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Neeson,Edie

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

X Overall Analysis DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of things like traffic,
parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account impact of other contemplated City
projects including Terminal 5, ST3

X Community Feedback DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood feedback.

X Lack of Affordable Housing DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing in exchange for
massive rezones to its neighborhood.

X Neighborhood Plan DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.

X Traffic DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

X Green Space DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already lacking
neighborhood.

X Neighborhood Character DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character and the impact of
the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose mitigation for negative impacts.

X Loss of Light and Air DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of light and air on
ground floor of existing buildings

X Loss of Views DEIS fails to identify protected public views or private views that will be lost or to
propose meaningful mitigation.

X Historic Buildings DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

X Public Safety DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access to emergency services and
impact of increased density on response times, etc.

X Utility Infrastructure DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support proposed
increased density; Analysis is flawed.

X Schools DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of increased density
thereon.

X Other I have other concerns regarding the DEIS including, but not limited to, the
following:
_ It does not acknowledge our already aging sewer system and doesn’t propose a
method to overcome this serious
shortcoming.

Name: _Edith A

Neeson Address:

Seattle, WA 98116
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Neighbor

I am 100% opposed to the upzone of West Seattle Junction.

The alternatives to not consider affordability or livability, nor do
they accurately take into account current traffic patterns upon
which future traffic assumptions are made. Estimates are
juvenile and were established based on google searches during
3 different low traffic periods. For West Seattle Junction, the
presumption that future residents will not impact traffic is
inappropriate and not factually accurate. The extreme option of
the newly proposed third and most disruptive alternative does
not take into consideration livability issues such as tree canopy,
green space that is accessible, or the disruptions to existing
fragile infrastructure in West Seattle, such as inadequately sized
sewer lines on the north slope between Edmonds and Alaska
Avenues in one upzoned area. The description also excludes
existing growth potential under existing zoning rules, an
intentional oversight.

| am opposed to the upzone of West Seattle Junction. Itis a
handout to developers.

The displacement of single family home renters is not
adequately considered. Seattle developers are currently building
primarily luxury apartments and townhomes that will not address
affordability, and the removal of single family neighborhoods
around Alaska Junction in West Seattle will further displace
families renting single family homes. The EIS does not consider
the need for single family homes that provide more than two
bedrooms, something generally provided by single family homes
but not apartments or condos, in what appears to be an attempt
to push families that do not meet narrowly defined definition
assumptions (2 adults and 1 child, or 2 adults no children). The
EIS appears to take an anti-family approach that asserts that
families with children are not welcome in Seattle if they need to
occupy more space than a 2-bedroom apartment. Just because
Rob Johnson's crony Amy Gore doesn't have children or
relationship prospects that may someday require her to seek a
larger home, or possibly need a car to transport a child to-from
daycare does not mean a person like her should be allowed to
dictate policy for the future of Seattle and destroy existing single
family neighborhoods.

| am opposed to the upzone of West Seattle Junction.

The EIS does not consider appropriate green space that is
actually accessible to the general population without a fee, at
varied times of day. Instead it considers pay for use golf courses
as green spaces. The EIS does not consider the environmental
benefits of tree canopies provided by yards in single family
zones, nor does it consider the negative consequences to the



Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Puget Sound watershed from the concrete canyons encouraged
by over-development and higher density zones.

| am opposed to the upzone of West Seattle Junction.

The EIS does not consider the aesthetic benefits of green space,
views, setbacks from the street that allow for curbside trees and
foliage coverage, and transitions between single family zones,
residential small lots, lowrise 1 and lowrise 2 zones, which
greatly impact livability in a city with extreme sun variation that
can lead to excessive winter shadows, mold, mildew, and water
pooling from excessive density without adequate infrastructure
for drainage, landscaping to address runoff and watershed
consideration, etc.

West Seattle has horrible traffic problems already. | am opposed
to the HALA upzone of West Seattle Junction that will only make
traffic worse. The EIS makes deliberately false assertions about
traffic and is a fraud.

The EIS is a complete failure with regard to transportation,
particularly from West Seattle. The EIS fabricated evidence for
current commute times by selecting 3 low-traffic times upon
which to base future projects that are unrealistic and frankly,
from an academic and professional perspective, offensive and
deliberately false. The transportation impact from Terminal 5 on
West Seattle is also negligent and woefully inaccurate, perhaps
deliberately at the direction of Rob Johnson, and needs to be
revised to include the impact of several hundred container trucks
entering and exiting the West Seattle bridge on a daily basis
once operational. The transportation EIS also assumes higher
than estimated light rail ridership even though that system will
not be in place for at least 15 years. The EIS also assumes that
existing public transportation is adequate for all residents, and
excludes families who may need to utilize privately owned
vehicles for childcare purposes. The EIS appears to take an anti-
family approach that asserts that families with children are not
welcome in Seattle if they need to occupy more space than a 2-
bedroom apartment or need single occupant vehicles for special
needs.

Existing public transportation options from West Seattle are
inadequate and are not considered or addressed by the HALA
upzone EIS. These resource are used by a diverse constituency.
Not all Seattle residents have the elite ability to commute by bike
to their workplace, and the EIS does not consider adequately the
needs of all people.

| am opposed to the upzone and appalled by the complete lack
of greenspace/open space and recreation proposed by the
HALA upzones in West Seattle Junction. The EIS is inadequate
in its assumptions around the availability of green space in that it
assumes golf courses are green, and therefore accessible to all
for use all day.



| oppose the upzone of West Seattle Junction.

. . 9 West Seattle sewer lines are 8" from roughly High Point down to
Pu_b_"_c Services & Alaska, flowing downhill (north) and currently backup on a
Utilities regular basis because the sewer and rainwater drainage

systems are shared. The EIS does not assume any additional
infrastructure costs, or impact on existing and future residents,
particularly if lots can be upzoned from 1 single family home to 6
townhomes under changes from SF to LR1.

| oppose the upzone of West Seattle Junction.

10 The EIS does not take into account the need for private vehicles
during the 15 years leading up to light rail implementation, nor
does it take into account the existing inadequate public
transportation from the peninsula prior to the forced influx on

) ] West Seattle of residents from additional upzones. The EIS does
Air Quality & Green not consider the need for single family homes that provide more
House Gas Emissions  than two bedrooms, something generally provided by single

family homes but not apartments or condos, in what appears to
be an attempt to push families that do not meet narrowly defined
definition assumptions (2 adults and 1 child, or 2 adults no
children). The EIS appears to take an anti-family approach that
asserts that families with children are not welcome in Seattle if
they need to occupy more space than a 2-bedroom apartment.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
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From: Shirley Nelsen

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: DEIS, MHA comments

Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 4:02:54 PM

My initial statement and closing statement are the same:

Much more realistic planning is needed before any one-fits-all changes are considered. It is unfair to have one set of
guidelines for all urban village definitions. They have radically different needs and resources. The aspect to
businesses, present or absent does not seem to be considered.

The following issues that are major. | do not intend to address all of them.
-Public transportation-presence or absence, the distance and access to it.

Sewage-we are overflowing with sewage backup if we get a good rain now.
-Population-the addition of condos and apartments contribute to straining the local resources now. -
-We do not have a community center.

-Our parks are full and overflowing now.

-IT is not good for a community have a city plan that decides to change single residential housing to multi-
residential and multi-family. There are not resources or space to make these changes.

In summary:
-There is no room for Wallingford to grow in any category. Not any more.

Shirley Nelsen
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Tema Nesoff

First of all, | think you could write this in a manner that is clear
and understandable to the general public as opposed to

planning jargon since this will ultimately impact everyone in
Seattle.

Secondly, in your earnest efforts to create affordable housing,
you continue to give away the city to developers allowing them to
build absolute junk that is most definitely not affordable. Just
because a developer builds a multifamily dwelling does not mean
that it is affordable. | suggest you take this plan and implement it
in a couple of sections in Seattle to see how practical it is before
dividing up the whole city. | do not see anything that represents
an urban plan that creates neighborhoods that are interesting,
accessible, aesthetically pleasing, and community oriented. This
is just a zoning plan that has little regard for community planning
and more concern for how to build more quick and dirty housing
units that benefit no one.

Also why aren't you looking to build in areas such as Leary Way
and SODO? Why are they not included in the plan? These would
be great places for housing and restaurants that can be close to
transportation.

| do not see anything in here that addresses aesthetics. In my
opinion, the city does not care about how housing looks and
whether it fits in with the existing surrounding. Why do you allow
such substandard structures to be built? Why do you not require
setbacks? Why do you allow buildings to be built right up to the
sidewalk with no green space?

You need to plan that people still drive their own cars particularly
in areas other than downtown and capitol hill. Bus transportation
is not that efficient and encouraging developers to build buildings
without parking is impractical. You are not realistic.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
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Mark Newell

My wife and | have been involved with the Madison-Miller Park
community group, and helped develop their community
response. | submit similar responses as my own personal
response to the DEIS:

| prefer Alternative 1 (With Modifications). We recommend that
MHA (Mandatory Housing Affordability) requirements be
implemented into the existing zoning in our residential urban
village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more
ADU'’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached
Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to
be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make
the fund generation for affordable units more equitable. We also
recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7
- $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly
greater quantity of affordable housing units. These
recommendations are based on the following:

* Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS
falsely represents Madison-Miller as “Low Displacement
Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This misrepresentation will
result in significant negative impacts if Alternatives 2 or 3 are
adopted. Please see our detailed comments below.

* Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in
Madison-Miller will exceed HALA density goals without additional
proposed zoning changes. Indeed, based on current
development and permitted housing units, Madison-Miller
density will exceed MHA goals by the end of 2017 with our
current zoning. Other urban villages, such as West Seattle
Junction and Ballard, categorized as “Low Displacement Risk
and High Access to Opportunity” have 10 — 30% less proposed
increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban
Village), despite being designated for more density as Hub
Urban Villages and identified as locations for future light rail
extensions.

* MHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide
zoning changes outlined in Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect adequate
neighborhood and stakeholder input. The current zoning,
established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan, was
developed with a more inclusive process and was more
responsive to neighborhood input.

» Concerns for significant negative impacts: Our request for MHA
implementation with Alternative 1 zoning map should not be
understood as a resistance to increased density. As we’ve said
in previous correspondence, we embrace increased density in
our neighborhood but feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as written):

a) do not adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middle
income residents;

b) do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-



Housing and
Socioeconomics

wide;

c) will increase racial and economic segregation;

d) do not match increased density with increased access to
green space and recreational opportunities;

e) will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

f) pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on
our narrow streets and heavy pedestrian and bicycle usage (with
Meany Middle School and the pedestrian/bike greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2
with modifications noted in comments below (and is opposed to
DEIS proposed zoning shown in Alternative 3). Please see our
attached Alternate Proposal Zoning Map (submitted via email
from our community group) for specific zoning modifications. As
noted in the DEIS, Alternative 2 generates more housing, jobs,
and affordable housing than Alternative 3. The allocation of
growth in Alternative 2 better reflects the existing character of
our neighborhood, and has fewer significant negative impacts on
current stakeholders than Alternative 3.

Our neighbor, with whom we share a driveway, is a low income,
elderly (80 years old), black, disabled man who has lived in his
home for more than 50 years. He has just been displaced; his
cousin owns the home, and finally sold it because housing prices
on our block are incredibly high, and real estate developers are
aggressive in procuring lots. He is the last black man on our
block, and now he will be moving next month (and we fear he
may become homeless, as he has little to no income, and will
not gain anything from the sale of his old home). Displacement is
real in this neighborhood!

Housing and Socioeconomics: “Low Displacement Risk/High
Access to Opportunity” determination is flawed and warrants
further analysis of impacts and needed mitigation:

» Based on the DEIS Figure 1., Exhibit 2.1 and 2.2 the Madison-
Miller Residential Urban Village clearly has a Moderate to High
Risk of Displacement and Vulnerability and has been
misrepresented.

* Although Alternative 3 aims to distribute the growth based on
the displacement potential and access to opportunity, the
location of future affordable housing within this or any particular
neighborhood is highly improbable as indicated in the DEIS.

» The DEIS notes that the increase in units for each unit
demolished greatly increases displacement as established in the
2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan. This displacement further
serves to segregate the displaced population as documented in

the 7/2/2017 New York Times article, Program to Spur Low-

Income Housing is Keeping Cities Segregated, by John Elegon,
Yamich Alcindor and Agustin Armendariz.

Specific existing Madison Miller Residential Urban Village assets
that have been overlooked in the DEIS “low displacement”
determination include the following:

o SHA (Seattle Housing Authority) and CHIP (Capitol Hill
Housing) low income housing complexes;

o affordable senior housing apartments;

o housing for people with physical and developmental



Land Use

disabilities;

o existing, historic, affordable apartment buildings;

0 a secondary treatment housing (half-way house);

o a transitional longer term housing for low income women;

o the hidden density of many large old single family homes
inhabited by multiple tenants.

The proposed up-zones threaten the diversity and affordability of
every one of these housing sites. This greatly adds to the High
Displacement Risk in Madison Miller.

* The designation of “High Opportunity” is flawed, and warrants
further analysis:

o Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a quarter
mile or 10 minute walk shed (see detailed comments below
regarding transportation).

o Madison Miller has woefully inadequate park or open space
available for use by the community; this park should not add to
the “high opportunity” rating (see comment #4 below).

* Specific Requests:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be
categorized as Moderate to High Displacement Risk based on
the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2035 Growth and Equity
Analysis.

o Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies
should be conducted to accurately understand the scale and
negative impacts of displacement.

o Existing low income and affordable housing listed above
should be protected and designated for affordable housing
development exclusively.

o The blanket labeling our residential urban village as “High
Opportunity” should be reconsidered — we believe we have at
most a “moderate access to opportunity” residential urban
village, and density increases and mitigation actions should
reflect that.

Our block (21st Avenue E between John and Thomas streets) is
currently all single-family structures which are two stories high.
Alternative Three would allow LR 3; a 5 story structure next to
my two story single family home (which currently has two units,
so two households). As per the DEIS (under 3.2.2 Impacts)
large-scale changes that alter building form in a more
fundamental manner could create land use impacts. These scale
impacts would decreased access to light and air at ground level,
reduce privacy, and create public safety hazards with increased
traffic on our street, which is adjacent to a play field, park, and
school, and is currently a one way street that also doubles as a
two-way bicycle and pedestrian greenway.

This block has been identified as "high opportunity" because it is
adjacent to Miller Park, but the DEIS analysis of the impacts or
proposed mitigations do not adequately address the impacts of
up zoning from a block that currently has only two story
structures with front and back yards, to L3 or L2 zoning. Further
analysis needs to be conducted, and allowable heights need to
be lower.



Aesthetics

Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in dramatic
changes to the character of the neighborhood, are not in
alignment with MHA stated principles, and would result in loss of
character and livability.

* Exhibits 3.3-14 and 15 show a dramatic change in character
even though they minimize the true effect of Alternative 3 on
Madison-Miller, because the added units are shown adjacent to
much bulkier structures than are currently allowed within the
single family areas. Comparable examples for Alternative 2 also
have aesthetic impacts, but to a lesser degree than Alternative
3.

* Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the
character of the neighborhood (in some cases as extreme as SF
changing to L3). These are not in alignment with the stated
principles of the MHA to maintain and create appropriate
transitions between higher and lower scale zones.

* “Privacy Standards” would “address the placement of
windows”, but this is vague and does not address overall
aesthetics or privacy.

» Upper level setbacks and side modulation provide limited relief
from a dramatic increase in bulk adjacent to one and two story
homes with pitched roofs and large windows and small side
setbacks.

* The impact of these changes represent a “substantial” change,
but as disclosed by the DEIS is considered not a significant
impact due to the “urban context of a rapidly growing city.”
“Urban Context of Rapidly Growing City” is the cause of this
significant impact. This explanation does not make the impact go
away and should not release the preparers of their responsibility
to address this significant impact and do they offer any effective
solutions to develop effective mitigation measures. There are
methods to limit, block by block, the total density that can be
constructed or to implement greater requirements for open
space to offset density increases. This substantial change is not
justified or necessary to implement the MHA program. Under the
current zoning, as represented in Alternative 1, density goals will
be accommodated. The massive increase in units proposed by
Alternative’s 2 and 3 will likely displace existing low income and
affordable units and new affordable units are extremely unlikely
to be built in the Madison Miller Residential Urban Village.

* Proposed DEIS mitigations for aesthetic changes to the
character of the neighborhood are vague and inadequate.
Modifications to design review and “Other Potential Mitigation
Measures” are not required or guaranteed to occur. Instead the
Draft EIS couches the mitigation in very non-committal terms
such as, “for example, design review could include.” The
recently proposed changes submitted to OPCD to modify the
Design Review process will further erode safeguards currently in
place to mitigate adverse impacts.

» Under the current requirements included in the MHA DEIS
proposal many of the developments would be below the
threshold for formal design review and do not require SEPA
review.

» We strongly disagree with the conclusion in Section 3-3 that
“aesthetic impacts should be reduced to less than significant
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levels”. This is an untrue misrepresentation that is in fact
contradicted by the DEIS Growth & Equity Composite
Vulnerability Indicators Figure 4, and Displacement Risk Index
Figure 5.

» Specific Requests:

o Neighborhood Community Councils need to be reinstated with
Architectural Review Panels that create design standards
consistent with the character of each neighborhood, All
development on lots that represent a change in scale will be
required to be reviewed by these neighborhood Architectural
Review Panels for compliance with neighborhood design
standards.

Link Light Rail is not within a 10 minute walk.

* No direct access to a Link light rail station within a quarter mile
or 10 minute walk-shed. From Madison Miller the shortest walk
to the Capitol Hill Link Station is .8 miles or a 17 minute walk and
the longest walk is 1.3 miles, or a 27 minute walk.

* The future Madison rapid transit line might improve access into
downtown, however two buses are still required to reach the
nearest Link light rail station.

* In our community outreach survey 95% of respondents agreed
that, “increased transit and transportation options”, are among
most important needs — this is an indicator that while we are well
situated for local transit connections, faster, more direct options
are still required.

*» Specific Request:

o Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be
categorized as “Low to moderate-Access to Opportunity” with
appropriate density increases for a non-Hub residential urban
village.

The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3.

» We believe this will result in unacceptable public safety
hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased
usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

* Meany Middle School will reopen in the fall of 2017 with a
population of up to 1,000 students, and no designated parking
lot for parents, volunteers, or staff. School buses will park and
travel on our narrow streets. At lunchtime, throngs of students
meander through the streets on their way to Safeway and other
lunch destinations on Madison and 19th.

* In our community outreach survey at least 72% of respondents
indicated they require on street parking. Included inside our
urban village or within a few blocks of its borders are 4 schools:
Meany Middle, Holy Names Academy, St. Josephs k-8th, and
Stevens Elementary, which makes this neighborhood very family
friendly. In this family-centric neighborhood, it is unrealistic to
think that all new residents, particularly families, will manage
without a car.

* Miller Playfield is a regional park used almost exclusively for
league play. People from all over the city travel to our
neighborhood to utilize the park, and current parking challenges
in the neighborhood indicate that many playfield users drive and
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park in the neighborhood.

* The pedestrian/bike greenway travels along 21st and 22nd,
and, along with 19th, is a major bicycle thoroughfare for families
and students biking to the four area schools. Increased traffic
and construction vehicles would pose significant safety hazards,
particularly on 21st Ave East, as it is a one-way street adjacent
to the playfield and the primary entrance for Meany, as well as
the school bus loading zone. Maximized and illegal parking on
the narrow streets causes blind turns at intersections and traffic
circles.

* Specific Requests:

o Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies
should be conducted to accurately understand the negative
impacts to traffic, parking, and public safety.

o Within Madison Miller all new development must include onsite
parking to mitigate the impacts of higher density on the
functionality and livability of this neighborhood.

Historic Resources: Madison Miller is one of the two oldest
urban villages which has experienced some of the greatest
growth by percentage and number of households in the past 20
years and will have over 50% growth increase under proposed
changes. However, the DEIS does not address the impact of
losing this historic housing stock to the changing character of
this Urban Village.

» The Draft EIS notes the potential for development to indirectly
impact the setting of historic areas and the historic fabric of
neighborhoods. Madison Miller is not a formal historic district, so
no context statement has been prepared for this area, which is
at the edge of what was known as “Catholic Hill.” In the DEIS
Section 3.3 the Madison Miller Urban Village is stated “as one of
the two oldest Urban Villages that is proposed to have over 50%
growth increase”. It is further noted that MMUV will have a 50%
density increase in Alternative 1, and higher than 50% in
Alternative 2 and 3.

* According to the Preservation Green Lab study “Older,
Smaller, Better: measuring how the character of buildings and
blocks influences urban vitality,” neighborhoods with a smaller —
scaled mix of old and new buildings draw a higher proportion of
non-chain shops, restaurants, women and minority owned
business than new neighborhoods. The MMRUV has this
variety.

* The vast majority of the homes and apartment buildings within
this urban village were built before 1930, with several built in the
1890’s. There is nothing in the DEIS that addresses the impact
of losing this historic housing stock.

* Alternative 3 would have the highest potential for detrimental
change to its historic character. DEIS proposed mitigation
measures consist of policies in the comprehensive plan
regarding consistency of new development within an existing
setting. These measures are vague and not supported by
regulations. In fact, the recently proposed changes submitted to
OPCD to modify the Design Review process will further reduce
safeguards currently in place to mitigate these adverse impacts.
* Furthermore, most of the projects that would impact the
existing SF zones under new MHA zoning changes would be
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under Design Review thresholds due to lot sizes and not subject
to formal design review. If HALA proposed changes to Design
Review Process are implemented, this effect will be more
widespread.

* RSL (Residential Small Lot) up-zones proposed in Alternative 2
would provide the opportunity for increased density and infill
while also allowing for less actual demolition of existing historic
era housing.

* Specific Requests:

o Single Family up zones in Residential Urban Villages should
be retained as shown in Alternative 1 or limited to Residential
Small Lot, as shown in Alternative 2, to assist in preserving the
historic character and architectural diversity of this
neighborhood.

o Standards should be proposed that require more not less
Design Review for more Development Projects in Residential
Urban Villages.

Open Space: We have very little neighborhood park or open
space, as the vast majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a
regional play field for league sports and is not available for public
use. This “park” will also be used as Meany Middle School’s sole
recreational outdoor facilities starting this fall.

» Madison Miller currently has approximate 1.6 acres of open
space per 1000 residents, which is below the Parks Plan
standard of 9.34 acres per 1000 residents. Alternatives 2 and 3
further decrease by Madison Miller parks and open space level
of service to 1.2 and 1.1 acres per 1000 people, respectively.

* In our community outreach survey 86% of respondents agreed
that, “accessible public green spaces”, are highly important.

» The DEIS assumes the entire acreage of Miller Park and
Playfield is our open green space. However, the maijority of this
park is utilized as a very popular regional playfield, used almost
exclusively for league play. The playfield is NOT a community
asset and league games are often utilizing the playfield until 10
pm most days of the week, year-round.

* In addition, much of the park space is associated with Meany
Middle School. Meany does not meet Washington State
minimum school requirements for on-site outdoor recreational
area or on-site parking. Instead it uses Miller Park for school
activities and the neighborhood for staff and parent parking.

