of Seattle’s natural systems to 
support a wide diversity of life may be deteriorating. 
 
We urgently need an integrated policy to halt both climate change and biodiversity loss. 
Climate change and biodiversity loss are the two most urgent environmental challenges of our 
times (Pörtner et al., 2021).  
 
Biodiversity loss, which has potential consequences for humanity that rival climate change 
(Cardinale et al., 2012), yet has received much less attention by the City of Seattle. We have no 
citywide strategy for managing biodiversity. We have no city ordinances or resolutions with 
“biodiversity loss” in the title. Our Climate Action Strategy does not reference biodiversity or 
wildlife. And while the current version of the Comprehensive Plan (November 2020) contains 
goals and policies for protecting and restoring the natural environment, biodiversity is not defined 
or used as a concept.  
 
The scientific community is calling for decision makers to integrate climate change and 
biodiversity on policy agendas (Roberts, O’Leary & Hawkins, 2020; Pettorelli et al., 2021; Pörtner 
et al., 2021). With “environmental stewardship” as a core value of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan 
update, the City of Seattle intends to begin building an integrative policy framework for 
addressing both climate change and biodiversity loss. 
 
GOAL 
 
Seattle’s biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored, and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem 
services, sustaining healthy ecosystems, and delivering benefits essential for all people. 
(Adapted from Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2020) 


POLICIES 


1. Recognize, fund, and support Indigenous-led environmental conservation and nature 
stewardship. 


2. Fund and support learning-focused urban experiments with Indigenous communities for 
climate action, nature stewardship, and appreciation.  


3. Integrate biodiversity values into planning processes and reporting systems. 
4. Aggressively seek new financing mechanisms for conservation, natural space 


management, urban forestry, etc. 
5. Ensure equity in actions to address climate change, biodiversity loss, and the use of 


benefits of biodiversity, including:  
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o Accounting for the needs of children, youth, and future generations.  
o Sharing the benefits and burdens of biodiversity in a way that is equitable, 


transparent, and accountable.  
o Collaborating with communities to co-create and implement plans for climate 


action and biodiversity conservation that are in accessible languages, provide for 
public participation, and that prioritize removing the barriers faced by Black, 
Indigenous, and People of Color, children, people with disabilities, and other 
systemically under-resourced people. 


6. Protect, maintain, and enhance biodiversity in natural areas, parks, and open spaces.  
7. Explicitly plan for open spaces and natural habitats during new development.  
8. Use a variety of arrangements of built and open space to meet a diversity of ecological 


requirements.  
9. Encourage enhancement of habitat quality within the entire matrix of urban land uses, 


including private property.  
10. Reduce urban hazards to biodiversity, including pesticides, reflective glass, plastic 


pollution, and from harmful impacts of human-associated species like free-ranging, 
outdoor cats.  


11. Embrace the novelty of urban habitats and species composition to create ecosystems 
that meet the needs of people, biodiversity, and are adaptive to climate change.  


12. Celebrate urban biodiversity to foster connections between people and the natural 
heritage of their local ecosystems.   


13. Determine the status and trends of biodiversity within Seattle’s jurisdiction, including:  
o Documenting the richness and distribution of currently existing biodiversity.  
o Identifying rare or limited habitat types, such as native prairies, oak woodlands, 


bogs and other wetlands, intertidal and marine habitats, etc. 
o Identifying existing and potential habitat corridors that facilitate safe movement of 


organisms between natural areas, parks, open spaces, and other habitat areas.  
o Selecting established indicators of urban biodiversity, such as the City 


Biodiversity Index.  
o Monitoring and evaluating changes in Seattle’s biodiversity indicators over time.  


13. Confront and address human-nature conflict in cities, including:  
• Examining both the services and disservices of biodiversity to understand how, 


when, where, and why urban biodiversity can be viewed as unpleasant, 
dangerous, or destructive.  


• Cataloging effective solutions to conflicts.  
• Planning, designing, and communicating to address conflicts or reduce fears.  


14. Create resilient landscapes by:  
• Considering the needs of biodiversity early in urban planning and development 


projects, rather than as “add-ons” if space or budget allow.  
• Monitoring and managing climate related impacts on biodiversity, including new 


pests and pathogens.  
• Testing and evaluating new designs of nature-based solutions across urban 


typologies, together with their financing models and policy mechanisms.  
15. Reconnect people with biodiversity in cities through community science and engagement 


programs.  



https://www.cbd.int/subnational/partners-and-initiatives/city-biodiversity-index

https://www.cbd.int/subnational/partners-and-initiatives/city-biodiversity-index

https://www.cbd.int/subnational/partners-and-initiatives/city-biodiversity-index

https://www.cbd.int/subnational/partners-and-initiatives/city-biodiversity-index

https://www.cbd.int/subnational/partners-and-initiatives/city-biodiversity-index
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16. Evaluate government-provided incentives and eliminate or reform those that are harmful 
to biodiversity. 


17. Reform industrial, economic, and business practices to reduce negative impacts on 
biodiversity. 


18. Encourage all people to take measurable steps toward just and sustainable consumption 
levels and lifestyles, taking into account individual, cultural, and socioeconomic 
conditions. 


 


[the above adapted from United Nations Environment Programme, 2021; Secretariat of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, 2020;  Marzluff & Rodewald, 2008; and Oke et al., 2021] 


OBSERVATION 2: Goals and policies for tree canopy, shorelines, environmentally critical areas, 
and other important urban habitat features are weak and lack solid foundation on which to 
evaluate progress or success.  


RECOMMENDATION 2: Increase ambition and specificity of goals and policies related to urban 
biodiversity. Specific recommendations follow. 


LAND USE ELEMENT 


Urban Design 


• We recommend LU 2.1 be revised to read: “Encourage the protection, restoration, and 
celebration of Seattle’s natural features and landforms such as bluffs, beaches, streams, 
and forests and trees.” 


Multifamily Zones 


Development on multifamily zones takes a heavy toll on the trees that grow there. The 2021 Tree 
Canopy Assessment found that on average 50% of tree canopy was lost on multifamily lots that 
had undergone development. Multifamily zones also already tend to have less canopy cover and 
many of these zones are in Environmental Justice Priority Areas where tree canopy loss has 
been experienced disproportionately. The updated version of SMC 25.11 passed in 2023 allows 
developers to hardscape up to 85% of the developable lot area in multifamily zone, leaving little 
room for trees. Planning for tree preservation and planting in these zones is critical for meeting 
the city’s climate resilience and environmental equity goals. 


• We recommend revising policy LU 10.4 (p 48) to read: “Design multifamily zones to be 
appealing residential communities with high-quality housing and development standards 
that promote livability and a sense of community, including equitable tree canopy, 
appropriately scaled landscaping, street amenities, and, in appropriate locations, limited 
commercial uses that serve the neighborhood’s residents.” 


Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources 


The wild things we share our city with are links to Seattle’s past and important cultural resources. 
Yet the Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources section does not specifically identify natural 
heritage as a subject of preservation. 
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• We recommend revising the first sentence of the discussion on page 58 to read: 
“Historic preservation recognizes and protects aspects of our shared cultural heritage—
buildings, districts, designed landscapes, natural features, and areas long used by 
Indigenous communities—that link to Seattle’s past.” 


•  Add a policy under Goal LU G16 (p. 59) to read: “Support the preservation and 
celebration of natural landscapes, features, and species, that contribute to Seattle’s 
unique sense of place and connect us to its past.” 


Environmentally Critical Areas  


Regulations for environmentally critical areas should not just seek to protect ecological functions 
and values of wetlands and fish and wildlife conservation areas, they should also seek to 
enhance them. Our regulations should also protect the health and safety of both people and 
wildlife.  


o We recommend that LU G17 (pp. 60-61) be revised to read:  


“Environmentally critical areas regulations seek to:  


• protect and enhance the ecological functions and values of wetlands and 
fish and wildlife conservation areas; 


• prevent erosion on steep slopes;  


• protect public health, safety, and welfare in areas subject to landslides, 
liquefaction, floods, or peat settlement;  


• inform the public by identifying seismic and volcanic hazard areas; and  


• minimize harm to people, wildlife, property, public resources, or the 
environment” 


o We recommend adding a new policy under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Areas section (p 62) to read: “Seek to increase both the number and area of fish and 
wildlife conservation areas.” 


TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 


Streets Designed for Everyone 


Changing how we design and use the public right of way is an exciting opportunity to achieve 
multiple benefits—increased tree canopy, greater urban food production, improved access 
between parks for people, and increased wildlife supporting capacity in the city to name a few. 
Birds Connect Seattle and partners at the Capitol Hill EcoDistrict have been developing this 
concept for years through the Nature of Your Neighborhood Project (see 
natureofyourneighborhood.org). 


• We recommend adding a new policy under goal TG 2 (p. 68) to read: “Identify streets 
and other public rights-of-way that could potentially serve as corridors between parks and 
open spaces to prioritize vegetation and amenity enhancements to improve people’s 
access to public space and to facilitate movement of wildlife.” 


• We recommend revising policy T 2.17 (p. 69) to read: “Create vibrant public spaces in 
and near the right-of-way that foster social interaction, promote access to walking, 
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bicycling, and transit options, support birds and other wildlife, and enhance the public 
realm. 


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT  


Build and Invest in the Green Economy 


We support living-wage green jobs and a just transition to a decarbonized economy. 


• We recommend revising policy ED 7.1 (p. 136) to read: “Establish partnerships to 
build workforce capacity to advance completion of city-wide decarbonization and climate 
adaptation efforts, including through electrification, construction, conservation, urban 
forestry, and other new green technology programs.” 


• We recommend revising policy ED 7.3 (p. 136) to read: “Support business partnerships 
and models which are centered on climate mitigation, climate adaptation, biodiversity 
conservation, and/or a shift toward sustainable operational models within established 
industries, including incubator and accelerator funding of new sustainable businesses.” 


CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENT: HEALTHY RESILIENT COMMUNITIES AND 
ENVIRONMENT ELEMENT 


Tree Canopy 


Trees are among the most important natural features in urban areas. But the urban forest is more 
than a tree canopy: it is a layered system including soil, understory plants, and the epiphytes that 
live on the trees themselves. Seattle’s urban forest is amazingly diverse (Jacobson 2006) and in 
decline (Seattle Office of Sustainability and Environment 2023). Additional investment and 
attention will be needed to reverse losses and address inequities.  


o We recommend revising the title of this section (p. 149) to read: “Urban Forest 
and Tree Canopy”. 


o CE G12 (p. 150) establishes a goal for tree canopy cover, but its ambition and 
specificity were reduced from that in our current plan. Why? We also question if 
determining the maximization of benefits of the urban forest is possible. We therefore 
recommend revising CE G12 to read: “Seattle has a healthy urban forest with a tree 
canopy that covers at least 30% of the land by 2037, and 40% over time, which meets 
the needs of people and wildlife. ((maximizes the environmental, economic, social, 
and climate-related benefits of trees.))” 


o We recommend revising policy CE 12.1 (p. 150) to read: “Consider and prioritize 
the needs of frontline communities in all urban forestry actions.” 


o We recommend revising policy CE 12.5 (p. 150) to read: “Reach out to, educate, 
and partner with the community to help care for, preserve, and celebrate Seattle’s 
urban forest. ((and preserve our tree canopy.))” 


o Care and maintenance for most street trees is the responsibility of the adjacent 
property owner. Tree care can be expensive, which creates disincentives for tree 
planting and preservation. This has contributed to the current inequity in tree canopy 
cover we observe across the city. We therefore recommend adding a new policy 
under CE G12 (p. 150) to read: “Explore opportunities through subsidies or other 
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mechanisms to reduce inequities and disincentives associated with the cost of tree 
care.”  


o We need measurable goals to ensure we are delivering on canopy and nature access 
equity goals. We ask you to consider the 3-30-300 rule (Browning et al. 2023). We 
recommend adding a new policy under CE G12 (p. 150) to read: “Strive to 
equitably distribute the benefits of trees by advancing measurable policies such as the 
3-30-300 rule: three (3) significant trees (at least 20’ wide crown) from their dwelling, 
have 30% tree canopy in their neighborhood, and live within 300 meters (3-4 blocks) 
of a high-quality green space.” 


PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 


Seattle’s parks, open spaces, and natural areas are the city’s largest reservoirs of urban 
biodiversity, supporting thousands of species. Our urban biodiversity provides foundational 
services to people who live, work, and play in Seattle, and consideration for the needs of the 
biodiversity in our parks and open space must be considered as we plan for expanding public 
access to open space. 


• We recommend strengthening the final sentence to the first paragraph of the Parks 
and Open Space Introduction (p. 154): “Open spaces also support an amazing 
diversity of life—thousands of species of plants and animals have been documented in 
Seattle’s natural areas. Our incredible urban biodiversity provides foundational 
ecosystem and cultural services that help make Seattle a great place to live. ((provide 
valuable wildlife and vegetation habitat that might otherwise be scarce in the city.))” 


Access to Public Space 


Sea-level rise threatens Seattle’s beaches and other coastal habitats, especially since most of 
our shoreline is armored, which prevents habitats from transgressing inland in response to rising 
seas.  


o We recommend revising policy P1.14 (p. 157) to read: “Provide sustainable public 
access to shorelines by improving shoreline street ends, applying shoreline 
regulations, ((and)) acquiring waterfront land, removing shoreline armoring, and 
restoring coastal habitat." 


• Human presence and non-consumptive recreation in natural areas can negatively 
impact wildlife (see Dertien et al. 2021 for a review). We recommend revising policy 
P 1.12 (p. 157) to read: “Provide areas to preserve or restore important natural or 
ecological features and only allow people to access these spaces by building or 
expanding trail systems through greenbelts and other natural areas if it will not 
diminish habitat quality or negatively impact wildlife.” 


• Has the City of Seattle entered into agreement with local Tribes and Indigenous 
communities regarding the use of Indigenous ecological knowledge? If not, it may be 
inappropriate to attempt to integrate Indigenous ecological knowledge in open space 
design and interpretive elements. We therefore recommend revising policy P 1.29 
(p. 158) to read: “Recognize and support Tribal leadership in conservation, 
restoration, and design of open space, plant selection, and interpretive elements. 
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((Incorporate Indigenous ecological knowledge and culture in open space design, 
plant selection, and interpretive elements.))” 


Recreation, Activation, and Programming 


As an organization that organizes outdoor recreation and wildlife watching, we support 
responsible and respectful recreation, activation, and programming in Seattle’s green and open 
spaces. Our green spaces are home to thousands of species of plants, animals, and fungi, we 
need to be respectful of their needs as well. We would advise against promoting activities that 
could degrade habitat quality, especially near our limited natural area spaces.  


• We recommend adding a new policy under Goal P G2 to read: “Consider the needs of 
biodiversity in Seattle’s parks and open spaces while developing recreation, activation, 
and programming, so that impacts may be minimized.” 


Climate Resilient Open Space 


Our public open spaces will serve a key role in our city’s climate adaptation. Their relatively high 
tree canopy cover will reduce heat island impacts, manage stormwater, and improve air quality. 
They will serve as social spaces to build community cohesion. And they will provide respite and 
refuge from urban stressors. Our parks and green spaces may also serve as refugia for wildlife 
species in ways that we may not foresee (McDonnell 2013). Creating climate resilient open 
spaces is indeed an important goal. 


• As Goal P G5 is written, it is unclear to us what is meant by “healthy environment”, why 
only shorelines are to be resilient, and how public spaces are meant to do the big job of 
mitigating the impacts of climate change. We therefore recommend revising Goal P G5 
to read: “Public spaces meet community needs, maintain ecosystem functions and 
support healthy levels of biodiversity, and are resilient to and help ((support a healthy 
environment and resilient shorelines and)) mitigate the impacts of climate change.” 


• We recommend adding a new policy to under Goal P G5 (p. 162) to read: “Promote 
removal of shoreline armoring, coastal restoration, and managed retreat of structures 
away from areas at high risk of erosion, flooding or submersion due to sea-level rise.” 


• We recommend adding a new policy under Goal P G5 to read: “Assess vulnerability of 
Seattle parks—including park access, facilities, habitats, and wildlife—to climate change 
and develop proactive plans to manage for resilience.” 


 


Observation 3: Sustainable Design and Construction discussions do not reflect current 
understanding of the hazards to wildlife posed by built environment. Buildings that maximize use 
of natural light often incorporate large areas of reflective or transparent glass, which can have the 
unintended consequence of increasing risk of bird-window collisions unless the surface of the 
glass has been treated to be visible to birds. Birds Connect Seattle estimates that at least 40,000 
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wild birds die each year in Seattle due to bird window collisions (Birds Connect Seattle, 2024). 
Artificial light at night is also a serious environmental and public health concern.  


RECOMMENDATION 3: Expand conception and expectations of sustainable buildings and City 
operations to include wildlife safety.  


LAND USE ELEMENT 


Urban Design 


• We recommend revising LU 2.3 (p. 37) to read: “Encourage design that recognizes 
natural systems, ((and)) integrates ecological functions such as stormwater filtration or 
retention, increases the wildlife supporting capacity of our city by improving habitat 
resources, and that reduces hazards to wildlife from the built environment.” 


• We recommend revising LU 2.14 (p. 38) to read: “Consider the value of designing 
buildings and public spaces that maximize use of natural light and provide protection from 
inclement weather while also considering how to mitigate potential hazards to wildlife 
from such designs.” 


General Development Standards 


• We recommend revising Goal LU G4 (p. 40) to read: “Development standards 
effectively guide building design to serve each zone’s function; produce the scale and 
building forms desired; protect public health, safety, and welfare; minimize hazards to 
wildlife and the environment; and address the need for new housing and commercial 
space. 


• We recommend revising policy LU 4.18 (p. 42) to read: “Seek excellence in new 
development through a design review process that encourages multiple perspectives on 
design issues and that complements development regulations, allowing for flexibility in 
the application of development standards to achieve quality design that:  


• enhances the design quality of the city;  


• responds to the surrounding neighborhood context, including historic resources;  


• enhances and protects wildlife and the natural environment;  


• allows for variety and creativity in building design and site planning;  


• furthers community design objectives;  


• achieves desired intensities of development; and  


• responds to the increasingly diverse social and cultural character of the city.” 


Telecommunication Facilities 


Collisions with telecommunication towers kill millions of wild birds each year in the US (Loss et al. 
2015). The risk can be substantially reduced by swapping steady-burning lights on towers for 
flashing lights (Gehring 2009).  


