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G} City of Seattle

October 4, 2018

Dear Affected Agencies, Tribes, Organizations, and Interested Parties,

The City of Seattle is pleased to issue this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which
examines potential environmental impacts of proposed changes to the City's Land Use Code related
to accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in single-family zones. The study area includes land zoned single-
family residential outside existing urban centers, urban villages, and urban village expansion areas
identified in the City's Mandatory Housing Affordability EIS.

ADUs are a key component of meeting our pressing housing needs. By removing regulatory barriers
to make it easier for property owners to build attached and detached ADUs, we can increase the
number and variety of housing choices in Seattle's single-family zones.

This Final EIS analyzes four alternatives. Alternative 1 (No Action) assumes that the City makes

no changes to the Land Use Code related to ADUs. Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the Preferred
Alternative all assume implementation of Land Use Code changes that would increase the number
of ADUs produced in Seattle's single-family zones. These action alternatives address regulations
and policies frequently cited as barriers to the creation of ADUs. They differ in the scale and focus
of the proposed changes. Alternative 2 represents a broad range of changes to the Land Use Code
focused on removing barriers to creating ADUs. Alternative 3 considers more modest adjustments
to the Land Use Code that emphasize maintaining the scale of existing development in single-family
zones. The Preferred Alternative combines elements of Alternatives 2 and 3. Its composition reflects
analysis contained in the Draft EIS and comments received during the Draft EIS comment period.

Publication of the Final EIS completes the environmental review process for this proposal, unless
the City Council considers substantial changes outside the range of alternatives previously
considered. In 2019, after considering the EIS alternatives and holding a public hearing, the City
Council will consider whether to adopt changes to the Land Use Code related to ADUs.

For more information, please visit seattle.gov/council/ADU-EIS. Thank you for your interest in
Seattle's effort to create new housing choices in our single-family zones.

Sincerely,

Ketil Freeman, AICP
City Council Central Staff


http://www.seattle.gov/council/adu-eis




PROJECT TITLE

City of Seattle Accessory Dwelling Units Environmental Impact Statement

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action is to amend the City's Land Use Code to remove barriers to the construction of
accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in single-family zones. The objectives of the proposal are to:

e Remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for property owners to permit and build attached and
detached ADUs.

¢ Increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family zones.

This EIS analyzes four alternatives. Alternative 1 (No Action) assumes that the City makes no changes to
the Land Use Code related to ADUs. Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the Preferred Alternative all assume
implementation of Land Use Code changes that would increase the number of ADUs produced in Seattle's
single-family zones. The action alternatives address regulations and policies frequently cited as barriers to
the creation of ADUs.

Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the Preferred Alternative differ in the scale and focus of the proposed
changes. Alternative 2 represents a broad range of changes to the Land Use Code intended to remove
regulatory barriers to ADU production. Alternative 3 considers more modest adjustments to the Land Use
Code that emphasize maintaining the scale of existing development in single-family zones. The Preferred
Alternative combines elements of Alternatives 2 and 3. Its composition reflects analysis contained in the
Draft EIS and comments received during the Draft EIS comment period.
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LOCATION

The study area for this EIS includes land zoned single-family that is
located outside of existing urban centers, urban villages, and urban village
expansion areas identified in the Mandatory Housing Affordability EIS.

PROPONENT

City of Seattle

LEAD AGENCY

Seattle City Council

RESPONSIBLE SEPA OFFICIAL

Ketil Freeman, AICP

City of Seattle, Council Central Staff
600 4th Avenue, Floor 2

PO Box 34025

Seattle, WA 98124-4025

CONTACT PERSON

Aly Pennucci, AICP

City of Seattle, Council Central Staff
600 4th Avenue, Floor 2

PO Box 34025

Seattle, WA 98124-4025

(206) 684-8148
ADUEIS@seattle.gov

REQUIRED APPROVALS

After considering the EIS alternatives and holding a public hearing, the
Seattle City Council will decide whether to adopt proposed changes to the
Land Use Code related to ADUs.