* The DEIS does not take any of these factors into consideration.
Mitigation is not provided, only suggested as potentially
addressed under future City planning and analysis efforts.

* Given the lot sizes in the area, it is unlikely that developers will
be incentivized to provide open space within their projects.

* Specific Requests:

o The DEIS should be required to calculate the actual acreage of
the park that will be open to the public (and neighborhood) with
consideration of Meany Middle School’s use of the park.

o Before up-zoning the MMRUV the City of Seattle needs to
procure additional open space within the MMRUYV and future
development must pay impact fees to cover those costs.

My block (21st Ave E, between John and Thomas streets)
already has overloaded electrical lines. Last year the city
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replaced a pole across from our house, and we talked to the
technicians. They said they couldn't believe how many houses
were running off one transformer, and encouraged us to gather
all our neighbors to submit complaints to get more electrical
capacity for our street.

Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers,
and road ways are already compromised due to their age,
overused condition and our narrow streets. Garbage pick-up
causes traffic backups, and these will increase with the volume
of multifamily units in Alternatives 2 and 3.

» The Madison-Miller area regularly has flooded street
intersections and alleys that will be exacerbated by dramatic
increases in impervious surface. SDOT (Seattle Department of
Transportation) and the City of Seattle provides little to no street
cleaning services.

» Garbage, recycling, and compost pick-up is not discussed in
the Draft EIS. Because of the small lots and extremely narrow
alleys that do not allow for garbage truck access, collection for
larger buildings will be forced to the street edge, creating
unsightly and unhealthy dumpsters, blocking traffic and parking,
and obscuring sight lines.

* In our community outreach survey 83% of respondents agreed
that, “infrastructure improvements and additions should be made
concurrent with increases in density.”e.g. upgrade road surfaces,
sewer lines, power lines and storm drainage.

* Specific Requests:

o To mitigate the infrastructure impacts from up zones in both
Alternative 2 and 3 development impact fees need to be
incorporated into any up-zones to improve existing infrastructure
that is in poor condition. Without fees to mitigate these impacts
the functionality and livability of neighborhoods are sacrificed.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?



Newland,Sophie

From: Sophie Newland
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Cc: FLSTEAMcom@gmail.com; LEG_CouncilMembers; spsdirectors@seattleschools.org; Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess

Tim; Johnson, Rob; Harrell. Bruce; rick.burke@seattleschools.org; Jill. Geary@seattleschools.org;
leslie.harris@seattleschools.org; sue.peters@seattleschools.org; scott.pinkham@seattleschools.org

Subject: Community Feedback: Seattle"s Mandatory Housing Affordability EIS
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 2:08:46 PM
Hello.

| do not envy you the important work of making Seattle a more affordable city, not
only for low-income families and currently-homeless, but also for those who provide
essential services to our common good. In particular, | am struck by the fact that
those who teach our young, both in our public schools and in our early childhood
development centers often do not earn sufficient wages to live outside of shared
housing in today's housing/rental market.

But | urge you to keep Seattle's public schools capacity challenges high in the list of
considerations as you look for MHA options and ways to mitigate environmental
impact. >> Seattle Public School staff and board members should be consulted and
provided an advisory role in this process. <<

| am a resident of Magnolia and the mother of delightful 7 year old girl who will be a
second grader at Queen Anne Elementary in September. | am very lucky.

But it has been disheartening at times to see a lack of forward planning for sufficient
classroom capacity as well as the other investments/planning needed to prepare our
Seattle youth to be successful in the 21st century and to help Seattle remain the
commercial heart of the PNW. Therefore, please ensure that SPS planners and board
members are part of this MHA EIS evaluation and decision-making process.

Thank you,
Sophie Newland
41st Ave W, Seattle, 98199



From: Liz Nichols

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Welch. Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel; Herbold
Lisa; Johnson, Rob; Williams, Spencer; Harrell, Bruce; Sawant. Kshama; Juarez, Debora; O"Brien. Mike;
Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments for Madison Mlller

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 9:52:10 AM

| am writing to you as a 17 year resident of Stevens/Miller Park. With two small boys,
| very much appreciate our neighborhood and want to ensure growth is approached in
a way that benefits the community and doesn't drive families to the suburbs. | have
an ADU in my basement.

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Seattle must absolutely address the need for affordable housing IN EVERY
NEIGHBORHOOD -- that includes the Madison-Miller Urban Village and this should
be a city wide requirement, not just urban villages. | am very much against Options 2
and 3 which do not reflect our input and incorrectly asserts that our community is
“Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity”.

Please proceed with Alternative 1 with the existing zoning in our residential
urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’s
(Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit)
and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to
urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more equitable.

Thank you,

Liz Nichols



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

brad
PCD_MHAEIS

Comment on West Seattle Zoning Changes
Monday, August 07, 2017 9:23:44 AM

Nicholson,Bradley

MMENT

N DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

Overall Analysis

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of
things like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account
impact of other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5,
ST3

mmunity F k

DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood
feedback.

Lack of Affordable Housing

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing
in exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

Neighborhood Plan

DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.

Traffic

DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

Green Space

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already
lacking neighborhood.

Neighborh haracter

DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character
and the impact of the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose
mitigation for negative impacts.

Loss of Light and Air

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of
light and air on ground floor of existing buildings

Loss of Views

DEIS fails to identify protected public views or private views that
will be lost or to propose meaningful mitigation.

Historic Buildings

DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

Public Safety

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access emergency
services and impact of increased density on response times, etc.

Utility Infrastructure

DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to
support proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

Schools

DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of
increased density thereon.

Failure to consider the current single family houses and
neighborhood that
Already exists.

The expectation that people will not have their own personal car
which will be parked in nearby neighborhoods is not realistic. |
have personally seen complete lack of street parking in the 2-3
blocks surrounding my home just with the opening of the new units
near the Junction. People also park in my neighborhood and walk
to the bus. The lack of foresight for structured parking associated
with mass transit expansion is unforgivable.

Name: Bradley Nicholson

Address:



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Public Services &
Utilities

Dick Nickel

Bagley Lofts Homeowners Assn.

In Wallingford, cease any further development until the capacity
of the sewers and wastewater systems can be increased to
handle CURRENT volumes, especially during periods of heavy
rain. To dump these 2 effluent sources into Lake Union as
occurs when it does rain is criminal and totally destructive to the
quality of life for those who use Lake Union for recreational
purposes. It is also illegal according to state law to continue to
build (increase density) without increasing utility capacity to
handle it.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Land Use

Steve Nielsen

Comment regarding the Northgate Urban Center land use plan.
At the Northeast corner of the intersection of Meridian Avenue N.
and N 113th Street there is a parcel of land which is 30,784
square feet in size. It is subdivided into 5 separate building lots
currently under the same ownership. 3 lots are vacant, 1 lot has
an older single family home and 1 lot has an old
garage/workshop occupied under legal non-conforming use
provisions of Seattle codes. North 113th Street serves
developed multifamily projects on both sides of the street and
additional multifamily projects along Corliss Avenue and
adjacent to I-5 to the East. There are no single-family homes
served by N 113th Street except the one house on the subject
property.

A quasi-judicial review of a zoning reclassification application for
12 townhomes constructed on a site adjacent to the East of the
subject property (Hearing Examiner File: CF 307285) held that
“none of the 3 locational criteria for Single Family zoning are
met”. That statement accurately describes the existing
conditions along N 113th Street.

Additionally, the unique nature of this large undeveloped site
would result in Low Displacement Risk from redevelopment, a
unique departure from the High Displacement Risk assigned to
the Northgate Urban Center. Coupled with the location of the site
being within the 10-minute walkshed of the Northgate light rail
station and Urban Center services the future residents of the
developed site would have High Access to Opportunity. The
Land Use Alternative 2 in the Draft EIS proposes a change in
zoning from single family to LR2 in recognition of the multifamily
development along this block of N 113th Street. Alternative 3
should also show the same proposal for multifamily residential
density on the site in recognition of the Low Displacement Risk
associated with this unique property.



From: Nighthawk

To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: No
Date: Wednesday, July 05, 2017 9:50:00 PM

| oppose HALA unless it is vastly modified. The main thrust of making affordable housing
available should be tax incentives and aswsistance in creating accessory units.



Nikolaus,Sheena

From: Sheena Nikolaus
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Cc: LEG_CouncilMembers; spsdirectors@seattleschools.org; Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Johnson, Rob; Harrell,

Bruce; rick.burke@seattleschools.org; Jill. Geary@seattleschools.org; leslie.harris@seattleschools.org;
sue.peters@seattleschools.org; FLSTEAMcom@gmail.com

Subject: Fort Lawton

Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 6:30:08 AM

Regarding the city’ s department of Housing Affordability and Livability plans to: require new
devel opments to include affordable homes OR contribute to a City fund for affordable
housing.

These plans would increase density in aready crowded/ expanding Seattle neighborhoods
(including Magnolia and Queen Anne). We would like to advocate for keeping school capacity
challenges in the forefront of this discussion!

| was shocked to hear at arecent SPS board meeting that the school district has NOT been
included in any of the city’s HALA planning meetings. Solutions are needed to provide
adequate classroom space for a growing Seattle population!

My hope remains that the City and School District can work together to plan for a school at
the Fort Lawton site viaa“no cost transfer”

Regards,

Sheena Nikolaus



Noah,Barbara-1

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:51:43 PM

The DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban Villages and the City overall. Each Urban Village is
unique, with different housing types, cultural traditions, businesses, resources, and growth needs. This
DEIS fails to recognize and examine these differences.

Each Urban Village and Surrounding Area needs to be analyzed separately, thoroughly and accurately
via their own individual EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will be impacted by the changes both in this
DEIS and the other SEPA analyses combined. Seattle residents live in both their own neighborhoods
and in the City at large, yet this DEIS has failed to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and

accurately.



Noah,Barbara-2

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:53:33 PM

The Draft EIS does not meet SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives.
An essential requirement of an environmental impact statement isthat it adequately consider
aternative ways to meet the stated goals of the legislation.

The draft EI'S claims to present three alternatives. They are not alternative ways to meet the
housing objectives, but only alternative ways to implement the Grand Bargain and the MHA-R
framework. The only aternative considered for reaching the objectives of the DEIS is up-zoning
under the framework. The DEIS dternatives only consider how much and where to up-zone, not
alternative ways to meet the objectives of the EIS. Thisis asignificant deficiency in the DEIS
and aviolation of SEPA.



Noah,Barbara-3

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:55:00 PM

The MHA-R framework did not undergo required environmental review, and therefore

the framework should be part of the current DEIS or be subject to separate SEPA review.

The DEIS suggests that the scope of review islimited to the implementation of the MHA-R
framework, and that no alternatives other than the framework need be considered. The current
DEIS seeks to limit environmental review by relying on claimed environmental review of the
framework.

The City’s claimed environmental review of the MHA framework is based on a Determination of
Non-Significance issued by DPD on June 8, 2015. However, this DNS was for adifferent
proposal that did not include critical elements of what is now known as MHA-R. The proposal
which was the subject of the DNS was inconsistent with and contradictory to the provisions of
MHA-R. There was never public notice of any environmental review of the MHA-R framework
inviolation of SEPA. Notice regarding the June 2015 DNS was insufficient, misleading, and
contradictory to MHA-R. If applied to the MHA-R framework, the notice provided regarding the
2015 DNSwould be aviolation of SEPA and adenia of procedura due process of law.



Noah,Barbara-4

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:56:30 PM

The historic resources analysis contained in the MHA DEIS should reflect a better
understanding of what exists that's currently affordable, in order to determine the
net gain or loss from the proposed MHA changes. What will the impact bein terms
of tear-downs, net gain of housing, and how much is "affordable’?

THE HISTORIC RESOURCES SECTION (3.5) LACKS MEANINGFUL ANALYSIS

The section on Affected Environment (3.5.1) does not provide any real understanding of the study area's
history, context, and patterns of development other than describing when certain neighborhoods were formed
or annexed to the city. It should include details on neighborhoods to adequately assess potential impactsto
historic resources such as potentially-eligible individual properties and future historic districts. Added
development pressure will result in increased demolition of potentially historic buildings and neighborhoods
and adversely impact the character and scale of neighborhood blocks.

Listing the existing locally designated and National Register-listed districts is a start but there’ s nothing more.
How can impacts be addressed if there’ s no substance in the Affected Environment section? Seattleis
distinguished as a city of neighborhoods—each has its own character and history. A description of all the
neighborhoods in the study area should be part of the analysis. This should include a brief historic overview of
each neighborhood, periods of development, and types of cultural resources that define the area. Without this
basic information, there’s no way to assess the impacts of MHA on historic resources including existing and
potentialy-eligible landmarks.

Exhibits 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 (NRHP Determined Eligible Historic Properties, Alternatives 2 and 3) appear without
any context. Tables such as these should be clear in meaning with some explanation in the body of the
document or in afootnote. There is reference to the exhibits on page 3.244 but it's not clear what it meansto
have a count of National Register-eligible propertiesin the M, M1, and M2 zonesin relation to the level of
displacement and access. One would have to read the rest of the DEI'S and appendices to even understand

what M, M1, and M2 refer to and what the descriptors of “displacement” and “access’ mean. Additionally,
these tables are misleading by crediting the source as the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(DAHP). DAHP did not create these tables; the City of Seattle obtained the numbers of National Register-eligible
properties from DAHP' s WISAARD database. Furthermore, DAHP does not use displacement and access or the
zones to determine eligibility.

Since the City isusing an equity lens for its analysis and framework throughout the entire DEIS, then it would
be helpful if the Historic Resources section actually looked at the historic context of social inequality in the
development of the various neighborhoods in the study area and connect that to historic resources.



Noah,Barbara-5

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:57:23 PM

The upzone will have direct impact on the scale of commercia and residential neighborhoods. Many of
Seattle’' s neighborhoods are defined by a pedestrian-friendly, human-scale commercial corridor with good
public transit and easy walking distance to apartments, townhouses, and single-family homes. More and more
of these areas are changing every day with new development in which generic six to eight story buildings are
constructed, usually out-of-scale with the historic pattern of development. Increasing the height “just one story
or two” may not seem to have much impact to the City, but it will have considerable impact to the people living
in the neighborhood.

For example, one needs to look no further than the 3800 block of Ashworth Avenue N in Wallingford. Y ears
ago, what was once a single-family neighborhood was rezoned LR1. The block that was once characterized by
older houses of different styles, form, and scale (especially bungalows) is now dominated by townhouses that
are not “single-family” in character or scale. The remaining few older houses are dwarfed by looming new
construction that is generic in design, typifying what's being built everywhere. Not only has the historic
character of that Wallingford street been destroyed, but the only more “ affordable” housing that exists are the
older single-family houses that are retained by long-time owners. Thisreal life example portends the future of
this neighborhood and other older communities throughout the city.



Noah,Barbara-6

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:59:39 PM

THE DEIS SHOULD PROVIDE SUBSTANTIVE MITIGATION MEASURES

Section 3.5.3 focuses on two mitigation measures that are already in place--Comprehensive Plan policies and
City Landmarks process, and proposes a third to continue funding of comprehensive survey/inventory efforts
that have been inactive for years. A list of other potential mitigation measures follows in a separate paragraph
but it is unclear whether any of these have any import or will be considered serioudly. Thisisavery passive
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approach toward mitigation. Mitigation should actually respond to the potential impacts and not rely only on
existing policies, programs, and regulations without ways to implement through added funding and staff
resources.

Also, MHA needs to include strategies for adding density and equitable development using vacant and
underdevel oped areas. There are numerous opportunities for sensitive and compatible infill that can enhance
urban character, rather than detract from it by making it easier to demolish existing housing that is already
affordable for more units that will be less affordable.

| believe the City should invest in its future by striking a balance between new development and historic
preservation to ensure that how we grow is sustainable and resilient — and retains urban character and sense of
place. If we continue the tear-down mentality, then Seattle will lose what makes it avibrant, livable place for al
who call it home.



Noah,Barbara-7

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: EIS

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:02:11 PM

1. An alternative should be included that is based on use of publicly owned
land for affordable housing.

2. An dternative should be included that upzones more land outside Urban
Villages and Urban Centers.

3. An dternative should be included that increases development in
selected areas, where current zoned capacity is under-utilized, by

directing transportation and other infrastructure improvements to those
neighborhoods.

4. An aternative should be included that leviesimpact fees on developers
to fund transportation and other infrastructure improvementsin
neighborhoods where current zoned capacity is under-utilized.

5. The EIS should analyze Alternative 1&#39;s compatibility with the 2035
Comprehensive Plan, specifically with respect to development capacity.

6. Historical growth cycles suggest that it isincorrect to base analysis of
aternatives on the current growth rates. Each analysis should be

repeated for low, middle and high growth trends.

7. One or more aternatives should have been included with incremental
upzones over a 15 to 20 year period, alowing more local e-sensitive
planning, better course-correction and better targeting of

environmental mitigation and concurrent infrastructure.

8. The EIS should present maximum zoned density information.

9. Alternative 1 was not adequately analyzed for sufficiency to meet
current and projected demand. Current construction rates of 10,000

new units built per year may well be enough to support the 70,000
estimated in-migration over the life of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan.
10. The Seattle 2035 20-year growth strategy should be used to evaluate
Alternatives 2 and 3.

11. Itisincorrect to simply assume that MHA subsidized affordable housing
will alow low-income households to live in areas with high access to
opportunity, near transit centers, or make any assumptions about their
location based on zoning decisions. Developers have an in-lieu fee
aternative to providing affordable housing on site, and subsidized
affordable housing created viathat meansis not tied to the
neighborhood of the building site.



From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:04:34 PM

Noah,Barbara-8

1. Graphics misrepresent current and new zoning height and bulk (p.
3.140-3.151), by placing hypothetical new development in the distance
where it& #39;s diminished by perspective rendering and differences like
smaller setbacks are obscured. Side by side comparisons should be
rendered from a normal viewing height perspective, but one where both
new and old are rendered at the same scale and differences are clearly
visible.

2. Graphic presentations should be included that accurately render
existing conditions in the historically lower income south aress of the
city, where houses rarely attain heights of 30 feet, so that the effect of
30 foot RSL production in those areas can be accurately visualized.

3. In the absence of design standards for RSL that require a pitched roof,
renderings should assume current development practice, which isaflat
roof deck.

(from analysis by Natalie Williams)

4. Assessment of impact on views and shading requires the collection and
presentation of specific view analysisin the affected area, and analysis
of shadow effects on the existing landscape.

5. The statement “The proposal includes avariety of features and
development regulation amendments to minimize these impacts’ (p
1.23) callsfor specific identification of those features and amendments,
without which it means nothing.

6. Analysis of general urban form fails to account for neighborhood
character.

7. Comparison graphics between no-upzone and upzone alternatives, in
single family residential, should not feature hypothetical modern single
family structures on the assumption that this“infill” is atrend that will
reliably produce modern structuresin an established neighborhood of
older houses. This artificially discounts the visual impact of upzones, in
neighborhoods where well maintained older homes are actually highly
valued and unlikely to be replaced within the 20 year interval.

8. Where Design Review is cited as mitigation, the EI'S should clearly
indicate the thresholds, under which projects are exempt from Design
Review, or would be exempt after proposed revisions to Design Review.
Thisis particularly significant in areas to be upzoned from Single Family
Residential, to low rise categories that would so commonly be exempt
that it isn&#39;t much of amitigation at all.

9. Specific public views should be identified, that would potentially be
impacted in areas subject to rezones.

10. Design Review should not be cited as mitigation for protection of public
views, in areas where most projects will be exempt from Design Review
dueto small size.



From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:06:05 PM

Noah,Barbara-9

M easures proposed to mitigate impacts on parks and open space
(section 3.7.3) must be redlistically likely and plausibly effective.
Developer impact fees have been resisted by the city for many years
though adopted in every other mgjor city in the state. Transfer of
development rights have not been widely used and evidence should be
presented that they can be effective for this purpose. If other incentive
programs are supposed to have potential to mitigate impacts on parks
and open space, they should be identified in the EIS.



Noah,Barbara-10

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:07:49 PM

1. Libraries should be included as one of the assessed public services

2. The EIS underestimates impact on Police service, by supposing that the
city will identify and manage demand as growth occurs, while ignoring
reports commissioned by the city that police serviceis currently
inadequate — clearly suggesting that demand will likely not be

adequately managed in the future.

3. Average response times are not an adequate measure of Police service.
Police response times vary considerably, and are not consistent from

one area of the city to another. Timely police responseis acritical need,
and averaging hides failures — Sesttle Times analysis of five years of
priority-one 911 data found that 4% took longer than a half hour,

despite average response of 7 minutes. Thisisrelevant to the

aternatives, in that response times have been slower in the north end
—which would grow more in Alternative 3 — due to its geography.
Response times should be assessed using 90 th percentile.

4. The Seattle Fire Department does not currently meet NFPA response
timesfor EMS or Fire suppression services. The EIS should account for
therole of traffic congestion in this connection, for each alternative, as
well astheincrease in calls due to growth.

5. The EI'S should consider current failure to maintain adequate fire fighter
staff levels, which contradict its assertion (p. 3.309, 3.310) that

“impacts on fire and emergency services as aresult of demand

increases would be identified and managed.”

6. If acompact pattern of growth is expected to reduce travel distances
for emergency vehicles (p. 1.32), the EIS should explain how it would

do that in the context of the alternatives.

7. The EIS should consider impacts on the 911 call center.

8. The EIS should consider impacts on schools in more detail, since
neighborhoods are significantly impacted by local capacity problems.
Thisisrelevant to Alternative 3&#39;s different distribution of growth —its
impact will not be the same as Alternative 2 (p. 3.310.)

9. The EIS should consider the School District& #39;s ability to meet capacity
needs more carefully than it does on page 3.310: “ SPS would respond

to the exceedance of capacity asit has donein the past, by adjusting
school boundaries and/or geographic zones, adding or removing
portables, adding/renovating buildings, reopening closed buildings or
schools, and/ or pursuing future capital programs.” These responses
depend on buildings, land and money, and the EI'S should present
evidence as to whether these resources are likely to be available as
required.

10. The EI'S should consider the effects of construction activity on sidewalks
— heavy equipment traveling over the sidewalks during construction
causes extensive diamage.

11. The EIS notes (p. 3.302) that “ Some parts of the City are served by
sewers that are less than 12-inch diameter. These areas are likely at or
near their capacity and downstream pipes from new development would
have to be upgraded to a minimum 12-inch diameter.” These areas
should be identified, along with the extent of the downstream pipesin
question.



Noah,Barbara-11

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:13:45 PM

Lack of aneighborhood community center doesn& #39;t appear to downgrade
access to opportunity as much asit should.

B- PACE IMPACTS- The DEIS explains away impact on Urban Village areas by stating it will be gradual.
Oneinstanceis 3.2.2 Impacts, stating “changes would result in gradual intensification of density, use
and scalein al rezoned areas over time”. Page 20 Rate and Pattern of Growth “..the city anticipates
housing growth will occur relatively evenly over the course of the 20 year planning horizon... if afaster
or more concentrated pattern of growth occurs greater land use impact could occur.” The DEIS
assumption of “gradual” is used so much it is endemic to the documents perspective, and it is flawed
thinking. This assumption isin direct contrast to the astronomical growth rate we are actually seeing,
where whole blocks change at once.