• We recommend adding a new policy under goal LU G7 (p. 45) to read: “Require 
communication utilities to be developed and operated in ways that minimize hazards to 
wildlife and limit impacts on the environment.” 
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Capital Facilities 


• We recommend including “wildlife safety” in goal CF G2 (p. 111) so that it reads: 
“Capital facility projects are designed to achieve resiliency, sustainability, wildlife safety, 
high levels of environmental performance, zero carbon pollution, and minimal 
environmental impacts consistent with principles of environmental justice.”  


• We recommend adding a new policy under goal CF G2 to read: “Support City of 
Seattle biodiversity stewardship goals by employing design and operational strategies 
that reduce the risk of bird-window collisions.” 


Public School Facilities 


Educational buildings often have many design characteristics that increase the risk of bird-
window collisions, such as large surface area of reflective / transparent glass, and proximity to 
quality habitat. We encourage the city to consider how it can reduce this risk at public schools. 


• We recommend revising policy CF 6.8 (p. 118) to read: “Encourage SPS to preserve and 
improve open space and to reduce hazards to wildlife when redeveloping school sites.” 


PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 


Operations and Maintenance 


We appreciate Goal P G3 (p. 160) and would like to see it maintained in the final draft. However, 
we notice that hazards to wildlife from public space operations are not considered. 
 


• We recommend adding a new policy under P G3 to read: “Evaluate and adjust open 
space operations and management practices to reduce hazards to wildlife.” 


 
Birds Connect Seattle submits the following critiques and recommendations on the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement: 
 
CRITIQUE 1 


On page 3.3-2, the DEIS establishes the following threshold of significance for plants and 
animals:  


• Impacts that would reduce the likelihood of survival or recovery of a plant or animal 
species in the wild, compared to the No Action alternative; 


This threshold of significance is vague, not ecologically meaningful, and not set at appropriate 
scale to reasonably evaluate impacts. 


RECOMMENDATION, RATIONALE, & SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 1 


We recommend establishing the threshold of significance for plants and animals as 


• Impacts that would reduce the likelihood that locally occurring populations of 
native or naturalized species would persist compared to the No Action alternative. 


The impacts of Seattle’s growth strategy will be most acutely experienced by the plant and animal 
communities within Seattle’s boundaries. A regional or global unit of analysis, as proposed in the 
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DEIS, is inappropriately large and does not serve as a meaningful threshold of significance 
against which to evaluate alternative growth strategies. 


At such a scale, impacts on many, but not all, of our plants and animals may indeed appear 
negligible. (There are more rare, sensitive, and imperiled species within city boundaries than 
described in the DEIS; see later section.) However, it is likely, as has occurred many times in 
Seattle’s history already, that species that currently maintain natural populations in Seattle will be 
locally extirpated without consideration and mitigation for the impacts of the city’s growth.  


For example, the Northwestern Pond Turtle’s historic range extended from California into British 
Columbia. They are now rare or absent around the entire Puget Sound region, there have been 
no observations in Seattle for decades (Washington Herp Atlas 2009; iNaturalist Community 
2024).  Similar stories could be told for dozens of other organisms. 


There are several species still present but on the cusp of local extirpation in Seattle. For example, 
Western Screech-owls, once relatively common year-round residents in Seattle, are almost gone 
(Figure 1). Marbled Murrelets still visit Elliott Bay and other marine habitats off the coast of 
Seattle, but their numbers have dropped so precipitously (Figure 2) over the last few decades 
they are now Endangered in the State of Washington.  


 


Figure 1: Number of Western Screech-owls counted each winter in Seattle, Washington, as part of the National Audubon 
Society’s Christmas Bird Count. Counts are standardized by observer effort, which varies annually, by dividing the total number 


of birds counted by total observation time (party hours). Christmas Bird County observations of Western Screech-owls have been 
declining since the 1980s. A simple linear model of Birds/party hour around scaled year is statistically significant (p < 0.001) with 


a regression coefficient of -0.016. 
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Figure 2: Number of Marbled Murrelets counted each winter in Seattle, Washington, as part of the National Audubon Society’s 
Christmas Bird Count. Counts are standardized by observer effort, which varies annually, by dividing the total number of birds 
counted by total observation time (party hours). Christmas Bird Count observations of Marbled Murrelets have been declining 
for decades. A simple linear model of Birds/party hour around scaled year is statistically significant (p = 0.01) with a regression 


coefficient of -0.027. 


Many more species that occur in Seattle have populations in overall population decline. We 
recommend the final DEIS incorporate analyses of impacts to species in decline. 
Supplemental data from Rosenburg et al. 2019 may be useful for estimates of North 
American bird species population trends.  


Urban biodiversity provides foundational services and benefits to people, so potential significant 
losses of local populations—those occurring within city boundaries—must be evaluated and 
mitigated. The final EIS analysis should include the consideration of developing and adopting a 
biodiversity conservation strategy as a form of mitigation as some other cities already have done 
(see Toronto City Planning and Parks 2019). 


This improved threshold of significance and expanded scope of analysis would allow a more 
meaningful examination of urbanization’s impacts within city limits and species and habitats that 
are still considered common but whose global or local populations are in decline.  


CRITIQUE 2 


On page 3.3-3, the DEIS states, “The plant and animal species found in Seattle are widespread in 
the region; some are globally abundant. Areas in the city limits represent a very small proportion 
of the total amount of habitat for any given species. The only ESA-listed or state-listed species 
are fish (steelhead and Chinook salmon).  


This broad generalization is not factual. It fails to acknowledge two additional listed species 
(Southern Resident Orca and Marbled Murrelet) that use the waters adjacent to Seattle and over 
which it has jurisdiction and one candidate species for listing (Sunflower Sea Star). The 
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statement also fails to consider the range of rare, sensitive, and imperiled species and habitat 
types that occur in Seattle and its adjacent waters and how species populations are trending. 
 
RECOMMENDATION, RATIONALE & SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 2 
 
We recommend updating the DEIS discussion and analyses to reflect true occurrence 
information about rare, sensitive, and imperiled species and habitat types.  
 


Common Name Federal 
Conservation 
Status 


Washington State 
Conservation 
Status 


Occurs in 
Seattle 


Southern Resident 
Orca 


Endangered  Yes 


Marbled Murrelet Threatened  Yes 


Sunflower Sea 
Star 


Candidate  Yes 


Oregon White Oak 
Woodland 


 Critically Imperiled Yes 


Old-growth 
Lowland Conifer 
Forest 


 Imperiled Yes 


 


RCW 35.21.160 establishes Seattle’s jurisdiction over its adjacent waters: 


Jurisdiction over adjacent waters. 


The powers and jurisdiction of all incorporated cities and towns of the state having 
their boundaries or any part thereof adjacent to or fronting on any bay or bays, lake or 
lakes, sound or sounds, river or rivers, or other navigable waters are hereby extended into 
and over such waters and over any tidelands intervening between any such boundary and 
any such waters to the middle of such bays, sounds, lakes, rivers, or other waters in every 
manner and for every purpose that such powers and jurisdiction could be exercised if the 
waters were within the city or town limits. In calculating the area of any town for the 
purpose of determining compliance with the limitation on the area of a town prescribed by 
RCW 35.21.010, the area over which jurisdiction is conferred by this section shall not be 
included.  


 
Given the jurisdiction of adjacent waters established by RCW 35.21.160, Seattle is responsible 
for analyzing impacts of its growth on adjacent marine and aquatic species and habitats in Puget 
Sound and Lake Washington.  
 
The Southern Resident Orca population is federally protected as Endangered under the 
Endangered Species Act. The municipal waters of Puget Sound to the west of Seattle are a 
hotspot for the endangered Southern Resident Orca (Olson et al. 2018, Figure 3). The DEIS 
should include analysis of impacts on this protected population. 



http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=35.21.010
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Figure 3: Southern Resident Orca density (number of whales km-2) based on effort-corrected data in the Salish Sea from 1976-


2014. Note that waters adjacent to Seattle are a hotspot of Orca sightings. Map from Olson et al. 2018. 


 
Marbled Murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus) are federally protected as a Threatened 
species under the Endangered Species Act and state protected as an Endangered Species 
under the Washington State Endangered Species Act. They occur in Elliott Bay and elsewhere in 
Puget Sound adjacent to Seattle. As of May 5, 2024, there were at least five locations along the 
Seattle coast from which Marbled Murrelets had been observed in the last thirty days (eBird 
2024, Figure 4). The DEIS does not mention their occurrence in Seattle’s waters. The final EIS 
should include analysis of impacts on this protected species. 
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Figure 4: Birding hotspot locations around Seattle from which Marbled Murrelets have been observed. Those in red have 


observed Marbled Murrelet in the previous 30 days as of May 4, 2024. Visualization from eBird.org. 


 
 
The Sunflower Sea Star (Pycnopodia helianthoides) occurs in Puget Sound, with dozens of 
observations in intertidal areas around Seattle (Figure 5). Its population was devastated by sea 
star wasting syndrome. The National Atmospheric and Oceanic Administration proposed the 
species for protection as a Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act in 2023 
(NOAA 2023). The DEIS does not mention this candidate species. This should be addressed in 
the final EIS. 
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Figure 5: Map showing locations of observations of Sunflower Sea Star along Seattle coast. Visualization from iNaturalist.org. 


 
RARE SPECIES 
 
Lincoln Park supports a population of native Phantom Orchids (Cephalanthera austiniae). It is 
the only such population known in Seattle and one of just a few in all of King County (Burke 
Herbarium, 2024; GBIF.org 2024). Consideration for rare species should be given in the final EIS. 
 
RARE, SENSITIVE, AND IMPERILED HABITATS 
 
Seattle harbors patches of relatively rare, declining, even imperiled, habitat types. These include 


• Old-growth lowland conifer forest, notably at Schmitz Creek Preserve and Seward 
Park. These ancient forests once covered vast areas of the Pacific Northwest. 
Most has been lost. Old-growth forests are identified by Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (2015) as imperiled and declining.  


• Oregon White Oak Woodlands at Martha Washington Park. Oregon White Oak 
Woodlands have been identified as critically imperiled and declining by 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015). 


 
The final EIS should provide consideration for rare, sensitive, and imperiled habitats in Seattle. 
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CRITIQUE 3 
 
On pages 3.3-14 through 3.3-15, the DEIS provides a qualitative analysis of impacts to tree 
canopy based on the expectation that a “higher value in the “New place types” row in Exhibit 
3.3.4 indicates a higher potential for development-related impacts to vegetation.” The DEIS 
concludes, then, that Alternative 5 is likely to have the greatest potential for development-related 
impacts, followed by Alternatives 3, 4, 2, and 1.  
 
RECOMMENDATION, RATIONALE AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 3 
 
We recommend improving the rigor of analysis and re-examining assumptions to avoid 
overly optimistic projections of tree retention during development. 
 
The city and public have access to recent, high-resolution spatial datasets for tree canopy as well 
as urban planning datasets like development capacity, land use, and equity categories. It is 
straightforward to overlay these datasets to quantify how many acres of tree canopy lie within 
private, redevelopable parcels in different place types and to compare those across alternatives.  
 
For example, with easily available datasets, we identified and quantified the acreage of tree 
canopy on private property on lots that have been classified as “Redevelopable” through 
development capacity analysis. We could also quantify the amount of tree canopy on each place 
type under the different alternatives and by equity categories.  
 
Because the development capacity data is the same for all alternatives, the total amount of 
canopy in private, redevelopable parcels remains the same (Tables 1 and 2). However, 
Alternative 5 would change the place type on parcels on which more than 700 acres of tree 
canopy would be at elevated risk of removal due to land use changes. About thirty of these 
acres are from high-risk equity categories.  It would unreasonable to claim, as the DEIS 
currently does, that increased likelihood of 700 acres of tree canopy loss is not a 
significant impact that needs to be mitigated for.  
 
This type of analysis will be critical to see in the final EIS.  
 
We have included a write-up of a similar canopy analysis. We recommend some type of similar, 
quantitative and spatial approach like that described in Exhibit A at the end of this document in 
the final EIS. 
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Figure 6: Tree canopy and land use (current Comprehensive Plan) 
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Figure 7: Tree canopy and land use under Alternative 5 
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Table 1: Comparison of area in acres of tree canopy by place type and equity category between 
Alternatives 1 and 5. Alternative 1 does not have four of the same place types as Alternative 5; 
values in those cases are NA. 
 


 
Place type 


Equity Category / Alternative 
High Risk Low Risk NA 


Alt 5 Alt 1 Alt 5 Alt 1 Alt 5 Alt 1 
Manufacturing 
Industrial 


0 0 2.05 2.05 0 0 


Neighborhood Anchor-
High Displacement 


21.00 NA 0 NA 0 NA 


Neighborhood Anchor-
Low Displacement 


0 NA 32.32 NA 0 NA 


Neighborhood 
Residential 


0 NA 0 NA 336.18 NA 


Neighborhood 
Residential-Corridor 


0 NA 0 NA 290.81 NA 


Outside Villages 0 0 0 0 76.53 771.90 
Urban Center 45.14 45.14 19.20 5.21 0  
Urban Village 185.00 177.94 86.63 92.63 0  


 


Table 2 Showing the difference in tree canopy area in acres between Alternatives 5 and 1 by equity 


category and in total. All told, more than 700 acres of tree canopy would change place types between 


Alternative 1 and Alternative 5, with a corresponding increased risk of removal. 


 Delta High 
Risk (Alt 5-
Alt 1) 


Delta Low Risk 
(Alt 5-Alt1) 


Delta NA (Alt 
5-Alt 1) 


Total Delta 


Manufacturing 
Industrial 


0 0 0 0 


Neighborhood 
Anchor-High 
Displacement 


21 0 0 21 


Neighborhood 
Anchor-Low 
Displacement 


0 32.32 0 32.32 


Neighborhood 
Residential 


0 0 336.18 336.18 


Neighborhood 
Residential-
Corridor 


0 0 290.81 290.81 


Outside Villages 0 0 -695.38 -695.38 
Urban Center 0 13.99 0 13.99 
Urban Village 7.06 -6.0 0 1.06 
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CRITIQUE 4 
Page 3.3-5 states “Notably, most canopy loss was not associated with development activities; 
only 15% of the canopy loss occurred on parcels that underwent development during that 
period.” 


The analysis cited is insufficient to support the claim and may lead to false conclusion about the 
development’s impact on tree canopy. 


RECOMMENDATION, RATIONALE AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 4 


The authors of the 2021 Tree Canopy Assessment defined “redeveloped parcels” as sites that 
began and completed construction of new buildings that added residential units or new 
commercial buildings within the identified timeframes.”   


This restricted definition of development-associated tree loss does not capture the full impact 
from development, including tree loss from development activities that started within but ended 
after the identified timeframe, or that started before but ended in the identified timeframe. This 
limited analysis has supported a misleading narrative that development is an insignificant driver 
of canopy decline in Seattle. 


Even with the restricted definition, the 2021 tree canopy assessment found that development 
activity on the 1% of parcels that met the criteria to be defined as “redeveloped” accounted for 
14% of canopy loss. That is a disproportionate impact, and the true impact from all development 
activities is certainly higher. 


A more complete assessment of all development activities' impacts on tree canopy needs to be 
incorporated in the final EIS to avoid making overly optimistic projections about the impact of 
development. 
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EXHIBIT A 


 


Identifying Potentially Development-Threatened Tree Canopy in 


Environmental Justice Priority Areas 


Draft April 8, 2024 


Joshua Morris, Urban Conservation Manager at Birds Connect Seattle 


Email: joshm@birdsconnectsea.org 


 


INTRO 


Environmental Justice priority areas in Seattle are census tracts with Racial and Social Equity 


Index scores that fall within the two highest quintiles.  


These communities tend to have lower overall tree canopy cover than whiter and wealthier 


neighborhoods (2016 Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment) and have experienced higher rates of 


tree canopy loss in recent years (2021 Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment). Given the important 


role trees play in community and climate resilience and the benefits they provide to mental and 


physical health, working with EJ communities to preserve and enhance tree canopy should be a 


priority for the City.  


At the same time, increased demand for housing is driving land use changes and infill 


development. Parcels on which development occur experience significant canopy loss, 40% on 


average according to the 2021 Seattle Tree Canopy Cover Assessment.  


The City uses Zoned Development Capacity models to identify parcels where redevelopment 


could occur to increase housing density. These parcels have fewer housing units than would be 


allowed under their current zoning class. These parcels also often support a significant number 


of established trees. 


In Lowrise, Midrise, Commercial, and Seattle Mixed Zones, development footprint may occupy 


85-100% of the lot area, and tree removal in downtown and industrial zones is not regulated 


under the tree protection ordinance. Trees in these zones on revdevelopable lots, then, are 


potentially highly threatened by future development. 


Understanding the distribution of development-threatened trees and planning to maximize their 


retention during development is important if the City is to meet its canopy equity goals.  


METHODS 


 


Analysis objective: Find tree canopy in Environmental Justice Priority Areas and on private 


property on underdeveloped parcels in Lowrise, Midrise, Commercial, and Seattle Mixed zones, 


where 85-100 lot coverage allowed under the new tree protection ordinance, or on Downtown 


and Industrial zones which are “silent zones” not regulated by the tree protection ordinance.  


Datasets 


Dataset Source Last Updated 
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Seattle_Tree_Canopy_2016_20


21_RSE_Census_Tracts 


https://data-


seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/data


sets/SeattleCityGIS::environmental-


justice-priority-areas/about 


Jan 26, 2024 


Tree_Canopy_2021_Seattle https://data-


seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/data


sets/SeattleCityGIS::seattle-tree-


canopy-2021/about 


Jan 26, 2024 


Zoned Development Capacity 


by Development Site Current 


https://data-


seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/data


sets/SeattleCityGIS::zoned-


development-capacity-by-


development-site-current/about 


Jan 27, 2024 


Unofficial neighborhood 


boundaries 


https://www.arcgis.com/home/item.ht


ml?id=8adffd6b8fba4a84966fa7471afd


0d6c 


Nov 29, 2023 


 


Defining and mapping development-threatened tree canopy procedure: 


1. Set definition query on Zoned Development Capacity Layer: 


PUB_OWN_TY = 'PRIVATE' And (REDEVSTATU = 'REDEV' Or REDEVSTATU = 


'VACANT') And (CLASS = 'MR' Or CLASS = 'C' Or CLASS = 'L' Or CLASS = 'NC' Or 


CLASS = 'SM' Or CLASS = 'D' Or CLASS = 'I')” 


Intersect tree canopy, EJ priority areas, and zoned development capacity layers called 


“Development Threatened Tree Canopy 2021 in EJ Priority Areas” 


2. Add new field to “Development Threatened Tree Canopy 2021 in EJ Priority Areas” called 


“DTTC_Acres” (double). 