APPROXIMATE DATE OF CITY COUNCIL DECISION

First Quarter, 2019


mailto:ADUEIS%40seattle.gov?subject=ADU%20DEIS%20Comment

TYPE AND TIMING OF SUBSEQUENT
ENVRIONMENTAL REVIEW

Publication of the Final EIS completes the environmental review process
for the proposed action, unless the City Council considers substantial
changes outside the range of alternatives previously considered.

PRINCIPAL EIS AUTHORS AND CONTRIBUTORS

This Final EIS has been prepared under the direction of the Seattle City
Council's Central Staff. The following consulting firms provided research
and analysis associated with this EIS:

e HDR: Lead EIS consultant

o ECONorthwest: Environmental analysis of housing and
socioeconomics

¢ Toole Design Group: Environmental analysis of transportation and
parking; and public services and utilities

¢ Broadview Planning: Environmental analysis of land use; review and
advise on the description of the proposal and alternatives

¢ Scarlet Plume: Technical editing
DATE OF DRAFT EIS ISSUANCE

May 10, 2018

CLOSE OF DRAFT EIS COMMENT PERIOD

June 25, 2018

DATE AND LOCATION OF DRAFT EIS

OPEN HOUSE AND HEARING

May 31, 2018, 5:30 p.m.

Seattle City Hall, 600 4th Ave, Bertha Knight Landes room

LOCATION OF BACKGROUND DATA

Office of Seattle City Council
Central Staff
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FINAL EIS AVAILABILITY AND PURCHASE PRICE

Copies of this Final EIS have been distributed to agencies, organizations,
and individuals, as established in SMC 25.05. Notice of Availability of

the Final EIS has been provided to organizations and individuals that
requested to become parties of record.

A copy of the Final EIS is also available for public review at the Central
Library branch of the Seattle Public Library (1000 4th Ave).

A limited number of complimentary copies of this Final EIS are available —
while the supply lasts — as an electronic CD from the Seattle Department
of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) Public Resource Center, located in
Suite 2000, 700 5th Ave, in downtown Seattle. Additional copies may be
purchased at the Public Resource Center for the cost of reproduction.

This Final EIS and the appendices are also available online at seattle.gov/
council/ADU-EIS.


http://seattle.gov/council/ADU-EIS
http://seattle.gov/council/ADU-EIS
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Summary

The City of Seattle (City) has prepared this graft Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate
the potential environmental impacts of proposed changes to the City's Land Use Code intended to
remove barriers to the creation of accessory dwelling units (ADUs). This EIS has been prepared to meet
requirements of the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, Chapter 43.21C Revised Code of
Washington [RCW]).

This chapter summarizes the findings of this Final EIS. including description and analysis of a Preferred
Alternative that combines elements of the action alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. This Final EIS also

contains additional analysis of topics identified for further study based on Draft EIS comments.

This Final EIS identifies changes we have made to the text since issuing the Draft EIS with underline and
strikeout. Where an entirely new section or exhibit is added, we identify these more substantial changes

with a note in the margin.
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Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

A detached accessory dwelling unit
(DADU) is a secondary unit located ina
separate structure from the principal
dwelling unit (i.e., the main house).
DADUs are often called backyard
cottages and carriage houses.

An attached accessory dwelling unit
(AADU) is a secondary unit located within
or connected to the main house. AADUs
are often called in-law apartments,

basement apartments, garden
apartments, #ritsor and granny flats.

1-2

1.1 Proposal Overview

The City proposes to change regulations in the Land Use Code to remove
regulatory barriers to the creation of ADUs in single-family zones. ADUs
include backyard cottages, known as detached accessory dwelling units
(DADUs), and in-law apartments, known as attached accessory dwelling
units (AADUs). The proposal involves several Land Use Code changes,
including allowing two ADUs on some lots, changing the existing off-
street parking and owner-occupancy requirements, and changing some
development standards that regulate the size and location of DADUs.

ADUs have been allowed citywide as part of a main house or in the
backyard of lots in single-family zones since 1994 and 2010, respectively.
The City's proposal would modify the rules that regulate when and where
a property owner can create an ADU to make it easier for property owners
to permit and build AADUs and DADUs. These policy changes would affect
future development in Seattle's single-family zones.