If the changeis “gradual” you do not produce the housing you advocate you will provide. If rapid
change is expected, and indeed required by the proposal to produce the added housing/funding, than

the associated severe impacts must be clearly called out specifically. Effective mitigation strategies
appropriate to the intensity of the zone change must be identified. From the WAC SEPA checklist part D
Supplemental Sheet for non project actions“...if (the proposal resultsin) agreater intensity or afaster
rate than if the proposal were not implemented.. “this must be responded to..” The DEIS approach

used is not avalid method to establish impact, since it knowledges rate of change may be unequal, but
assesses impacts of gradual change, and provides mitigation that is purely conceptual in thelist,
example Land Use 3.2.3 pg 44 “ The following tools are available if the city wishesto proactively
mitigate identified land use impact.” The only real development standard changes the city is pursuing
are ones which would remove or lessen restriction, not provide greater protection, an exampleis
proposed changes to Design Review.

C -ASSESSMENT of INTENSITY -Per Impacts Section 3.2.2 page 18 .” .the greatest potential for
significant adverse land use impact occurs in SF areas rezoned to higher intensities... urban villages with
greater quantities of existing single family could experience more local impact than urban villages with
little single family.”

L egitimate mitigation strategies should be identified to mitigate the areas most greatly affected.

The DEIs should also provide a clear and consist strategy for assessing multiple and synergistic impacts
of combined changes to zoning, setbacks, and lessened Design Review, as these are al proposed to
occur simultaneously. The proposal contains conflicting internal approachs to mitigation, and indicates
Design Review is as one means to mitigate impacts, in direct contract to the fact that MHA intendsto
vastly reduce Design Review in Urban Village areas. This conflict within the EI'S needs to be corrected,
and the proposal made consistent. Design Review cannot be considered mitigation, if itis being
eliminated for most areas! The DEIS proposal must project impact of all changes combined, ina
consistent manner, to be avalid assessment of impact. It must aso not rely on upzone mitigation
strategies that do not exist or are being removed.

D -SIMULTANEOUS CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS AND CONCURRENT IMPACTS: The proposdl in its
advocacy for increasing density in concentrated areas, fails to consider the overlapping impacts of

multiple projectsin close proximity. If you spread 10 construction projects out over a neighborhood, you
dilute some of the impact. If you alternately concentrate all of these projectsinto a 2-4 block stretch, al
permitted and under construction at the same time, perhaps for aslong as a year, the impact is much

more intense and impactful. The mitigation strategies need to address this critical point and propose

methods to ease the impact.



Noah,Barbara-12

From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:15:35 PM

UV -specific impacts and mitigations were ignored. The DEIS describes UV's and their up-zone plans at a“micro”
level of detail, but it does not address any UV -specific negative impacts or mitigations. Instead, the DEIS uses a
“macro” lens which average negative impacts over the whole city (thus minimize any negative effects), or it
ignores them altogether. No assessments of individual UV Study Area-specific resources or impacts were
conducted, and no mention was made of any UV Study Area-specific mitigations. UV-specific impacts that were
ignored in the DEISinclude:

Increased impacts on local transportation modes (bus, bicycle, light rail, pedestrian, or car).

Loss of UV-specific loca cultural resources such asimmigrant- and minority-owned small businesses,
non-profit community aid organizations, and places of worship.

Increased school crowding at local elementary, middle, and high schoolsin or adjacent to each UV.
Enrollment in Seattle Public Schoolsislargely dictated by family address. SPSis already dangerously
overcrowded. Dramatically increasing the number of school-age children in agiven UV Study Areawill
increase school crowding in neighborhood schools.

Degradation of UV resident pedestrian safety, air quality, and noise pollution as demoalition, loss of road
and sidewalk rights-of- way, and intensified construction activities within the UV.

Decreased access to local recreational amenities, such as parks, playgrounds, open space, and
Community Centers.

Increased stress on local infrastructure such as water, electrical service, sewage treatment, combined
sewer outfall, and surface water management.

Loss of tree canopy, green spaces, and parks within each UV.

Increased risk for local heat islands and landslides as the tree canopy disappears and porous surfaces are
paved over. Because each UV Study Area contains unique topology and geology, each UV Study Area
must be individually assessed for these risks.

Impacts on families with school-age children were not
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:16:35 PM

The DEIS does not adequately address the many negative impacts on UV residents, ingtitutions, and
environments. Instead, the DEIS implements a city-wide “averaging”, which minimizes or simply ignores the
heavy negative impacts to each UV Study Area and its residents. The City appears to regard the UV Study Areas
as ‘sacrificial zones', assuming any negative impacts suffered by the UV s be forgotten or minimized by the wider
benefits enjoyed by the city asawhole. UV residents are expected to either move away from their

neighborhood or put up with the increased noise, environmental insults, pollution, safety risks, and disruption.

No aternativesto MHA were analyzed: Nowhere in DEIS Section 1.4 (Alternatives) does the City propose any
aternatives to MHA Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. Replacement MHA options could include step-wise
approaches to up-zoning along urban transportation corridors and rapid transit lines, or distributing the density
increases more equitably and uniformly throughout the City.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:17:15 PM

The DEIS did not address displacement of UV Study Arearesidents by rising land tax rates. The vast majority
(&gt;90%) of MHA-driven new development will be market-rate housing. Up-zoning in the UV “ Study Areas’ will
cause land values and devel opment pressures to increase in those areas. In particular, up-zoned land will be
subjected to higher tax rates aslocal development accelerates. This phenomenon has the potential to drive out
middle- and low-income residents, as well as elderly residents, who cannot afford to stay in their own
neighborhoods because the land under their homes has risen in value and tax rate as aresult of MHA. The DEIS
does not address the impact of MHA-driven tax rate increases.

Funding option alternatives to MHA were not explored. MHA relies on increased market-rate development in
specifically up-zoned “ Study Areas’ (UVs) to 1) increase the number of affordable housing unitsin the UV,
and/or 2) raise revenue for City-managed affordable housing construction. UV-focused up-zoning and increased
market-rate development are used by the City to pay for affordable housing. The City did not explore other
means, besides UV-focused intense up-zoning and market-rate development, by which funding for the
production of affordable housing could be built. For instance, employer head taxes or real estate excise taxes
could help facilitate the construction of new affordable housing.

Delayed development of affordable housing was not addressed. The DEIS did not address the time lag

between the demolition of existing housing in the UV “Study Areas’ and the eventual production of affordable
housing units. Thereis currently a critical shortage of affordable housing unitsin Segttle. It is atherefore given
that current UV residents (of al income levels) who are displaced by market-rate housing construction will be
left with no options for affordable housing until more affordable housing stock is built. Market rate devel opers
who avail themselves of the payment in lieu option will exacerbate this negative impact of MHA. In addition,
the DEIS implies that the City may build affordable housing in affected UV “Study Areas’, but thereis no
guarantee of a replacement of low- and middle-income housing stocks within the up-zoned UVs.

UV Study Area-specific displacement of businesses and cultural institutions was not addressed. Each UV is
unique in its history, built and natural environments, resident history and ethnic makeup, and cultural and civic
institutions. The DEIS did not directly assess the loss of these unique local businesses and cultural institutions
within each targeted UV Study Area. No inventory of UV Study Area-specific business, non-profits, and cultural
institutions was conducted, and no safeguards or mitigations were proposed in order to avoid the displacement
of these UV Study Area-specific local resources.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:17:58 PM

The DEISfails to address integrated planning for concurrent infrastructure improvements. The DEIS describes
MHA-driven residential growth in the UV Study Areas, but it ignores the need for city-wide planning for
concurrent infrastructural upgrades, as required by the Growth Management Act. In particular, the DEIS fails to
consider the need for integrated city-wide infrastructure network upgrades to schools, transportation, fire and
police services, and public utilities, asresidential growth occurs. These infrastructure networks are interrelated,
and must be considered holistically. For example, poor traffic infrastructure impairs the delivery of fire and
police services.

No aternatives were considered in the event of a successful court challengeto MHA. MHA and the Grand
Bargain were derived with the consent of a small group of developers; however, devel opers outside that small
group have threatened to sue the City of Seattle over MHA. The EIS does not mention what happensif MHA’s
legality is challenged and overturned. The DEIS should address the UV Study Area-specific impactsif Alternative
2 or Alternative 3 is overturned after UV up-zoning and massive re-development begins.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:21:00 PM

1) No alternative analysis was done on re-purposing (granting) and re-zoning surplus governmental
lands for use in building affordable housing.

a. This alternative would reduce the need for intensive up-zones and would guarantee that
affordable housing would be built in desirable neighborhoods.

b. The current alternatives #2 and #3 allow developersto “buy out” of the requirement to

build affordable unitsin their projects.

c. Inturn, thismeansit will be highly unlikely that NGO’ s (Non-Governmental

Organizations) and others entrusted with building affordable housing will be able to

utilize the Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) taxes to build housing in the most

desirable neighborhoods.

2) No alternative analysis was done on spreading rezones outside Urban Villages (UVs) or city wide.
a This alternative would mitigate the intense environmental impacts on UVs by spreading
development throughout the city.

3) No aternative analysis was made for directing transportation dollars and other financial
resources to currently underserved and underdevel oped areas of the City.

a. Investing capital resources in out-lying neighborhoods would make them more
attractive to prospective residents, and increase the demand for builders to utilize the
sufficient zoned capacity in alternative #1. Thiswould serve to lessen specific
environmental impacts by spreading growth over alarger area.

4) No aternative analysis was made for levying impact fees on developersto improve
transportation and other infrastructure in neighborhoods where there is current zoned capacity
(Alternative #1) that is under-utilized.

a. By improving livability in out-lying communities, the City would create a high-demand
environment through-out the city and spread the impact of development, hopefully

mitigating the need for some neighborhoods to absorb highest impact environmental
disruption.

5) No analysis was done of the merits and compatibility of Alternative #1 with the 2035
Comprehensive Plan.

a. Current citywide zoning has capacity for 3 times the projected growth in residents

6) All of the DEIS Alternatives presuppose the city will grow based upon the current high growth
trend.

a. All of the analyses should have included alow, middle and high growth trend analysis.

b. A simple review of the previous 20 years will show that any of these scenarios are
plausible and should be considered before policies that create intense environmental
impacts are implemented.

c. The City isreacting to the current short term trend asiif it will continue indefinitely.
7) No aternative analysis was made for a gradual implementation of up-zones.

a. Alternatives #2 and #3 are shotgun approaches that create significant and possibly
uncontemplated intense impacts immediately.

b. The most intense impacts could be mitigated somewhat by spreading out incremental
up-zones over a 15 or 20-year period.

c. A gradual approach would allow the city to pin-point future policies and resourcesin
conjunction with smaller less intensive growth areas. This creates a more precisely
targeted balance of environmental mitigation between high impact areas and
compensatory city investments.
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d. Furthermore, many of the micro-environmental impacts on specific blocks, which are
only cursorily discussed in the DEIS, should be given more thought and deeper analysis
before implementation. Micro-rezones spread over time should have been included as
an aternative to this blanket approach.

8) No statistics of “maximum zoned density” were included in this report.

a. Thisinformation would give the public a comparative tool to understand the
environment these alternatives would create.

b. In some urban villages, under Alternative 3, a maximum build-out of the proposed up-
zones would make the neighborhoods the densest population areas in the world.

9) No analysis of the utilization of current zoned capacity was included in Alternative #1.
a. Current trend of 10,000 + units per year being built in the city will more than address
the 70,000 estimated in-migration over the life of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan.

b. Rent increase trend has slowed in 2017 as the apartment building boom is starting to
catch up with demand. No analysis was made of the current projects “in the pipeling”

for 2018 and 2019.

¢. New Units constructed in 2015 and 2016 = 10,000

d. New Units being constructed in 2017 = 10,000

e. New Units being permitted for 2018 = 13,000

f. Rental rate increases:

i. 2015 8.2%

ii. 2016 7.1%

iii. 2017 5.4%

Specific Comments:
10) Policy LU 1.3

a. Alternative #3, where applied to select Residentia Urban Villages (RUV), does not
conform to a“low to moderate density and scale of development” as found in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan.

i. For instance, the drastic rezone of al single family residential zoning to Low Rise

2 &amp; 3 (LR2 &amp; LR3) in the Stone Way/Aurora section of the Wallingford RUV
cannot be considered “moderate”.

ii. A jump from Residential Single Family to Low Rise 3isa3tier increase (M2) —

the largest proposed up-zone of any in the plan. Thisis not “moderate”.

iii. Thereisno Light Rail Station that would merit consideration of a*“higher

density or scale” anywhere in the Wallingford RUV.

11) Impacts of Alternative 2

a. Alternative 2 does not use the Opportunity-Displacement concept for allocation of up-
zones among neighborhoods, yet it is analyzed under the same methodology when
compared to Alternative 3.

b. The DEIS should use the Seattle 2035 20-year growth strategy as the criteriafor
evaluating Alternative 2 — not just a comparison to Alternative 3 which used the
Opportunity-Displacement methodology.

c. Likewise, Alternative 3 should also be analyzed using the Seattle 2035 20-year growth
strategy as part of its evaluation criteria.

12) 3.2.3 Mitigation Measures

a. The DEIS states that “ The Production of more low-income housing would allow more
peopl e including low-income households to live in areas with high access to

opportunity.”

b. However, because the MHA program allows the devel oper the option to pay afeein lieu
of building affordable units, there is no guarantee that a single new low-income housing
unit will be built in any neighborhood designated as “ high opportunity”.

c¢. The DEIS should affirmatively state this as a range of possible outcomes, including
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“zero” new units built in particular aress.
d. The same goes for most pointsin 3.2.3. There is ho guarantee that any units will be
built near transit centers, for instance.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:23:45 PM

The City Acknowledges that the Aesthetics Analysisis Deficient.

The overarching issueis the City’ s position that, due to the sheer magnitude of its proposed project, it isunable to
provide a

comprehensive study of the aesthetic impacts to the impacted neighborhoods and thus, it need only provide a non-
specific study that

could apply generically to any urban village.

In redity, the City would certainly be able to provide a village-by- village study but has chosen not to. The reason
for this

choiceislikely twofold. First, the amount of work, time and costs associated with undertaking a detailed study for
this massive

proposed rezone is substantial. Second, and likely more importantly, the City would be forced to disclose specific
negative aesthetic

impacts on a neighborhood level and the lack of meaningful mitigation would be more sharply apparent.

The City’ s dismissive attitude of the individual neighborhoods it proposes to impact is entirely consistent with its
lack of any

targeted, neighborhood specific planning or collaboration throughout the entire HALA/MHA process. Residents
should not be

required to accept an insubstantial study because the City opted to proceed with a project too large to manage under
existing EIS

requirements.

1. Urban Form Analysis Fails to Take Into Account Neighborhood Characteristics

The City takes the approach of describing “common” built formsto provide a“baseling” for analyzing the
proposal’ s aesthetic

impacts on single-family neighborhoods. 3.127. The pictures utilized by the City suggest the proposed changes to
the aesthetic

character of all neighborhoods are already happening and thus, its proposed action will have no real impact. The
City’s cursory

approach willfully ignores the distinct nature of each urban village and the potentially for vastly differing aesthetic
impacts resulting

from the proposed rezoning.

The City describes atypical block of “established single family housing” as having “many homes with an age of 50
years or

older.” The City then states that “[n]ew single-family homes often replace existing older single-family homes, and
many exceed the

scale of older homes nearby, noting that this “infill single-family home development” does not require design
review and will proceed

regardless of the proposed rezoning action. The picture of the new infill development is boxy, bulky and extremely
consistent with

the lowrise zoned structure pictured directly below it. Notably, the picture of the lowrise structure is taken from
farther away so asto

give the impression of compatibility in scale with the infill single family home pictured.

The clear implication is that neighborhoods are going to change to the bulky, boxy structure without any rezoning
and thus, the

impacts of the proposed action are inconsequential. This fails to recognize that certain urban villages, such asthe
Junction Urban

Village have neighborhoods with blocks substantially filled with homes near or over acentury old designed in
craftsman and other

timeless styles. Homes of this type remain sought after as evidenced by the high prices they continue command in
the market.
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Consequently, with some exceptions, most of the blocks within certain neighborhoods (e.g., the Junction Urban
Village) are not, in

fact, significantly transitioning to the style depicted in Exhibit 3.3-3.

By way of example, the 4 single-family areas proposed to be rezoned to multi-family within the Junction Urban
Village are

substantially comprised of very old homes, which give each area a distinct character, which the community has
indicated it values.

Design Review Mitigation is Unavailable for Most Proposed Changes to Single-Family

The City describes Seattle’ s Design Review Program as atool to consider issues such as proposed project’s building
and site

design, open space, relationship to adjacent buildings, street frontage, relationship to unusual aspects of the site like
views or slopes,

and pedestrian and vehicular access, among other things. The City states that “the program reviews most new
multifamily . . . projects

in Seattle.” Unfortunately, as the City goes on describe, design review is currently inapplicable to the majority of
projectsfalling

within the RSL, LR1, LR2 and some L R3 categories and proposed changes will further reduce the applicability of
design review for

this zoning type. These are the precise zoning types to which the City proposes to change single family under MHA.
Nonetheless, the City cites design review as a mitigation tool for aimost every negative aesthetic impact it describes
inthe EIS,

at the same time knowing that this tool will be unavailable for most of the projects that will dominate the single
family neighborhoods

proposed to be rezoned. The City iswilling to make changes to devel opment regulations to further the
implementation of the

proposed MHA rezones. It should also be required to make changes to the regulations to ensure that design review is
available

mitigate the impact of those rezones.

3. Potentially Impacted Views are Not Identified and Mitigation is Not Provided.

While acknowledging that the Comprehensive Plan states a policy that public views are protected, the EIS does not
identify

any of the specific protected public views, or even the general types of protected public views that will potentially
be impacted within

the areas subject to the proposed rezones. Instead, the EIS simply concludes that, because devel opment regulations
do not currently

set precise requirements for protecting views within individual development projects, public view protection can be
addressed through

the design review process. Again, design review will not apply to most of the RSL, LR1, LR2 and LR3 devel opment
—all of the new

proposed zoning designations for single-family areas. Therefore, essentially no mitigation or protection is proposed
for these areas.

The City iswilling to make changes to development regulations to further the implementation of the proposed MHA
rezones. It

should also be required to make changes to the regulations to mitigate the impact of those rezones on public views.
Asto private views, while observing that they are

3. Describing Aesthetics Impacts by Using (M), (M1) and (M2) Tler Categoriesis Inadequate.

Rather than undertaking a neighborhood-by- neighborhood analysis, the City simply categorizes the types of zoning
jumps that

are proposed to occur into three categories: (M), (M1), and (M2) and then generally describes some of the aesthetic
changes that may

occur.

(M1) encompasses both change from SF to LR1 and SF to LR2. Thereis asignificant difference between LR1 and
LR2in

terms of change to neighborhood character, i.e., rowhouses and townhouses versus apartment buildings, yet the EIS
lumps them

together with no independent analysis.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:26:29 PM

Proposed “mitigation” will make the parking crisis worse, providing no mitigation.
DEISp. 3-239
“The specific measures described below are al potential projects that the City could consider
to modify or expand current strategies:

Parking maximums that would limit the number of parking spaces which can be built
with new devel opment.

Review the parking minimums currently in place for possible revisions.

Unbundling of parking to separate parking costs from total property cost, allowing
buyers or tenants to forgo buying or leasing parking spaces.

Increased parking taxes/fees.

Review and revise transit pass provision programs for employees.

Encourage or require transit pass provision programs for resident—King County Metro
has a Passport program for multifamily housing that is similar to its employer-based
Passport program. The program discounts transit passes purchased in bulk for
residences of multifamily properties.”
The City admits the parking crisis, including a number of neighborhoods where parking
demand is pre-projects ABOVE 100%! The projects can only exacerbate the crisis.
Reducing parking maximums for developers who elect to provide parking in their
developments will exacerbate the parking crisis, reducing the number of parking spaces
available in the neighborhoods.
Reviewing parking minimumswill NOT create any additional neighborhood parking. In 2012,
the City Council removed the parking requirements for new development in the urban villages
and the City Council has steadfastly refused to reconsider.
Tenants are NOT currently required to lease parking spaces so unbundling has no affect. A
major problem caused by the City Council’s decision to eliminated parking requirements for
new development in the urban villages, is small efficiency dwelling unit developments
(SEDUs) with no parking to unbundle.

The City has no evidence that its failed “transit pass’ program will increase available parking
in the neighborhoods. This “mitigation” doubles down on the failed theory behind the SEDUs
that in neighborhoods with adequate transit, residents of SEDUs wouldn’t need cars. But, in
fact, studies have shown that 30-40% of SEDU residents have cars, greatly increasing the
demand for on-street parking compared to the single-family residences the SEDUs usually
replace.

3. Instead of specifically showing the level of parking demand the City must mitigate, the City claims
that magically there will be no significant parking impacts.

DEISp. 3-242

“The parking impacts are anticipated to be brought to aless-than- significant level by
implementing a range of possible mitigation strategies such as those discussed in 3.4.3
Mitigation Measures. While there may be short-term impacts as individual developments are
completed (causing on-street parking demand to exceed supply), it is expected that over the
long term with expanded paid parking zones, revised RPZ permitting, more sophisticated
parking availability metrics, and continued expansion of non-auto travel options, the on-
street parking situation will reach a new equilibrium. Therefore, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts to parking are expected.”

The City has NOT seriously considered the parking crisis and the effects of upzoning on that
parking crisis. What is the current excess demand for parking spaces in the neighborhoods?
What additional excess parking space demand will be created by the upzoning projects?
Which neighborhoods will the upzone projects add to the listed category of neighborhoods
with over 100% demand for parking? How many parking spaces will each of the City’s
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proposed “mitigations’ create (or eliminate)? In short, this DEIS is a superficial ook at the

parking crisis that the City Council continues to exacerbated will policies like eliminating the
parking requirements for new development in the urban villages

4. By exacerbating the parking crisis, MHA upzoning creates a safety problem because those coming
in late will have the most difficulty and have to walk in the dark.

So far, the practical effect of the parking crisisis that residents spend more and more time

trying to find parking and end up parking farther and farther away from their residences.

Especially in the autumn and winter months, that means that |ater-arriving residents, after

parking, must walk farther and farther to their residences alone IN THE DARK. This creates a
safety problem for women and for men.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:29:07 PM

Section 3.7.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. This section states that Development under all
3 alternatives which includes the adopted 2035 Plan would have significant adverse impacts to Parks
and open Space. It states however that these impacts can be avoided through the mitigation measures
described in section 3.7.3. This section of the draft EIS makes reference to mitigation strategies outline
in the 2035 Plan EIS and identifies impact fees for open space and transfer of development rights(TDR)
as effective mitigation measure. These mitigation measures are also identified in draft EIS to address the
two MHA dternative significant adverse impacts to Parks and Open Space. These mitigation measures
appear to be grosdy inadequate to provide effective mitigation of the significant adverse impacts
identified. Impact fees have been discussed for years in the City of Seattle with no action taken. In fact,
Sesttle is the only major city in Washington state that has not enacted impact fees. Thereis also the
potential legal issue that promises were made by the City Administration to get support for HALA that
either prohibited or discouraged the use of impact fees. TDR have not been widely used and evidence
needs to be provided that they can in fact deal the reduction in the availability of Parks and Open Space
with project growth for all 3 alternatives.