3. Calculate geometry of DTTC_Acres 


Property = Area (geodesic) 


Area Unit = Acres 


Coordinate system = default 


4. Intersect Development Threatened Tree Canopy 2021 in EJ Priority Areas with 


Neighborhoods layer. Call it DTTC_Neighborhoods_Intersect 


5. Add new field to “DTTC_Neighborhoods_Intersect” called “DTTC_Hood_Acres” (double). 


6. Calculate geometry of DTTC_Hood_Acres 


Property = Area (geodesic) 


Area Unit = Acres 


Coordinate system = default 


Estimating street tree canopy contribution to DTTC 
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1. Dissolve DTTC_Neighborhoods_Intersect on “gridcode” field (=1 for all records). Default 


settings (create multipart features). Output aggregates the many thousands of DTTC 


canopy polygons into a single, multipart feature. Call it DTTC_Dissolve 


2. Create new point feature class using Create Random Points tool. Constrain the output to 


DTTC_Dissolve, create 500 points. Output is 500 random points distributed within the 


boundaries of DTTC_Dissolve. Call new feature class “Random_Point_Assessment” 


3.  Create new field in Random_Point_Assessment called “Street_Tree” (short, numeric). 


4. Set basemap to satellite imagery. 


5. Zoom to each random point to determine if the canopy it is associated with is from a 


tree planted in the public right of way or is rooted on private property. If street tree, 


assign value “1”, else “0”  


6. Where determination cannot be made from satellite imagery, use Google Street View. 


7. Where determination is uncertain, assume street tree and assign value “1”. 


RESULTS  


There is a total of 226.7 acres of tree canopy overhanging redevelopable parcels in EJ priority 


areas. Some of this tree canopy is contributed by street tree canopy spreading from the right of 


way over private property. Street trees are governed by different regulations than trees on 


private property and are not the focus of this analysis.  


Of a random assessment of 500 points within tree canopy on redevelopable parcels in EJ priority 


areas, 33 were determined to fall within tree canopy contributed by street trees. I estimate the 


mean canopy contribution from street trees to be 6.6% (95% Confidence Interval 4.4% to 8.8%). 


 Therefore, I estimate there are between 207 to 217 acres of development-threatened tree 


canopy on private property in Environmental Justice Priority Areas.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


Map of distribution of development-threatened tree canopy in EJ Priority Census Tracts 
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Results by neighborhood 


Neighborhood Acres of Development-threatened Tree Canopy in EJ Priority Areas 
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Mean Estimate Lower 95% CI Estimate Upper 95% CI Estimate 


North Beacon Hill 15.60 15.24 15.97 


Atlantic 13.92 13.59 14.25 


Columbia City 13.86 13.53 14.18 


Dunlap 13.79 13.46 14.11 


Haller Lake 11.36 11.10 11.63 


Rainier Beach 11.13 10.87 11.39 


North College Park 9.00 8.79 9.21 


South Delridge 8.80 8.59 9.01 


Greenwood 7.79 7.60 7.97 


Brighton 7.74 7.56 7.92 


Minor 7.47 7.29 7.65 


South Beacon Hill 7.42 7.24 7.59 


Highland Park 7.23 7.06 7.40 


Olympic Hills 6.44 6.28 6.59 


Mid-Beacon Hill 6.18 6.03 6.32 


Maple Leaf 5.91 5.77 6.05 


Pinehurst 5.46 5.33 5.58 


University District 5.41 5.28 5.54 


Cedar Park 5.14 5.02 5.26 


Mount Baker 4.97 4.85 5.08 


High Point 4.20 4.10 4.30 


South Park 3.65 3.56 3.73 


Industrial District 3.06 2.99 3.13 


Meadowbrook 2.88 2.81 2.94 


Bitter Lake 2.69 2.63 2.75 


Riverview 2.66 2.60 2.72 


International District 2.40 2.35 2.46 
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Roxhill 2.06 2.01 2.11 


Crown Hill 1.68 1.64 1.72 


Yesler Terrace 1.53 1.49 1.56 


Victory Heights 1.34 1.31 1.37 


Leschi 1.29 1.26 1.32 


Stevens 1.26 1.23 1.29 


Broadway 0.94 0.92 0.96 


Holly Park 0.91 0.89 0.93 


Mann 0.83 0.81 0.84 


Broadview 0.80 0.78 0.82 


Wallingford 0.73 0.71 0.75 


South Lake Union 0.56 0.55 0.57 


North Delridge 0.48 0.47 0.49 


Belltown 0.41 0.40 0.42 


Pioneer Square 0.22 0.21 0.22 


Madrona 0.18 0.17 0.18 


Seward Park 0.10 0.10 0.10 


Central Business 
District 0.08 0.07 0.08 


First Hill 0.06 0.05 0.06 


Ravenna 0.05 0.05 0.05 


Pike-Market 0.03 0.03 0.03 


TOTAL 211.65 206.66 216.63 


 


Results by zone class 


Zone Class 


Acres of Development Threatened Canopy in EJ Priority Areas 


Mean Estimate Lower 95% CI Estimate Upper 95% Estimate 


Lowrise 100.23 97.87 102.59 
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Neighborhood 
Commercial 47.33 46.21 48.44 


Commercial 26.46 25.84 27.08 


Industrial 14.04 13.71 14.37 


Midrise 11.20 10.94 11.46 


Seattle Mixed 8.78 8.58 8.99 


Downtown 3.60 3.52 3.68 


TOTAL 211.65 206.66 216.63 
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May 20, 2024 
 
 
Mayor Bruce Harrell and City of Seattle Councilmembers, 
 
Thank you for your service to the City of Seattle.  I am writing to share my comments that have been 
submitted, along with other Black homeowners, in response to the comprehensive plan. The following is the 
language shared in the feedback form: 
 
Despite the perception that Black and other families of color in Seattle’s Central District and South End are 
vanishing, we are still here, standing in our commitment to extend the legacy, health, and vitality of our 
communities. The One Seattle Comprehensive Plan must address our needs, concerns, and be crafted in 
alignment with doing no further harm to communities that have borne the weight of systemic injustice 
through redlining, covenants, and racial bias in the justice system. We, the Black Homeowners with a legacy 
of community building in Seattle, call on city policy makers to do the following: 
 


• As a part of Seattle’s role in cooperating in the regional growth management plan, the City MUST commit 
to working with King County staff as part of the regional growth management strategy to remove the 
Highest and Best Use zoning category that increases property taxes. These increased property taxes are 
a key driver of displacement for legacy homeowners in upzoned neighborhoods (i.e. Urban Centers). 
 


• The current anti-displacement framework is an inadequate starting point for any conversation about 
protecting Black, Latiné, Asian, Native, and other working class families’ ability to own homes and live in 
Seattle. There needs to be a community-led engagement process to ensure the review, revision and 
implementation of the anti-displacement plan provides real solutions for marginalized families and 
communities to live and thrive in Seattle. The city MUST commit to real actionable policies that will be 
implemented in an equitable manner that does not incorporate passive language.  


 


• The city MUST stop the building incentives imposed on Urban Centers in previously redlined areas. Open 
the kind of housing and development density seen in Urban Centers on a City-wide level, then create new 
incentive structures to attract green development, that includes building with retained trees, to those 
areas. Geographically, there is more opportunity for density in areas that have seen selective types of 
development, while avoiding other denser building varieties that are being concentrated in low to middle 
class working neighborhoods. Opening these affluent areas to greater density is the most efficient path 
forward to addressing our city’s housing crisis. This can be accomplished by applying the 25% growth 
exemption to neighborhoods that have already carried more than their share of the development 
burden.  


 


• Walkability MUST be defined to be more inclusive of people with different mobility and accessibility 
needs. There should be a more all-embracing and transparent community discussion before significant 
infrastructure reconfigurations are implemented that constrain our mobility - and not by a contrived 
process that is gamed by well organized groups. Cyclist interests have been prioritized over working class 
people who also need to use the streets to get to work and traverse the community. There are areas where 
bicycle lanes and road closures create choke points and congestion with the effect (intended or otherwise) 
of causing navigation and travel challenges at the expense of large numbers of community members for 
the benefit of mostly empty cycling lanes. The city must ensure the standards of infrastructure (sidewalks, 
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etc.) are consistent on a city-wide level. Any work completed to enhance walkability should include 
neighborhood level living wage jobs.  


 


• Infrastructure and development investments MUST provide opportunities for business ownership, 
especially in formerly red-lined and other neighborhoods experiencing socio-economic injustice.  


 


• The City MUST protect our urban canopy in red-lined and other neighborhoods experiencing socio-
economic, environmental and climate injustice.  Developers must not be allowed to clear cut lots by 
simply paying fees.  None of the considered plan versions take the value of trees and nature into account. 
People deserve and need shade trees by their homes, not just on public property. Our health and livability 
depends on having neighborhoods where trees can provide shade and carbon sequestration. Our current 
codes and growth plans will create urban heat islands that will become deadly as the climate continues 
to warm.  


 
The draft plan is full of the language of racial and environmental equity. But the fact is that the neighborhoods 
that have suffered most under the discriminatory and oppressive policies of the past are the neighborhoods 
that are being asked in this draft plan to take on the most housing density, while continuing to lose the most 
tree canopy. That is not racial or environmental justice. It is more of the same.  
 
Seattle can only thrive as a 21st century city if it commits to real equitable development in housing, jobs and 
economic opportunity, environmental justice, mobility infrastructure investments, transit that meets 
neighborhood needs, and anchoring its cultural institutions. Combined, these elements support vibrant 
communities. The One Seattle Plan must chart a bold path forward by supporting policies that allow space 
for everyone to contribute to our collective future. 
 


 
 


Lois Martin, MA 
CACE21 Member 
 
This letter was drafted as a part of CACE 21’s housing & development engagement process with Black homeowners and 
community members from Central and South Seattle with contributions from Margo Jones, Ruby Holland, Teya Williams, Lois 
Martin, Ebony Arunga, and Chris Webb. CACE 21 facilitators included Francesca Eluhu, Theryn Kigvamasudvashti, Lucia 
Kahsai, Maria Kang and Inye Wokoma.  
 








 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


The Central Seattle Community Council Federation represents a merger of the Central Area 


Community Council and the Jackson Street Community Council.  The merger was formally 


approved in February 1967.   


 


The Jackson Street Community Council was formed in 1946 under United Good Neighbors 


(UGN) sponsorship to serve the needs of Seattle's International Area.  The "self-help" approach 


of the Jackson Street Community Council, in combination with UGN support, proved to be 


extremely effective, and as a result of its success, the Jackson Street Community Council 


received wide national attention as a paradigm of this type of organization.   


 


The Central Area Community Council was formed in 1962 as a volunteer organization designed 


to bring together representatives from all of the neighborhood and service organizations serving 


the Central District.  The Central Area Motivation Program (CAMP) resulted from a proposal 


submitted to the Office of Economic Opportunity by this organization.  The Central Seattle 


Community Council was formed to combine the area-wide representation of the Central Area 


Community Council with the intensive staff support of the Jackson Street Community Council.  


The CANDC is the proud successor of these previous community organizations. 


 


While the CANDC is no longer formally associated with the City of Seattle, we continue to work 


to share information from City departments and elected officials with our member organizations 


and community. We’ve supported HopscotchCD, an occasional effort to bring joy to our 


neighborhoods through blocks-long continuous hopscotch courses. We’ve done candidate forums 


for a variety of races, including Seattle City Council, City Attorney, and more. We are currently 


working on efforts to support native pollinator-friendly habitat across our diverse neighorhoods. 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


CANDC History 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


This is an initiative that will pay qualifying homeowner’s Property Tax Increases 


resulting from the 2019 passage of the MHA law in Seattle’s formerly redlined 


communities.  The program will help ensure that current homeowners are not 


displaced due to rising property taxes resulting from Upzoning. 


  


The fund will operate as a grant for individuals and will not require recipients to 


pay back any funds received.  Property tax payments will be paid directly to the 


King County Assessor’s Office on behalf of the grantee. 


 


Situation:  


Gentrification has been widespread in the Central District.  There were 75% Black 


Homeowners in the CD in the 70’s.  As of 2022 there is only 7% Black 


Homeownership in the CD.  The MHA Legislation passed in 2019 threatens to 


bring that percentage to 0 in the CD.  Non black homeowners who’ve had their 


homes in the CD prior to 2019 are also feeling the sting of rising property taxes. 


This program will help them keep their homes.  


 


Program Goals:  


No homeowner will be displaced due to an inability to pay a rise in property taxes 


resulting from Upzoning.  


 


Program Function:  


The Anti-Displacement Tax Fund will help pay for increases in homeowner’s 


existing property tax bills resulting from Upzoning.  The fund will operate as a 


Grant to individuals and will not require participants to pay back any funds 


received.  Property tax payments will be paid directly to the King County 


Assessor’s Office on behalf of the grantee.  Fund payment to begin immediately 


upon approval of the homeowner’s application.  


 


Funding Source:  


CANDC will solicit philanthropic funds for the program.  


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Proposal 







Anti-Displacement Tax Fund Program Proposal 
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Application Period:  


The application period for the program shall run from June 1st through September 


30th. 


 


Eligibility:  Income.  


This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the 


Senior Property Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility.  Currently this is an 


adjusted gross income of $84,000 per household. 


 


Location:  


Participants must reside in a home within the program boundaries.  Only 


homeowners within formerly redlined communities (see map) are eligible to apply. 


 


Occupancy:   


Participants must have lived in their home prior to March 2019 and have applied 


for the Senior, Veteran, or Disabled Property Tax Exemption, if eligible or 


Homestead Exemption if available.  If you don’t have any property tax exemption, 


please apply and see if you can be helped.  


 


Ownership:  


Existing homeowners are eligible for the program.  Homeowners who purchased a 


property after March 2019 are eligible if the purchased property was enrolled in the 


King County Assessor’s property tax exemption program at the time of purchase. 


 


Heirs:  


Homeowner’s heirs are eligible to participate if they meet all eligibility 


qualifications.  Heirs will need to reapply within 180 days of the original 


applicant’s passing. 


 


Liens/Property Taxes:  


If homeowners currently have any encumbrance such as back taxes, pending legal 


actions, or easement disputes attached to or binding upon their property, please 


continue to submit a Registration form and someone from the program will contact 


you. 


 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Issue 


Current homeowners in the 23rd & Union-Jackson Residential Urban Village and elsewhere in 


the Central Area face displacement due to upzoning that is driving higher property appreciation, 


ultimately resulting in higher property taxes.  Current Central Area homeowners who live on a 


property where the existing use is a lower density building than the property is zoned for are also 


seeing higher property appreciation, resulting in higher property taxes. The same thing is true 


across most of the formerly redlined neighborhoods in Seattle (see attached graphic for historical 


data).    


 


Program Goal 


No current homeowners will be displaced due to the inability to pay a rise in their property taxes 


due to the HALA upzones or the difference between zoned use and actual use.  Current 


homeowners should be able to stay in their communities for generations to come. 


 


Program Function 


The Anti-Displacement Tax Fund will help pay for increases to homeowner’s existing property 


tax bills.  The fund will operate as a grant to individuals and will not require participants to pay 


back any funds received.  The fund will start distributing grants in the 2025 tax year.  The grant 


will need to be recertified every other year. 


 


Funding Source 


The Central Area Neighborhood District Council (CANDC) will provide all funding for the 


program, sourced from philanthropic contributions and donations. 


 


Application Period 


The application period for the program shall run from June 1st through September 30th.   


 


Eligibility 


• This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the Senior Property 


Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility. Currently this is $84,000 for household 


income, Adjusted Gross Income. 


• Homeowners must have owned and lived in their home prior to the March 2019 passing of 


the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) law. 


• The homeowner’s home must be within the boundaries of the previously redlined 


neighborhoods per the attached map. 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Fact Sheet 
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• Homeowners who purchased a property after March 2019 are eligible if the purchased 


property was enrolled in the King County Assessor’s property tax exemption program at the 


time of purchase. 


• Homeowner’s heirs are eligible to participate if they meet all eligibility qualifications.  Heirs 


will need to reapply within 180 days of the original applicant’s passing. 


 


NOTE:  If homeowners currently have any encumbrance such as back taxes, pending legal 


actions, or easement disputes attached to or binding upon their property, please continue to 


submit a Registration form and someone from the program will contact you. 
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Personal information: 


 


Name of Applicant:   


 


 


 


Phone # 


 


 


 


Date of Birth:   


 


 


 


Email Address:   


 


 


Name of Property Owner:   


 


 


Phone # 


 


Date of Birth:   


 


 


 


Email Address:   


 


 


 


Do you currently live in the home? 


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


When did you move into the home?   


 


 


 


How many people live in the home? 


 


 


How did you hear about the program? 


 


 


Property Information: 


 


Street Address/Zip:   


 


Are your property taxes paid through your mortgage payment? 


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


I don’t know:   


 


 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Intake Form (2 Pages) 
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Eligibility Criteria:   


 


Yes:   


 


No:   


 


 


 


 


 


 


I live in a formerly redlined neighborhood. 


 


 


 


 


 


I can prove that I own my home. 


 


 


 


 


 


I was living in this home prior to March 2019 


 


 


 


 


 


My household income meets the income guidelines* 


  *This program will use the King County Assessor’s income guidelines for the 


Senior Property Tax Exemption as our baseline for eligibility.  Currently this is an 


adjusted gross income of $84,000 per household. 


 


Submittal Instructions  


Information submitted as part of this Intake Form will be kept confidential and only used by the 


program managers to determine initial eligibility for the fund.  If you are sending physical paper 


please send copies as forms will not be returned to applicant.  


 


Submit this form to any of the addresses below to receive an application: 


 


By Mail: 


 


CANDC 


C/O Vicki Tompkins 


201 22nd Ave 


Seattle, WA  98122 


 


By Email: 


 


Mpd12000@hotmail.com 


 


 







 


Anti-Displacement Tax Fund 


 


Application 


 


Name of Applicant:    


Phone Number:    


Name of Property Owner(s):    


Phone Number:    


Email:    


Date Of Birth (M/D/Y):    


Last Year’s Income:    


Property Address/Zip:    


Property Tax Account Number:   
 


Are your property taxes paid through 


your mortgage payment?   
Yes:   No:   Don’t Know:   


 


Please attach copies of: 


 


• Proof of current residency (utility bills) 


• Proof of residency prior to March 2019 


• Prior year income tax return 


• If you do not file federal income taxes, we can accept bank statements, Form 1099s, 


reverse mortgage statements, Social Security statements, or other year-end statements, to 


verify your income and how you pay your household expenses. 