We are using the EIS process to analyze potential changes to the
Land Use Code to increase ADU production that will ultimately be
proposed for action by the City Council. This Final EIS evaluates the
two action alternatives included in the Draft EIS, Alternatives 2 and 3,
and a Preferred Alternative. All action alternatives containirg a range

of potential changes to the Land Use Code. FheFnratESayinctude

arnativa A m H 3
d ottty

ehangesprepoesed-underAlternative 2-orAlternative3: The study area for
this EIS includes land zoned single-family outside existing urban villages
and urban village expansion areas studied in the Mandatory Housing
Affordability (MHA) EIS.

1.2 Proposal Objective

A proposal’s objective plays a key role in determining the range of
alternatives considered and analyzed in an EIS. The objective guides the
lead agency in selecting a preferred alternative and eliminates some
alternatives from further consideration. The historical and planning
context described in Chapter 3 informed the development of the proposal
and its objectives. The proposal evaluated in this EIS follows staff review
requested in Council Resolution 31547 and builds on the work of the
Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA) Advisory Committee,
whose final recommendations identified measures to boost ADU



mailto:http://clerk.seattle.gov/~scripts/nph-brs.exe%3Fs1%3D%26s3%3D31547%26s2%3D%26s4%3D%26Sect4%3DAND%26l%3D200%26Sect2%3DTHESON%26Sect3%3DPLURON%26Sect5%3DRESNY%26Sect6%3DHITOFF%26d%3DRESF%26p%3D1%26u%3D%252F~public%252Fresny.htm%26r%3D1%26f%3DG?subject=

production as one of several strategies for increasing housing choices in
Seattle (HALA Advisory Committee 2015). Currently, about two percent
of Seattle's roughly 135,000 lots in single-family zones have an ADU.
Since their legalization citywide in 2010, about 579 DADUs have been
constructed or permitted.

The objective of this proposal is to implement Seattle's Comprehensive
Plan (Seattle 2016a) policies related to development of ADUs. The
Comprehensive Plan, which is the 20-year roadmap for the city's future,
contains goals and policies intended to support four core values: race
and social equity, environmental stewardship, community, and economic
security and opportunity. Under Washington's Growth Management

Act (GMA), counties and large cities must create and regularly update
comprehensive plans to identify where growth will unfold and to plan

for housing, transportation, water, sewer, and other necessary facilities.
Zoning and development standards are one way the City implements the
policy direction outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. With this proposal,
the City aims to implement Comprehensive Plan policies related to ADUs:

Land Use Policy 7.5 Encourage accessory dwelling units,
family-sized units, and other housing types that are attractive and
affordable, and that are compatible with the development pattern
and building scale in single-family areas in order to make the
opportunity in single-family areas more accessible to a broad range
of households and incomes, including lower-income households.
Land Use Policy 712  Emphasize measures that can increase
housing choices for low-income individuals and families when
considering changes to development standards in single-family
areas.

The objectives of this proposal of are to:
e Remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for property owners to
permit and build AADUs and DADUs

¢ Increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family
zones

1.3 Planning Context

In September 2014, the City Council adopted Resolution 31547 (Seattle
City Council 2014) directing Department of Planning and Development
staff, now at the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD),
to explore policy changes that would spur creation of both AADUs and

Accessory Dwelling Units
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October 2018
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DADUs. Council directed OPCD staff to examine regulatory changes,
incentives, and marketing and promotion strategies to boost ADU
production. In response to the Council Resolution, OPCD proposed Land
Use Code changes similar to changes analyzed in this EIS.

In May 2016, OPCD prepared an environmental checklist evaluating

the potential environmental impacts of the proposed changes to

the Land Use Code, and issued a determination of non-significance.

The determination of non-significance was appealed in June 2016. In
December 2016, the Seattle Hearing Examiner determined that a more
thorough review of the potential environmental impacts of the proposal
was required (Tanner 2016). Based on the Hearing Examiner’s decision,
the Seattle City Council prepared this Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) in accordance with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA).