Alternative 1 would reguire the acquisition of 40 acres of useable land for active park usage. The 2017
Development plan calls for the acquisition of 13.5 acres by 2023, another 13.5 acres by 2020 and the
final 13.5 acres by 2013. The plan documents land prices from 2013 to 2015 ranging from $137 to $517
per sg. ft. The price of land, given current demand driven by accel erate growth, has most likely
increased these acquisition numbers. The low number of $137 was used and inflated it to $150 per sq.
ft. The $150 per sg. ft. number would mean that an acre of useable land for active park purposed would
cost in today’ s dollars $6, 534,000. The only funding source for land acquisition for Parksisin the Park
District 2015-2010 spending plan that has provided a little over $2,000,000 per year starting in 2016.
This amount can be matched by King County. This funding source would provide alittle more than $20
million dollars through 2020 and another 13 million if the same amount of acquisition funding is
continued into the in the next Park District spending plan That would provide 33 million dollars at
today’ s prices to offset $88.2 million dollars in estimated acquisition costs just for 13.5 acres. These
numbers indicate that there would be a significant short fall in acquiring the needed 40 acres without
significant amount of other funding being provided. The Park acquisition needs for the other two MHA
aternatives requiring 434 most likely cannot be achieved based upon the previous discussion of
acquiring just 40 acres and therefore cannot be mitigated.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:32:07 PM

DEIS Section 1.0 (Summary)

Page 1.7, Alternative 2 Heading

This section reads: “ Alternative 2 implements MHA, applying specific zoning map
changes based on a set of basic planning concepts, policiesin the

Comprehensive Plan, and MHA Implementation Principles developed during
community engagement.”

Claims of “community engagement” rely heavily on feedback from Focus Groups
and the online application Consider. It.

Focus Groups were a Failed Experiment. The concept of the “focus group”

has been severely criticized from within by participating members and from
outside observers. Our team of residents from Wallingford attended and

observed nearly all of the focus group monthly meetings for the 10 months for all
the Hub, Low Density, Medium Density and Expansion neighborhoods.
(WallHALA observers attendance is documented on city sign ins).

e Focus Group Selection. The members were handpicked by city departments
and the Mayor’ s office. The city narrowed the applicant pool of nearly 600
(mostly north end residents) to about 140. This experimental method had only
4 or 5 people per urban village who were under no obligation to seek in put
from their neighbors nor to share out information they received. These are
major flaws in the process. The thousands of people who live in each urban
village had token representation in the focus groups.

The data shows that 33% were renters, 24% owners and 43% would not
identify. Again, no assurance this group was balanced in terms of
homeowners and renters which is about 50/50 in Seattle or that the “most
impacted” group with proposed elimination of single family propertiesis
represented sufficiently.

e Focus Group “One sizefitsal” method. The issues of rezoning city wide
neighborhoods were discussed in genera terms because about 6- 8
neighborhoods were lumped together according to a similar density category
such as (hub, low, medium and expansion). The city proceeded with a” one
sizefitsal mentality.” The differencesin schools, parks, libraries, community
centers, assets or deficiencies, topography, view protection, variancesin
commercial districts, road widths and arterials, historic properties, race and
cultural differences were not addressed. There were no map references for
comparisons to differences in individual neighborhoods throughout the
meetings so application of “principles’ was general and disconnected from
specific neighborhood context.

For instance, if aprinciple says place housing “near” schools, the context

for "near” was never defined in terms of distance. However, when translated
in Wallingford much of SF (single family) would be changed to

RSL (residentia small lot) including splitting lots across the street from the
school. This has a huge impact on the residents who live there, but they were
not invited to share in determining these principles or decisions. The
applications were not clearly explained in individual neighborhood context.
The Urban Village rezone maps were not presented until the very end of the
focus group process. Again, individual neighborhood application of principles
were discussed briefly at the end.. A similar case could be made for all the
other principles like views, housing choices and transitions that were not
applied in the context of neighborhoods.
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e Focus Group Attendance drops off. The Low density focus group
(wWallingford) near the end in late Sept., 2016, reviewed the Urban Village
rezone maps just released. 7 observers from Wallingford witnessed the
remaining 12 of 40 focus group members going over 8 neighborhood
rezone maps. They would spend about 15 minutes on each rezoned
neighborhood map. Only 3 of the 12 remaining members could speak

for Wallingford as residents. A resident possesses more of the intimate
knowledge needed to recommend decisions of such magnitude for each
urban village. In no way, should the city be able to say that the focus groups
were effective in having adequate neighborhood representation. The
attendance had dropped off in al the density groups significantly, but the city
till uses the focus groups as a credible source for decision making. In
reference to 1.7, the focus group feedback is not reliable data to shape Alt 2.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:33:21 PM
Page 1.37

A portion of this section reads. “However, substantial community engagement
has been conducted already as summarized in Appendix B, and there will be
additional opportunities for community engagement through this SEPA process,
and at the time of City Council deliberation on the proposal.”

| disagree based on insufficient city actions to date to minimize displacement
and homel essness happening now . So far the city is unsuccessful in slowing
displacement and homel essness which seems to go hand and hand with new
development. It appears that until speculation can be minimized , affordable
housing plans that rely on inaccurate community engagement data is insufficient
reason to implement MHA/HALA rezoning proposals.

The city has no accurate inventory of existing affordable homes outside of what
the city knows are rent restricted homes. The city estimates so far of
displacement are very “low ball” when demonstrated by the U District MHA
advocate John Fox.. Until the city can be more accurate in terms of
displacement risks, the city has no business implementing MHA with developer
incentives and should delay implementation until an effective displacement
prevention plan and an aternative affordable housing plan offered without up
zonesisin place. If MHA isfurther implemented by City Council, there will be
little deliberation to address displacement issues.



From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:34:17 PM
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DEIS Section 2 (Alternativesto MHA)

Page 2.12

Murray’ s Equitable Outreach Order, June, 2016

This section refers to Resolution 31622 which established atwo year plan for
“community engagement.” Murray’ s executive order called “ Achieving Equitable
Outreach and Engagement for All” was released in June, 2016. The purpose
was to inform possible City Council action on specific implementation actions to
address housing affordability. Murray’s 2016 Executive Order “stated that doing
outreach and engagement differently isatop priority”. The Dept of
Neighborhood' s charge is to bring equity into public engagement. It's effect has
had the opposite result. It [imits citizen engagement to just a few handpicked by
the Mayor and City Council.

To address the changes resulting from the Executive Order, the most shocking
news was that the city cut ties with 13 District Councils. Human resources
should be valued by the city and not so callously cast aside. Most people's
reaction to the discrediting of councils revealed that the city has an attitude that
neighborhood volunteers are not really valued unless the city picks them.
Dismissing District Councils in June, 2016 resulted in assigning

responsibilities to a 16 member Community Involvement Commission

selected by the Mayor and City Council just starting in July, 2017

The District Councils lost their ability to coordinate budgeting neighborhood
projects. These responsibilities will now be moved to the “Community
Involvement Commission.” selection again by the Mayor and City Council. The
CIC group volunteers 3-6 hours amonth.. Also, DON reduced their staff tied to
geographical neighborhoods.

The city’ s reformed public engagement touts a program of undefined
geographic neighborhoods and a more generic approach known as
“community”. Specific neighborhood empowerment has been deliberately
diminished. Thisis consistent with the city’ s selective processes to choose the
participants for Focus groups, Design Workshops, the Community Involvement
Commission and structuring group participation so numbers of participants are
limited to suit the city outcomes.

The city is deliberately marginalizing the influence of homeowners who are as
single family property owners “most impacted” by proposed elimination of single
family zoning in Urban Villages city wide. Supposedly, the city is seeking to
expand engagement, but continues to use a very selective process to manipulate
public engagement outcomes. The changes proposed in the Mayor’ s Executive
order to reform public engagement are not Inclusivein serving al taxpayers,
residents, income levels, renters, homeowners, various age groups, races and
cultural backgrounds equally.
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From: Barbara Noah

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:45:40 PM

Attachments: Wallingford Capacity Shrink Map (N 45th only) 2017-01-17.pdf

The city is not changing or modifying MHA/HALA in response to feedback from

the residents. The expectation of taxpayersis that you weigh in on proposed

policy and in theory that policy can be modified according to feedback. Thisisa

basic principle of democracy. That is not what istaking place. Criticism is not noted or is deflected. Alternative
opinions are marginalized.

Also, many people in the urban villages have not been reached by the city and do not even know what may happen
to their properties and lives. The community has not been properly engaged.

There has been documented evidence of a high degree of opposition by Wallingford
residents to MHA/HALA’s plans to eliminate SF zoning in the Wallingford UV. Residents
have repeated these messages at public hearings for MHA and the 2035 Comp Plan , in
many resident emails to Council, comments from the Wallingford Design Workshop, the
Mayor’s Find It Fix It Walk in March, 2017 and the sign protest featured on KOMO TV.
Wallingford's opposition to the elimination of single family housing and the lack of
confidence in MHA is thoroughly documented.

The SF up zones are unnecessary due to existing capacity asin DEIS Alt 1.

WALLHALA has distributed hundreds of “NO GRAND BARGAIN UPZONE “signs and
residents have voluntarily displayed them throughout the neighborhood. The city does

not want to acknowledge the opposition in Wallingford to eliminate 700 single family
properties within the Wallingford urban village. Alternatives 2 and 3 in the DEIS do not
reflect the desires of Wallingford feedback from public engagement due to dependence
on up Zones.

Affordable housing can be achieved in Wallingford WITHOUT the devel oper giveaway grand bargain up zones, but
no one in the city government will yield their top-down resistance to that fact. Wallingford has developed a
shrunken up zone area map, which is more than sufficient to provide the number of units needed. See attachment.

Furthermore, taking feesin lieu of affordable housing will just make Wallingford more expensive, lessinclusive,
and serve to build affordable housing off site.

LISTEN TO YOUR RESIDENTS, CITY OF SEATTLE!
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Proposal to change the boundary of the Wallingford Urban Village.

Wallingford Residential Urban Village
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Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Aesthetics

Transportation

Judith and Tom Noble

The MHA uses the affected neighborhoods as an ATM to get
funding for affordable housing at the expense of neighborhood
residents. There EIS should include an alternative that looks at
the effects of development in an environment of impact fees
rather than selling out neighborhoods.

Graphics in this section distort the real impact of potential
changes by using perspective drawings which do not allow real
side-by side comparisons.

Parking impacts are not realistically discussed. There is a lot of
wishful thinking. Assuming that transit passes and access to light
rail will reduce car travel to downtown is one thing. Assuming
that it will reduce car ownership is something completely
different. There is NO evidence presented to show that car
ownership will be reduced, hence parking impacts will continue
and will be more difficult as parking requirements related to
development are reduced or eliminated. This section should be
redone with some real data related to car ownership, not to
transit use or use of other alternative transportation .

Urban Forest and Tree Canopy

The City has compiled data about tree canopy coverage across
the City and includes significant data within the DEIS to assert
that further development would do little to affect this important
biological resource. The major flaw in this analysis is that the
City fails to distinguish between deciduous trees and evergreen
trees. This distinction is important because of the climate of
Seattle.

The DEIS acknowledges the role of trees in intercepting
rainwater. In Seattle, our rainiest seasons are also when many
deciduous trees are relatively bare. Thus the role of evergreen
trees in rainwater interception, and hence reduction of storm
water impacts, is most important and should be included in the
analysis.

The following citations build the case that:

1. Evergreen trees are significantly more effective at rainwater
interception than deciduous trees.

2. In Seattle, the evergreen tree canopy is disproportionately on
land currently zoned single family.

3. Seattle does not encourage evergreen trees as street trees,
SO any increases in street tree canopy will not mitigate for loss of
evergreen canopy during development. This is especially so
when development is allowed to completely clear a lot and then
replant since landscaping requirements do not require using
evergreen trees even if evergreens were lost during
redevelopment..

1. Evergreen trees are significantly more effective at rainwater



Biological Resources

interception than deciduous trees..

There are several published documents that are of note on this
issue.

Siddam, Ravali, "Estimating the benefits of trees in storm water
management" (2014). These and Dissertations. 1793.
http://utdr.utoledo.edu/theses-dissertations/1793

"Average interception of rainfall by a forest canopy ranges from
10-40% depending on species, time of year, and precipitation
rates per storm event. In urban and suburban settings, a single
deciduous tree can intercept from 500 to 760 gallons per year;
and a mature evergreen can intercept more than 4,00 gallons
per year." p 26

Using the National Tree Benefit Calculator
(http://www.treebenefits.com/calculator/) one can easily
determine the relative benefits of various tree types for rainwater
interception in the Seattle area. Even a 6 inch diameter western
red cedar intercepts 305 gallons of water per year as compared
to a linden tree (a common Seattle street tree) which intercepts
232 gallons a year. A western red cedar of 45" diameter (below
the regulatory threshold for preservation) intercepts 6,023
gallons per year as contrasted with 4,032 for a similar diameter
Bigleaf maple (another common Seattle deciduous tree.) The
loss of a single mature Western Red Cedar would require the
planting of 26 Linden trees and even then, the Linden trees
would not be functioning at capacity during peak winter storm
events.

2. In Seattle, the evergreen tree canopy is disproportionately on
land currently zoned single family.

"72% of Seattle's tree canopy is deciduous and 28% is
coniferous. Most of the conifers are on single-family land (52%).
2016 Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment

pdf available through
http://www.seattle.gov/trees/canopycover.htm

3. Seattle does not encourage evergreen trees as street trees,
so increases in street tree canopy will not likely mitigate for loss
of evergreen canopy during development when zoning increases
the buildable footprint in any currently single family area.
"Conifer trees are very desirable, but not generally
recommended for street planting. The lower limbs can cause
visibility/safety problems at driveways, alleys, intersections,
signs, and signals. They may be approved for street planting if
the site is deemed appropriated. The planting of Conifers is
encouraged on appropriate private property sites.
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/treeswithreservations.htm

The City's DEIS analysis of the impact to tree canopy is cursory
and sloppy at best.

Even the City's own urban forestry documents acknowledge the
value of evergreen trees over deciduous trees and states that
only 28% of the canopy is evergreen and that 52% of these are
on single-family land. .Yet the analysis done for the DEIS does
not take into account this difference but uses a simplistic
measure of tree canopy cover.

A more informative analysis might start with acknowledging the
importance of trees in reducing water pollution and retaining
rainwater during the month when Seattle experiences the most
rain. This would require developing a coefficient to apply to the



analysis that took into account the length of time in any one year
that a tree was providing such a function. For example, if the
usefulness of an average evergreen tree was set at 1 per month,
that usefulness would be 12 for the year since the evergreens
perform their functions at all times of year. If the usefulness of an
average deciduous tree were set at 1 per month, that usefulness
might be, at best 8 per year since there are at least 4 months of
the year where they do not fully perform functions beneficial to
handling rainwater within the city.

Combine this type of analysis with the correlation between the
timing of rain events in Seattle and the times when deciduous
trees are able to perform a function in reducing rainwater effects,
and the difference in benefit from evergreen trees versus
deciduous trees becomes even greater. These numbers are
illustrative only, but such a calculation would significantly change
the analysis presented he DEIS. The City's own study on which
the DEIS relies, says that 52% of the City's evergreen trees are
located on land currently zoned single family. This key statistic
would suggest that the rezoning of currently SF lots to more
density would have a significant impact on the City's evergreen
canopy because 1) Seattle's tree protection ordinances do not
protect the maijority of evergreen trees so during development of
SF lots such trees are lost and, if replaced, are not replaced with
other evergreens; and 2) changes in development standards
which have been discussed may, in many cases, increase the
buildable footprint of a SF lot when converted to other zoning,
hence reducing the room for evergreen trees.

The point here is not the tree canopy per se, but the ecological
benefits being lost when SF zoning, which contains 52% of the
city's evergreen tree canopy, is converted to other zones which,
in aggregate, now host only 8.7% of the city's total evergreens.
(see 2016 Seattle Tree Canopy Assessment, p. 2)

The DEIS provides misleading analysis on the impact of the
proposed legislation on the benefits of tree canopy. Fuller
analysis should be done.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?
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From: Tom Noble

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Draft MHA-EIS

Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 8:51:22 PM

| request that the deadline for comments be extended to at least August 28, 2017 Theissueis
complex; we need more time to study it and respond. In addition, City departments have not
been responsive to our inquiries. Thank you

Thomas Noble
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To the OFFICE OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / Attn. MHA EIS / PO Box 34019/ \%&ﬁ&x@@ Xﬁ bo.
SEATTLE, WA 98124-4019 cain

| am a resident of South Park and request that your office complete an Environmental Impact Statement
pertaining to just the South Park Neighborhood addressing MHA. The EIS you have released does not
study the impacts to South Park. South Park has serious environmental issues that can’t be overlooked.

Furthermore we request the new South Park EIS be sentto all the residents and businesses inthe
community. Very few people have access to the internet in their homes in South Park.

Thank you.
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From: Elaine Nonneman

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Herbold, Lisa; O"Brien, Mike; Johnson, Rob; Gonzalez
Lorena; Sawant, Kshama; Harrell, Bruce; Burgess. Tim; Dobora.Juarez@seattle.gov; Bagshaw, Sally

Subject: Madison-Miller Community DEIS response

Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 10:22:55 AM

Attachments: MHA DEIS Madison-Miller Response.pdf

MMRUV-MAP-07-31-17 final.pdf

Dear HALA Team:

The Madison-Miller Park Community Group, representing the Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village,
submits the attached documents as our official community response to the MHA DEIS issued on June 8,
2017. This body of comments reflects a deep study of the DEIS and rezoning alternatives presented, in
relation to this community's guiding principles for development and specific knowledge of the density,
diversity and affordability that exist in this RUV.

We thank you for giving these recommendations your fullest consideration.

Elaine Nonneman

Co-Chair

Madison-Miller Park Community Group
(206) 325-6762
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August 3, 2017

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Dear HALA Team:

| am writing on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community group, which has been meeting
regularly to address changes to this Residential Urban Village proposed in the HALA plan. Some 200
neighbors have participated in our meetings and/or communicated with city staff involved in the HALA

Central District Open Houses of Jan 10 and May 16, and the Miller Park Neighborhood Community
Workshop of Feb 28.

Also on May 16, based on neighbors’ feedback, we submitted a statement of the community’s
guiding principles around development, and a map with our recommendations for alternative rezoning to
the HALA team. To reiterate, we recognize that there is a crisis of affordable housing in Seattle and need
for new solutions. We embrace the move toward increased density, and strongly believe that we can
achieve the proposed 2035 density goals in a way that retains the character and diversity of our
neighborhood. We want any housing development in this RUV to include affordable housing sited here.

Since release of the DEIS on June 8, we have undertaken an intensive study of that document
and Alternatives 2 and 3, led by members of our neighborhood group who are professionals in fields of
architecture and development. The enclosed “MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park
Community Group” and “Alternative Proposal” map are products of that study and discussion in bi-weekly
meetings of the neighborhood group. Both received its final approval in our Aug 2 meeting.

We ask that this document be shared with all city departments linked to the HALA process and
members of the Seattle City Council.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Elaine Nonneman, Co-Chair
Madison-Miller Park Community Group

(206) 325-6762
enonneman{@yahoo.com

Enc!
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August 2, 2017

TO: MHA.EIS@seattie.gov

RE: MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group

The foliowing comments and attached Alternate Proposal Zoning Map are respectfully submitted on
behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community Group. These comments have been compiled, reviewed,
and agreed upon by our community group, comprised of 200 members who have been involved in our
meetings over the past nine months, and close to 300 households who participated in additional
community outreach efforts and survey.

Overall Comments on MHA Alternatives 1, 2, and 3

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (With Modifications). We recommend that MHA (Mandatory
Housing Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our residential urban
village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and
DADU’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide
(not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more equitable. We
also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be
increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of affordable housing units. These
recommendations are based on the following:

¢ Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS falsely represents Madison-Miller as
“Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This misrepresentation will result in
significant negative impacts if Alternatives 2 or 3 are adopted. Please see our detailed
comments below.

¢ Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in Madison-Miller will exceed HALA density
goals without additional proposed zoning changes. Indeed, based on current development and
permitted housing units, Madison-Miller density will exceed MHA goals by the end of 2017 with
our current zoning. Other urban villages, such as West Seattle Junction and Ballard, categorized
as “Low Displacement Risk and High Access to Opportunity” have 10 ~ 30% less proposed
increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village), despite being designated for
more density as Hub Urban Villages and identified as locations for future light rail extensions.

¢ MHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide zoning changes outlined in
Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect adequate neighborhood and stakeholder input. The current zoning,
established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan, was developed with a more inclusive
process and was more responsive to neighborhood input.

e Concerns for significant negative impacts: Our request for MHA implementation with
Alternative 1 zoning map should not be understood as a resistance to increased density. As
we’ve said in previous correspondence, we embrace increased density in our neighborhood but
feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as written):

a) do not adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middie income residents;
b) do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-wide;
c) will increase racial and economic segregation;
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d) do not match increased density with increased access to green space and
recreational opportunities;

e) will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

f) pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on our narrow streets

and heavy pedestrian and bicycle usage (with Meany Middle School and the
pedestrian/bike greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2 with modifications noted in

comments below (and is opposed to DEIS proposed zoning shown in Alternative 3). Please see our

attached Alternate Proposal Zoning Map for specific zoning modifications. As noted in the DEIS,
Alternative 2 generates more housing, jobs, and affordable housing than Alternative 3. The allocation of
growth in Alternative 2 better reflects the existing character of our neighborhood, and has fewer
significant negative impacts on current stakeholders than Alternative 3.

Summary of our detailed comments to follow:

1.

Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the “High Access to
Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and need further analysis and
mitigation. We are concerned about the displacement of existing affordable housing, senior
and disabled housing, housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a half-way house and a long-
term transitional home for women)}, and a number of older apartment buildings and large
homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller has already had
significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of development.

Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a %4 mile or 10 minute
walk.

Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for Alternatives 2 and
3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety hazards with the opening of Meany
Middle School and increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the vast majority of
“Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports and summer sports camps and is
not available for public or neighborhood use. This playfield will also be used as the sole
recreational field for Meany Middle School starting this fall.

Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, roadways, and
overloaded powerlines are already compromised due to their age and condition. Garbage
pickup on our historic and narrow streets creates traffic backups now, and additional volume of
apartment buildings will increase that problem.

Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one of the two oldest
urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS does not address the
impact of losing this historic housing stock.

Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the neighborhood
(in some cases as extreme as SF (Single Family) changing to LR3(Low-Rise3}). This is in direct
conflict with the stated MHA principle to maintain and create appropriate transitions (“between
higher and lower scale zones as additional development capacity is accommodated”). The only
proposed DEIS mitigation measures for aesthetic changes to the character of the neighborhood
is the Design Review process. HALA has requested from OPCD (Office of Planning and
Community Development) a determination of non-significance for proposed changes to the
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Design Review process. The HALA proposed changes to modify the Design Review process will
further erode safeguards already in place to mitigate these adverse impacts.