 


Mail the application and required documentation to:   


CANDC 


C/O Vicki Tompkins 


201 22nd Ave 


Seattle, WA  98122 


 


Once we have reviewed your documentation, we will contact you. 
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Dear Mayor Harrell, 


We, the undersigned organizations, are excited about the possibilities the One Seattle 
Plan presents for our city’s future. This vital document will shape our city’s growth over 
the next decade and beyond. It offers a critical opportunity to build on the success of 
the renewed Housing Levy, address widespread concerns about housing affordability, 
and meet Seattleites' expressed desires for more housing options. At this moment, 
Seattle needs and deserves a bolder Comprehensive Plan that allows for more 
abundant housing across the entire city–a visionary, uniting blueprint for the equitable, 
livable, sustainable, and welcoming city we all want to achieve. 


We appreciate the work done so far and your administration’s demonstrated support for 
affordable housing. While we strongly align with the values expressed by the Draft One 
Seattle Plan, we are concerned that the Draft Plan will not achieve its desired goals. To 
truly make housing more affordable, advance racial equity, mitigate displacement, and 
meet our climate goals, we believe the Mayor’s Recommended Plan should incorporate 
the following revisions: 


1. Allow for More Family-Sized Homes in Middle Housing: Increase the Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for fourplexes and sixplexes, to make it possible to build more 
family-sized homes. The proposed FAR would limit development of three- and 
four-bedroom homes, which are essential to meet the diverse needs of our 
growing city, accommodate families, and create new homeownership options. 


2. Allow More Homes Near Transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a 
5-minute walk of frequent bus stops. Building homes near transit gives people 
more choices in how they get around their neighborhoods and makes transit a 
convenient option for more people. And building those homes off arterials but 
still near transit gives people the opportunity to live in quiet, low-pollution, and 
car-light neighborhoods.  


3. Expand Neighborhood Centers: Enhance the proposed Neighborhood Centers, to 
create lively, walkable community hubs throughout Seattle. We suggest 
increasing the radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet to ¼ mile and 
adding in all the Neighborhood Centers studied in the DEIS (but not implemented 
in the Draft Plan). This would equitably balance growth across the city, increase 
access to communities like Alki, Seward Park, North Broadway, North Magnolia, 
and Northlake, and allow more people to meet their daily needs by walking or 
biking.  







4. Promote Equitable Development and Address Displacement: Ensure density 
bonuses, development regulations, and other tools, allow a broad range of 
developers, including the social housing developer, to build affordable housing 
for sale and for rent without relying on scarce public funding.  


5. Allow for Tall and Green Homes in Centers: Increase height limits to 12-18 
stories in Regional Centers such as Capitol Hill, the U District, Northgate, and 
Ballard, to allow more people to live in some of Seattle’s most vibrant 
neighborhoods. Additionally, allow midrise buildings up to 85 feet in transit 
corridors and Neighborhood Centers, to maximize the potential of wood-frame 
construction. 


We request that you study these revisions in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and implement them through the Mayor’s Recommended Plan. We believe these 
recommendations are in line with voters' desires, are essential for a Comprehensive 
Plan that empowers all Seattleites to thrive and will align the One Seattle Plan’s 
substance with our shared values. By embracing a visionary comprehensive plan, you 
can lead Seattle into a future with shared prosperity for all residents, businesses, and 
future generations. 


We all care about this city. We want to see Seattle grow into a place where people can 
feel welcomed, live near their work, raise families, find stable homes within their 
communities, and age in place. We look forward to continued collaboration with the city, 
voters, and other stakeholders to bolster the plan and work together towards our shared 
goals.   


Sincerely, 


Oren Etzioni, CEO, AllenAI 
Bryan Kelly, CEO, Anthos Capital 
Ryan Frazier, Co-Founder & CEO, Arrived 
Jeff Kunins, CPO & CTO, Axon 
Jacqueline Schafer, Founder & CEO, Clearbrief AI 
Ryan Fritsch, Co-Founder, Cloudpaper.co 
Austin Watkins, Co-Founder, Couldpaper.co 
Ben Slivka, Founder, Dreambox Learning 
Francios Locoh-Donou, President & CEO, F5 
Heather Redman, Co-Founder & Managing Partner, Flying Fish Partners 
Andy Sack, Co-CEO, Forum3 
Chris DeVore, Managing Partner, Founders Co-Op 







Steve Krenzel, CEO, Logic 
Matt McIlwain, Managing Director , Madrona 
Noah Heller, CEO, MediCoder 
Robbie Cape, Co-founder & CEO, Mt. Joy 
Marcus Womack, CEO, Outgo 
Manny Medina, CEO, Outreach 
Greg Gottesman, Managing Director & Co-Founder, Pioneer Square Labs 
Amit Mital, Co-founder & Managing Director, Pioneer Square Labs 
Bill Richter, CEO, Qumulo 
Glen Kelman, President & CEO, Redfin 
Maria Colacurcio, CEO, Sindyo 
Vijaye Raji, CEO, StatsIG 
Orion Hindawi, Executive Chairman, Tanium 
Sheila Gulati, Co-Founder & Managing Director, Tola Capital 
Terry Myerson, CEO & Co-Founder, Truveta 
Ed Lazoska, University of Washington Paul G. Allen School of CSE 
Any Liu, Managing Partner, Unlock Venture Partners 
Rich Barton, CEO, Zillow 
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May 17, 2024 
 
Seattle Mayor Bruce Harrell 
Seattle City Council 
Seattle Office of Community Planning and Development 
Via electronic upload and email 
 
RE:  Comments on the Draft Seattle Comprehensive Plan from anti-displacement allies in 
the Chinatown/International District 
 
Dear Mayor, Council and City Planners,  
 
The Chinatown/International District (C/ID) of Seattle is unique in the city, region and the 
state.  No other place combines the history, culture, economy, architecture, and diversity 
in a single neighborhood. It is far more than a collection of historic buildings - it is a living, 
breathing legacy that harbors a diverse BIPOC and API community today, and promises 
refuge and prosperity for future generations. Unlike many Chinatowns across the U.S., the 
C/ID is still an immigrant gateway, is still powered by mom-and-pop businesses and is still 
a cultural home for thousands across the region.   
 
Given the historic, racist practices and harms visited on the C/ID, we believe the City 
should do everything in its power to ensure the CID remains a living, working-class 
centered, and culturally vibrant community for generations.   
 
Thus, we believe that the Seattle Comprehensive Plan (SCP) should reflect goals and 
policies that ensure the C/ID continues to thrive and grow without displacing current 
residents and businesses.  We want the City to avoid the harmful impacts the C/ID 
experienced during past infrastructure projects and planning and ensure the community 
benefits from future growth and investment.  We need deeper goals and planning than just 
a subarea plan for downtown, which runs the risk of further marginalization with the C/ID 
as an afterthought. 
 
Over the last few years, many of us have participated in government-led planning 
processes, as well as our own community-led work, involving low-income tenants, small 
businesses, community organizations, land owners, seniors, and youth.  Through this 
planning, we have generated creative and powerful recommendations for land use 
planning in the C/ID.  Our recommendations in this letter reflect and build on those ideas.  
 
 
Overarching City-wide Goals 
The City uses all the right words in the draft SCP, including: equitable, inclusive, stable, 
connected, walkable, resilient, opportunity, healthy, multi-generational, community 
engagement, wealth building, etc.  But nearly all the goals and policies are 1) aspirational, 
2) vague, and 3) unmeasurable.  While we appreciate the conceptual understanding of 
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issues that harm BIPOC communities long-impacted by racism, aspirations and vague 
goals will not lead to equitable outcomes. 
 
Instead, we urge the City to turn inclusivity language into measurable goals.  We 
recommend the following. By 2044 our goals city-wide are to: 


• House everyone who needs housing in Seattle. 
• Maintain or increase the city-wide proportion of low- and moderate-income 


households as of 2020 (56%). 
• Maintain or increase the proportion of all BIPOC people as of 2020 (45%).  Also, 


return the proportion of Black and Indigenous people from a prior decade.1 
• Increase the proportion of families and multi-generational households to match 


county-wide averages. 
• Preserve all existing affordable housing units in older buildings as permanently 


affordable. 
 
These goals are quantifiable and measurable and will provide City leaders with clear 
directions for decision making. Fear of falling short should not stop us from measuring 
progress. 
 
In addition to these goals, the SCP must address the elephant in the room – too much of 
Seattle’s land is restricted to low-density, forcing dense development into high-
displacement areas, i.e. Urban Centers (formerly Urban Villages) and Regional Centers – of 
which the C/ID is part of. We cannot expect anything to change if the City continues to 
permit primarily large-scale apartment buildings with 0- and 1-bedroom units.  As such, we 
recommend that: 
 


• The SCP Future Land Use Map (FLUM) includes all proposed Neighborhood Centers 
found in Alternative 2, except in high displacement areas.   


• The City allow low-rise density in Urban Neighborhoods (a.k.a. single-family zones), 
exclusively for permanently affordable housing, social housing, community- and 
tenant-owned development, and community land trusts. This will give affordable 
housing projects a chance to compete for land. 


 
In the sections below, we connect our vision for growth in the C/ID with specific goals and 
policies for the SCP. 
 
Affordable Housing 
Over 50% of C/ID residents spend a large portion of their income on rent, facing financial 
strain that affects their quality of life.  Our neighborhood has the highest percentage of 


 
1 We recognize that Black and Indigenous people have been harmed earlier and worse by displacement, and 
benchmarking diversity for them in 2020 is probably too late.   







   
 


 3  
 


individuals below 30% AMI in Seattle, underscoring the acute economic hardship 
experienced by many of its residents.2 
 
While we are fortunate to have our own community-based housing developers, we are 
running out of land and out of time.  Between 2009 and 2019, a large amount of land in the 
C/ID was bought by market rate developers, while two waves of upzoning occurred (Livable 
South Downtown and MHA). Currently, we estimate that 34% of C/ID housing units are 
market rate.  Based on the ISRD pipeline, we estimate that the C/ID as a whole is on track 
to being 44% market rate units in the near future. 
 
We have long envisioned that the C/ID maintain a mix of affordable housing that aligns with 
our community of working-class families, seniors, and youth.  InterIm CDA, for example, 
calls for a long-term affordability mix of one-third units at 50% AMI and below, one-third at 
50-100% AMI, and one-third above that (market rate).  For the C/ID and other 
neighborhoods, the City should include the following policy under the housing section of 
the SCP. 
 


• For each moderate to high-displacement risk area, establish a target mix of 
affordable housing (30%, 50%, 80%, and 100% AMI) to inform local plans, 
regulations, permitting, and investments.   


 
While we focus on maintaining affordability, it is important that other places in the city take 
the pressure off development in the C/ID, as well as take on their fair share of affordable 
housing. We recommend the following policy in the housing section of the SCP. 
 


• For low-displacement risk and high-opportunity areas of the city, ensure that at 
least 30% of all units are affordable at 100% AMI or below. 


 
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) has produced very few on-site units in the C/ID nor 
in other high-displacement areas of the city.  Most developers are paying the in-lieu fee.  
But with such little land available, we need stronger onsite production of units in market 
rate buildings.  In addition, we believe that the gentrification effect of the last two upzones 
has outweighed the benefits of developer contributions to affordable housing. We 
recommend the following policies in the housing section of the SCP.   
 


• In areas with medium to high risk of displacement, adjust MHA requirements so that 
adequate affordable housing units are being created to maintain minimum 
neighborhood goals.  


 
The story in the Housing Appendix to the SCP is sobering – to meet County allocated 
housing needs over the next 20 years, 63% of all newly-created units must be affordable at 


 
2 Figure 54, Housing Appendix, Page 150. 
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80% AMI or below, with half affordable at 50% AMI or below.3  The Housing Appendix also 
estimates we have at least a $30 billion gap.  We cannot continue to raise the funding at 
this scale from regressive sources like sales and property taxes.  It will only be possible 
with new progressive revenues, like Jumpstart.  We suggest the following policy: 
 


• Adopt new, progressive revenue sources adequate to meet Seattle’s affordable 
housing allocations under State law and County policy. 


 
Anti-Displacement 
For many of us, displacement is the biggest threat to our survival as a community – 
something we share with many other BIPOC communities across the city.  By the City’s 
own analysis, the C/ID is considered at the highest risk of displacement for Seattle. 
 
Lived experience tells us we have reason to worry.  We can point to several buildings in the 
last decade that ceased to be affordable, either because units were renovated or because 
rent increased. Meanwhile, market rate development is creating units unaffordable to 
those households forced to leave, especially in Little Saigon.  Businesses are also being 
displaced – like Viet Wah. 
 
Data in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) shows the result of these trends.  
Figure 3.8.30 shows that over the last decade, the share of Black and API residents in the 
C/ID fell dramatically, while White households primarily increased – especially in Little 
Saigon. Similar reduction in the shares of Black and API residents have happened in the 
Central District, Beacon Hill and the Rainier Valley.  
 
So we were very disheartened to learn from Publicola that nearly all new anti-displacement 
policies proposed by OPCD were removed from an earlier draft of the Anti-displacement 
Framework, leaving only current policies in place.  We urge the City to add back the 
following important ideas, and turn them into policies if they don’t fall under existing ones: 
 


• Expand Tenant Protections   
o Strengthen existing tenant protections (not just keep the same).   
o Provide information and support for tenants and tenant organizing.   
o Fund rental assistance (such as during COVID). 
o Advocate for rent stabilization at the State (was proposed to be policy H 


5.14). 
o Take measures to preserve smaller rental properties.   


• Support homeowners to stay and thrive in place  
o Expand access to and awareness of property tax relief.   
o Support homeowners to participate in development.   


• Invest in community ownership of land 
o Invest now in land banking.  


 
3 Page 17, Figure 3 



https://publicola.com/2024/04/23/mayors-office-removed-all-new-anti-displacement-proposals-from-draft-anti-displacement-strategy/

https://publicola.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/August-anti-displacement-strategy.pdf
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o Support for existing and new community land trusts. 
o Community ownership of real estate such as Tenant and Community Right to 


Purchase Acts.   
o Support housing produced by Public Development Authorities (PDAs), 


especially Seattle’s Social Housing Developer. 
• Create pathways to return  


o Expand Seattle’s community preference tools. 
• Keep businesses and cultural anchors in place 


o Implement Phase 2 of Equitable Development Zoning. 
o Pursue a new set of tools to create and preserve cultural spaces. 


 
Equitable Transit Oriented Development  
A search of the term “transit” reveals 190 times the City uses the word in just the draft 
SCP, signaling clearly that public transit is a core part of our growth strategies.  Indeed, the 
concept of focusing growth in Urban Villages and Urban Centers reflected a city-wide 
strategy of funneling growth to neighborhoods rich in transit – such as the C/ID.   
 
Yet, a search of “transit-oriented development” (TOD) yields only four mentions and 
“equitable-transit oriented development” (ETOD) yields two. Planning for Urban and 
Regional Centers is not the same as TOD, and certainly not the same as ETOD.  
 
Now that we are absorbing even more regional light rail, we need a strong plan rooted in 
community vision that results in affordable housing and community-driven development. 
We cannot just hope that market rate development will create those benefits. The same is 
true for other new stations throughout the city, including Graham Street. We don’t need 
another transit overlay zone – we need an ETOD plan organic to our neighborhoods.  
 
For most of the majority-BIPOC neighborhoods that have received light rail investment, 
we’ve been in a race between market rate and non-profit developers to buy land, and ETOD 
has largely been a hope and a prayer that MHA will create enough local units – which is 
hasn’t.  All of the SCP planning documents clearly and frequently acknowledge that light 
rail results in an increase land values, rents, and displacement in equity areas.  We have 
lost so many opportunities for affordable housing and community-driven development that 
we must re-tool our approach. 
 
We urge the City to do the following: 


• Elevate ETOD from a mere policy in the Growth Strategy Section to a new 
subsection, alongside Major Institutions, Parks and Open Space, and Annexation.   


• Include as a policy that at least 30% of all new units of housing around station areas 
are affordable to 60% AMI and below. 


• Create zoning that requires new development to include usable open spaces, 
cultural facilities, small business commercial space (under 1,500 sf), affordable 
housing, and amenities that center low-income families and communities.   
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• Prioritize resources for land banking and community-led development. 
 
The City, County, and Sound Transit must also make investments in pedestrian safety for 
the many residents of the C/ID that do not drive and depend on transit for mobility.  This is 
especially critical for the new light rail stations. 


• Prioritize infrastructure investment to support a community vision for ETOD.  
• When staging construction for City projects or coordinating with other government 


agencies, purchase land that can be developed into affordable housing after 
construction is over.  Create a preference for local, community-based developers 
for purchase of that land.   


 
Family Sized Housing 
The Housing Appendix paints another clear picture: unless major intervention takes place, 
low-income BIPOC families of the future will continue to be forced to live in the suburbs, 
increasingly far away from Seattle.  The current plan is really more of the same for new 
housing, and that means mostly 0- and 1-bedroom units in large apartment buildings.  On 
the very first page of the SCP, the City writes “The shortage of quality, affordable family-
sized homes is pushing too many young families out of our city or straining their resources 
to stay in Seattle.”  Yet, the term “family-sized” appears only once more in the entire 
document. 
 
In the C/ID, we have a walkable, moderate scale, culturally rich neighborhood in which 
working people, youth and seniors can feel at home – the envy of many other auto-oriented 
places in Seattle.  We have a steady stream of API families that first call the C/ID home in 
the U.S.  But we are falling behind on creating affordable family-sized housing needed for 
the future generations.   
 
We urge the City to adopt the following policies in the housing section of SCP: 


• Set a goal that 25% of all new housing in Seattle has 2 bedrooms or more. 
• Create requirements and incentives for developers to build family-sized units 


throughout the city, including elimination of remaining parking requirements 
• Lift zoning limits (along with floor to area ratios) in Urban Neighborhoods in low 


displacement risk areas so that new detached and attached housing allows for 2 
bedrooms or more. 


 
 
Preservation 
Preservation cannot just be about buildings.  It must be about people too. Both the C/ID 
and the Central District became havens for BIPOC people at a time when the rest of city 
was hostile.  Preserving our communities now is about ensuring new and old buildings 
alike serve our economic, cultural, and social needs – not the other way around.  As such, 
the International Special Review District code is outdated, with goals and regulations 
designed for the C/ID of the 1970s. 
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Also, many of the C/ID's historic buildings require extensive repair and rehabilitation, 
limited in size and scope, to accommodate modern needs without significant 
rehabilitation.  The complexity of the repair process, combined with potential 
displacement issues for residents, necessitates a comprehensive approach that balances 
preservation efforts with community needs.  
 