Chapter 3 discusses the history of and context for the proposal in greater
detail.

1.4 Environmental Impact
Statement Process

In May 2016, we prepared an environmental checklist evaluating the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed changes to the Land
Use Code and made a determination of non-significance (Seattle 2016c).
The determination made in the checklist was appealed in June 2016. In
December 2016, the Seattle Hearing Examiner determined that a more
thorough review of the potential environmental impacts of the proposal
was required (Tanner 2016). Based on the Hearing Examiner’s decision,
the Seattle City Council, as the SEPA lead agency, has determined that
this proposal may have significant adverse environmental impacts on
the environment. An EIS is required under RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c) and has
been prepared in accordance with SEPA. The SEPA environmental review
process includes the steps described below.

EIS SCOPING PROCESS

The first step in the development of an EIS is called scoping. During the

scoping process, agencies, tribes, local communities, organizations, and
the public are invited to comment on factors that the EIS should analyze
and consider. Specifically, the process is intended to collect input on the
following topics:



¢ Reasonable range of alternatives

o Potentially affected resources and the extent of analysis for those
resources

e Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts of the proposal

e Potential cumulative impacts

The scoping period was announced via the proposal website, published

in the City's Land Use Information Bulletin and in the Daily Journal of
Commerce, and posted to an email listserv that we maintain. The original
scoping period for the proposal was scheduled for 30 days from October
2 to November 1, 2017. Based on comments received during the scoping
period, it was extended by an additional 15 days to close on November 16,
2017. We also hosted two public scoping meetings on October 17, 2017,

in West Seattle and October 26, 2017, in Ballard. We accepted comments
through an online comment form on the proposal website, by email,

and via written letters and comment forms. In total, we received 1,048
scoping comments. The Accessory Dwelling Units Environmental Impact
Statement Scoping Report documents the scoping process (Seattle 2018).
As described below, we wittseek collected further input during the Draft
EIS public comment period.

DRAFT EIS PREPARATION, PUBLICATION, AND REVIEW

Following the completion of scoping, a Draft EIS is prepared. The
purpose of an EIS is to provide an impartial discussion of the potential
for significant environmental impacts and reasonable alternatives and
mitigation measures that avoid or minimize adverse environmental
impacts. The information in this the Draft EIS s was provided for review
and comment by interested parties and witkatse helped us evaluate the
proposal and develop the Preferred Alternative analyzed in this Final EIS.

We issued the Draft EIS on May 10, 2018, and announced its availability
in the City's Land Use Information Bulletin and in the Daily Journal of
Commerce. The document was posted on the project website at seattle.
gov/council/ADU-EIS. We sent an email notification to the listserv we
maintain and to everyone who had commented and provided their email
address during the scoping period. As shown in Exhibit 1-1, we also
publicized the Draft EIS in the OPCD newsletter and through the City's
various social media channels.

We wittseek collected comments from agencies, tribes, local communities,
organizations, and the public during a 45-day comment period from May
10 to June 25, 2018. A public hearing wittbe was held on May 31, 2018, —Fhe
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hearingwittbeheld at Seattle City Hall {666-4th-Avenuedstfleer} in the
Bertha Knight Landes room. We wilt accepted comments by mail, through

an online comment form, via email, and at the public meeting (orally and in
writing). Comments received during the comment period wit-be are
addressed in the Chapter 5 of this Final EIS.

Exhibit 1-1 Draft EIS Announcements via Twitter and Email Newsletter

June 6, 2018

Gly Seattle OPCD ¥ Sk ) m
@SeattleOPCD " =
Today the City published a draft

en\”ronmenta] rev'ew Of our prOpOS:‘:ﬂ tO News from the Office of Planning and Community Development
remove barriers to accessory dwelling units
(ADUs) and backyard cottages. Review the

draft and make a comment at bit.ly/2rxsix4.
. R— - Backyard cottage environmental review open for

public comment

Last month, the City reached a milestone in our
work to increase housing options in Seattle’s
single-family zones. On May 10, we issued a draft
environmental analysis of our proposal to
remove regulatory barriers and make it easier for
property owners to create accessory dwelling
units (ADUs), small secondary units in their house
or rear yard. Public comments are welcome
through June 25.