Detailed Comments:

#1: Housing and Socioeconomics: “Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity” determination
is flawed and warrants further analysis of impacts and needed mitigation:

e Based on the DEIS Figure 1., Exhibit 2.1 and 2.2 the Madison-Miller Urban Village clearly has a
Moderate to High Risk of Displacement and Vulnerability and has been misrepresented.

e Although Alternative 3 aims to distribute the growth based on the displacement potential and
access to opportunity, the location of future affordable housing within this or any particular
neighborhood is highly improbable as indicated in the DEIS.

e The DEIS notes that the increase in units for each unit demolished greatly increases
displacement as established in the 2035 Seattle Comprehensive Plan. This displacement further
serves to segregate those displaced population as documented in the 7/2/2017 New York Times
article, Program to Spur Low-Income Housing is Keeping Cities Segregated; by John Elegon,
Yamich Alcindor and Agustin Armendariz.

Specific existing Madison Miller Residential Urban Village assets that have been overlooked in the
DEIS “low displacement” determination include the following:

(o]

o 0O 0O O O O

SHA (Seattle Housing Authority) and CHIP (Capitol Hill Housing) low income housing
complexes;

affordable senior housing apartments;

housing for people with physical and developmental disabilities;

existing, historic, affordable apartment buildings;

a secondary treatment housing (half-way house);

a transitional longer term housing for low income women;

the hidden density of many large old single family homes with inhabited with muitiple
tenants.

The proposed up-zones threaten the diversity and affordability of every one of these housing sites. This
greatly adds to the High Displacement Risk in MMRUV.

o The designation of “High Opportunity” is flawed, and warrants further analysis:

(o]

MADISON-MILLER has no direct access to light rail within a quarter mile or 10 minute
walk shed (see detailed comments below regarding transportation).

MMRUV has woefully inadequate park or open space available for use by the
community; this park should not add to the “high opportunity” rating (see comment #4
below).

e Specific Requests:

(@]

Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village should be categorized as Moderate to High
Displacement Risk based on the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 2035 Growth and Equity
Analysis.

Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies should be conducted to
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accurately understand the scale and negative impacts of displacement.

o Existing low income and affordable housing listed above should be protected and
designated for affordable housing development exclusively.

o The blanket labeling our residential urban village as “High Opportunity” should be
reconsidered — we believe we have at most a “moderate access to opportunity”

residential urban village, and density increases and mitigation actions should reflect
that.

#2: Transportation: Link Light Rail is not within a 10 minute walk.

No direct access to a Link light rail station within a quarter mile or 10 minute walk-shed. From
Madison Miller the shortest walk to the Capitol Hill Link Station is .8 miles or a 17 minute walk
and the longest walk is 1.3 miles, or a 27 minute walk.

The future Madison rapid transit line might improve access into downtown, however two bus
transfers are still required to reach the nearest Link light rail station.

In our community outreach survey 95% of respondents agreed that, “increased transit and
transportation options”, are among most important — this is an indicator that while we are well
situated for local transit connections, faster, more direct options are still required.

Specific Request:

Madison-Miller Urban Village should be categorized as “Low to moderate-Access to
Opportunity” with appropriate density increases for a non-Hub urban village.

#3: Transportation: Traffic and parking impacts will result in significant public safety hazards with the
opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3, and we
believe this will result in significant public safety hazards with the opening of Meany Middle
School and increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

Meany Middle School will reopen in the fall of 2017 (with a significantly increased student
population) which will have a significant impact on our current traffic and parking. The school
has no designated parking lot for parents, volunteers, or staff. Buses will travel on our narrow
streets. At lunch time, throngs of students meander through the streets on their way to Safeway
and other lunch destinations on Madison and 19"

In our community outreach survey at least 72% or respondents require on street parking.
Included in the MMRUV or within a few blocks of its borders are 4 schools: Meany Middie, Holy
Names Academy, St. Josephs k-8, and Stevens Elementary, which makes this neighborhood
very family friendly. In this family-centric neighborhood, it is unrealistic to think that ali new
residents, particularly families, will manage without a car.

Miller Playfield is a regional park used almost exclusively for league play. People from all over
the city travel to our neighborhood to utilize the park, and current parking challenges in the
neighborhood indicate that many playfield users drive and park in the neighborhood.

The pedestrian/bike greenway travels along 21* and 22", and, along with 19%, is a major bicycle
thoroughfare for families and students biking to the four area schools. Increased traffic and
construction vehicles would pose significant safety hazards, particularly on 21° Ave East, as it is
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a one-way street adjacent to the playfield and the primary entrance for Meany, as well as the
school bus loading zone. Maximized and illegal parking on the narrow streets causes blind turns
at intersections and traffic circles.
Specific Requests:
o Further data gathering, analysis, and impact mitigation studies should be conducted to
accurately understand the negative impacts to traffic, parking, and public safety.
o Within the MMRUV all new development must include onsite parking to mitigate the
impacts of higher density on the functionality and livability of this neighborhood.

#4: Open Space: We have very little neighborhood park or open space, as the vast majority of “Miller

Park” is utilized as a regional play field for league sports and is not available for public use. This
“park” will also be used as Meany Middle School’s sole recreational outdoor facilities starting this

fall.

Madison-Miller currently has approximately 1.6 acres of open space per 1000 residents.
Alternatives 2 and 3 further decrease by Madison-Miller parks and open space level of service to
1.2 and 1.1 acres per 1000 people, respectively.

In our community outreach survey 86% of respondents agreed that, “accessible public green
spaces”, are highly important.

The DEIS indicates the entire acreage of Miller Park and Playfield as our open green space.
However, the majority of this park is utilized as a very popular regional playfield, used almost
exclusively for league play. The playfield is NOT a community asset and league games are often
utilizing the playfield until 10 pm most days of the week, year-round.

In addition, much of the park space is associated with Meany Middle School. Meany does not
meet Washington State minimum school requirements for on-site outdoor recreational area or
on-site parking. Instead it uses Miller Park for school activities and the neighborhood for staff
and parent parking.

The DEIS does not take any of these factors into consideration. Mitigation is not provided, only
suggested as potentially addressed under future City planning and analysis efforts.

Given the lot sizes in the area, it is unlikely that developers will be incentivized to provide open
space within their projects.

Specific Requests:

o The DEIS shouid be required to calculate the actual acreage of the park that will be open
to the public (and neighborhood) with consideration of Meany Middle Schoof’s use of
the park.

o Before up-zoning the MMRUV the City of Seattle needs to procure additional open
space within the MMRUYV and future development must pay impact fees to cover those
costs.

#5: Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, road ways, and
garbage pick-up are already compromised due to their age and condition and our narrow streets.

The Madison-Miller area regularly has flooded street intersections and alleys that will be
exacerbated by dramatic increases in impervious surface. SDOT (Seattle Department of
Transportation) and the City of Seattle provides little to no street cleaning services.

Garbage, recycling, and compost pick-up is not discussed in the Draft EIS. Because of the small

5
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lots and extremely narrow alleys that do not allow for garbage truck access, collection for
larger buildings will be forced to the street edge, creating unsightly and unhealthy dumpsters
adjacent to single family homes, blocking traffic and parking, and obscuring sight lines.

In our community outreach survey 83% of respondents agreed that, “infrastructure
improvements and additions should be made concurrent with increases in density.”e.g. upgrade
road surfaces, sewer lines, power lines and storm drainage.

Specific Requests:

o To mitigate the infrastructure impacts from up zones in both Alternative 2 and 3
development impact fees need to be incorporated into any up-zones to improve existing
infrastructure (that is) in poor condition. Without fees to mitigate these impacts the
functionality and livability of neighborhoods are sacrificed.

#6: Historic Resources: Madison-Miller is one of the two oldest urban villages which has experienced
some of the greatest growth by percentage and number of households in the past 20 years and
will have over 50% growth increase under proposed changes. However, the DEIS does not

address the impact of losing this historic housing stock to the changing character of this Urban

Village.

The Draft EIS notes the potential for development to indirectly impact the setting of historic
areas and the historic fabric of neighborhoods. Madison-Miller is not a forma!l historic district, so
no context statement has been prepared for this area, which is at the edge of what was known
as “Catholic Hill.” In the DEIS Section 3.3 the Madison-Miller Urban Village is stated “as one of
the two oldest Urban Villages that is proposed to have over 50% growth increase”. It is further
noted that MMUV will have a 50% density increase in Alternative 1, and higher than 50% in
Alternative 2 and 3.

Preservation Green Lab produced study, “Older, Smaller, Better: measuring how the character
of buildings and blocks influences urban vitality.” Neighborhoods with a smatler — scaled mix of
old and new buildings draw a higher proportion of non-chain shops, restaurants, women and
minority owned business than new neighborhoods. The MMRUV has this variety.

The vast majority of the homes and apartment buildings within this urban village were built
before 1930, with several built in the 1890’s. There is nothing in the DEIS that addresses the
impact of losing this historic housing stock.

Alternative 3 would have the (highest) potential for detrimental change to its historic character.
DEIS proposed mitigation measures consist of policies in the comprehensive pian regarding
consistency of new development within existing setting are vague and not supported by
regulations. In fact, the recently proposed changes submitted to OPCD to modify the Design
Review process will further reduce safeguards currently in place to mitigate these adverse
impacts.

Furthermore, most of the projects that would impact the existing SF zones under new MHA
zoning changes would be under Design Review thresholds due to lot sizes and not subject to
formal design review. Even more if the HALA proposed changes to Design Review Process are
impiemented.

RSL {Residential Small Lot) up-zones proposed in Alternative 2 would provide the opportunity
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for increased density and infill while also allowing for less actual demolition of existing historic
era housing.
Specific Requests:

o Single Family up zones in Residential Urban Villages should be retained as shown in
Alternative 1 or limited to Residential Small Lot, as shown in Alternative 2, to assist in
preserving the historic character and architectural diversity of this neighborhood.

o Standards should be proposed that require more not less Desigh Review for more
Development Projects in Residential Urban Viliages.

#7: Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in dramatic changes to the character of the

neighborhood, are not in alignment with MHA stated principles, and would result in loss of
character and livability.

Exhibits 3.3-14 and 15 show a dramatic change in character even though they minimize the true
effect of Alternative 3 on Madison-Miller, because the added units are shown adjacent to much
bulkier structures than are currently allowed within the single family areas. Comparable
examples for Alternative 2 also have aesthetic impacts, but to a lesser degree than Alternative
3.

Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the neighborhood {in some
cases as extreme as SF changing to L3). These are not in alignment with the stated principles of
the MHA to maintain and create appropriate transitions between higher and iower scale zones.
“Privacy Standards” would “address the placement of windows”, but this is vague and does not
address overall aesthetics or privacy.

Upper level setbacks and side modulation provide limited relief from a dramatic increase in butk
adjacent to one and two story homes with pitched roofs and large windows and small side
setbacks.

The impact of these changes represent a “substantial” change, but as disclosed by the DEIS is
considered not a significant impact due to the “urban context of a rapidly growing city.” “Urban
Context of Rapidly Growing City” is the cause of this significant impact. This explanation does
not make the impact go away and should not release the preparers of their responsibility to
address this significant impact and do they offer any effective solutions to develop effective
mitigation measures. There are methods to limit, block by block, the total density that can be
constructed. They could implement greater requirements for open space to offset density
increases. This substantial change is not justified or necessary to implement the MHA program.
Under the current zoning, as represented in Alternative 1, density goals will be accommodated.
The massive increase in units proposed by Alternative’s 2 and 3 will likely displace existing low
income and affordable units and new affordable units are extremely unlikely to be built in the
Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village.

Proposed DEIS mitigations for aesthetic changes to the character of the neighborhood are vague
and inadequate. Modifications to design review and “Other Potential Mitigation Measures” are
not required or guaranteed to occur. Instead the Draft EIS couches the mitigation in very non-
committal terms such as, “for example, design review could include.” The recently proposed
changes submitted to OPCD to modify the Design Review process will further erode safeguards
currently in place to mitigate adverse impacts.

Under the current requirements included in the MHA DEIS proposal many of the developments
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would be below the threshold for formal design review and do not require SEPA review.
We strongly disagree with the conclusion in Section 3-3 that “aesthetic impacts should be
reduced to less than significant levels”. This is an untrue misrepresentation that is in fact
contradicted by the DEIS Growth & Equity Composite Vulnerability indicators Figure 4, and
Displacement Risk index Figure 5.

Specific Requests:
o Neighborhood Community Councils need to be reinstated with Architectural Review
Panels that create design standards consistent with the character of each neighborhood,
All development on lots that represent a change in scale will be required to be reviewed

by these neighborhood Architectural Review Panels for compliance with neighborhood
design standards.

Conclusions:

The MHA DEIS reads more as promotional material for the MHA program. It is not an objective
evaluation of the significant impacts of the programs implementation, nor a fair attempt to provide
measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of the program. The Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village
community has responded to MHA DEIS proposals by investing a large amount of time and
consideration to provide the most constructive feedback possible to both preserve that which makes it
livable, unique, and a part of what makes Seattle great and at the same time add density and MHA
contribution. After extensive review of the MHA DEIS we have concluded that:

The Madison Miller Residential Urban Village is and will continue to be highly impacted by a
growing Seattle. Both Alternative’s 2 and 3 in the MHA DEIS will put at risk this functional,
livable, and unique neighborhood;

As a community we support Alternative 1, with the modifications stated previously, which could
better meet both density and affordability goals without sacrificing the fabric of this community;
Residents in the Madison Miller Urban Village have been displaced and will continue to be at
risk in the future. Residents will be at an even higher risk for displacement with the proposed
future development shown in Alternative’s 2 and 3;

Given the over burdened and narrow streets within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban
Village on site parking must be required for all single family and multifamily housing
development;

Current low income and affordable housing options are at risk for demolition without
replacement under the MHA Alternative’s 2 and 3 rezones. If affordability is not a false promise
of MHA then these complexes, within the Madison-Miller Residential Urban Village, need to be
protected;

MHA would be most fairly, equitably, and effectively implemented as a citywide program and as
a fee applied to all development in the city;

All development within areas that are rezoned must include developer impact fees to help pay
for infrastructure impacts;
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e MHA should be implemented to all development throughout the city. MHA should also be
implemented without citywide rezones as proposed in Alternative’s 2 & 3 and without the
changes to existing land use zoning i.e. LR1 throughout the city should become LR1{M});

¢ The MHA contribution or percentage of affordable housing should be significantly higher than
the current proposed levels;

e For these reasons, we prefer implementation of MHA with zoning map of Alternative 1.

Madison-Miller Park Community Group
Co-Chairs: X/@M
Dara Ayres L

Elaine Nonneman %/,7/
—— / N

—~—

DEIS Response:

Lauren Swift, Planner/?éﬁfov% M
K. LeMoyne Harwell, Architect Z.é JA{,\ /Z //

Debrah L. Walker, Architect

Greg Walton, Developer &A /WA
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ALTERNATE PROPOSAL
Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) in the
MADISON MILLER RESIDENTIAL URBAN VILLAGE
DEVELOPED BY
MADISON-MILLER PARK COMMUNITY
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creates disproportionate impact
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SPECIFIC CONCERNS

PROPOSED CHANGES

Equitability Concern -

HALA Draft Proposal lacks density
increase near Community Assets:
Louisa Boren Park, Volunteer Park,

[~

NC1-40(M) - Maintain lower
height NC appropriate for lower
density urban village.

N

RSL(M) - Currently provides

Interlaken Park and Stevens School.
(Extend RUV North to E. Galer St.)

Traffic Concern -
E. Aloha St. provides local access to
15th & 23rd, connection to 520 and

variety of family friendly housing,
RSL(M) maintains the existing scale
and character of Neighborhood, &
scale transition to SF.

W

I-5; Overload concern with no ability
to widen due to Heritage Trees.

Equitability Concern -
Double & Triple upzones
create disproportionate
burden on stakeholders.

7 ‘ t(/ _i

-
i

I

Lt =1

L2 | LR2 (M)

Safety Concern -
Meany Middle School Main
Entrance on Narrow 21st Ave. E.;

LR2(M) - 19th Ave. E
Appropriate for street with Bus
Service, adjacent to community
park resources.

[

RSL(M) - NE edge of RUV is 1 mile
from light rail and over 1/2 mile from
Rapid Transit Bus lines. Family Sized
housing appropriate for adjacency to
middle school and neighborhood.

[

School Bus Loading Zone;
One way vehicular traffic;
SDOT Greenway;

North and South Bike Lanes.

Infrastructure Concern - S—1 1 . — . .

Community Resource is
limited to Community
Center, Tennis Court and
Playground all are

used near capactity.

Infrastructure Concern -
Playfields are a Regional
Resource and not typically
available for community use. | e

wi EJUrN ST
L
Es
:

Infrastructure Concern -
Greenspace preserved as
community resource.

Equitability Concern -
Triple upzone from SF to LR3

on existing stakeholders.

Character Concern -
19th Century houses, e
Three of the oldest &1, b
surviving in Seattle.

Character Concern - B S i B P
Award winning Pine Street
Cottages, Unique RSL/
Tandem home Development

== == == = Streets with Bus Service

== === == Proposed - Rapid Transit Bus Service

wemm = mmm  SDOT Greenway, Bike Lanes - North & South

wew u w==_ SDOT Proposed - Greenway, Bike Lanes - North & South

V1-05152017

LR3 | LR3 (M)

RSL(M) - 18th Ave. E. Currently
provides variety of family friendly
housing, RSL(M) is appropriate transi-
tion to SF on West side of Street.

(<))

RSL(M) - Scale Transition to
Neighborhood and Park.
Playfield is not normally
available for community use.
John Frontage has historic
neighborhood home.

N

LR1(M) - Address scale
transition and adjacency to
Greenspace.

LR2(M) - Provides increase of
one story and maintains
transition from adjacent LR3(M).

|Co

o

LR1(M) - Transition in scale
and Frontage on E. 23rd St.

RSL(M) - Example of 10
successful density, providing

variety of affordable family

friendly housing. Serve as a

model for current upzone.




Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Elaine Nonneman

| am a member of Madison-Miller Park Community Group, and |
fully support its official 8-2-17 MHA EIS Comment document and
Alternate Proposal Zoning Map and the Guiding Principles it
submitted to HALA on 5-16-17.

| own two properties in the Madison-Miller RUV, a 111 yr-old
house renovated many times and serviceable for years to come,
with yard space that could allow a DADU, and an apartment
house | built in 2012, with 3 of 5 units rented between 40-80%
AMI, a full ADA unit, solar power and rainwater catchment
systems. NONE of the bulky housing Seattle is permitting in this
area has any significant sustainability value! At design review
meetings they cite things like big windows as "green" features. |
call for the No Action Alternative in the Madison-Miller RUV,
modified to allow the MHA definitions of Low-rise zones, more
ADU’s and DADU’s, and requiring developer impact fees to be
collected city-wide to make the fund generation for affordable
units more equitable. Affordable housing MUST remain in this
RUV, and Seattle needs to raise its projection for affordable
housing needed much higher than its current targets overall.

Madison-Miller is not a low displacement risk RUV. | have gone
door-to-door in this community and see particularly the area
between E Thomas and Madison from 23rd to 17th Ave E to have
considerable hidden density, with most single houses
accommodating multiple low-income households, many apartment
and public housing buildings for seniors and people with disabilities,
and considerable diversity across race, gender, age and ability. |
noticed Alternative 2 introduced with the DEIS made some zoning
improvements north of E Thomas, but not south of there.

People | spoke with in that area feel this HALA process is
overwhelming, too complex to understand, and that the city will do
what it wants; their voices won't matter.

If this mix of residents is displaced, the city must ensure affordable
housing is SITED HERE with any new development.

Please refer to the Alternate Proposal Map developed by the
Madison-Miller Community on 8-2-17 for recommendations |
support.

Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character
of the neighborhood (in some cases as extreme as SF (Single
Family) changing to LR3(Low-Rise3)). This is in direct conflict
with the stated MHA principle to maintain and create appropriate



Aesthetics

Transportation

Historic Resources

Biological Resources

transitions. On my block, 21st Ave E between E Thomas and E John,
lots are very narrow with no alley, for some no on-site parking. In 4
homes, families have small children ranging 3-10 yo. The one
distressed property has recently been purchased by a developer.
Should that company wait for the MHA rezone, and should the city
choose LR2 or LR3 zoning for this block, such a building would dwarf,
shadow, and visually block neighboring houses. 40-50' heights would
block sun for my solar roof through much of autumn to spring.

| purchased the system through an incentive program of Seattle and
SCL. Construction would create severe traffic and parking impacts,
and hazardous conditions for children. Smaller-scale construction in
the LR1 range, ADU's and DADU's would not have these severe
impacts.

Madison-Miller RUV is not a high opportunity area in terms of
transportation. Bus service (Rt. 43) was reduced here when
Capitol Hill Light Rail opened. Everyone in this RUV has a long
walk or bus ride to reach a light rail station. A survey our
community conducted showed a high majority of residents need
improved transit options.

They have to rely on cars, and street parking is often difficult to
find. Our streets are used as park-and-rides for people
commuting from elsewhere to downtown, for tenants in new
apartment complexes without adequate parking, for construction
workers, for staff of institutions like Kaiser on 15th Ave., for 4
schools in the RUV and the Miller Park regional sports field. The
streets around Meany MS will again need to accommodate
buses, staff, parent and visitor vehicles for up to 1,000 school
enrollment. It has no parking on its campus. These streets are
also designated as bike routes and pedestrian friendly. Impatient
drivers from back ups on the narrowed 23rd Ave divert onto 21st
and 22nd Ave at high speeds, with parked vehicles right up to
corners blocking visibility of bikes and pedestrians.

10 Madison-Miller RUV is one of the two oldest urban villages which

11

will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS does not
address the impact of losing this historic housing stock. Many of
these houses were renovated by residents who bought them in
the 80's - 90's and worked tirelessly to transform blighted
conditions of the neighborhood into the livable and desirable
place it is now. The city owes these people the consideration of
input in the up-zoning plans!

Air quality of the MMRUV, like all parts of the city, depends on
abundant tree canopy. Development must include protections of
healthy established trees and preservation of native species.
Elimination of set backs on properties jeopardize these
protections. That said, the city must also commit to maintenance
of streets and sewer lines, cleaning up the heavy leaf fall each
autumn, and pruning to prevent vehicle damage. Wildlife such as
migratory birds and bees must have continued habitat and
appropriate vegetation for nesting and feeding. Residents of the
MMRUV accommodate this wildlife in many ways.

12 Miller Park is mislabeled "Open Space" for the MMRUV because

the play field is most utilized by regional teams for league sports



Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &
Utilities

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

13
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and summer sports camps and is not available for public or
neighborhood use during times when people can relax. The
lights are only on in evenings when leagues are playing. This
playfield will also be used as the sole recreational field for
Meany Middle School starting this fall. If LR2 - LR3 building is
zoned for the neighborhood, a great deal of open space of front
yard setbacks that now provides green relief from noisy streets
will also be eliminated. This neighborhood also has a large
assisted living facility and public housing that serves people with
disabilities and seniors. The park has been a relatively safe and
pleasant walking place for them, but higher demand on it, plus
high-scale development construction will eliminate what outdoor
recreation they have.

Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers,
road ways, and overloaded power lines are already
compromised due to their age and condition and our narrow
streets. The DEIS shows no commitment on the part of the city
to upgrade these systems along with development upzones.
Curb cuts at intersections are a waste of taxpayers' money if
sewer drains are clogged with leaves causing deep pools of
muck at the crosswalks. Consider people using wheelchairs and
walkers, the blind, small children, etc. Multiply that impact by
massive increases in impervious surfaces of high rise
development structures that will send much more runoff into the
streets and sewers. Our power lines are known to be overloaded
now.

There is nothing apparent in the DEIS that incentivizes new
residents to not own cars. Without much better (frequency and
connectivity) of transit services, people in the MMRUV will need
and have cars. Seattle let a highly valued bike rental service
leave the city.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
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From: Bruce Nourish

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Comments on HALA DEIS

Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 9:19:51 PM
Greetings,

| write regarding the EIS for the HALA rezone. | am in favor of the greatest zoning density
possible through this process. Restrictive zoning is the primary factor driving the cost of
market-rate housing in this region. The more that we can loosen this stranglehold, the better.
Allowing more people to live near jobs, entertainment, transit centers and shops isthe single
most important change that Seattle can make to foster social justice and fight climate change.

My primary concern with the HALA proposalsis that some of the Mandatory Housing
requirements may be uneconomical. In particular, an analysis by Sightline shows that MHA
for townhouses may not work.

Bruce
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If you are commenting
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Land Use

Terry Novak

tnovak@pcnw.org

Photographic Center Northwest

To Whom It May Concern:

As the Associate Director of Photographic Center Northwest
(PCNW) | am pleased to have the opportunity to offer comments
to the City of Seattle's EIS plan for the First Hill-Capitol Hill
neighborhood. | have been on staff at this institution for six years
and involved for nearly eight years.

PCNW is a nonprofit, publicly-accessible, accredited educational
institution dedicated to photography. We serve a wide
community through comprehensive classes and workshops;
diverse exhibitions; robust public programming; and publicly-
accessible facilities. We have been located at 900 12th Avenue
and Marion Street for twenty years, and in Seattle for nearly
thirty.

PCNW'’s site is comprised of 4 real estate parcels underlying our
building and parking lot on the corner of Marion and 12th
Avenue, and between 12th and 13th Ave.

Ouir site currently consists of both NC2P-40 and LR3
designation. We would like the entire site to be zoned NC2P-75,
so that if we are able to develop our site in future, we can
dedicate 10% the residential component to affordable housing,
occupy a desired 20,000 square feet (doubling our existing
usable space) to provide more art and education to the
community, and create a value proposition that supports a
community-minded development partner to work with PCNW in
this process.

PCNW'’s staff of 12 part-time and full-time employees is 80%
female (including both the executive director and associate
director). 20% of our staff identify as Latino or mixed race. No-
one earns more than $50,000 a year. Most of our adjunct faculty,
a talented co-hort of 20-30 working artists, also fall into this
income bracket.

If Seattle can designate NC2P-75 zoning for our site now, it will
expedite our ability to act on future development opportunities



that can include an affordable housing component. Thank you
for your time and consideration.

Best Regards,

Terry Novak
Associate Director, Photographic Center Northwest

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?



O'Brien,Cindy

From: Cindy O"Brien

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Draft EIS Madison Miller

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:43:34 AM

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-
Miller Community Group August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA
(Mandatory Housing Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing
zoning in our residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones,
allow more ADU'’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory
Dwelling Unit) and require developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not
restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable units more
equitable. We also recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 -
$32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of
affordable housing units.

Other issues raised in the Madison-Miller Park Group document

1. Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the
“High Access to Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and
need further analysis and mitigation. We are concerned about the
displacement of existing affordable housing, senior and disabled housing,
housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a half-way house and a long-
term transitional home for women), and a number of older apartment buildings
and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS, Madison Miller
has already had significant displacement impacts from the past two decades of
development.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a % mile
or 10 minute walk.

3. Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety
hazards with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller
Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the
vast majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports
and summer sports camps and is not available for public or neighborhood use.
This playfield will also be used as the sole recreational field for Meany Middle
School starting this fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary
sewers, roadways, and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to
their age and condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets
creates traffic backups now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will
increase that problem.
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6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one
of the two oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet
the DEIS does not address the impact of losing this historic housing stoic

Sincerely,

Cindy O'Brien
723 17th Ave E
Seattle WA 98112



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Oei,Holy

Holy Oei

PCD_MHAEIS

EIS extension!
Sunday, July 02, 2017 7:28:37 PM

H. Oei

HOeiPhone

PLEASE EXTEND THE DRAFT EISCOMMENT
PERIOD TO 90 DAYS. THE EISISMASSIVE. THE
CITY TOOK MONTHSTO PREPARE IT. WE NEED
MORE TIME TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE
CONTENT. EXPECTING RESIDENTSTO REVIEW
THISIN 45 DAYSISRIDICULOUS AND
ESSENTIALLY SHUTSUSOUT OF WHAT IS
SUPPOSED TO BE A PUBLIC PROCESS.
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Email address
Comment Form

1

Housing and

Socioeconomics 2

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and

income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you

Erin Okuno

In looking at the plan the current number of affordable units is too
low. | live and work in the Southeast. New developments going in
with 96 units and only three are designated affordable housing is
unacceptable. Developers should do better than 3%of their units

being affordable.

| would rather have no development than inadequate and
gentrifying development that pushes out people of color businesses
and adds to the push-out of lower income families.

More parking should also be included into the buildings. While the
Light Rail overlay will encourage transit use a few more spots will
help families who need to drive, especially to encourage families
with special needs or handicap access the neighborhood more
accessibly.



O'Leary,Dennis

From: dmoleary@mindspring.com

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 8:27:50 PM

To: MHA .EIS@sezttle.gov
Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

| am writing in alignment with the Madison Miller Park Community Group regarding the Up Zoning of 18th, 19th,
and 20th East Avenuesin our neighborhood.

| don’t know all of the technicalities but | can well imagine the impact of 5 story buildings on this quiet single
family neighborhood.

Maybe 5 stories is ok for 19th but even now there are no buildings higher than 4 stories other than at Madison. |
have lived in the neighborhood for 52 years and at our 345 17th East home for 48 years.

Raising of the height to 5 stories on 18th and 20th istruly an ASSAULT on the residential character of those streets
North of Thomas.

5 Story high buildings will reduce the neighborhood appeal of these streets. With each new building diminishing
the neighborhood character ever more, driving families from the neighborhood.

5 Story buildings will overpower and over shadow the homes.

Street parking is near saturation now.

Further, any impact on sewers and utilities should be paid for by developers, not by residents.

| appose any height over 3 stories for 18th and 20th East - north of Thomas.

Dennis O’ Leary

345 17th Ave East

Seattle WA 98112
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From: dmoleary@mindspring.com

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments Madison Miller zone
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 10:55:32 PM

To: MHA .EIS@sezttle.gov
Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group dated August 2, 2017,
submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community:

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-Miller Community Group
August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA ( Mandatory Housing Affordability ) requirements be implemented
into the existing zoning in our residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more
ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Unit ) and DADU'’s, ( Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit ) and require devel oper
impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund generation for affordable
units more equitable. We aso recommend the MHA requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f.
payment) be increased to generate a significantly greater quantity of affordable housing units.

| am avoter and tax -payer, | have lived on Capitol Hill since 1963 and in my current home on 17th ave east for 48
years.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Roberta A O’ Leary

345 17th Ave East

Seattle WA 98112



Olins,Alexandra

From: Alexandra Olins

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Herbold, Lisa

Subject: Morgan Junction HALA concerns
Date: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 3:19:55 PM

To whom it may concern:

My husband or | have attended a few of the HALA listening sessions or community meetings regarding our neighborhood,
Morgan Junction in West Seattle. While | am certainly of the mind that Seattle has a severe affordable housing crisis, and
know that increased density is part of the solution, | have some significant concerns about the path forward for HALA & how
it would impact my neighborhood.

1. | don't see enough focusin the HALA plans on mitigating the impact of increased density on infrastructure,
specifically transportation. According to HALA, Morgan Junction is a "transportation hub" perhaps becauseit is
served by the C line, or the "Rapid Ride." However, the transportation hub that is supposedly Morgan Junction is
no more than an intersection with three bus stops--hardly atransportation hub by any reasonable standard.
Secondly, anyone who has ever ridden the Rapid Ride over the West Seattle bridge and onto 99 during rush hour
knows that the commute is anything BUT rapid. It'saslog. My car commute across the West Seattle bridge to my
job in South Seattle has increased from 20 minutes to 30 minutesin the last 3 years. That's a 100% increase. There
isno car pool or van pool lane on the bridge. We have added thousands of units of new housing in West Seattle
over the last four years, very little to none of it affordable, and the traffic and congestion in West Seattle is much,
much worse than it was 4.5 years ago when we moved here. | can't even imagine what it will be like if hundreds
more units are built in Morgan Junction alone. The bridge is not getting wider, and we are years away from light
rail in West Seattle, and | cannot imagine what life will be like on our peninsulaif all of these density plans go as
planned. There simply isNOT room for so many people.

2. Onthe subject of infrastructure, it seems that the HALA plans include unreasonable assumptions about limited car
ownership and do not plan for two car households. | live four blocks east of California Avenue, and it's getting
harder and harder to find parking spaces in my neighborhood, and to navigate the narrow streets safely with cars
parked up and down on both sides.

3. One more item on infrastructure planning: where are the plans, and commensurate funding, to build the new
schools that will be needed to accommodate all of the new people--many of whom have, or will have school-aged
kids--in Morgan Junction? Fairmont Park is already over-crowded, three years after re-opening, and Gatewood
will soon be too. Before you allow the devel opers to come in, where does the planning & budgeting for the need
for new schools stand? | never hear a peep about planning for more kids in SPS in conjunction with HALA, and
that seems crazy.

4. Finaly, and this comment does not make me a selfish homeowner (I work in socia services, my husband worksin
acrisis clinic for the homeless) | think that the HALA plans for Morgan Junction significantly understate the
impact on the character of the neighborhood. We have, and continue to see, a dizzying amount of building already
going on in West Seattle. Every singletime | drive around West Seattle | see new apartments or condos being
built. The character of our community has already changed. Why wasn't more affordable housing part of the deals
that have already been done for all the building that is already completed or underway? Where are the affordable
unitsin the current projects? | disagree vehemently that the HALA plans will not have adrastic impact on our
community. | have already seen drastic changes. Driving up the hill to my house is already like a game of chicken
with other drivers. My commute has increased in time by 100%. Every singleinch of California Avenue has new,
modern-box apartments going up, where single family bungalows used to be. | would call the changesthat | have
witnessed in the last 4.5 yearsjust that: DRASTIC.

Slow it down. Take time to consider infrastructure supports , transportation impacts, schools, water & sewer, and and the
character of neighborhoods & communities, which DO matter. Human beings can only take so much change. Please, slow it
down and get it right.

Sincerely,

AlexandraOlins



From: Alizah Olivas

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: HALA rezone proposal comment
Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:00:40 PM
Attachments: MHA Letter.pdf

Olivas,Alizah

Please consider my comments.
Thank you

Alizah Olivas



Olivas,Alizah

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

Overall Analysis

Community Feedback

Lack of Affordable Housing

Neighborhood Plan

Traffic

Green Space

Neighborhood Character

Loss of Light and Air

Loss of Views

Historic Buildings

Public Safet

Utility Infrastructure

Schools

Other

6 99001 bg105r06t5

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of things
like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account impact of
other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5, ST3

DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood
feedback.

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing in
exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.
DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already lacking
neighborhood.

DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character and the
impact of the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose mitigation for

negative impacts.

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of light
and air on ground floor of existing buildings

DEIS fails to identify protected public views or private views that will be
lost or to propose meaningful mitigation.

DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access emergency services
and impact of increased density on response times, etc.

DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support
proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of increased
density thereon.

I have other concerns regarding the DEIS including, but not limited to, the
following:




Olson,John

From: olson910@comcast.net

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Welch. Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel; Herbold
Lisa; Johnson, Rob; Williams, Spencer; Harrell, Bruce; Sawant. Kshama; Juarez, Debora; O"Brien. Mike;
Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 6:41:30 PM

We support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications as stated on the Madison-Miller
Community Group August 2, 2017 map). We recommend that MHA (Mandatory Housing
Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in our residential
urban village, alow the new definitions of L ow-rise zones, allow more ADU’s (Accessory
Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require developer
impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make the fund
generation for affordable units more equitable. We aso recommend the MHA requirement (5-
11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a significantly
greater quantity of affordable housing units.

We are also particularly concerned about street parking as we are already heavily
impacted by living near St Joseph School and Church.

Best Regards,

John and Ellen Olson
910 18th Ave E
Seattle, WA 98112



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

LEANNE OLSON

Using MHA developer fees primarily for build new low-income
housing in "less desirable" areas results in segregating lower
income residents from the affluent classes in the city. That's bad
public policy! Low income residents should be allowed to remain
in their communities. Setting aside a few units in a new building
does not accomplish this. The City should use MHA developer
fees to purchase existing historic housing stock and make
renovations to allow lower income tenants to remain in their
neighborhoods. This would be a major step toward ensuring
diverse and livable communities throughout the city.

If the legislation is not carefully drafted, it will result in extensive
demolition of existing usable and lower cost historic housing stock in
order to maximize profits by "building the envelope" in more "desirable
neighborhoods.

There are many large parcels in "less desirable" parts of Seattle that
could absorb a good deal of this type of expansion. The city should
incentivize construction in these areas over the already dense close-in
neighborhoods.

Land use changes should also allow existing large single family
residences to be converted into affordable multifamily housing. As with
historic "backyard cottage" development, this type of conversion was
successfully done in previous periods of rapid growth in in city's history.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Transportation

Public Services &
Utilities

Maryanne Osaki

The Crown Hill area has no sidewalks and very little room to put
sidewalks in with streets that flood. 20th Ave NW specifically has
barely enough room for a single car, let alone sidewalks, street
parking or the increased traffic that will come.

The Crown Hill area of expansion already has streets that flood.
20th Ave NW does not have fire hydrants and the street is so
narrow that 1 service vehicle barely fits.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)



Name
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

bruce parker

bruce@microhousenw.com

backyard cottage blog

| am architect with 20 years of experience working in Seattle for and
with for profit developers and homeowners. | support the Alternative 1 -
No Action. Supply and demand is too simple a measure of housing
costs. Based on census data, there is a much stronger correlation
between increased density and size of a city to increased cost of living
both as a total cost and as percentage of household income.

Alternative 2 and 3 rely on both zoning increases and MHA to increase
allowable density beyond that allocated for under current
comprehensive plan and disproportionately impact those earning less
than AMI. The former increases land values and ownership costs for
existing naturally occurring affordable housing. For investment
properties, this ultimately results in increased rent or when the property
can no longer remain profitable, redevelopment and displacement for
the tenants.

This is true for residential tenants but also for small business located in
older buildings which are more likely to be locally owned and to hire
lower income workers.

New construction produced at market prices, results in market rate
rentals with pro formas that require a higher rate of rental income to
offset financing, taxes and other expenses. Fully depreciated older
properties can operate much less expensively. Using MHA to offset the
higher cost of new construction may reduce costs for those that
ultimately receive subsidized housing.

However, the funds from MHA are increasing the cost of development
and thereby increasing the costs for the tenants who are not
subsidized by an equal amount. The city data suggests that the
economic group earning between 30% and 80% of AMI have been and
will be most affected by the increase in housing costs. This group, who
consists of working poor, have increasingly been forced out of Seattle.

The city, and one would hope with the consent of the people
who own the land, dictate land-use and can increase the value
of the land by easing restrictions placed on it. Up-zoning
properties as proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 gives away
this value and is a mistake. Incentive zoning is better and can be



Land Use

Public Services &
Utilities

expanded. It creates funding for affordable housing without
necessarily increasing the underlying value of the land.
Increased land value increases the cost of ownership for existing
naturally occurring affordable housing. For investment
properties, this ultimately results in increased rent or when the
property can no longer remain profitable, redevelopment and
displacement for the tenants.

Single family zones contribute the character and future of our
city and should be protected. In single family zones, particularly
in those areas with proximity to access to good schools and
amenities, single family residences are being demolished and
replaced with larger homes, often times by speculative
developers. These new houses sell for approximately three
times the value of the existing older home. This trend is driven
by lending practices and the market and ultimately makes it
harder for those even earning AMI to own a home. Under
Alternative 2 and 3 the city proposes increased in development
in single family zones. This will accelerate this trend unless
measures are taken to insure development occurs at a smaller
scale and in a way that protects more modest homes from
redevelopment. Backyard cottages and ADU’s are part of this
solution.

Cottage housing is another tested method that remains largely
unrealized. A Seattle demonstration project for cottage housing
in single family zones was ultimately discontinued. However, the
housing built under the project demonstrate that it can provide
attractive affordable housing in a scale with single family
neighborhoods. As a building type it provides shared open space
which is a real amenity for those with young children and also
seniors. Two groups under increasing pressure to leave the city.
Currently, cottage housing is allowed in multi-family zones but
because they are competing with other forms of multi-family
housing with higher allowable FARs they are seldom if ever built.
The land-use code should be modified to limit the size of houses
built by adding FAR limits in single family zones but also to allow
for the division of land given the increased restrictions.

None of the alternatives address the need for increased funding
for schools. Increasing development under Alternative 2 and 3
will exacerbate the problem. Existing schools are under extreme
budget pressure to provide basic services. Additional services
are increasingly funded by PTSAs which rely on the wealth of
their communities leading to great disparities in resources and
student performance throughout the city. Quality education is a
key component to upward mobility.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are



Name Kristan Parks
Email address

If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
you may indicate so
here.

PCNW

Comment Form

1 Requesting NC2P-75 zoning for all 4 parcels that comprise
Land Use PCNW, so that if we able to develop our site, we can dedicate
10% the residential component to affordable housing.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?



Parrish,Rebecca

To the OFFICE OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / Attn. MHA EIS / PO Box 34019 /
SEATTLE, WA 98124-4019

I am a resident of South Park and request that your office complete an Environmental Impact Statement
pertaining to just the South Park Neighborhood addressing MHA. The EIS you have released does not
study the impacts to South Park. South Park has serious environmental issues that can’t be overlooked.

Furthermore we request the new South Park EIS be sent to all the residents and businesses in the
community. Very few people have access to the internet in their homes in South Park.

Thank you.
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Pasciuto,Giulia

From: Giulia Pasciuto

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: Assefa, Samuel

Subject: Re: MHA DEIS comment letter

Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 8:56:14 AM
Attachments: Sage Comment Letter on MHA DEIS.doc.pdf

Good morning,

Please disregard the previous letter, which was sent in error. The most recent version is
attached.

From: Giulia Pasciuto

Sent: Monday, August 7, 2017 11:20:27 PM
To: MHA.EIS@seattle.gov

Cc: Samuel.Assefa@seattle.gov

Subject: MHA DEIS comment letter

Please find attached Puget Sound Sage's comments on the Draft EIS for MHA. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at your convenience.

Thank you.
- Giulia

Giulia Pasciuto | Policy and Research Lead
She/her/hers pronouns

Puget Sound Sage

1032 S. Jackson St. Suite 203

Seattle, WA 98104

Phone: 206.568.5000 ext. 17

2]



Pasciuto,Giulia
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PugetSoundSage

Gmwmg commumtles where all families thrwe

Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development
Seattle, WA 98104

August 7%, 2018

Dear Director Assefa,

Seattle 2035 (comprehensive plan update) plan represented a turning point in City planning
policy. For the first time, the Comprehensive Plan directly addressed the race and social equity
outcomes of land use policy by assessing the risk of displacement for communities across the
City.

In parallel, the City adopted real inclusionary housing policy for the first time with mandatory
Housing Affordability (MHA). MHA is an important tool for creating a broader
anti-displacement policy toolkit that aligns City programs and practice with Seattle 2035.

The MHA DEIS should have built on the analysis embedded in Seattle 2035 in ways that create
clarity for policy makers about racial and social justice outcomes of MHA alternatives.
Unfortunately, the DEIS provides 1) an inadequate assessment of displacement outcomes and
2) limited alternatives for policy makers to compare outcomes and make the best choice. Puget
Sound Sage supports MHA policy as a critical tool to stem displacement and stabilize
communities, but policy makers must make the best choice of MHA strategy based on adequate
information.

As is, we believe the housing and socioeconomic analysis in DEIS is inadequate, and potentially
problematic, and recommend significant revision.

Inadequate Racial Equity Analysis

We appreciate that OCPD undertook a major effort to assess the potential displacement
outcomes of MHA policy as part of the DEIS process. Many previous City zoning proposals have
lacked any analysis at all of how increased development capacity impacts communities of color
and low-income households. We also appreciate how methodologically difficult it is to predict
displacement outcomes, and understand that it is a work in progress.

1032 South Jackson Street, Suite 203, Seattle, WA 98104 ¢ Phone: 206.568.5000 ¢ Fax: 206.568.3708
www.pugetsou ndsa je.orq



Pasciuto,Giulia

In Sage’s research (as well as in planning scholarship noted in an DEIS appendix), we find that
displacement of low-income households and communities of color results from complex
interactions between market and public policy factors. As such, the DEIS’s primary focus on
household income as a predictor of displacement misses key determinants of who gets
displaced and how. Although the DEIS recognizes this in intent, the methods employed to
predict create only a partial picture that is inadequate for the task of alternative comparison.

At the very least, “cultural displacement” and institutionalized racism in the housing market
must be incorporated in some way. For low-income households, communities of color,
immigrants and refugees, social cohesion plays a much bigger role in location decisions than for
others. This includes location of cultural anchors, such community service providers, cultural
gathering spaces, culturally relevant businesses, and religious institutions. Disruption of social
cohesion exacerbates displacement of communities in beyond economic factors. For example,
if community-serving businesses are forced out by increases in commercial rent, this will have
an impact regardless of residential rents. The DEIS acknowledges these factors, but does not
attempt to address them directly.

Also, understanding current displacement patterns and assessing future impacts require a
combination of economic and racial demographics, including immigrant status. Relying on
income as the main indicator for displacement strains the credibility of the analysis. Race
matters more than just who is poor, but for how people of color, immigrants and refugees face
additional barriers to funding stability in the housing market. Recent renter’s rights policies
reflect City intent to address these barriers, so it is curious why the DEIS does not reflect
analysis of institutional racism as a contributing factor. We realize it’s hard, given available
data, but, at the same time, inadequate to simply not try at all. At the very least, the DEIS
should acknowledge that it creates tremendous uncertainty in its findings.

Inadequate Analysis
The DEIS alternative analysis concludes that Alternative 2 and 3, (implementation of MHA), will
decrease displacement outcomes compared to Alternative 1 (do nothing). This conclusion is
based on two premises:
1. More market-rate housing production under Alternatives 2 and 3 will relieve overall
housing pressure by providing higher-income households more alternatives, and
2. MHA requirements, combined with additional development capacity, will result in
thousands more low-income units.