We urge the City to add the following land use policies under the Historic Preservation and 
Cultural Resources section: 


• Allow Special Review Districts with significant low-income populations to establish 
targets and requirements for affordable housing, small business space, cultural 
space, and open space. 


• Prioritize and invest in preservation of historic buildings with housing units so that 
the mix of affordability is maintained, and displacement of any residents prevented. 


 
Community Led and Owned Development 
One of the clearest lessons emerging from C/ID in the past five decades is the power of 
community ownership and development of land.  In addition to our own affordable 
developers, many family associations collectively own buildings that maintain affordable 
rents to both businesses and residents.  Also, local institutions that own their buildings 
don’t have to worry about being forced out of the neighborhood.  And generations of 
leaders have led the fight to stop the worst impacts from infrastructure, stadiums, and 
parking garages. 
 
In addition, as with many lower-income neighborhoods in Seattle, the C/ID has vacant and 
under-used land that could be improved to benefit the community.  But it could also be 
used to gentrify the area, as market rate developers can afford to pay more for land.  For 
the C/ID to remain the treasure it is we must be able to collectively own and develop as 
much land as possible for affordable housing, affordable small business space, cultural 
space, and public open space. 
 
Moreover, this strategy for community stewardship of land is needed by BIPOC 
neighborhoods across the city.  We predict increased frequency of extreme heat and 
smoke, an influx of climate migrants fleeing the U.S. and global south, climate-induced 
food insecurity, and competition for increasingly scarce land.  It is critical now that we take 
as much land out of speculation and use it to create collective benefit.  This is what true 
repair of the harms of segregation and racist planning policies of the past looks like.   
 
We urge the City to include the following goals and priorities:   


• Prefer local community owned and led development in majority BIPOC 
communities and high-displacement areas over other non-profit and for-profit 
developers. 


• Protect the Jumpstart payroll tax for racial equity programs and fully fund the 9% set 
aside for the Equitable Development Initiative. 
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Conclusion 
Finally, we make these recommendations as a group of organizations that embrace 
change and growth, but not at the expense of our legacy and for the profits of real estate 
speculators.  Collectively, we will carry the ideas and values in this letter throughout the 
SCP process, in future policy campaigns, in public debate and to other government 
agencies.  We hope you will be inspired by, and adopt, our ideas and transformational 
vision for affordability, racial equity, and long-term measurable planning. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
InterIm Community Development Association                               
Friends of Little Saigon 
Puget Sound Sage                                                                               
Unite Here! Local 8 
Minidoka Pilgrimage Planning Committee                                                         
API Chaya  
Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance                                      
Historic South Downtown  
Wing Luke Museum of the Asian Pacific American Experience                    
CID Coalition 
Asian Pacific Islander Coalition Advocating Together for Health                         
Asian Counseling and Referral Service                                                                
Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and Development Authority 
Japanese American Citizens League- Seattle Chapter 
 
 
 
 








   
 


   
 


May 8, 2024 


From: Joy Hollingsworth, Councilmember, District 3 


To: Rico Quirindongo, Director, PCD 


Cc: Brennon Staley, PCD 
 Michael Hubner, PCD 


 


Director Quirindongo, 


Our office has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement accompanying the 
Draft One Seattle Plan. We appreciate your department’s incredible contribution to the 
success and health of the city. We know this plan will inform some of the most important 
decisions that our Council and our Mayor will make.  


I do have several questions and I am requesting this feedback be incorporated into the 
final EIS.  


 


The baseline and all alternatives plan for addition of 158,000 jobs in Seattle during the 
planning horizon. This suggests that for all alternatives, a varying number of people must 
live outside the city and commute in for work. As a result, the alternatives that result in 
fewer housing units constructed within the city would cause an increase in trips from 
outside of the city and vice versa, which has varying impacts.  


• Transportation – The transportation analysis appears to only account for residents 
living within any given subarea and does not include the additional out-of-city trips 
and commutes caused by imbalance between job and housing additions. 
Alternatives that provide less housing in the city, likely cause more commutes and 
other trips into and out of the city limits. These commutes would be longer than any 
in-city commute. Non-work trips into the city would also be more frequent. 
 
Request: Please include in the analysis of each alternative the transportation 
impacts that are caused by the imbalance between the number of projected new 
jobs vs the projected number of new housing units, accounting for the implied trips 
caused by new in-city workers that necessarily live outside the city limits.  


• GHG Emissions – Unlike criteria pollutants, greenhouse gas emissions are not 
locally toxic or harmful. Greenhouse gas management is solely a global collective 







   
 


   
 


action problem. The DEIS appears to assume that the studied alternatives have no 
effect on GHG emissions outside of the city. It is important we know the true GHG 
impacts of the city’s choices on the goal of preventing catastrophic climate change.  
 
When the city plans for 158,000 new jobs but not enough homes to house all those 
new workers, a number of new households will necessarily be formed outside of the 
city limits. Those households, across all their lifestyle choices and constraints, will 
likely have a carbon footprint, up to double that of a typical Seattle household.  
 
Request: Please account for the changes to GHG emissions that result from the 
imbalance between housing increases and job increases in each of the alternatives. 
Please model changes in the carbon intensity from living in the city vs outside the 
city among the following: construction, transportation & car dependency, 
residential heating and cooling loads, and land-use intensity (i.e. changes in habitat 
destruction outside the city limits).  


• Plants & Animals – While in-city tree canopy and plant coverage provide a wide 
variety of critical environmental and livability benefits to the city, the city’s impacts 
on habitat outside the city limits are likely just as more impactful for the objectives 
of wildlife preservation, fish health, and environmental stability. Because some new 
households will necessarily be formed outside the city limits, those households will 
likely form in areas where each one consumes much more land for the housing 
itself as well as the supporting public and private services (e.g. roads, parking, and 
commercial shopping centers).  
 
Request: In addition to analyzing the effects on tree canopy, habitat loss, and 
aquatic environmental health within the city limits, please also analyze the effects 
outside the city limits as implied by the jobs-to-housing deficits in each alternative. 


• Population – When comparing the population distribution of Seattle versus the 
population distribution of Washington State, it is clear Seattle has far larger share of 
young adult, childless individuals than the State, and has a severe deficit of both 
children and middle-aged individuals. Similarly, when comparing households by 
income, Seattle has higher shares of high-income households and low-income 
households, with a significant deficit of middle-income households (50% - 150% 
AMI).  
 
These demographic trends suggest that Seattle is failing to supply adequate 
housing for middle class households, and especially households with children. 







   
 


   
 


Those households appear to have been displaced to elsewhere in the State. 
Alternatives that produce more family-sized housing would likely reduce this 
displacement and similarly plans that fully satisfy demand for single-member, 
middle income households would likely reduce the formation of roommate 
households, leaving more inventory for families.  
 
Request: Please also analyze how each alternative changes the changes the supply 
of housing suitable for households with children as well as how they change 
demand pressure for the formation roommate households. Also, please evaluate 
how the impacts the supply of housing for middle-income households.  


 


Neighborhood Character 


A significant concern I hear from District 3 residents is retaining neighborhood character 
while still growing. Most—if not all—Seattle neighborhoods have a significant supply of 
multifamily structures that were built either prior to the creation of Seattle’s first zoning 
code in 1923, or prior to the major revision in 1957. These multifamily structures are 
definitionally part of the neighborhood character and beautiful charm of Seattle.   


It is important that the Comprehensive Plan address neighborhood character concerns by 
allowing new multifamily structures that are similar to the historic multifamily structures 
that have existed since Seattle’s neighborhoods were formed.  


Request: Please ensure that the Final EIS not preclude zoning changes in the 
Comprehensive Plan that would bring all or substantially all the multiple family structures 
built prior to 1957 to conforming status in the zone they reside in as of April 18th, 2024, 
and/or legalize new multifamily structures of equivalent appearance, size, shape, floor 
area, height, position on lot, etc. To the extent additional EIS analysis is required, assume a 
street configuration and tree canopy in adjacent right of ways that is consistent with 
existing multifamily structures.  


 


Building Form 


I have heard from many District 3 residents that we are seeing a lack of diversity in the 
forms of new housing being constructed in the city. Townhome construction is heavily 
represented in larger sized unit construction. The large number of stairs in townhomes 







   
 


   
 


provides significant challenges to individuals with mobility limitations, the elderly, and 
families with young children. Our city needs to provide incentives for stacked flats and 
larger apartment homes to meet the housing needs of these households.  
 
Request: Please ensure that the Final EIS does not preclude future changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan that could be used to incentivize the construction of multifamily 
structures as alternatives to townhomes. Possible changes could be unit count bonuses, 
height bonuses, lot coverage increases, setback reductions, FAR bonuses, parking 
exemptions, height limit increases, and similar measures for the construction of small 
apartment buildings or stacked flats.  


 


Thank you for your hard work preparing this DEIS, the draft One Seattle Plan, and your 
tireless efforts these last two months presenting the plan to the public. Your team has 
done a phenomenal job, and we look forward to working with you to bring the plan to reality 
for our community.  


 


 


 


 


Joy Hollingsworth 


District 3 Councilmember 
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The Central City United (CCU) Coalition,1 as stakeholders in Skid 
Row, Little Tokyo, and Chinatown, proudly presents our People’s 
Plan for an equitable and inclusive Downtown Community 
Plan. Our collective community engagement has resulted in the 
following policy and zoning recommendations that prioritize 
affordable and supportive housing, promote inclusive economic 
development, strengthen community leadership, create healthy 
neighborhoods, and sustain the culture of existing neighborhoods 
and peoples. The CCU People’s Plan reflects the priorities and 
needs of our communities and envisions a Downtown where all 
communities—especially low-income communities, immigrants, 
and unhoused people—can live, work, and thrive. 







Home to the City’s oldest neighborhoods, Downtown Los Angeles has seen over a century’s 


worth of transformation, with many more changes yet to come.  At least 76,000 people currently 


live in the Downtown Community Plan Area,2  with hundreds of thousands of people from across 


Southern California visiting Downtown each day to work, play, worship, and access healthcare 


and other vital services. This population will continue to grow. By 2040, Downtown is projected 


to add approximately 125,000 people, 70,000 housing units, and 55,000 jobs. 


How will this growth happen? Will future development uplift the low-income 


residents and stakeholders who have built and strengthened Downtown 


neighborhoods for generations? Will new investments be directed to not only stabilize 


low-income communities and communities of color, but enable them to thrive?  Will the decision-


making process that drives Downtown growth be grounded in racial and economic justice? 


These are some of the pressing questions that drive our collective engagement in the Downtown 


LA Community Plan Update (DTLA 2040).


B Y  2 0 4 0  D O W N TO W N
LO S  A N G E L E S  W I L L  A D D : 


1 2 5 K 
P E O P L E 


7 0 K 
H O U S I N G


U N I T S 
5 5 K 
J O B S 
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To usher in a truly equitable future for Downtown, we need to learn from our past. Historically 


the City has done a poor job of planning for its most vulnerable residents. Like so many cities 


across the country, Los Angeles has a history of racist and discriminatory land use practices 


that have created and perpetuated segregation. Racial covenants, single-family zoning, and 


urban renewal are just a few examples of both explicit and masked efforts to “protect” white 


homeowners from “others.” In fact, each of our three neighborhoods—Chinatown, Little Tokyo, 


and Skid Row—were originally created to specifically segregate low-income immigrant and 


houseless residents from the rest of the City. In more recent years, much has been made of the 


“revitalization” or “resurgence” of Downtown. But in too many instances, the policies and practices 


driving this “resurgence” have caused more harm than benefit to low-income Downtown 


residents, including increased criminalization of unhoused residents and gentrification-fueled 


displacement and destabilization of low-income and immigrant communities. Our intimate 


historical experiences with harmful land use and zoning policies make us especially invested in 


ensuring DTLA 2040 advances truly equitable planning.


The City’s past does not have to become its future. Our current affordable housing and 


houselessness crisis makes the need for inclusive and equitable planning 


all the more urgent, and DTLA 2040 provides an important opportunity for 


exactly that. As the City plans for growth, we believe these plans can be carefully tailored to 


ensure that Downtown becomes better for everyone, in particular residents and stakeholders 


at risk of displacement and those who are unhoused. 


The CCU Coalition, led by the Southeast Asian Community Alliance (SEACA), Little Tokyo 


Service Center (LTSC) and the Los Angeles Community Action Network (LA CAN), as key 


stakeholders in Chinatown, Little Tokyo, and Skid Row, along with Public Counsel, proudly 


share our collective vision for an equitable, inclusive, people-centered DTLA 2040.


. The CCU Coalition came together to lift up the voices and concerns of the poorest and most 


vulnerable residents of Downtown in the community plan process. We know from experience 


that community-led planning results in healthier, more stable communities.


Our Coalition has been engaged with the Downtown Community Plan update process since its 


inception. We have spent, separately and collectively, hundreds of hours convening community 
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meetings, conducting outreach, and educating our communities across seven languages about 


the community plan process and discussing its impacts. Through this, we have built capacity 


among local residents to be active participants in the planning process. 


The CCU People’s Plan is the result of our collective community engagement and reflects the 


priorities and needs of residents in Skid Row, Little Tokyo, and Chinatown. The specific policy 


and zoning recommendations in the CCU People’s Plan were developed in collaboration with 


residents and stakeholders, and are based on proven models, many of which have already 


been incorporated into other City planning documents.  Our communities have contributed 


to the history, vitality, and unique culture of Downtown, which has made it the “heart of Los 


Angeles.” As such, we believe that planning efforts for Downtown must include and elevate 


the voices of our communities in order to ensure a stronger and more equitable DTLA 2040.
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our neighborhoods
Skid Row, Little Tokyo and Chinatown each have their own unique 
histories, priorities, and needs. But, there is also a significant 
amount of shared history, values, and hopes for the future. Each 
neighborhood has endured the harmful impacts  of discriminatory 
land use planning, and each neighborhood has demonstrated 
community resiliency and ingenuity that should be used as models 
for equitable planning across the City.
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Skid Row is home to the highest concentration of unsheltered individuals anywhere in the 


nation. On any given night, over 4,700 people are houseless and over 2,700 people sleep 


on the sidewalks in this 54-block area of Los Angeles.3 Skid Row is also a community, where 


low-income and unhoused Angelenos discover and create opportunity and organize around 


housing justice and human rights.


In 1976, the City of Los Angeles enacted a zoning plan to preserve the biggest collection of 


low-income housing in Los Angeles County by preserving the Skid Row neighborhood. In the 


nearly 50 years since then, many units of low-cost housing have been lost to conversion and 


demolition. But many other housing units have been taken out of slumlord hands and are now 


owned by nonprofits who have both renovated existing buildings and developed new ones. 


In addition to sidewalk encampments, thousands of Skid Row residents live in emergency 


shelters and short-term programs, as well as Permanent Supportive Housing, privately owned 


Residential Hotels, and Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels. Supporting Skid Row residents 


requires multiple coordinated efforts, including but not limited to creating more deeply 


affordable and supportive housing, preserving existing low-cost housing, strengthening 


tenants’ rights, enforcing habitability standards and ensuring healthy homes, ending the 


criminalization of poverty, and promoting food justice and economic opportunity.  


I. SKID ROW
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Skid Row is a predominantly Black neighborhood. In Los Angeles, Black residents make up just 


9% of the population, but 38% of those experiencing houselessness.4  This underscores the 


importance of centering racial equity and justice in the DTLA 2040 process and its ultimate 


outcomes—not just for Skid Row in particular, but for all of the City’s communities of color and 


historically ethnic-identified neighborhoods.


The Skid Row community has a history of strong and effective activism. Skid Row residents 


have successfully advocated for a moratorium on hotel conversions and the reinvestment 


in Gladys Park. And Skid Row residents took the initiative to start providing trash cans and 


cleaning up streets when the City wouldn’t.5  That spirit of activism and resiliency now carries 


forward to DTLA 2040. Skid Row residents and service providers have been convening for 


years to evaluate the impacts of the Community Plan update and educate City officials about 


key priorities and needs.6  DTLA 2040 needs to center these priorities and needs in its policies, 


programs and zoning standards.
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Little Tokyo  is  an  over 130 year  old  community,   the  second oldest neighborhood in Los 


Angeles, and one of only three remaining historic Japantowns in all of the United States. Little 


Tokyo has endured waves of displacement, initially triggered by WWII Executive Order 9066, 


which authorized the internment of residents of Japanese descent and was followed by the 


City’s use of eminent domain power to expand the Civic Center.  


Yet Little Tokyo has endured and is now one of just two designated California Cultural 


Districts in the City of Los Angeles. The small neighborhood boasts more than 50 traditional 


and contemporary cultural and spiritual groups, organizations, and institutions. It is also home 


to over 15 major Japanese American, Asian American, and Pacific Islander arts and cultural 


institutions.7 The arts in Little Tokyo generate approximately $55.5 million per year and 1,734 


jobs.8


Little Tokyo has historically been rich in long-time, family-run and multigenerational small 


businesses that are integral to Little Tokyo’s culture, survival, and identity. Unfortunately, 


many have been struggling with rising rents and inconsistent patronage over the last five 


years9 due to increased real estate pressures in broader Downtown and the expansion of 


light rail construction. The majority of new development in Little Tokyo since the mid 2000’s 


has been private market rate housing and commercial development, but the community 


continues to fight for community control over publicly owned land that was taken during and 


after the WWII internment of Japanese residents and Japanese Americans. 


II. LITTLE TOKYO
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There are about 3,589 people10 11 living in Little Tokyo, with an average household size of 


mostly one or two people, and an extremely low median income of $20,16912 primarily due 


to the high population of fixed and low-income senior residents (and portions of Skid Row 


residents). About 23% of the population are seniors.) About 32% of the community is 


non-English speaking and 86.96% of the population is non-white and/or Latinx. The majority 


of the residents are Asian (1,476), followed by Black residents (704), White residents (731), 


and other (678). 


Little Tokyo, similar to Skid Row and Chinatown, is known for being pedestrian–friendly. 


The neighborhood’s Walk Score (2016) is a high 94.01 and its Transit Score (2016) is a very 


high 97.41.13  The average number of vehicles per household is less than one. Additionally, 


the percent of people who commute via public transit (between 2013-2017) is close to 20%, 


which is almost four times the regional average. Over 15% of the Little Tokyo community 


walks to work, more than seven times the regional average.  