Though commonplace in Seattle decades ago,
relatively few ADUs have been created in recent
years. Less than two percent of single-family lots
have an in-law apartment or backyard cottage.
Several factors contribute to this low rate of production, including high construction
cost and bariers in the Land Use Code.

To help boost ADU production, we're proposing to modify rules that often discourage
or prevent people from creating new housing choices on their property. Our housing
crisis requires a wide range of solutions, and ADUs help us create housing choices in
all Seattle neighborhoods.

ADUS support families in several ways. For tenants, ADUs offer new rental housing
options on family-friendly quiet streets, near parks and schools, and i parts of our
city where housing s out of reach for most households. ADUS let homeowners.
generate stabilizing income, accommodate extended family, house a caregiver, or
downsize. It's a flexible resource that helps households adapt to their changing

9:36 AM - 10 May 2018 needs. ADUs also offer gentle infill development in neighborhoods across the city.
Whether added in a basement, included in new construction, or tucked away in a

3Retweets @ @ - backyard, ADUs help our neighborhoods adapt, grow, and welcome new residents
while maintaining the existing patter and scale of development.

Q s Q Read More

New in the FEIS Exhibit 1-1 is new in the Final EIS.

FINAL EIS PUBLICATION

Following the Draft EIS comment period, we witHssue-the prepared this
Final EIS. ke This Final EIS wilt addresses comments received during
the comment period and may includes additional information and

input received from agencies, tribes, local communities, organizations,
and the public regarding the proposal. We will use ke this Final EIS to
inform the legislative process. Fhe This Final EIS may includes medified
slight revisions to the action alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS and
identifies eridentify a pPreferred aAlternative.

1-6



1.5 Summary of Issues of Concern

The December 2016 Hearing Examiner decision identified several issues
of concern for additional analysis in this EIS. These include evaluating and
focusing the impacts discussion on:

e Housing and Socioeconomics (Section 4.1)
Land Use (Section 4.2)
Aesthetics (Section 4.3)

Parking and Transportation and (Section 4.4)

Public Services and Utilities (Section 4.5)

No additional elements of the environment were identified as a result

of the City's subsequent EIS scoping process. In addition, in the scoping
notice for this EIS, we presented two potential alternatives: Alternative

1 (No Action) and Alternative 2 (the proposed Land Use Code changes).
However, based on comments received during the scoping period, we
added a second action alternative for evaluation in this the Draft EIS
(Alternative 3). Alternative 3 considers more modest adjustments to the
Land Use Code that emphasize allowing a variety of housing types while
maintaining a scale compatible with existing development in single-family
zones.

Based on the scoping comments received, the specific parameters
considered under Alternative 3 include retaining the owner-occupancy
requirement and eight-person maximum household size limit, adding MHA
reguirerments incentives for affordable housing, requiring an off-street
parking space for lots with a second ADU, and incorporating maximum
floor area ratio (FAR) limits.

Based on the analysis contained in the Draft EIS and comments received
during the public comment period, we evaluate a Preferred Alternative in

this Final EIS. We outline each alternative further in Chapter 2.

1.6 Summary of Alternatives

This Final EIS analyzes three alternatives included in the Draft EIS and an
additional Preferred Alternative. The City expects to prepare legislation

implementing Land Use Code changes resembling the Preferred
Alternative for City Council action. Further refinement to the proposal

may occur through the Council's legislative process, during which time

Accessory Dwelling Units
Final EIS
October 2018
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there will be additional opportunities for public input. Any refinement to
the proposal would be within the range of changes considered in this EIS.

This Final EIS considers four alternatives. Alternative 1 (No Action)
assumes that the City makes no changes to the Land Use Code related
to ADUs. Alternatives 2, Alternative ard-3, and the Preferred Alternative
all beth assume implementation of Land Use Code changes that would
increase the number of ADUs produced in Seattle's single-family zones.
Beth All action alternatives address regulations and policies frequently
cited as barriers to creation of ADUs.