Holding aside missing race and social cohesion factors, this overall conclusion ignores the effect
of the rising speculative land value on displacement. That is, as zoning capacity expands at
urban villages, land values will go up from because development and redevelopment will
become profitable (a result of building more units on the same amount of land). Increased land
value from expanded zoning capacity will have a direct effect on underdeveloped property that
becomes feasible for denser development, as well as a ripple effect on surrounding built
property. Simple examples of a negative outcome from rising land values is the increase in
property tax for seniors on fixed incomes and non-profit developers being priced out of land
acquisition. To some degree, the DEIS acknowledges that rising property values will create
some economic displacement, but leaves this critical effect mostly unexplored.



Pasciuto,Giulia

So, the ultimate question regarding MHA is this: will the increased production of low-income
units offset displacement pressures created by increased zoning capacity, especially in high-risk
areas? This includes the combined effects of physical, indirect and cultural displacement.

In the end, the DEIS answer is too simplistic to be useful in deciding between MHA alternatives.
For example, public investment in light rail has already pushed up land values out of reach for
many low-income housing developers and low-income households near the stations. Will
further increases in zoning-fueled land value create a tipping point such that the MHA created
units are inadequate to stabilize a high-risk community? For example, will the projected 49
additional units in Rainier Beach, under Alternative 2, really offset a neighborhood-wide
escalation of rents resulting from the upzone — especially if low-income housing developers are
priced out of the market?

Another example is the factor of time. Given that MHA created funds are available only after a
market rate project is built, will non-profit developers be able to afford the land when money is
available?

The selection of alternatives in the DEIS reveals its inadequate scope. On page 1.6, the DEIS
states: “The intent is to test whether and how the policy objective of growing equitably is
achieved by directing more growth to areas of opportunity, and moderating growth in areas at
high risk of displacement, as well as measuring other potential environmental impacts
associated with the amount and location of additional growth.” This test does seems to not
assess which alternative creates less displacement, but where the impacts will occur.

As a result, the DEIS later seems to conclude that while Alternatives 2 and 3 are better than
Alternative 1, net displacement of low-income households from Seattle would likely be a wash.
On page 3.66, the DEIS states, “However, new growth also has the potential to attract new
amenities that could increase housing demand and potentially increase economic displacement
in some neighborhoods, even while reducing economic displacement pressures in the city as a
whole.”

Why not craft alternatives that attempt to achieve the least amount of overall displacement,
particularly of communities of color? We believe that the inadequate racial equity analysis
framework resulted in a reduced scope of study.

We urge the City to revised the DEIS to include the following:

e Race and immigrant status as indicators and predictors of displacement impact.

e More robust analysis of economic displacement and addition of cultural displacement
indicators.

e Centering community stabilization strategies in the analysis, e.g., zoning choices that
maximize locally-driven development and ownership of land. This will reveal the impact
of upzones on local capacity for purchasing and developing land.

® Local impacts in addition to city-wide.

1032 South Jackson Street, Suite 203, Seattle, WA 98104 ¢ Phone: 206.568.5000 ¢ Fax: 206.568.3708
vww.pugetsoundsage.org



Pasciuto,Giulia
Create More Alternatives

As noted above, the draft EIS analysis does not assess the full spectrum of growth strategies,
specifically the failure to a nuanced analysis of areas with high displacement risk leads to a false
choice between alternative 2 and alternative 3.

We urge the City to create at least one more alternative that both recognizes the need to
increase access to opportunity in historically exclusive neighborhoods and supports equitable
development in neighborhoods with historic disinvestment and high displacement risk.

The 4™ alternative should:

e Maximize growth and production of affordable units in areas with low-displacement risk
and high access to opportunity. We need to expand the urban village growth boundaries
in exclusive single family neighborhoods and increase density, to maximize on site
affordable housing performance and MHA contributions. The 3™ alternative already calls
for this.

e Maximize equitable development/ development without displacement in areas of high
displacement risk. The 3™ alternative proposes restricting development in areas with
high displacement risk. While this approach might protect against direct displacement
due to demolition, it certainly will not protect against economic displacement of
residents and cultural institutions. We propose studying an alternative that expands the
urban village boundaries in areas with high displacement risk, while maintaining modest
height increases (RSL or a range of LR zones) in the newly rezoned area. This modest
rezone must be paired with strategies to keep low-income renters and homeowners in
place and invest in the preservation of community businesses and institutions.

e Any alternative will require robust community engagement and equitable development
investments and anti-displacement projects that are driven by the communities most
impacted by the rezone—Ilow income households and people of color. Any alternative
will require deep, permanent investments in the Equitable Development
Implementation Fund to resource communities to be organized and develop projects
and strategies to ensure that development benefits existing residents.



Perce,Celeste

To the OFFICE OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / Attn. MHA EIS / PO Box 34019 /
SEATTLE, WA 98124-4019

I am a resident of South Park and request that your office complete an Environmental Impact Statement
pertaining to just the South Park Neighborhood addressing MHA. The EIS you have released does not
study the impacts to South Park. South Park has serious environmental issues that can’t be overlooked.

Furthermore we request the new South Park EIS be sent to all the residents and businesses in the
community. Very few people have access to the internet in their homes in South Park.

Thank you.
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Peters,Brook-1

From: Brook Peters

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Extension for comment period

Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 3:29:31 PM

PLEASE EXTEND THE DRAFT EISCOMMENT PERIOD TO 90 DAYS. THE EISISMASSIVE. THECITY
TOOK MONTHS TO PREPARE IT. WE NEED MORE TIME TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE
CONTENT. EXPECTING RESIDENTSTO REVIEW THISIN 45 DAY SISRIDICULOUS AND
ESSENTIALLY SHUTSUS OUT OF WHAT IS SUPPOSED TO BE A PUBLIC PROCESS.

Brook Peters
Resident of West Seattle

Sent from my iPhone



Peters,Brook-2

From: Brook Peters

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Did you intend for us to even. E able to provide feedback?
Date: Friday, June 30, 2017 1:10:45 PM

It seems to me that thisisnot awell thought out draft. It also leaves us no time to comment...but | am pretty sure
that is how you wanted it. No real comments/neighborhood input was wanted, was it? It was aready a done deal.

Asking West Seattle to shoulder such alarge proportion of the upzone when infrastructure isnot in placeis
absolutely crazy.

I will be at the pollsin the fall to make sure that every vote goes against the people that made this happen. It is
unfortunate that you are selling thisto the public as "affordabl€" housing...thisis not a solution.

Brook Peters
Resident of West Seattle
And owner of one affordable rental house

Sent from my iPhone



Peters,Brook-3

From: Brook Peters

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Please extend the review period for the draft HALA-EIS until September 1-2017.
Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 6:09:52 PM

I need more time to review the Environmental Impact Statement.
Please allow until September 1,2017.

Brook Peters

Resident in West Sedttle
503-943-0708

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kay and Larry Keil-Peters

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Welch. Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel; Herbold
Lisa; Johnson. Rob; Williams. Spencer; Harrell, Bruce; Sawant, Kshama; Juarez, Debora; O"Brien. Mike;
Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena

Subject: MHA Draft EIS comments

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 2:20:19 PM

As a resident of Capitol Hill for 53 years | have seen many physical and
cultural changes in the area, the most obvious being the loss of
diversification. | don't want to see this continue, which is why | am writing
to try to influence the changes expected with this upzoning. Now we have
fewer people of color, artists, lower income folks, even families, due to the
high cost of living here. A 'neighborhood' should not be homogeneous but
reflect the full range of society. If it is not, we all become more isolated and
insulated from others and from ourselves.

I would like to see that developers must include, ON SITE, units available to
ALL income levels and not be allowed to pay money to have lower income
units built somewhere else. (Where is this 'else' anyway? Will one area of,
or outside of, the city become poverty central?) | think we have lost sight of
what is good for us as a society. The kind of housing we develop could
address this issue but we have to begin now if we are to make a difference.
What we are currently doing in this city is just another iteration of
gentrification.

Thanks for your attention,
Kay Peters
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From: zappakyle@comcast.net

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: kp.co.inc@comcast.net

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 10:29:58 AM

Dear HALA Team,

My name is Kyle Peterson and I've lived with my spouse in our home in the Madison-
Miller neighborhood for 30 years. We moved into this single family neighborhood that
needed people to take pride in their property and community and we have worked
very hard to improve our home over the years. We feel the proposal to re-zone the
majority of the Miller neighborhood as LR2 is going to radically change what is an
architecturally a cohesive neighborhood, and will shoe-horn in inappropriate multi-unit
buildings that will not fit the character and utility of the neighborhood. What is
particularly galling is that by adopting the LR2 upzone, it appears that the people who
have chosen not to improve their properties will be rewarded by selling out to
developers who will replace them with boxed multi-unit buildings that WILL NOT add
affordable housing in our neighborhood. The developers will pay into a fund for
affordable housing elsewhere.

| recognize that Seattle is exploding with growth and that changes have to be made.
Dropping a bomb into a great neighborhood is not the way to do it. | support more
nuanced development plans for the Miller neighborhood. For example our street, 21st
Ave E, has a newly established Greenway for community walking and biking, and has
two schools, the soon to be reopened and re-energized Meany Middle School, and
Holy Names. And yet the LR2 rezone is being proposed. What about the true
environmental impact of this? What about the increased traffic and parking, with the
traffic infrastructure being unchanged?

Again, being realistic about the future, | support appropriate change for our
neighborhood,so therefore | fully endorse the draft proposals put forth by the people
who actually live in the neighborhood:

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community
Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park
Community.

Sincerely, Kyle Peterson
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From: girlpeterson@comcast.net

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 5:10:05 PM
Dear HALA,

| live in the Madison-Miller Park Community on 21st Ave E. My husband and | have
lived in this area for ~30 years and have raised our 2 children here. We have worked
hard to turn our little "fixer upper" house into a home. Now we are being told it is up
for re-zoning and you are suggesting units of up to 40 feet tall be placed on our street.

Our street has been designated a Green way and the city spent all sorts of time and
money putting in speed bumps and stop signs. Has your department spoken to the
transportation department? Why would you up-zone a Green way which is intended
for families, walkers, and bikers with 40 foot high density units which create more
traffic/parking needs/etc? It seems contradictory.

Also, the up-zoning suggestions from HALA would result in dramatic changes to the
character of the neighborhood, and would result in loss of

character and livability.

Of course Seattle has a housing crisis and we need to increase density. Both of my
children are now in their 20's and will need affordable housing. But in our particular
area there are many commercial streets nearby which would better support increased
height and more density without taking away any character and livability of the
residential streets nearby. | would support allowing more ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling
Unit) and DADU's, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) in our neighborhood which
could better meet both density and affordability goals without sacrificing the character
of this community.

Also, years ago the banks of Seattle drew a red line at Roy street, where they refused
to provide housing loans to any people of color who wanted to purchase a home north
of Roy street. Your "up-zoning" recommendations stop - north of Roy street. This
strongly suggests inequity for who in Seattle has to give up their single family zoned
neighborhood - and who is not affected at all by this housing crisis.

| strongly support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park
Community Group dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller
Park Community. They have taken much time and thought to approach this situation
reasonably.

Thank you for considering my comments.

-Shawn Peterson

girlpeterson@comcast.net
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From: Erik Pihl

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA EIS Comments

Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 12:34:00 AM
7 August 2017

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Sesttle, WA 98124-4019

viaMHA .ElIS@sesttle.gov

| have lived in the Fremont neighborhood for 15 years and own a home in East Fremont, between Aurora and Stone
Way and Bridge Way N and the Ship Canal. Members of my family have lived in the Wallingford and Fremont
neighborhoods for more than 100 years. | am very familiar with the history and growth of both neighborhoods and
their context in Seattle.

One of the character defining features of Seattle isitsindividual and unique neighborhoods. Seattle’ s neighborhood
planning and engagement of its citizensin that process was exemplary in the past. Citizens came together to take on
issues of growth, zoning/rezoning and infrastructure; they owned the process and helped to identify opportunities for
growth that complemented their neighborhoods. However, over the past fifteen years this democratic engagement of
Seattl€’ s citizens has steadily and regressively declined to a point where the current HALA legislation was
developed in a seemingly smoke-filled backroom lacking participation from the largest constituencies impacted by
HALA—Seattle residents and homeowners. Only one resident was invited to participate and represent the needs and
interest of these large constituencies (that participant, and others on the committee did not even sign off on the final
HALA proposal.) The process was failed and favored special interests who stand to gain financially from HALA’s
implementation.

| am not aNIMBY ist, growth is happening and we need to embrace it and plan for it. To have ownership and
support for this citizens who live and work in Seattle and encounter impacts on a daily basis must have avoice at the
table. These citizens can provide meaningful datathat can improve planning and outcomes. However, concerned
citizens who question aspects of HALA and MHA are labeled NIMBY ists and their opinions are immediately
dismissed or discounted. Without community ownership, any solution(s) for growth will eventually fail or if not,
will fall short of achieving growth while maintaining the quality of life for which all of us chooseto live in Seattle.

| am amember of the Fremont Neighborhood Council’ s Board and have attended numerous meetings throughout the
city so that | could develop an informed position on HALA and MHA.. | aso have the unique perspective of livingin
an area of Fremont that was upzoned to L-3 when the urban villages were created. | have been able to observe
impacts first hand which provide an excellent reference point as | make comments and observations about the
proposed upzone of East Fremont/West Wallingford.

New Development in my immediate neighborhood has been constant for the past fifteen years. While new
construction has provided much needed additional housing and there has been some activation of the street with new
restaurants and retail, infrastructure has not kept pace with the increase in density. Thereis limited open space
particularly in the urban village.

Fremont is awalk-able, liveable, neighborhood, yet pedestrians and cyclists cannot safely navigate the
neighborhood amongst the increased vehicular travel—there is alack of green way, bike trails and crossing facilities
nor have reduced vehicular speed limits been implemented in our neighborhood. Vehicles travel at a high rates of
speed and do not stop for pedestrians at intersections (marked or unmarked) as required by state law. Even our
children cannot safely walk to school (the intersection of 40th and Stone Way has been a site of multiple pedestrian
and vehicular collisions.)
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Transit maps show numerous routes through Fremont, yet what they don’t show is that almost every bus during the
morning and evening commute are standing room only--many buses do not even stop because they lack sufficient
room to accommodate any more passengers. Transit riders therefore cannot count on Metro as a reliable means of
getting to work or home during commuting hours.

Infrastructure must be considered as growth in housing is contemplated. We are aready substantially behind in
development of open space, safe bike and pedestrian routes and transit. These basic infrastructure needs must be
addressed in any current or future urban planning, including the proposed upzones contemplated in HALA—before
any changes in zoning are implemented—infrastructure must be in place first and then density can be increased. To-
date impacts from development have been born by tax payers and not developers. Impact fees must be a meaningful
part of any growth plan moving forward.

SDOT working in partnership with the Fremont Neighborhood Council implemented a road diet on Stone Way and
an RPZ with metered parking in Fremont’s commercial core within the last decade. These solutions worked well at
first but have not kept pace with the significant growth of multi-family housing in Fremont. While it isanobleidea
to get people out of their cars and using alternative modes of transportation, Seattle lacks a transportation system
that can make that possible. Therefor large developments that do not include parking, or those who build it but
charge high fees to their residents for its use, have made the RPZ system in Fremont no longer effective—theratio
of RPZ permits to available parking spaces in Fremont was at 150% two years ago. Enforcement is effective but
highly limited due to available PEOs north of the ship canal and as such has limited impact in solving parking
challenges.

| have heard the argument by City staff that HALA and MHA will increase affordable housing, yet in my own
observation of my L-3 zone, | see the reverse happening. A retired couple lived two doors down from me, one of the
last of three remaining early 20th century single family homes on my double-length block; they lived in the
neighborhood for over 30 years. Three years ago, they sold their home for $420,000 (below market) and moved out
of the city dueto their perceived declining quality of life and the impact of active construction and new construction
all around them. Their property was purchased by a predatory developer who is active in this neighborhood and
targets older citizens. The home was demolished and three condos were put in its place. Increased density, yes.
Increased affordability, no. Each of the three units sold for between $800,000 and $900,000. To afford a home at
this price level requires an income of $300,000. The median household income in Fremont was $90,000 in 2015.

The median rent in Fremont was $1,300 in 2015, yet the average rent in new multi family construction in Fremont is
closer to $2,500 (or more) causing rent to be 1/3 of the $90,000 median household income. Increased housing from
this urban village upzone whether for rent or purchase is not making the neighborhood more affordable or diverse,
infact it is gentrifying Fremont and causing displacement of those residents who are on fixed income or at an
income level below the neighborhood’ s median household income.

Based on first hand experience over the past fifteen years, the proposed upzone in East Fremont/West Wallingford
will not accomplish the lofty goals of HALA to make Seattle more liveable or affordable. Any thoughts of further
growth must be put on the shelf until they can be adequatley and thoughtfully planned. | am sure this applies to other
neighborhoods in the City aswell. | can only offer my first hand experiences for my own neighborhood. Moreover
HALA's blanket approach to urban planning is flawed. Each neighborhood is unique—as | said in the beginning of
this communication, that is a character defining feature of our city, and a quality that makes our neighborhoods
liveable and enjoyable—urban planning must be done at a neighborhood by neighborhood level; one size, or in this
case, one solution does not fit all.

MHA must be linked to the neighborhood from which the funds/fees are derived. It is the only way to ensure that we
can maintain the rich fabric of our individual neighborhoods and the residents that currently live in them.
Transferring MHA funds to other neighborhoods only |eads to gentrification and the opposite in areas of intensive
low to moderate income housing. Diversity of all kinds and types makes our neighborhoods stronger and better;
HALA and the MHA as proposed will only make some neighborhoods less diverse and will ultimately change those
neighborhoods' identities and character as a resullt.

HALA and MHA have not been adequately or thoughtfully developed. These plans need more input and ownership
from the citizens of Sesttle. If they do not achieve their basic goals of livability and affordability, they will not off-
set the significant impacts of new construction and growth. They will cause a further erosion of quality of lifein our
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city and region, particularly if transportation capacity, pedestrian and cyclist safety, and open space infrastructure
are not addressed first.

Sincerely,

Erik G. Pihl
Seattle, WA 98103
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From: Glenn Pittenger

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Feedback for HALA EIS

Date: Thursday, July 06, 2017 7:07:40 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

Following is my general feedback to HALA and the HALA EIS.

1. Why are we making such small changes to the urban villages and to present Single Family
Zones? To actually make meaningful impacts to housing supply, in al categories of housing
(detached houses, triplexes, small lot cottages, townhouses, etc), and to improve affordability
across the entire spectrum of income groups, we need far more land rezoned than you are
proposing here. Y ou should consider rezoning at a minimum 50% of the current SF5000 areas
to something that allows RSL and LR1 and reduces the minimum lot size for SF lots to 3,000
square feet.

Thislink showswork | produced this year, that contains one proposal for making 50% of our
current SF zones more dense :

http://i.imgur.com/di8IVR.jpg

The text in the graphic includes the methodology used for selecting the areas, which includes
measure such as. how much of the block has sidewalks, nearness to large parks, nearnessto
frequent transit, nearness to walkable amenities such as restaurants or stores (anything
inspected by king county).

2. For every urban village, and urban village expansion you are considering, you should
require sidewalks. | know for afact that some of the current urban villages or residential urban
villages don't have sidewalks. Sidewalks are key to making a dense area walkable, and if you
expect people to walk to LINK stations, you should give them sidewalks to do so. Sidewalks
cost money, | understand that, but if you allowed more density and building, then you'll have a
higher tax base, and will collect more taxes, which will help cover the cost of sidewalks.

3. Even if you decide to limit major changes to only urban village and UV expansion areas,
you should consider adjusting the minimum lot size in SF5000 zones to 3,200 or 3,000 square
feet. In this day when Seattle has an urgent housing crisis, it makes no sense, at all, for Seattle
to continue using alot size minimum that was set 60 years ago, in 1957. Sesttle has many
thousands of lots in the 3,000 to 3,500 SgFt size range that were built on many decades ago,
which establishes this as part of Seattle's character. Now we should legalize that established
character, in at least ALL of the SF5000 areas. DPD code already established guidelines for
lots sized 3,200 SgFt, lets put those to use in &l of the current SF5000 areas.

Hereisagraphic | produced this year on this very topic :
http://i.imgur.com/Zhuo16H.jpg
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I'm a 3rd generation Seattle resident, and have owned my detached SF home for 24 years. It is
time for us to embrace the density that our city needs.

Thank you for your time,
Glenn Pittenger

8267 4th Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98115

() 206.228.6564
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Email address

Marjolijn Plomp

Comment Form

1

Land Use

(repeats

| have a comment on the up-zones accompanying Mayor Murray’s MHA in
areas currently designated as Urban Centers and Urban Villages. | quote
the Seattle Times (Friday June 9: City studies impact of neighborhood
zoning changes): “The up-zones would lead to more teardown, but each
demolished home would be replaced with 14 new homes, on average”.
Are you aware that currently within these Urban Villages developers are
allowed to build without providing parking?Replacing one home with a
similar home is no problem, as there would still be sufficient street parking.
Replacing one home with 14 homes will certainly create a problem. Even
with the discouragement of cars, many will still bring one for which there
now is no space. The up-zoning changes in Urban Villages will only make
sense if the current parking code 23.54.15 in the Land Use Code for Urban
Villages is also changed, requiring sufficient parking for all residential unit,
including Apodments.

Choking often narrow streets with parked cars, causing safety hazards for
the fire- and police departments, having residents trek out further and
further for their car, is not the answer.

The often suggested frequent transportation solution is and will remain
highly insufficient. Most neighborhoods in the Urban Villages will never get
the kind of public transportation that gets you to the grocery store with a
stroller and a dog, or gets you out of the city to enjoy the great outdoors, or
gets care-givers to those people who are aging in place. Car use will not
be entirely eliminated anytime soon.

| have a comment on the up-zones accompanying Mayor

comments 1-3) Murray’s MHA in areas currently designated as Urban Centers

Transportation

and Urban Villages. | quote the Seattle Times (Friday June 9:
City studies impact of neighborhood zoning changes): “The
up-zones would lead to more teardown, but each demolished
home would be replaced with 14 new homes, on average”. Are
you aware that currently within these Urban Villages
developers are allowed to build without providing parking?
Replacing one home with a similar home is no problem, as
there would still be sufficient street parking. Replacing one
home with 14 homes will certainly create a problem. Even with
the discouragement of cars, many will still bring one for which
there now is no space. The up-zoning changes in Urban
Villages will only make sense if the current parking code
23.54.15 in the Land Use Code for Urban Villages is also
changed, requiring sufficient parking for all residential unit,
including Apodments. Choking often narrow streets with
parked cars, causing safety hazards for the fire- and police



departments, having residents trek out further and further for
their car, is not the answer. The often suggested frequent
transportation solution is and will remain highly insufficient.
Most neighborhoods in the Urban Villages will never get the
kind of public transportation that gets you to the grocery store
with a stroller and a dog, or gets you out of the city to enjoy the
great outdoors, or gets care-givers to those people who are
aging in place. Car use will not be entirely eliminated anytime
soon.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-
restricted affordable
housing?