DTLA 2040 is a critical opportunity to preserve rich cultural assets, increase affordable 


housing, promote a thriving economy of culturally significant and community-serving small 


businesses, support a growing senior population, and enhance some of the City’s most 


transit-oriented and pedestrian-friendly development in Little Tokyo.  
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THE ARTS IN LITTLE TOKYO GENERATE APPROXIMATELY $55.5 MILLION PER YEAR AND 1,734 JOBS. 







III. CHINATOWN


Chinatown was originally established in the 1800’s in order to racially 


segregate Asian residents from the rest of the City. 


Simultaneously, state and federal laws barred Asian residents from property ownership, 


access to higher education, and citizenship (and therefore the ability to vote), severely limiting 


Asian communities’ ability to thrive. Provided with a captive audience of renters unable to live 


elsewhere, property owners in Chinatown had little incentive to maintain their properties, 


allowing the neighborhood to deteriorate into a slum until the City demolished the entire 


community to make way for Union Station.


Barred from accessing mainstream economic and educational opportunities, newly arrived 


immigrants and refugees responded by creating their own neighborhood associations, social 


service programs, and small businesses.  Today, Chinatown is home to over 400 small businesses 


and micro-entrepreneurs, many employing local residents and providing vital culturally and 


linguistically needed goods and services.14  As a bustling residential and employment center 


for low-income Asian immigrants, Chinatown’s jobs, retail, and affordable housing mix has 


meant that 25% of all households are able to go car-free.15  In fact, 11% of residents walk 


to work and Chinatown buses have some of the highest ridership in the entire Metro bus 


network, making Chinatown the model for a walkable, transit-oriented community.16
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However, the gentrification of Chinatown now threatens the cultural and historical fabric 


of the community. The adaptive reuse of buildings into creative office and mixed-use 


developments has led to the closure of four supermarkets and several community-serving 


small businesses as well as the loss of hundreds of local jobs. Even with thousands of new 


market rate units built in the last few years, Chinatown remains a low-income community 


with a median household income of $28,500.17  With a 35% poverty rate and with 92% of 


Chinatown residents identifying as renters, many residents are only one rent increase away 


from becoming houseless.18


DTLA 2040 is an opportunity to usher in new standards and rules that can preserve 


Chinatown’s important cultural and community assets while creating new housing that is 


truly affordable to the low-income Chinatown residents who have invested so much in their 


neighborhood. 
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Public support for equitable development policies is at an all-time high. In the last several years, 


voters overwhelmingly backed several local measures to increase the supply of affordable 


housing and fund solutions to our houselessness crisis. 


Faced with these challenges and opportunities, we came together to create a  People’s Plan 


for Downtown that seeks to:


Stop displacement by prioritizing tenant protections and creating 


a net gain of affordable and supportive housing.


 


Promote inclusive economic development that supports workers, 
community-serving businesses, and residents on limited incomes.


Strengthen community leadership in the planning and development 
of Downtown’s low-income communities.


Create neighborhoods that support the health, well-being, and 
dignity of all residents and stakeholders.


Sustain the cultural practices and values of the existing 
neighborhoods and people.


our shared vision


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 
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policy recommendations
The Goals, Policies, and Programs recommended below were 


developed in collaboration with low-income residents and 


stakeholders in our communities, and are based on proven 


models, many of which have already been incorporated 


into other City planning documents, such as the South and 


Southeast LA community plans. Specific proposed amendments 


and recommendations to the Draft Downtown Community Plan 


Text (released June 2019) are included in a separate appendix.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Enhance quality employment opportunities.


• Promote inclusive entrepreneurship.


• Establish a definition and provide incentives and policies to preserve existing and promote new 
Community-Serving Small Businesses.


• Ensure inclusive and culturally relevant economic development. 


URBAN FORM
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Integrate anti-displacement principles into urban form and design.


• Prohibit hostile architecture.


• Promote safe walkable urban design.


HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Center low-income communities in the promotion and preservation of cultural resources.


• Ensure adaptive reuse does not result in displacement of residents and Community-Serving 
Small Businesses.


• Promote low-income community engagement and involvement in historic and cultural resource 
programming.


HOUSING AND COMPLETE NEIGHBORHOODS
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Prevent the displacement of low-income residents and strengthen tenant protections.


• Preserve existing affordable housing and ensure no net loss of affordable housing opportunities. 


• Prioritize deeper affordability for residents most at risk of houselessness.


• Promote land trusts and community stewardship to prevent displacement and promote housing 
stability.


• Maximize the utility of public land in creating new affordable and supportive housing.


• Ensure that new development is accountable to community needs and land use incentives are 
consistent with value capture principles for affordable housing production.


• Promote and prioritize development of supportive and 100% affordable housing projects.


• Advance a comprehensive strategy to support houseless Downtown residents by increasing 
access to services and affordable housing and preventing unjust criminalization.
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WELLNESS AND SUSTAINABILITY
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Enhance community health.


• Prevent the negative health consequences of displacement by promoting 
equitable development, tenant protections, and support for Community-Serving 
Small Businesses.


DOWNTOWN PLACES
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Ensure equitable development in each Downtown neighborhood.


• Prioritize deep affordability and clarify a mixed-income standard for new live/work 
development.


• Prioritize deeply affordable housing in Skid Row.


• Strengthen Skid Row assets and prevent policy and design standards that harm 
extremely low-income and houseless residents.


• Ensure inclusive and responsible open space and affordable housing development.


• Amend existing draft policies to prioritize affordability and community-serving uses 
in Chinatown and Little Tokyo (“Village” Communities).


• Prioritize deeply affordable housing, displacement avoidance, inclusive economic 
development, and support cultural institutions in Village communities.


PUBLIC REALM AND OPEN SPACE
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Promote park equity and inclusive open space in Downtown.


• Advance equitable LA River revitalization.
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MOBILITY AND CONNECTIVITY
Amend current draft Policies and include new Goals, Policies, and Programs to:


• Enhance mobility and connectivity for the most vulnerable populations.







zoning & community
benefits recommendations


The following proposed changes to the Draft Downtown Community Plan Zones and 


Community Benefits Program (released October 2019) reflect the priorities and needs of our 


community members for more affordable housing, access to more publicly accessible open 


space, and the inclusion of a greater range of community benefits. More detail on the proposed 


recommendations is included in a separate appendix.


Expand the IX1 district to ensure greater coverage of the 100% 
affordable housing standards.


Eliminate development incentives for moderate and above-
moderate income housing to focus on most needed deeply 
affordable housing. 


Adjust the on-site affordable housing incentive and density 
standards to achieve more effective value capture and better align 
with standards in the proven TOC program


Prioritize on-site affordable housing to ensure inclusive 
neighborhoods.


Prevent the direct displacement of current residents through strict 
requirements on the use of development incentives.


Modify the definition of “Publicly Accessible Open Space” to 
ensure it is truly open to all.


Expand “Community Facilities” incentives to encourage a broader 
range of community benefits.


1 


2 


4 


3 
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5 
6 
7 







We are in a decisive moment. DTLA 2040 presents a unique opportunity to affirm the City’s 


commitment to equitable, community-centered planning in one of LA’s most diverse and 


rapidly changing communities.  Building on progress in recent community plan updates, like the 


South and Southeast LA Community Plans, the City can advance new policies, programs, and 


zoning standards that directly address the harms of past discriminatory planning practices and 


equitably distribute resources and opportunities to low-income residents and communities of 


color in the Downtown Community Plan Area. And with significant attention on DTLA 2040 


as the first Community Plan updates to apply new re:code LA zoning tools, the City can set 


a new citywide standard for equitable and collaborative community planning. None of this 


will be possible, however, unless the City actively and meaningfully engages the communities 


most at-risk of being excluded from the resources and opportunities flowing into Downtown. 


In collaboration with low-income resident leaders from Chinatown, Little Tokyo and Skid 


Row, the Central City United Coalition is proud to present this community-driven vision 


for an equitable DTLA 2040. We welcome the opportunity to work with the City to amend 


the Draft Plan to integrate these principles and to ensure a healthy, thriving, and sustainable 


Downtown for everyone.


conclusion
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1  “Central City” refers to the Downtown Community Plan area


2  Draft Downtown Community Plan, Table 1.1.


3  2019 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count - Skid Row Data Summary,  https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=3527-hc2019-skid-row-
data-summary.pdf 


4  2019 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count - City of Los Angeles Data Summary, https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=3421-
2019-greater-los-angeles-homeless-count-city-of-los-angeles.pdf; see also “Report and Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee 
on Black People Experiencing Homelessness,” Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority, December 2018, https://www.lahsa.org/
documents?id=2823-report-andrecommendations-of-the-ad-hoc-committee-on-blackpeople-experiencing-homelessness.


5  Los Angeles Poverty Department, Walk the Talk 2018, page 4, https://www.lapovertydept.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/
WTT2018.pdf. 


6  See Inner City Law Center, Policy Briefing Paper, “Land Use Planning in Skid Row: Strategies to Prevent Displacement and Build 
Affordable Housing” June 2018, http://www.innercitylaw.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/skid-row-zoning.pdf?fbclid=IwAR3X0Q9YvC
wtAKH3NZVJdYLPtkI2Xbk-OyEHMfd2DFb37Pq86ZqIJGkrjps.


7  Sustainable Little Tokyo 2020, http://sustainablelittletokyo.org/content/2-projects/10-slt2020/slt-2020-brochure.pdf. 


8  Sustainable Little Tokyo, Arts Economic Impact Report (forthcoming).


9  Sustainable Little Tokyo 2020, http://sustainablelittletokyo.org/projects/slt2020.


10  Our neighborhood demographics data is approximate because of census tract boundaries conflicting with the neighborhood boundaries. 
It includes portion of Skid Row and does not include some residents and institutions, particularly East of Alameda.


11  Enterprise Community Partners Opportunity360 Tool, Census Tract 2062, https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/opportunity360/
measure. 


12  Id.


13  Id.


14  Based on a census of small business and micro entrepreneurs in Chinatown conducted by SEACA in 2019.


15  American Community Survey, 2017 5-Year Estimates. 


16  Id.


17  Id.


18  Id.
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ClimateSolutions.org 
 
Seattle    Olympia    Portland 
1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1200  P.O. Box 2003    222 NW Davis, Suite 300    
Seattle, WA  98101   Olympia, WA  98507-2003  Portland, OR  97209 
tel  206.443.9570   tel  360.352.1763   tel  503.206.4837   


May 6, 2024 
  
Re: Climate Solutions comments on One Seattle Plan 
 
Dear Director Quirindongo, 
 
Climate Solutions thanks you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft One Seattle Plan. 
Climate Solutions is a clean energy nonprofit organization working to accelerate solutions to the 
climate crisis. The Northwest has emerged as a hub of climate action, and Climate Solutions is at the 
center of the movement as a catalyst and advocate. 
 
We appreciate the hard work and thought that has gone into this plan to comprehensively address 
Seattle’s future and align the City’s goals and values with action. While the One Seattle Plan makes 
some important commitments to addressing our climate crisis, the plan unfortunately does not go far 
enough. Seattle should not miss this opportunity to act boldly, urgently, and decisively on the climate 
crisis, and we provide some recommendations here on how best to improve the plan with these goals 
in mind. 
 


Climate pollution targets 
The One Seattle Plan commits Seattle to reducing citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 58% from 
2008 levels by 2030 and to net zero by 2050. This goal lacks the ambition and urgency needed to 
address the climate crisis and is not in line with the City’s own policies. Seattle’s 2019 Green New 
Deal Resolution committed the City to cutting all fossil fuel pollution by 2030. Projections from the 
International Panel on Climate Change predict that we will see catastrophic damage globally if we do 
not reduce our emissions drastically by 2030. 1 Reducing our emissions to zero by 2030 should be the 
aim at least for municipal emissions, if not for Seattle as a whole. 
 


Housing and buildings  
Building clean, safe, decarbonized affordable housing is a key mitigative and adaptive strategy to 
reduce our pollution burden and protect underserved communities who are on the frontlines of the 
climate crisis. Seattle must address the severe shortage of affordable housing and the homelessness 
crisis while still ensuring that the housing we construct is weatherized, free of indoor air pollution, and 
avoids placing undue energy burden on low-income and BIPOC tenants and homeowners.  
 
Key to these goals is increasing density, building missing middle housing, reducing sprawl, and 
building affordable housing near transit. These outcomes are crucial to climate action. Smaller, more 


 
1 Seattle Office of Sustainability. “Green New Deal”. Accessed April 30, 2024. 
https://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change/climate-justice/green-new-deal.  
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densely built homes use less energy per household.2 3 Constructing missing middle housing is also 
associated with lower embodied carbon per bedroom built than single-family housing.4 Climate 
Solutions’ own research shows that meeting our climate obligations is easier when we combine dense, 
mixed-used urban areas that have clean transportation options with zero-emissions vehicles of all 
types.5  
 
We support the One Seattle Plan incorporating the policy recommendations of the Complete 
Communities Coalition, including: 


• Enabling development of more family-sized homes in middle housing: Increase the Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for fourplexes and sixplexes to make it possible to build more family-sized homes. 


• Allowing more homes near transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a ¼ mile of 
frequent bus stops and ½ mile of light rail. 


• Expanding Neighborhood Centers: Increase the radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet 
to ¼ mile and adding in all the Neighborhood Centers studied in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS). 


• Promoting equitable development and address displacement: Ensure density bonuses, 
development regulations, and other tools, to allow a broad range of developers to build 
affordable housing for sale and for rent without relying on scarce public funding, and give 
homeowners interested in redeveloping their property technical assistance and land use 
incentives. 


• Allowing for tall and green homes in centers: Increase height limits to 12-18 stories in Regional 
Centers to allow more people to live in some of Seattle’s most vibrant neighborhoods, and 
allow midrises up to 85 feet in transit corridors and Neighborhood Centers, to maximize the 
potential of wood-frame construction. 


 
Seattle’s buildings must also be decarbonized, weatherized, free of indoor air pollution, and 
designed to reduce energy burdens. Buildings are Washington’s fastest-growing source of carbon 
emissions, largely due to the use of gas for space and water heating and cooling6. As we continue to 
see peak temperatures rise in the northwest, more and more people will need air conditioning to cope 


 
2 Goldstein, Benjamin; Gounaridis, Dimitrios; and Joshua P. Newell. 20 July 2020. “The carbon footprint of household energy 
use in the United States.” PNAS 117 (32): 19122-19130. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1922205117.  
3 Andersen, Michael. 7 June 2019. “A Duplex, a Triplex and a Fourplex Can Cut a Block’s Carbon Impact 20%.” Sightline 
Institute. https://www.sightline.org/2019/06/07/a-duplex-a-triplex-and-a-fourplex-can-cut-a-blocks-carbon-impact-20/.  
4 Rankin, Keagan Hudson; Arceo, Aldrick; Isin, Kaan; and Shoshanna Saxe. 2024. “Embodied GHG of missing middle.” Journal 
of Industrial Ecology: 1-14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jiec.13461.  
5 Missik, Leah. 2021. “Transforming Transportation.” Climate Solutions. 
https://www.climatesolutions.org/resources/reports/transforming-our-transportation.  
6 Washington Department of Ecology. December 2018. “Washington State Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 1990-
2015.” https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/1802043.pdf.  
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with heat-related health impacts – or to adequately cool their homes while they are shut inside due to 
wildfire smoke. Highly efficient heat pumps provide these cooling benefits along with heating.  
 
To achieve these goals, the One Seattle Plan must include provisions including: 


• Developing creative and diverse strategies to decarbonize Seattle’s existing residential 
buildings: With the passage of clean codes statewide in 2022 and the Seattle Building Emissions 
Performance Standard (BEPS) in 2023, the big gap in terms of building emissions comes from 
existing single-family homes, townhomes, and other small residences that are not covered by 
the BEPS. The One Seattle Plan includes a provision to expand the implementation of BEPS to 
include small commercial buildings and all residences, but the BEPS might not be the right 
strategy for all of Seattle’s building types. In addition to exploring an expanded BEPS policy, the 
City should look at other options, including but not limited to drastically increasing funding for 
heat pump and clean energy retrofits for low-income and underserved households to 
complement federal and state funding; implementing pilot projects to explore strategies like 
neighborhood-scale targeted geographic electrification7 (which could be done in tandem with 
SDOT's Low Pollution Neighborhoods pilot projects) and thermal energy networks8 to 
decarbonize entire neighborhoods and prune the gas system; and/or expanding and improving 
the City’s Clean Heat Program to include heat pumps for gas-powered homes.  


• Leading by example by decarbonizing all capital facilities by 2030: The City has had a mandate 
to ensure all municipal buildings are free of fossil fuels since Mayor Durkan’s Executive Order in 
2020.9 A deadline of 2035 for completing this mandate is simply unacceptable. The City must 
drastically accelerate its efforts to decarbonize municipal buildings and to support its partners 
in doing the same. 


• Coordinating with Seattle King County Public Health and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency to 
address indoor air pollution, including from gas cooking appliances: Residents and workers 
need protection from air pollution even outside of extreme heat and smoke events, as indoor 
air pollution from gas cooking appliances has severe health risks. 12.7% of the childhood 
asthma burden in the United States can be attributed to gas stove use, which is similar to the 
asthma burden attributed to secondhand cigarette smoke.10 Gas stoves also release unburned 
methane through leaks even when they are off; research shows that yearly leaks from all gas 


 
7 Bagdanov, Kristin George; Rider, Amy; Halbrook, Claire; and Sarina Soor. November 2023. “Neighborhood Scale: The 
Future of Building Decarbonization.” Building Decarbonization Coalition and Gridworks. 
https://buildingdecarb.org/resource/neighborhoodscale.   
8 Vermont Community Thermal Networks and Energy Action Network. March 2024. “How to Develop a Thermal Energy 
Network.” https://www.vctn.org/toolkit.  
9 Office of the Mayor of Seattle. 8 January 2020. “Executive Order 200-01: Advancing a Green New Deal for Seattle.” 
https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-a-Green-New-
Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf.  
10 Zhu, Yifang; Connolly, Rachel; Lin, Yan; Mathews, Timothy; and Zemin Wang. April 2020. “Effect of Residential Gas 
Appliances on Indoor and Outdoor Air Quality and Public Health in California.” UCLA Fielding School of Public Health. 
https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7. 



https://buildingdecarb.org/resource/neighborhoodscale

https://www.vctn.org/toolkit

https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-a-Green-New-Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf

https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/01/Final-Executive-Order-2020-01-Advancing-a-Green-New-Deal-for-Seattle_.pdf

https://ucla.app.box.com/s/xyzt8jc1ixnetiv0269qe704wu0ihif7





 


 
ClimateSolutions.org 
 
Seattle    Olympia    Portland 
1402 Third Avenue, Suite 1200  P.O. Box 2003    222 NW Davis, Suite 300    
Seattle, WA  98101   Olympia, WA  98507-2003  Portland, OR  97209 
tel  206.443.9570   tel  360.352.1763   tel  503.206.4837   


stoves in the U.S. could have as much of a climate impact as emissions from 500,000 passenger 
vehicles.11 The City should work with key partners to address indoor gas stove pollution 
alongside implementing high-quality air filtration systems to address COVID-19 and the spread 
of other airborne diseases. 