Alternatives 2, Alternative ard-3,_and the Preferred Alternative differ in
the scale and focus of the proposed changes. Alternative 2 represents
the-breadest a broad range of changes to the Land Use Code intended
to remove regulatory barriers to the creation of ADUs, similar to the
draft proposal analyzed in May 2016 prior to the Hearing Examiner’s
decision. Alternative 3 considers more modest adjustments to the Land
Use Code that emphasize maintaining the scale of existing development
in single-family zones. The Preferred Alternative combines elements

of Alternatives 2 and 3. Its composition reflects analysis contained in

the Draft EIS and comments we received on that document during the
comment period.

1.7 Summary of Impacts
and Mitigation

This section provides a brief overview of the analysis for each element
of the environment and then summarizes the potential impacts and
mitigation measures proposed (see Exhibit 1-1). The potential impacts
from the proposed Land Use Code changes are detailed in Chapter 4
of this EIS. We encourage readers to review the more comprehensive
discussion of issues in Chapter 4 to formulate the most accurate
impression of impacts associated with the alternatives.

To evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Land Use Code
changes, the housing and socioeconomics analysis in Section 4.1
evaluated the number of ADUs that could be created given the proposed
Land Use Code changes under each alternative. Based on comments
received on the Draft EIS, we slightly modified the methodology for

estimating ADU production under each alternative. For this reason
the Final EIS includes updated estimates of ADUs created under

all alternatives, not only the Preferred Alternative. These updates,




shown with underline and strikeout throughout the document, reflect
methodological updates described below.

The results of this analysis indicate that beth Alternatives 2, Alternative
and-3,_and the Preferred Alternative would all increase the production of
ADUs citywide compared to Alternative 1. Under Alternative 1 (No Action)
we estimate that approximately 3:890 1.970 ADUs would be created
between 2018 and 2027. In comparison, we estimate that Alternative 2
would result in approximately 3330 4,280 ADUs over the same 10-year
period, while Alternative 3 would result in approximately 3388 3,400
ADUs. The Preferred Alternative would result in 4,430 ADUs. We also
found that beth-Alternatives2and3 all action alternatives are likely

to reduce the number of teardowns of existing houses compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action). We expect the overall number of teardowns

to decrease from 2640 2.030 under Alternative 1 (No Action) to 2466
1,800 under Alternative 2, ard2220 1,670 under Alternative 3, and 1,580
under the Preferred Alternative, including fewer teardowns in lower-price
neighborhoods specifically.

This rate of production of new ADUs and teardowns of existing houses
was then applied to the analysis of the potential impacts to the
elements of the environment evaluated in this EIS, including housing and
socioeconomics; land use; aesthetics; parking and transportation; and
public services and utilities. Exhibit 1-2 presents the approach to each
analysis, potential impacts, and mitigation.

1.8 Methodology Updates Since
Issuance of the Draft EIS

Central to this analysis are estimates of ADU production and single-family
teardowns included in Section 4.1. Based on feedback received on the
Draft EIS, we updated our methodology for calculating these estimates.
We summarize these updates below. For complete details, see Section 4.1
and Appendix A.

Considering potential cost reductions

In the Draft EIS, Alternative 2 contemplated a reduction of 10 percent in
predevelopment costs for DADUs that represented potential reductions
in permitting time and costs. Since publishing the Draft EIS, we have
further refined the likely scenarios that could affect ADU costs. Because
these potential cost reductions reflect possible City actions independent

Accessory Dwelling Units
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Section 1.8 is new in the Final EIS.
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of the proposed Land Use Code changes, we apply them in all alternatives
in the Final EIS. They would proceed with or without the proposed action.
The purpose of the EIS is to identify likely impacts of the proposal

itself using our best estimate of the future. To develop conservative
estimates (i.e., higher ADU production) we consider cost reductions as we
evaluate future impacts. All alternatives in the Final EIS include reduced
architecture/engineering fees and reduced permit fees resulting from
possible City efforts to develop pre-approved DADU plans that save time
and money for people building an ADU. All alternatives also contemplate
lower construction costs for DADUs that could result from public- and
private-sector-led efforts to reduce construction costs. Collectively, these
cost reductions increase the relative feasibility of ADUs in our pro forma
analysis, and we factor this change as part of the adjustment factors used
in the ADU production model.

Identifying individual adjustment factors

This EIS uses a deterministic model to estimate future ADU production
and single-family teardowns based on the underlying factors that explain
historical development outcomes. Because certain policies in the action
alternatives that would affect ADU production are not present in the
historical record, we need to adjust our ADU production estimates upward
to account fully for the proposed policy changes. Exhibit A-39 of the Draft
EIS summarized several adjustment factors included in our estimates

of ADU production and single-family teardowns. Based on feedback on
the Draft EIS, we have made two changes to these adjustment factors

in this Final EIS. First, we itemize and quantify each adjustment factor
individually, rather than summarizing the collective effects as a single
percentage increase. Second, we modify the factors themselves to
ensure we are conservatively estimating the potential increase in ADU
production resulting from policy changes. See Exhibit A-46 in Appendix A
for a full accounting of these adjustment factors.

Estimating effects of changing the owner-occupancy requirement

One adjustment factor included in the Draft EIS accounted for the effect
of removing the owner-occupancy requirement in Alternative 2. Since it
is a new policy, we cannot estimate this effect based on the historical
record. Instead, the Draft EIS adjusted ADU production estimates upward
in part to account for this policy change. Based on feedback on the Draft
EIS, we have improved our approach to this policy change in the Final

EIS. Since removing the owner-occupancy requirement enables roughly
one-fifth of study area lots to have an ADU, we consider this expanded



"universe” of eligible lots when estimating ADU production for Alternative
2 and the Preferred Alternative. This results in slightly higher ADU
production estimates compared to the Draft EIS.

Incorporating ADUs produced through the BLOCK Project

The BLOCK Project is an independent effort to address homelessness
through ADUs. The BLOCK Project places small, off-grid DADUs (i.e., about
125 square feet) in the rear yards of homeowners who volunteer to house
an individual experiencing homelessness. Though fully separate from the
action evaluated in this Final EIS, we adjust our ADU production estimates
upward in all alternatives to account for ADUs created through the BLOCK
Project. Between 2018 and 2027, we use a conservative estimate of 100
additional DADUs.

Accessory Dwelling Units
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1.9 Cumulative Impacts

SEPA requires that the City consider the cumulative impacts of the
proposal in this EIS (WAC 197-11-060). A cumulative impact is defined as
the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions occurring
during a determined timeframe. In this cumulative impact analysis, we
consider the proposed Land Use Code changes in the context of the
historical, continuing, and future development in single-family zones

in the study area of the EIS. There are no other planned code or zoning
changes to single-family zones in the study area that would change

the present development conditions. Therefore, we did not consider

any reasonably foreseeable future actions in this analysis. The effects
analysis that follows in Chapter 4 considers the existing and continuing
development environment in Seattle. The impacts reported in Chapter 4
would be negligible when considered in the context of changes occurring
throughout the city. Therefore, we do not anticipate cumulative impacts
due to the proposed Land Use Code changes.

110 Benefits and Disadvantages
of Delaying Implementation

SEPA requires that an EIS discuss the benefits and disadvantages of
delaying implementation of a proposal (WAC 197-11-440(5)(c)(vii)). The
urgency of implementing the proposal can be compared with any benefits
of delay. The EIS should also consider the foreclosure of other options, or
whether implementation of the proposal would preclude implementation
of another proposal in the future. If this proposal were postponed,

the beneficial impacts on housing affordability and reduced economic
and physical displacement would be delayed. Minor localized land use,
aesthetics, and parking, and utilities impacts would also be delayed.
Implementation of this proposal would not preclude implementation of
another proposal in the future.
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Alternatives

The City of Seattle (City) proposes to change regulations in the Land Use Code to remove barriers to the
creation of ADUs in single-family zones. The objectives of the proposal evaluated in this EIS are to:

e Remove regulatory barriers to make it easier for property owners to permit and build AADUs and
DADUs