 


Transportation 
The One Seattle Plan’s goals and strategies to reduce transportation emissions lack the ambition 
needed to achieve its goals and to implement them effectively and equitably, especially given that the 
Seattle Transportation Plan has similarly vague provisions, which Climate Solutions also provided 
comments on.  
 
In particular, the City must set deadlines to achieve high-priority provisions that will lead to meaningful 
emissions reductions, including: 


• Addressing diesel pollution: The One Seattle Plan does not highlight the need to urgently and 
specifically reduce the use of diesel-powered vehicles. Statewide GHG emissions from on-road 
diesel use have more than doubled since 1990.12 Given that the use of diesel releases toxic air 
pollutants, which are disproportionately emitted in historically underserved neighborhoods, the 
One Seattle Plan must specifically address diesel-powered vehicles and set timelines for 
electrification. The One Seattle Plan does include a policy to require that 30% of goods delivery 
by freight vehicles are zero-emission by 2030; this aim should be viewed as a minimum target 
given the rapid uptake of electric vehicles by delivery companies that has occurred since the 
2021 release of Seattle’s Clean Transportation Electrification Strategy. However, other vehicle 
types, such as school buses, garbage trucks, transit buses, and others contribute to diesel 
pollution in Seattle neighborhoods. The One Seattle Plan must commit to transitioning these 
vehicle types too, and require specific policy and transition timelines for vehicle contracts 
through the City, such as for waste management. 


• Setting bolder targets for electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure: The State 
Transportation Electrification Strategy projects that by 2030, there will be more than 420,000 
EVs in King County – many of which will be in Seattle – which would require more than 2,000 
public level 2 charging ports and more than 80 public DCFC chargers.13 The One Seattle Plan 
must go further than the Seattle Transportation Plan in setting ambitious targets for EV 
infrastructure deployment.  


 
11 Lebel, Eric; Finnegan, Colin J.; Ouyang, Zutao; and Robert B. Jackson. 27 January 2022. “Methane and NOx Emissions from 
Natural Gas Stoves, Cooktops, and Ovens in Residential Homes.” Environmental Science & Technology 56 (4): 2529-2539. 
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.1c04707.  
12 Washington State Department of Ecology. January 2021. “Washington State Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 1990-
2018.” https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/2002020.pdf.  
13 Washington Electric Vehicle Council. 5 October 2023. “Washington Transportation Electrification Strategy.” 
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/waevcouncil/viz/WashingtonTransportationElectrificationStrategy/Story_Published.    
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• Committing to more specific, ambitious actions than the Seattle Transportation Plan to 
achieve the mode shifts needed for transit, pedestrians, and bicycles: Climate Solutions’ 
transportation decarbonization research shows that we need not only near-100% electrification 
by 2050 to meet our climate targets, but that this can be achieved more affordably and with 
improvements to safety and our health if we also reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 47% by 
2050, which, if achieved linearly, would require a 17% increase in transit mode use by 2030 and 
30% by 2050.14 This is an incredibly ambitious goal, comparable to New York City and London, 
both of which have much more comprehensive transit networks than Seattle currently. The City 
needs to commit to a massive investments in transit, pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure to 
achieve this level of mode shift.  


• Working closely with partners to cut maritime emissions and pollution: Communities near 
ports suffer from health impacts from port pollution, and the City needs to collaborate with the 
Port of Seattle, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, and other partners to reduce not only GHG 
emissions by air toxic pollution from the maritime industry.  


• Transportation funding and investments: Climate Solutions supports the continued conversion 
to deliver an equitable road user charge (RUC) and believes that it is important that revenue is 
spent on transportation investments that will reduce pollution, provide comfortable 
transportation options, and improve our transportation system as a whole. While Seattle 
should lend its leadership to RUC conversations at the state level, the City should also re-
engage on developing its own thoughtful congestion pricing policy with revenue invested in 
expanding transportation options and reducing transportation cost burden for low-income 
residents. Congestion pricing has been shown to encourage non-personal vehicle trips and to 
reduce climate and air pollution.15 16 


 


Utilities and energy 
The One Seattle Plan mostly addresses the decarbonization of the City’s utility services and ability to 
influence investor-owned utilities through partnerships, but misses key opportunities to accelerate the 
transition to clean energy, including:  


• Decarbonizing existing district energy systems: The One Seattle Plan rightly requires that any 
new district energy systems must be carbon neutral, but the City should be working with 
existing district energy providers on strategies to decarbonize in the near-term. While these 
utilities are covered by the Climate Commitment Act, Seattle has the opportunity to accelerate 


 
14 Missik 2021.   
15 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. “London’s congestion charge and its low emission zones.” 
Accessed 20 October 2023. https://www.oecd.org/climate-action/ipac/practices/london-s-congestion-charge-and-its-low-
emission-zones-c6cd48e9/. 
16 C40 Cities. October 2015. “Stockholm – Congestion Pricing Finances Metro Expansion.” https://www.c40.org/case-
studies/cities100-stockholm-congestion-pricing-finances-metro-expansion/. 
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the timelines for clean district energy systems, which will both protect our climate and may 
reduce costs for ratepayers in the long-term.  


• Exploring targeted electrification: Funding for clean energy needs to come from a diverse 
range of sources. Seattle City Light should develop a targeted electrification plan to understand 
how incentivizing replacing fossil fuel appliances with electric ones can provide benefits for the 
entire rate base, and, if these incentives are determined to benefit Seattle residents as a whole, 
Seattle City Light should begin offering them. 


• Planning for the use of green electrolytic hydrogen: Given that the Pacific Northwest has been 
designated as a clean hydrogen hub by the U.S. Department of Energy, it is surprising that the 
One Seattle Plan does not mention clean (green electrolytic) hydrogen at all. The One Seattle 
Plan should include policies on using partnerships with Seattle’s hydrogen providers and with 
the State to explore how clean hydrogen can be used most effectively in hard-to-decarbonize 
sectors such as high-heat industrial processes. There may be opportunities to do so here in 
Seattle, and the City should be prepared for action in this space. 


 
Climate Solutions urges the City to incorporate these changes into the One Seattle Plan and Final EIS 
to ensure that the City is acting on climate with urgency and forethought. Thank you again for the 
opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 


 


Deepa Sivarajan 
Washington Local Policy Manager 
Climate Solutions  


 


 








April 16, 2024 
 
Mayor Bruce Harrell 
600 4th Ave, Floor 7 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
Subject: Complete Communities Coalition Letter on Draft One Seattle Plan 
 
CC: Director Rico Quirindongo 
CC: COO Marco Lowe 
CC: Seattle City Council 
 
Dear Mayor Harrell:  
 
We, the undersigned organizations, are excited about the possibilities the One Seattle 
Plan presents for our city’s future. This vital document will shape our city’s growth over 
the next decade and beyond. It offers a critical opportunity to build on the success of 
the renewed Housing Levy, address widespread concerns about housing affordability, 
and meet Seattleites' expressed desires for more housing options. At this moment, 
Seattle needs and deserves a bolder Comprehensive Plan that allows for more 
abundant housing across the entire city–a visionary, uniting blueprint for the equitable, 
livable, sustainable, and welcoming city we all want to achieve. 


We appreciate the work done so far and your administration’s demonstrated support 
for affordable housing. While we strongly align with the values expressed by the Draft 
One Seattle Plan, we are concerned that the Draft Plan will not achieve its desired 
goals. To truly make housing more affordable, advance racial equity, mitigate 
displacement, and meet our climate goals, we believe the Mayor’s Recommended 
Plan should incorporate the following revisions: 


1. Allow for More Family-Sized Homes in Middle Housing: Increase the Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for fourplexes and sixplexes, to make it possible to build more family-
sized homes. The proposed FAR would limit development of three- and four-
bedroom homes, which are essential to meet the diverse needs of our growing 
city, accommodate families, and create new homeownership options. 


2. Allow More Homes Near Transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a 5-
minute walk of frequent buses. Building homes near transit gives people more 
choices in how they get around their neighborhoods and makes transit a 
convenient option for more people. And building those homes off arterials but 


May 6, 2024


City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
P.O. Box 94788, Seattle, WA 98124-7088
PCD_CompPlan_EIS@seattle.gov
OneSeattleCompPlan@seattle.gov


Attn: Director Rico Quirindongo, Michael Hubner, Jim Holmes, Brennon Staley


Subject: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS Comments
and One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Public Review
Comments


Dear Director Quirindongo and OPCD staff,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the “One Seattle
Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS” (DEIS) and the “One Seattle
Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Public Review” (“Draft Plan”). Please find the
comments of the Complete Communities Coalition listed below. We have
included section headers to indicate the document to which each comment
pertains.


The Complete Communities Coalition is an alliance of affordable housing
advocates, community-based organizations, nonprofit developers, urbanists,
environmentalists, the local business community, and more. Our coalition is
dedicated to fostering an affordable, equitable, and sustainable Seattle
through a transformational 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update. We seek to
guide Seattle towards a future with abundant housing and inclusive growth.


We appreciate the Department of Planning and Community Development’s
(OPCD) work that produced the Draft Plan. We strongly share the values
expressed in the Draft Plan and we concur with much of the Department’s
analysis of the challenges facing the city and their root causes. However, we
are concerned that the plan will not achieve its desired goals because many
of the policies are too similar to the City’s current policies to create significant
change. To truly make housing more affordable, advance racial equity,
mitigate displacement, and meet our climate goals, we believe the Mayor’s
Recommended Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”)
should incorporate the following revisions:


Steering Committee
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Tiernan Martin, Co-Chair 
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Complete Communities Coalition Comments on the Draft One Seattle Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Page 2 of 13


EIS Preferred Alternative


We recommend that the FEIS designate a “preferred alternative.” While FEIS documents
prepared pursuant to SEPA are not required to designate a preferred alternative, there is a
sound reason why doing so has become common practice among lead agencies over the
years. As the Department of Ecology has explained, designation of a preferred alternative
gives public reviewers more awareness of which alternative the professional staffmembers
within the lead agency feel is best, or which appears most likely to be approved. In the
high-profile, contentious and complex instance of the One Seattle Plan, identification of a
preferred alternative in the FEIS would be an especially useful step. Not only has the DEIS
discussed and analyzed five different alternatives, but two different complex alternative
proposals have also entered public discussion in the form of the Mayor’s Draft Plan and the
August 2023 OPCD staff recommended plan (“OPCD Draft Plan”, see Attachment A).1,2 Given
the sprawling and complex interrelated impacts that the One Seattle Plan will have on the
future of our City, the FEIS will be best positioned to inform productive discussion and
understanding if it clearly designates a preferred alternative.


● The growth strategy described by OPCD staff in their August 2023 proposal should
be the basis for the preferred alternative. The OPCD Draft Plan is the boldest growth
strategy presented to date. It responds to the overwhelming community feedback
provided during scoping, and we believe it will best meet the city’s needs over the
next decades.


● If the FEIS does not designate the growth strategy from the OPCD Draft Plan (or an
updated version) as its preferred alternative, it should adopt a modified version of
the DEIS’s Alternative 5. Preferably, modifications to the DEIS Alternative 5 would
incorporate as many attributes of the OPCD Draft Plan as possible, and as many of
the policy positions requested in this letter as possible.


● If the FEIS adopts theDraft Mayor’s Recommended Plan growth strategy as a
preferred alternative, it should adopt many of the features of the OPCD Draft Plan or
DEIS’s Alternative 5, together with the additions requested by this letter.


● The FEIS should include a table that summarizes zoned land development capacity
analysis and projected housing needs for the Preferred Alternative. The table should
disaggregate housing unit development by area mediam income (“AMI”) band,


2 Also see PubliCola. “Mayor’s Office Edited Ambitious Growth Plan for Seattle to Preserve the
Status Quo”, April 16, 2024.
https://publicola.com/2024/04/16/original-version-of-growth-plan/


1 See The Urbanist. “Planners Proposed Bigger Upzones Before Harrell’s Team Intervened,
Records Show”, April 16, 2024.
https://www.theurbanist.org/2024/04/16/planners-proposed-bigger-upzones-before-harrells
-team-intervened-records-show/
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following the guidance provided by the Department of Commerce, in order to ensure
we are providing sufficient capacity for housing affordable to low-income people and
demonstrate that the plan will comply with the Growth Management Act’s Housing
Element requirements provided in RCW 36.70a.070(2)(c)-(d). Table 34 in the Draft
Housing Appendix provides an excellent template for this information.3


Urban and Regional Centers


Regional and Urban Centers have been and will continue to be the areas where the most
new housing is built in the city. Currently, the City is proposing very little change within
existing centers, minor expansion of the smallest centers, and only one new center at NE
130th Street. The City should expand the potential for growth in Urban and Regional Centers
by both increasing the area they cover and the intensity of development allowed. The City
should also seek to undo the past harms of the Urban Village strategy4, which is the basis of
our centers-based growth framework, by allowing more intense development near public
facilities such as parks, water ways, and high performance schools. The City should also take
this opportunity to address the inequitable distribution of Regional Centers, none of which
are currently located in South Seattle.


To facilitate iImmediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative Should:


● Continue to include the addition of Ballard as a Regional Growth Center and 130th
Street Station as an Urban Center.


● Continue to include the expansions of existing Urban Centers such as the
Greenwood-Phinney Ridge, Queen Anne, and West Seattle Junction Urban Centers.


● Expand the University District Regional Center to include University Village and lands
adjacent to Seattle Children's Hospital, or create a new Urban Center to incorporate
these areas.


● Create additional Urban Centers at all future Link stations, excepting areas within
Manufacturing and Industrial Centers.


4 See PolicyLink. “Advancing Racial Equity as part of the 2024 Update to the Seattle 2035
Comprehensive Plan and Urban Village Strategy”, April, 2021.
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/Seattle'sCompre
hensivePlan/ComprehensivePlanPolicyLinkFinalRecommendations.pdf


3 See City of Seattle. “Draft Housing Appendix”, p.122.
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftHo
usingAppendix.pdf
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● Allow high rise zoning in all Regional Centers and within all Urban Centers adjacent
to Link Stations.


● Allow eight-story residential construction on the majority of the land within all Urban
Centers. Explore allowing greater height with the use of mass timber, to incentivize
low carbon construction.


● Designate Mt. Baker and West Seattle Junction Urban Centers as future Regional
Centers, include them in the list of Centers to receive updated subarea plans, and
plan for combined jobs and housing unit density that exceed King County’s Urban
Growth Center threshold for both centers.5


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study the maximum possible expansion of all existing Urban and Regional Centers.


● Study additional Urban Centers near all proposed Link Stations and adjacent to our
greatest parks, including Discovery and Magnuson.


● Study increasing the zoning capacity of all Regional and Urban Center to maximize
the productions of housing.


● Study the impacts of designating Mt. Baker and West Seattle Junction Urban Centers
as Urban Growth Centers, using the definition provided in the 2021 King County
Countywide Planning Policies.


Neighborhood Centers


The One Seattle Plan’s proposed “Neighborhood Center” model presents dramatic
opportunities for our City. If fully realized, this could lead to increased housing supply and
affordability, enhanced economic opportunities, improved walkability, and better
environmental outcomes for more of Seattle’s neighborhoods and a broader segment of the
city’s population. We request the following actions to bring the Council’s request for a
“fifteen minute city” and the Mayor’s vision of “One Seattle” closer to reality.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


● Allow for the development of all Neighborhood Centers studied under EIS Alternative
5 and proposed under the OPCD Draft Plan. The total number of Neighborhood


5 The current activity unit density minimum is 30 units/acre and the planned activity unit
density is 60 units/acre. See Attachment B: DEIS Alt 5 and Growth Center Designation Criteria
Tables
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Centers should not be less than 50. Additional Neighborhood Centers should include
(but not be limited to): Alki, High Point, Seward Park, South Beacon Hill, Gas Works,
North Magnolia, Roanoke Park (North Broadway), Nickerson (North Queen Anne),
and Upper Fremont.6


● Expand the radii of Neighborhood Centers to ¼ mile to create enough land to
support a small cluster of mixed-use development.


● Increase permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to no less than 2.0 for multifamily housing
in all Neighborhood Centers.


● Increase height limits to 85 feet throughout all Neighborhood Centers.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study expanding all Neighborhood Centers up to a ten-minute walkshed and 2.5
maximum FAR, for all multifamily housing across those areas.


● Be sure to thoroughly study any potential adverse environmental impacts of these
actions, as well as the probable significant adverse environmental impacts of failing
to take such measures.


Corridors


The DEIS studies a “Corridor” growth strategy (Alternative 4) that would focus new housing in
areas near transit and amenities. Increasing access to frequent transit and parks is one of
our coalition’s goals, and it will help the City reduce cost of living while improving quality of
life. While the DEIS includes this strategy, the Draft Plan significantly reduces the amount of
area where such flexibility and walkable density would be possible. This is inconsistent with
the Mayor’s One Seattle goals for housing, transportation, the environment and the climate.
By restoring multifamily housing to the parcels off of arterials, the Mayor’s Recommended
Plan can avoid disproportionately exposing renter households to environmental harms
caused by high-traffic roadways. This would be more consistent with the City’s One Seattle
values of racial and environmental justice.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


6 The Neighborhood Center names listed in this comment refer to the names provided in City
of Seattle, “Additional Detail on Location of Neighborhood Anchors”, 2023.
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/LocationsNeighborhoo
dAnchorsStudiedAlternative2.pdf
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● Add a Corridor place type that allows mid rise housing up to 85 feet in height. This
place type should include all parcels currently zoned Neighborhood Residential that
are:


a. within 0.5 miles (roughly a 10-minute walk) of light rail or bus rapid transit; or


b. within 0.25 miles (roughly a 5-minute walk) of frequent bus stops.


● Where appropriate, add the Corridor place type to policies that reference the three
centers (Regional, Urban, and Neighborhood).


● Impose a maximum FAR no lower than 2.0 for multifamily development in Corridor
areas.


● Allow mixed-use residential development in Corridor areas.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study all Corridor areas contemplated by EIS Alternative 5 or the OPCD Draft Plan up
to a ten-minute walkshed, and no less than 2.5 maximum FAR for all multifamily
housing across those areas.