¢ Increase the number and variety of housing choices in single-family zones

21 Study Area

The study area for this EIS includes land zoned single-family outside existing urban villages and urban
village expansion areas studied in the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) EIS (Exhibit 2-1).
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2.2 Development of Alternatives

In the scoping notice (Seattle City Council 2017), we initially proposed

to study two alternatives: Alternative 1 (No Action) and one action
alternative that considered changes to the Land Use Code. During the
scoping comment period, we received several comments encouraging

us to add a second action alternative. Some comments suggested this
third alternative should consider a more aggressive scenario that allows
duplexes, triplexes, and small apartments in the study area and considers
smaller minimum lot sizes for subdivision in single-family zones. Others
requested that we study an alternative whose intensity is between the two
alternatives we initially proposed by excluding certain changes intended to
spur ADU production, or that we study an alternative that further restricts
ADU production compared to current policies. However, the objective of
the proposal is to increase the production of ADUs in single-family zones.
Changes that would allow lots in single-family zones to be subdivided

for separate ownership of principal units, or that would allow traditional
duplexes or triplexes, are outside the scope of this proposal. Similarly,
changes to zoning designations for land in the study area, such as rezoning
areas to the Residential Small Lot (RSL) zone, are outside the scope of this
proposal.

While some policies suggested during scoping do not meet the project'’s
objectives, based on scoping comments we prepese-te evaluated three
alternatives in this the Draft EIS. Alternative 1 (No Action) assumes that the
City makes no changes to the Land Use Code related to ADUs. Alternatives
2 and 3 both assume implementation of Land Use Code changes that would
increase the number of ADUs produced in Seattle's single-family zones.
Both action alternatives address regulations and policies frequently cited
as barriers to creation of ADUs. Alternatives 2 and 3 differ in the scale

and focus of the proposed changes. Alternative 2 represents the-breadest
a broad range of changes to the Land Use Code intended to remove
regulatory barriers, similar to the draft proposal analyzed in May 2016 prior
to the Hearing Examiner's decision. Alternative 3 considers more modest
adjustments to the Land Use Code that emphasize maintaining the scale of
existing development in single-family zones.

Based on findings in the Draft EIS and comments received during the Draft
EIS comment period, we developed a Preferred Alternative that combines
elements of Alternatives 2 and 3. Like the action alternatives analyzed in
the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative would implement Land Use Code
changes to address regulatory barriers to make it easier for property

owners to permit and build ADUs.

2-3
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Exhibit 2-2

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

This EIS analyzes three alternatives. Under Alternative 1 (No Action), no
changes would be made to the existing ADU regulations. Alternatives

2 and 3 and the Preferred Alternative consider several Land Use Code
changes to meet the objectives of the proposal. Exhibit 2-2 outlines the
current regulations under Alternative 1 (No Action) and the proposed
changes under Alternratives2and-3 each action alternative. We then
describe the individual regulations and how they would apply under each
alternative.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Existing and Proposed Land Use Code Regulations for ADUs

Alternative 3

Preferred Alternative

Number of ADUs
allowed on lots
in single-family
zones

Off-street parking
requirements

Owner-occupancy
requirements

Minimum lot size
for a DADU

Minimum lot size
to create a new

single-family lot

2-4

(No Action)

Lots in single-family
zones can have one
AADU or one DADU, but
not both.

One off-street parking
space is required for an
AADU or a DADU unless
the lot is in an urban
village.

An owner must occupy
either the main house or
the AADU/DADU for six
months of the year.

4,000 square feet

Lots in single-family
zones can have an
AADU and a DADU.

No off-street parking
required.

No requirement for an
owner to occupy the

house, AADU, or DADU.

3,200 square feet

No change from current requlations.

SF 5000 5,000 sq. ft.

SF 7200 7,200 saq. ft.
SF 9600 9,600 sq. ft.

Lots in single-family
zones can have an
AADU and a DADU or
two AADUs.

No off-street parking
required for lots with
one ADU. One off-
street parking space is
required for lots add