● Be sure to thoroughly study the probable significant adverse environmental impacts
of failing to take such measures.


Urban Neighborhoods & Middle Housing


This section focuses on the One Seattle plan’s implementation of HB 1110 (2023) in
Neighborhood Residential Areas and throughout the city. Full implementation of the state
law needs to be planned to ensure we encourage a diversity of housing types, including
backyard cottages, co-housing, townhouses, and stacked flats. Urban Residential zones need
to be planned to help us meet our equity, environmental, and affordability goals.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


● Increase the allowed FAR for middle housing to feasibly allow for family-sized two,
three, and four bedroom homes to be built throughout the city. At a minimum, the
city should align standards with the Department of Commerce’s model ordinance.
We recommend no less than 1.4 FAR for fourplexes and no less than 1.6 FAR for six-
plexes.


● Create a 0.2 FAR bonus for stacked flats in middle housing, to incentivize the creation
of physically accessible housing.
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● Create a 0.1 FAR bonus for each Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) unit, along with
increasing height to 40 feet if two or more MFTE units are included.


● Encourage the development of housing for large households, including families with
children and elders, by providing a development incentive of 0.05 additional FAR for
two-bedroom homes and 0.1 additional FAR for three- or four-bedroom homes.


● Create a 0.2 FAR bonus for housing that satisfies defined passive house, living
building, or LEED specifications.


● Allow for a full range of middle housing types in Neighborhood Residential areas
throughout the city, including allowing for six-plexes by right in all areas with low
displacement-risk.


● Align the Draft Plan with HB 1110, by ensuring any alternative density requirements
in high-displacement risk areas are temporary. Create a plan for implementing
appropriate anti-displacement policies by the next implementation progress report.
Partner with BIPOC-led community organizations to engage neighborhood and
community residents, both present and former, to better understand how to
accommodate their housing needs and improve community resilience.


● Eliminate requirements for side and front setbacks, to allow for more of the lot to be
usable open space and accommodate trees.


● When calculating minimum density, do not include ADUs and DADUs in the unit
density metric.


● Allow subdivision of lots into lots less than 1,000 square feet.


● Ensure that middle housing is not subject to more restrictive land use or other code
requirements than single family housing, as required under HB 1101.


● Expand the “corner store” concept to allow greater flexibility for commercial uses to
be introduced to neighborhoods that are currently primarily residential. Examples of
greater flexibility include: non-residential uses that meet the daily needs of residents
(e.g., health care, small grocers, “third place” leisure activities, etc.), ability to locate
on off-corner lots, and increased height and FAR limits to facilitate the development
of ground floor commercial units.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study the impacts of removing side setback requirements in all areas, to allow for
more of the lot to be usable open space and accommodate trees.
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Affordable Housing and Social Housing


The City of Seattle is facing a housing crisis in terms of scarcity and affordability. One of the
goals of the One Seattle Plan, which we strongly support, is to achieve housing abundance:


“When housing is safe, affordable, and abundant, we can fulfill many of our goals for the
future….Achieving housing abundance is fundamental to addressing our homelessness crisis,
redressing historical patterns of segregation and exclusion, and creating opportunities for
displaced residents to return to their communities.”


We appreciate the inclusion of the affordable housing bonus to address this pressing need,
by allowing for additional development capacity for income-restricted affordable housing in
neighborhood residential areas that are within ¼ mile of frequent transit. Though we have
not seen a detailed proposal for the income restrictions and set aside requirements, it is our
understanding that this bonus is intended for use by non-profits and others building wholly
affordable housing projects. This will blunt the impact of the proposed density bonus, as any
developments benefiting from the bonus will need to compete for limited public funds
available for affordable housing.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


● Revise the proposed affordable housing bonus to ensure it is usable by a broad
range of developers–including private, nonprofit, and social housing
developers–without needing scarce public funding. This could look like a
requirement for no less than 20% of the homes to be affordable at 60% AMI for
rental or 80% AMI for ownership.


● Increase the proposed FAR limit from 1.8 to no less than 2.2.


● Increase the proposed lot coverage from 60% to 70%.


● Allow the proposed affordable housing bonus to be used outside of frequent transit
areas.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study the impacts of allowing up to 80% lot coverage for developments using the
affordable housing bonus.
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Equitable Development and Anti-Displacement Strategies


The City currently provides support to communities disproportionately impacted by
displacement pressure, economic exclusion, and disinvestment through a variety of different
equitable development programs and anti-displacement policies. We support the
continuation of all existing equitable development and anti-displacement tools, notably the
Equitable Development Initiative. However, it is not enough for the City to simply continue its
current programs; the tools and policies need to be expanded based on feedback from
communities disproportionately impacted by discrimination and displacement pressure.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


● Expand the City’s land banking strategy to support affordable rental, affordable
ownership, and social housing projects.


● Create incentives and provide technical assistance for small community-based
organizations to partner with larger developers in Equitable Development Initiative
projects.


● Facilitate generational wealth building, by providing a way for low-income and
fixed-income families to sell their home and gain a new high-quality home on the site
of the new development.


● Collaborate with the Seattle school district to plan for affordable, family-sized
housing near schools, pursuant to City Ordinance 124919.7


● Provide information to support the development of Community Opportunity to
Purchase Act (COPA) legislation, which would allow qualified non-profit organizations
the first opportunity to make an offer on real estate sales involving multifamily
buildings with low-income residents.8


● Incentivize the use of affirmative marketing and community preference policies for
private developments not receiving public subsidy. Continue to incentivize such
policies for publicly-funded projects.


8 This is supported by the 2021 Racial Equity Analysis, which advocated for land value
capture tools after upzoning.


7 City Ordinance 124919 states: “WHEREAS, a 2015 amendment to the Countywide Planning
Policies approved by the Growth Management Planning Council of King County requires
coordination between local land use plans and school districts” and Section 3.14.990 Office
created---Functions, Section B.5., “In coordination with the Department of Education and
Early Learning and in partnership with the Seattle School District No.1, OPCD will develop
planning strategies that support the District’s public school facility needs for anticipated
student population consistent with adopted comprehensive plan policies and growth
forecasts.”
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● Continue to explore and support the expansion of short-term rental assistance
programs.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study the impact of displacement and lack of affordable housing on school
enrollment and ensuing school budget constraints and create incentives for
family-sized units near schools.


Multifamily Housing Mapping Error


The Draft Plan appears to include an unintentional mapping oversight which, if not
corrected, would likely result in a loss of existing zoned housing capacity and a reduction in
the fifteen-minute walkable neighborhoods envisioned by the Mayor’s One Seattle policies
and championed by the City Council. This loss would be found in neighborhoods that are
today designated for “Multifamily Housing” future land uses under the currently effective
Comprehensive Plan, but erroneously have been proposed to transition into Urban
Neighborhood status under the Draft Plan.9 This change would replace a designation in the
current Comprehensive Plan where “you might find duplexes or townhouses, walk-up
apartments or highrise towers,” with a new place type that “would primarily allow housing
types within a three-story scale, such as detached homes, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes
and stacked flats.”10 A ceiling of stacked flats in the proposed designation is much reduced
from a ceiling of highrise towers in the existing designation. In particular, this issue would
impact the proposed redevelopment of Fort Lawton with affordable housing , which is a
major priority of the City of Seattle and Mayor’s Office.


To preserve affordability, walkability and environmental progress made over the last ten
years, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan should:


● Ensure that all areas that are currently designated as Multifamily Residential on
today’s future land use map be redesignated as a Corridor, Neighborhood Center,
Urban Center or Regional Center, rather than Urban Neighborhood.


Transportation


Safe, accessible,and frequent transportation is a key element to the success of any city. We
strongly support Goal TG 1 in the Draft Plan, which states, “Transportation decisions,


10 Compare Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Amended December 2022) at p. 53 with One
Seattle Plan Draft EIS at 1-8 and 2-3.


9 See Attachment C: Urban Neighborhood Areas Overlayed by FLUM 2035 Multi-Family
Residential Areas for a graphic depiction of the multifamily housing mapping error.
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strategies, and investments support the growth strategy for the City and the region and are
coordinated with this Plan’s land use goals.” In order to achieve this, Seattle should prioritize
proximity-based strategies over mobility-based ones.11 One example of this approach would
be to plan for far more Neighborhood Centers than are included in the Draft
Plan—especially in low-density, car-dependent neighborhoods (see the Neighborhood
Centers section of this letter). In its mobility strategy, Seattle should prioritize carbon-neutral
transportation modes such as walking, rolling, and cycling, and carbon-light modes such as
mass transit and carpooling. Transportation infrastructure that primarily serves personal
automobiles, including parking, should be deprioritized in relation to these other modes.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any Preferred
Alternative should:


● Plan to accommodate housing and job growth in a manner that will enable the City
to achieve the following transportation and environmental goals: net-zero citywide
emissions by 2050 (see T 4.1), 20% reduction in VMT by 2044 (see T 4.2), and a 37%
reduction in VMT by 2044.


● Eliminate parking minimum requirements for all land uses types citywide.


● Plan to serve all Neighborhood Centers with frequent bus service.


● Add the Corridor place type to the lists of places described in T 1.2, T 3.1, and T.2.12;
for example, “all centers (Regional, Urban, and Neighborhood) and corridors”.


● Clarify that T 4.4, which describes neighborhood-scale strategies to reduce carbon
emissions and pollution, applies to all types of neighborhoods—including
neighborhoods with high-traffic arterial streets with frequent transit service.


● Use a racial equity lens when prioritizing sidewalk and pedestrian infrastructure
construction in areas that currently lack it (see T 3.20).


● Plan to prioritize street right of way differently in different contexts: within centers
and neighborhoods, streets should prioritize active transportation that is safe and
sustainable; between centers and neighborhoods, streets should prioritize public
transit; and within and between Manufacturing and Industrial Centers, streets
should safely accommodate the reliable movement of goods.


11 See Todd Litman. “Planning for Accessibility: Proximity is More Important than Mobility”,
Planetizen, April 14, 2024.
https://www.planetizen.com/blogs/128363-planning-accessibility-proximity-more-important-
mobility
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To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Study the environmental impacts of maximum parking requirements for residential
and commercial uses in frequent transit service areas.


Climate & Environment


The City is preparing to comply with new climate requirements that will be required by state
law in 2029. We support the City’s decision to get ahead of these upcoming requirements,
and we applaud the goal of 58% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 2008 levels.
We also support the City’s study of the environmental impacts of planning for additional
density within Seattle, which found that DEIS Alternative 5 would produce the lowest GHG
emissions per capita. We particularly support the following statement in the DEIS:


While each [EIS] alternative would generate GHG emissions from growth and development within
the city, the benefit of channeling development to targeted areas that might otherwise occur in
peripheral areas of the city or region could serve to offset these impacts. (DEIS, p.3.2-51)


We encourage the City to set additional specific climate goals that will allow for progress to
be accurately assessed throughout the next twenty years.


To facilitate immediate progress, the Mayor’s Recommended Plan and any preferred
alternative should:


● Prioritize supporting transportation mode shift toward active mobility options over
automobile electrification.


● Define specific anti-displacement strategies that meet the needs of communities
most likely to be impacted by climate change.


● Set goals for building de-carbonization that can inform future revisions to the energy
code.


To facilitate continued innovation and flexibility in the months and years to come, the FEIS
should:


● Provide additional explanation for the conclusion that Alternative 1: No Action would
have no significant adverse impacts on greenhouse gas emissions or air quality.
Given the anticipated impacts that this strategy would have on greenfield
development and increased vehicle-miles traveled, particularly by commuters,
explain why these impacts would not be significant.
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Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please
contact Complete Communities Coalition Steering Committee co-chairs Tiernan Martin
(tiernan@futurewise.org) and Jesse Simpson (jesse@housingconsortium.org).


Sincerely,


Tiernan Martin and Jesse Simpson
Co-Chairs, Complete Communities Coalition Steering Committee


Attachments


This comment incorporates the following attachments by reference, and we ask that they be
added into the public record as a part of these comments:


Attachment A: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Public Review Draft, August 2023


Attachment B: DEIS Alt 5 and Growth Center Designation Criteria Tables


Attachment C: Neighborhood Centers by Name and Location


Attachment D: Urban Neighborhood Areas Overlayed by FLUM 2035 Multi-Family Residential
Areas
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Attachment A: One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Public Review Draft


The Complete Communities Coalition requests the City of Seattle to include 
the following document in the public record:


City of Seattle. “One Seattle Comprehensive Plan: Public Review Draft”, 
June 2023. Accessible for download at: https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.
com/:b:/g/EYK_mzhgGw9CgVMoSvvajtwB1eTJkbe2RZ7UPQ-01Py57g?e=keR-
Huq
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Overlay Layer:
Future Land Use Map 2035
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May 20, 2024 
 
Mayor Bruce Harrell 
600 4th Ave, Floor 7 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
Subject: Complete Communities Coalition Letter on Draft One Seattle Plan 
 
CC: Director Rico Quirindongo 
CC: COO Marco Lowe 
CC: Seattle City Council 
 
Dear Mayor Harrell:  
 
We, the undersigned organizations, are excited about the possibilities the One Seattle 
Plan presents for our city’s future. This vital document will shape our city’s growth over 
the next decade and beyond. It offers a critical opportunity to build on the success of 
the renewed Housing Levy, address widespread concerns about housing affordability, 
and meet Seattleites' expressed desires for more housing options. At this moment, 
Seattle needs and deserves a bolder Comprehensive Plan that allows for more 
abundant housing across the entire city–a visionary, uniting blueprint for the equitable, 
livable, sustainable, and welcoming city we all want to achieve. 


We appreciate the work done so far and your administration’s demonstrated support 
for affordable housing. While we strongly align with the values expressed by the Draft 
One Seattle Plan, we are concerned that the Draft Plan will not achieve its desired 
goals. To truly make housing more affordable, advance racial equity, mitigate 
displacement, and meet our climate goals, we believe the Mayor’s Recommended 
Plan should incorporate the following revisions: 


1. Allow for More Family-Sized Homes in Middle Housing: Increase the Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for fourplexes and sixplexes, to make it possible to build more family-
sized homes. The proposed FAR would limit development of three- and four-
bedroom homes, which are essential to meet the diverse needs of our growing 
city, accommodate families, and create new homeownership options. 


2. Allow More Homes Near Transit: Allow midrise and mixed-use housing within a 5-
minute walk of frequent buses. Building homes near transit gives people more 
choices in how they get around their neighborhoods and makes transit a 
convenient option for more people. And building those homes off arterials but 







still near transit gives people the opportunity to live in quiet, low-pollution, and 
car-light neighborhoods.  


3. Expand Neighborhood Centers: Enhance the proposed Neighborhood Centers, 
to create lively, walkable community hubs throughout Seattle. We suggest 
increasing the radius of Neighborhood Centers from 800 feet to ¼ mile and 
adding in all the Neighborhood Centers studied in the DEIS (but not 
implemented in the Draft Plan). This would equitably balance growth across the 
city, increase access to communities like Alki, Seward Park, North Broadway, 
North Magnolia, and Northlake, and allow more people to meet their daily 
needs by walking or biking.  


4. Promote Equitable Development and Address Displacement: Ensure density 
bonuses, development regulations, and other tools, allow a broad range of 
developers, including the social housing developer, to build affordable housing 
for sale and for rent without relying on scarce public funding. 


5. Allow for Tall and Green Homes in Centers: Increase height limits to 12-18 stories 
in Regional Centers such as Capitol Hill, the U District, Northgate, and Ballard, to 
allow more people to live in some of Seattle’s most vibrant neighborhoods. 
Additionally, allow midrises up to 85 feet in transit corridors and Neighborhood 
Centers, to maximize the potential of wood-frame construction. 


We request that you study these revisions in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and implement them through the Mayor’s Recommended Plan. We believe these 
recommendations are in line with voters' desires, are essential for a Comprehensive Plan 
that empowers all Seattleites to thrive, and will align the One Seattle Plan’s substance 
with our shared values. By embracing a visionary comprehensive plan, you can lead 
Seattle into a future with shared prosperity for all residents, businesses, and future 
generations. 


We all care about this city. We want to see Seattle grow into a place where people 
can feel welcomed, live near their work, raise families, find stable homes within their 
communities, and age in place. We look forward to continued collaboration with the 
City, voters, and other stakeholders to bolster the plan and work together towards our 
shared goals.   


 


 







Sincerely, 


350 Seattle 
46th Legislative District 
Democrats 
African Community 
Housing and 
Development 
Associated General 
Contractors of 
Washington 
Beacon Development 
Group 
Bellwether Housing 
Black Home Initiative 
BIPOC ED Coalition of 
Washington 
Civic Hotel 
Climate Solutions 
Community Roots 
Housing 
Commute Seattle 
Disability Rights 
Washington 
Edge Developers 
El Centro de la Raza 
Elevate 
Fremont Chamber of 
Commerce 
Futurewise 
GardnerGlobal, Inc 
Great Expectations LLC 
GSBA, Washington's 
LGBTQ+ Chamber of 
Commerce 


Habitat for Humanity 
Seattle-King & Kittitas 
Counties 
HARRISON Architects 
Homestead Community 
Land Trust 
House Our Neighbors 
Housing Development 
Consortium 
Larch Lab 
LISC Puget Sound 
Master Builders 
Association of King & 
Snohomish Counties 
Mercy Housing 
Northwest 
NAIOP Washington 
Passive House Northwest 
Plymouth Housing 
Queer Power Alliance 
Real Change 
Ron Milam Consulting 
SCIDpda 
Seattle 2030 District 
Seattle Downtown 
Greenways 
Seattle Hotel Association 
Seattle King County 
REALTORS 
Seattle Latino 
Metropolitan Chamber 
of Commerce (SLMCC) 
Seattle Metropolitan 
Chamber of Commerce 


Seattle Neighborhood 
Greenways 
Seattle Restaurant 
Alliance 
Seattle YIMBY 
SEIU 775 
SEIU 925 
SEIU Healthcare 1199NW 
SHARE/WHEEL 
Sierra Club Seattle 
Sightline Institute 
SMR Architects 
SouthEast Effective 
Development 
Tech 4 Housing 
The Passive House 
Network 
The Urbanist 
The Seattle Chapter, The 
American Institute of 
Architects, Inc. 
Transportation Choices 
Coalition 
Tutta Bella Culinary LLC 
United Way of King 
County 
Washington Multi-Family 
Housing Association 
West Seattle Junction 
Association 
Working Families Party 
YWCA Seattle King 
Snohomish 
Zillow


 