Are there children
under the age of 18
in your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total
number of years)
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From: Pollet, Rep. Gerry
To: PCD_MHAEIS
Cc: Nyland, Larry L; jill.geary@seattleschools.org; Johnson, Rob; Juarez. Debora; steve.nielsen@seattleschools.org;

flip.herndon@seattleschools.org; schoolboard@seattleschools.org; "clifford@ctassociates.org"”; Frockt. Sen.
David; Pedersen, Sen. Jamie; Chopp. Speaker Frank; Macri, Rep. Nicole; Valdez. Rep. Javier; Tarleton, Rep. Gael;
Erame. Rep. Noel; Carlyle. Sen. Reuven; Ryu, Rep. Cindy; Kagi. Rep. Ruth; Chase. Sen. Maralyn; Santos. Rep.
Sharon Tomiko; Hasegawa, Sen. Bob; Fitzgibbon, Rep. Joe; Cody, Rep. Eileen; Nelson, Sen. Sharon; Pettigrew
Rep. Eric; Bergquist, Rep. Steve; Saldafia, Sen. Rebecca; Hudgins. Rep. Zack; Weiss. Angie

Subject: Comments DEIS Mandatory Housing plan fails to consider school capacity
Date: Saturday, July 22, 2017 4:29:18 PM
Attachments: MHALA fails to consider school capacity, Pollet comments on DEIS 7-17.docx

Please consider and respond to the attached comments on the Draft EIS on the Mandatory
Housing Affordability and Upzone changes, which focus on the City’s total failure to
consider the lack of school capacity in its planning and proposed upzone decisions.

| strongly encourage Seattle Public Schools to comment on the failure of the Draft EIS and
planning process to consider the lack of capacity in Seattle Public Schools in the
communities for which significant upzones and population increases are proposed. | am
urging that the City live up to repeated promises to consider school capacity, and actively
helping to add capacity for our children, in the attached comments on the MHA Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

City officials have touted that the Draft EIS considers “educational opportunity” as a criteria
for where upzones and expansion of urban village boundaries would occur, implying that
school capacity was a consideration. However, a detailed review of the DEIS found that
it fails to consider school capacity in any fashion. The proposal would exacerbate our
unconstitutional overcrowding without proposing any efforts to collaborate with Seattle
Public Schools to mitigate and accommodate the increased student populations which
would be driven by the proposals. | am particularly concerned that the City makes no
commitment to serve, and failed to show any concern for, the population increase driven by
investment of MHALA funds in lower income housing with a higher needs student
population in the areas of the City which already lack school capacity.

My comments urge the City to adopt an ordinance requiring consideration of school
capacity in planning decisions as well as revising the Draft EIS to include consideration and
mitigation plans.

Gerry

Representative Gerry Pollet

46" District (Northeast and North Seattle, Lake Forest Park and Kenmore)
(360)786-7886 Olympia

(206)729-3234 District Office

Gerry.pollet@leg.wa.gov

Subscribe to my email list here!

Because | know how hard it is to go to Olympia to meet your legislators during the Session,
| am committed to holding weekly drop-in, in-district discussion times at different locations
around the district on most Saturday mornings from 10-12. After Session, | switch to
monthly meetings and welcome setting up advance appoitnments. Check where upcoming
Traveling Town Halls will be on my home page:

http://housedemocrats.wa.gov/leqislators/Gerry-Pollet/, or email or FB.
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Comments of Representative Gerry Pollet (46h District) on the Mandatory Housing / Upzone
Draft EIS from the City of Seattle

The City of Seattle has again failed to consider the lack of school capacity to serve our children
who suffer from unconstitutionally overcrowded school buildings across Seattle as it proposes to
increase density and upzone neighborhoods under HALA and its “grand bargain.”

Rather than considering whether there is any space in public schools to accommodate the
massive increase in population proposed by upzones, the City considered standardized test
scores as a positive indicator of “educational opportunity” justifying upzones. This continues a
sad history of the City of Seattle making decisions on education by relying on standardized
testing (even while Seattle Public Schools has joined with most parents in decrying forced use
of high stakes tests that diminish instructional time).

| urge the City to withdraw and reissue a new draft EIS on the “Grand Bargain” of Upzoning
Neighborhoods to increase density in exchange for developers paying mandatory housing
payments or setting aside 5-7% of units as affordable, referred to as MHALA — Mandatory
Housing Affordability and Land Use — after properly considering school capacity and educational
opportunity and adopting commitments to mitigate the impacts of the proposals. Those
commitments should be made in collaboration with Seattle Public Schools.

Across the City, particularly in the extremely overcrowded Northeast, North, Northwest and
West Seattle areas, the City claims that extra-large areas of upzones and increased populations
are warranted by a designation in the draft EIS referred to as “educational opportunity.”

That sounds, at first blush, that there is school capacity for the increase in children proposed.
Indeed, City Council Members and advocates for HALA's grand bargain are touting it as such.

The reality is that the Draft EIS and the City did NOT consider school capacity in
proposing these upzones and massive population increases. The Seattle School District's
capacity analyses — which were readily available, but ignored by the City — show the areas
proposed for massive population increases have the most overcrowded schools. The schools in
these areas have NO capacity for additional students; much less to meet the constitutional duty
to lower class sizes (which requires physical space) or to provide the significant increase in
space per student for higher need students with limited English proficiency or special education
and tutoring needs.

As a parent advocate and as a legislator, | have worked for over a decade to get the City of
Seattle to consider school capacity in its planning and zoning decisions; and, more recently, to
have the City join in lobbying for state funding for new school capacity in Seattle to help reduce
our severe overcrowding. The City has failed to step up — despite repeated promises.

If the City was serious about working with Seattle Schools and educational opportunity, the
HALA proposal would include plans for using city owned properties and other opportunities to
provide much-needed land for new schools to accommodate the students who will need schools
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from the nearly 100,000 housing unit increase which the HALA plan proposes for Seattle in
twenty years (of which the HALA goal is just 6,000 “affordable” units).

For example, the Roosevelt and Ravenna neighborhood urban villages are proposed for
additional expansions due to claimed “educational opportunities,” coupled with low
“displacement” potential (also, Lake City, Ballard, Crown Hill...). But, as every parent in these
neighborhoods knows, there is not space for another student to be crammed into any of the
nearby schools; and, the City has already informed the school district that it would violate codes
to cram more portables onto local elementary school lots. These upzones would be on top of
the massive upzone for the adjacent U District which the City boasts will add thousands of new
families. Again, the City refused to consider where those children would go to school - although
there is no school in the U District and the nearby schools are all over capacity. The plan could
easily consider the City providing the Green Lake Reservoir site for school capacity... but, it fails
to even consider that obvious mitigation (mitigation is legally required).

The MHA Draft EIS’ claims of high “educational opportunity” justifying additional
upzones are based on test scores, not access to school capacity! (See Tables 4 and 5,
“Access to Opportunity Index Indicators,” Appendix A, excerpted below). The Draft EIS fails to
consider school capacity to handle to proposed growth in family population from the proposed
upzones. The Draft EIS designates numerous areas as “high educational opportunity,” resulting
in proposing greater density and increased population of school age children, despite the fact
that there is NO current physical capacity in schools serving those areas.

The Draft EIS and HALA plan also fail to consider access to programs serving Limited English
Proficiency or high special needs students in Seattle Schools and lack of capacity to serve such
students, which require significantly increased physical capacity in a school (physical capacity
and instructional capacity do not exist in many of the proposed upzone areas). This failure is
shocking given the claimed emphasis on equity and desire to add lower income housing serving
higher need students in these areas. The proposal is to increase housing supported with
MHALA funds in these areas — which will dramatically increase high need student populations.
Thus, the DEIS and mitigation should include — as part of the claimed consideration of
educational opportunities and equity — commitments to provide the extra physical space,
instructional and wrap-around services capacity needed for high need students in these areas.

The other “educational opportunity” criteria is claimed to be access to higher education
opportunities. This excited me when | first heard that it was being considered. But, as with
access to a public school classroom, this is not what it is being sold as. It is not access to
community college job / workplace certification or AA degree programs. It is not access to an
affordable four-year degree program while living close to a public institution. It is not whether
low income students and first generation students have access to college financial aid and
mentoring preparatory programs, or to a free community college program. Instead, all that the
Draft EIS considers for this touted “access to educational opportunity” is whether the increase
housing density is within a 30 minutes transit ride to the UW/Montlake light rail station.

Do City officials know that most of our Seattle high school graduates can’t go to the UW? It
wouldn’t have been hard to examine if the City will commit to providing support for students who
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have never had a parent or guardian attend college to have assistance with college applications
and financial aid; or, which communities have such mentoring programs or will be served by a
free thirteenth year program for free attendance for a student’s first year at South Seattle
College. What about the reality that, unlike most major metropolitan areas, we do not have a
commuter based bachelors’ degree granting institution in Seattle?

In sum:

o Do not upzone any area where schools are overcrowded unless the City is committing to
specific steps to mitigate and increase school capacity as part of its HALA plan;

o Withdraw the draft MHA EIS and revise it to include commitments by the City to add
school capacity for every proposed upzone area where the schools are currently, or
projected to be, overcrowded in order to meet our students’ constitutional rights to attend
schools with lower class sizes and which are not overcrowded;

e The Council should pass an ordinance committing to consider school capacity in all
planning decisions;

¢ Replace test scores as a criteria for educational opportunity with data on school class
sizes and capacity in school buildings, including capacity to serve higher need children,
such as bilingual education and special education programs;

¢ Have meaningful criteria for access to opportunities of higher education, rather than
claiming that access by light rail to the UW is equivalent to “educational opportunity.”
Educational opportunity only exists if education is affordable and programs are available.
Recognize that, for UW students and classified staff, there is a great need for lower cost
housing nearby and great benefit from affordable workforce family and student housing
in the U District. Recognize that encouraging students to move south on light rail lines
will displace low income families in other neighborhoods.

Submitted by Representative Gerry Pollet
Gerry.pollet@leg.wa.gov

7750 17" Ave NE

Seattle, WA 98115

Below are the relevant portions of Tables 4 and 5, “Access to Opportunity Index Indicators”;
MHA Draft EIS Appendix A, “Growth and Equity “pages 16 and 27 (pdf), explaining that the
educational indicators used in support of proposing higher density for specific areas are:

e standardized test scores and HS graduation rates, rather than whether there is space in
a public school for children; and,

e transit access to the UW, rather than meaningful access to the opportunities of higher
education from community colleges or bachelor degree programs for the vast majority of
students who either can’t afford to attend the UW or who simply can’t get in:

Indicator Description Source
1 School performance

Elementary school math and reading proficiency scores by attendance area
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2 Middle school math and reading proficiency scores by attendance area

3 Graduation rate High school graduation rate by attendance area

(data for 1 and 2 from Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI))
4 Access to college or university

Location within 30 minutes of a college or university by transit (bus and/or light rail)

“Access to college or university
This indicator now incorporates University Link service, which increases the area in certain
parts of the city that can access a college or university within 30 minutes by transit.” Table 5.

City of Seattle

King County Metro GTFS

Sound Transit

5 Proximity to a library Location within quarter-mile walking distance to a library City of Seattle
6 Proximity to employment Number of (by census tract centroid) jobs accessible in 30

minutes by transit

Puget Sound Regional Council 2013 Covered Employment Estimates

7 Property appreciation Change in median home value 2000-2013

2000 Census 2009-2013 American Community Survey

8 Proximity to transit

Number of unique transit trips within 0.25-mile walking distance

King County Metro General Transit Feed Specification (GTFS)

9 Proximity to current or future Link light rail and streetcar

Location near a current and future light rail stations and streetcar stops, measured by walking distance
Sound Transit

City of Seattle

10 Proximity to a community center

Location near a City-owned and City-operated community center, measured by walking distance
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(Proximity determined by the size of the park. Larger parks have larger service areas.)
City of Seattle

11 Proximity to a park Location near a public open space, measured by as-the crow-
flies distance City of Seattle

12 Sidewalk completeness

Percentage of block faces within a quarter mile missing a sidewalk (excluding those SDOT has not
identified should be improved)

City of Seattle

13 Proximity to a health care facility

Location near a health care facility, measured by walking distance

King County Public Health

(2010)

14 Proximity to a location that sells produce

Location near a supermarket, produce stand, or farmers market, measured by walking distance

ReferenceUSA



Prasad,Veena

From: Veena Prasad

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Feedback from resident to West Seattle Junction Neighborhood EIS
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 10:58:39 AM

Attachments: EIS comments from resident_VP.doc

Hi,

I'm concerned with the developments in West Seattle and the heavy-handed
approach the City is taking to increase housing units in the name of providing low
income housing. Proposed plans will increase displacement in the long run while
adding environmental stress to areas that already have inadequate infrastructure.
Please see attached comments.

A concerned resident,

Veena Prasad
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Prasad,Veena

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

Overall Analysis

Community Feedback

Lack of Affordable Housing

Neighborhood Plan

Traffic

Green Space

Neighborhood Character

Loss of Light and Air

Loss of Views

Historic Buildings

Public Safety

Utility Infrastructure

Schools

Other

Name: _ Veena Prasad

Address:

6 99001 bg105r06t5

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of things
like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account impact of
other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5, ST3

DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood
feedback.

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing in
exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.
DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already lacking
neighborhood.

DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character and the
impact of the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose mitigation for
negative impacts.

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of light
and air on ground floor of existing buildings

DEIS fails to identify protected public views or private views that will be
lost or to propose meaningful mitigation.

DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access emergency services
and impact of increased density on response times, etc.

DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support
proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of increased
density thereon.

I have other concerns regarding the DEIS including, but not limited to, the
following:

1) 32" Ave SW is already a crowded street. Often, there is no parking remaining
and it can be a challenge to find a spot to pull into in order to allow another
car to pass. The options proposed all increase traffic on this street, making it
difficult to leave / get home but also making the street increasingly unsafe for
the many young children walking / playing. This increased traffic and reduced
parking means emergency vehicles will not have sufficient access into/out of
the street.

2) The City has proposed these changes in the name of low-income housing. Your
plans don’t show any studies of how many will be displaced as a result of
increased housing prices / rental units. What is the plan for those just above
the cut off for low-income? What about families with kids that need more
space than a 400 sqft apartment?



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

C W Pratt

| don't normally respond to land-use proposals, since I'd like to
think that the city has experts to analyze the information and
make sound decisions. But this time, | am moved to make my
voice heard as a property-tax paying citizen who wants to see
Seattle preserve existing neighborhoods while allowing sensible
growth.

I'd like to see more affordable housing, especially close to transit
nodes, and I'd like to see better integration of low- and high-
income options.

| believe that this can be done only if the city relies more on input
from the people who know how this can be done--that is, the
people who actually live in these neighborhoods and walk those
streets daily.

The current Urban Village plans just don't make sense,
especially the one in the Roosevelt area. Did the City's "experts"
actually spend any time on the sidewalks to see where blighted
properties are currently located? To see where sub-standard
housing should be compassionately replaced? To see where
viable family-oriented houses currently stand?

What could possibly be gained by allowing the rezoning of entire
blocks of owner-occupied, well-maintained single-family homes
so that they could be replaced with ugly micro-apartments that
would not be able to accommodate the displaced families, let
alone provide affordable housing for newcomers (not all of whom
are young, single, and car-less)? You can't rely just on a map to
make plans---this might look good on paper but not in reality.

Did anyone ask us about OUR ideas for preserving the trees and
the architecture of our neighborhood while making room for more
people?

The DEIS seems to use a one-size-fits-all approach that ignores
the unique types of housing, existing economic and social
diversity, and other factors that are obvious to residents.

Please spend a tiny bit of effort to examine each Urban Village
as a separate entity. A single approach cannot possibly meet
everyone's needs.

One small suggestion: any new development that destroys
existing property must compensate by creating new housing
opportunities WITHIN THAT SAME NEIGHBORHOOD. Don't
allow ugly development to destroy a vibrant neighborhood and
then pay for it (or get away with it!) by funding housing in another
far-away part of the city. Please let us control our growth where
we live! Thank you for listening.



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS RE: MHA

Overall Analysis

>§

Community Feedback

Lack of Affordable Housing

Neighborhood Plan

Traffic

Green Space

Neighborhood Character

XXX K K X

Loss of Light and Air

Loss ol Views

Historic Buildings

Public Safety

Utility Infrastructure

Schools

Y KK KK

Other

Name: Brian Presser
Address: 4832 42™ Ave SW

DEIS is too superficial. Fails to make street level assessment of things
like traffic, parking, infrastructure. Fails to take into account impact of
other contemplated City projects including Terminal 5, ST3

DEIS fails to take into account documented Junction neighborhood
feedback.

DEIS reflects Junction will not gain meaningful affordable housing in
exchange for massive rezones to its neighborhood.

DEIS reflects City’s failure to honor neighborhood plan.
DEIS analysis is flawed; Fails to utilize meaningful data.

DEIS fails to propose mitigation for loss of greenspace in already lacking
neighborhood.

DEIS fails to accurately describe existing neighborhood character and the
impact of the proposed changes; DEIS fails to propose mitigation for

negative impacts.

DEIS fails to propose meaningful mitigation with respect to loss of light
and air on ground floor of existing buildings

DEIS fails to ideniify protecied public views or private views that will be
lost or to propose meaningful mitigation.

DEIS fails to recognize historic buildings in Junction.

DEIS fails to take into account existing lack of access emergency services
and impact of increased density on response times, etc.

DEIS fails to acknowledge lack of adequate infrastructure to support
proposed increased density; Analysis is flawed.

DEIS fails to note existing lack of school capacity and impact of increased
density thereon.

I have other concerns regarding the DEIS including, but not limited to, the
following:

6 99001 bg105r06t5



Name

Email address

If you are
commenting here on
behalf of a larger
organization which
you represent (e.g.
community group,
advocacy group,
etc.), you may
indicate so here.

Comment Form

Patrick Prociv, home owner, West Seattl

west Seattle home owner since 1977

1 West Seattle has been repeatedly up-zoned and parcel re-zoned.

The wonderful promises and "wishes" presented by developers to
make their cases have usually proven to be only "blown smoke" or
pipe dreams. The losers for all these failures are the indigenous
people of the neighborhoods, not the developers and their real
estate agents. The city employees that make the final analysis and
go-no-go decisions are not affected by their own mistakes and in
competencies, but again the established residences of the affected
neighborhoods become their victims. To families and single-dwelling
homeowners in our neighborhoods, particularly West Seattle, the
term "UPZONE" means this:

(1)Residents on minimal incomes get kicked out of affordable
housing in a location they can only afford in order to keep their
housing and job commute costs within low fixed income budgets.

(2)Developers are going to dump more money into the real estate
than any local resident could ever dream of in order to make a
comfortable profit- thereby inflating the land values in the vision of
city hall, and crushing all the property owners around their
development project with perpetually inflated taxes. The neighbors
of the developer's project become the VICTIMS of the developer,
thanks to city hall's tax structure.

(3) The new "multi-use" buildings are NOT an enhancement to the
neighborhood. The developer ensures his profit by making sure that
ALL the spaces in the building demand a higher per-square-foot
price than ever before in the neighborhood. So those city-required
street-level "retail spaces" are priced too high for any intelligent
business to afford. This means those street level storefronts stay an
empty blight in the new building, or are sales-pitched to unwitting
low-income businesses who will trap themselves into a business
failure while trying to pay the developer his high rent, or a shyster
franchise pushes un-proven investors into opening in the space and
paying the high rents to the developer until they go broke also.
Bottom line: The retail rents are greedily inflated and set up to
victimize small businesses.



Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives
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(4) Those so-called "affordable housing"units in the developer's
building are a lie. The units are priced lower than the inflated rents
of the rest of the building, but are way ABOVE any rent prices that
the truly needy can afford-thus the "affordable" means affordable to
low middle income renters, but not to those who the sales pitch to
city planning were told.

(5)The developer inflated the tax structures of the entire
neighborhood, so with his own high rental prices required for him to
have his comfortable profit, all rental properties must increase their
rents just to pay the city's higher imposed taxes. This results in low
and middle income renters being priced out of their meager homes-
again the VICTIMS of the developers and the city's tax structure.

(6) The city planners have been sold a pipe dream by the
developers that is backed up by well wishing (emphasis on wishing)
idealists: "apartment and condo dwellers won't have cars."
Absolutely a snow-job by those pushing their own private agendas
onto city hall. Sooner or later almost all apartment or condo units
will have at least ONE CAR assigned to it. 100% parking for living
and retail units must be RECOGNIZED and made law. For those
units that may not need to park a vehicle in their allotted space, that
space could EASILY be rented out, thereby further relieving street
congestion.

(7) Taller buildings means that single family houses immediately
nearby now have NO PRIVACY anymore, as towers of people now
can stare into their formerly private windows and yards.

(8) Towers of more people means more trash on the streets and
more street damage (over-sized and over-weight METRO buses),
and the city services are not increased to handle the developer's
imposed load.

(9) Finally, there is a warning for us to heed: we the people have
NO RECOURSE against the lack of integrity and greed of the
developer, and against the blundering of city hall and city planners
and lobbying groups when a proposed developer's plan goes
contrary to the "SALES PITCH". A smart developer fills his new
building up ONE TIME any way he can, then sells it to another
investment group to clear his own profit. As things crumble for that
investment group, they become the unwitting victims as does the
whole neighborhood become even more victimized by the towers of
greed the city has inflicted onto good neighborhoods. PIPE-
DREAMS AND GOOD INTENTIONS? C'MON CITY! WAKE UP
AND GET REAL! Patrick Prociv, asking for competency and
accountability in each (taxpayer paid) city employee.
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If you are commenting
here on behalf of a
larger organization
which you represent
(e.g. community group,
advocacy group, etc.),
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here.

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Transportation

Public Services &
Utilities

Dwight Proteau

N/A

In general, | am in support of greater density and MHA overall.
My concern is not a "Not in My Backyard" (NIMBY) response as
| believe that my overall neighborhood, Crown Hill, can support
it. However, extending the western edge to include 20th Ave NW
(from 85th NW to 89th NW) poses demonstrably limiting
concerns. 20th Ave NW is NOT a full city street; it is
approximately 12' wide without sidewalks and no room for
expansion. Parking is already at a premium. Additional density,
especially with MHA guidelines indicating no parking
requirements for new development within an Urban Village, will
only exacerbate the problem.

The sidewalk Priority Investment Network (PIN) is a key concern
that | have related to the proposed Crown Hill Urban Village
Upzone (both Alt 2 & 3) including 20th Ave NW between 85th
NW and 89th NW. 20th Ave NW in this area is NOT a full street.
At only (approx.) 12" width, we do not have room to install
sidewalks which likely is why not included on the included
Exhibit 3.4 - 2.

Extending the Upzone westward to include 20th Ave NW
allowing greater density, would be difficult to support. Parking
would be compromised. Safety would be an (increased) issue for
the many small children who play there. And, there is not
sufficient room to install sidewalks which, to my understanding,
are requirements to any new developments within the MHA
guidelines.

20th Ave NW, between 85th NW and 89th NW currently does
NOT have a fire hydrant. Additionally, since 20th Ave NW is not
a full street in this location, access for emergency vehicles is
challenged. Adding additional density becomes and increased
safety concern.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your



Provost,Nicole-1

From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:02:31 AM

The MHA DEIS is not sufficient to represent all Urban Villages and the City overall.
Each Urban Village is unique, with different housing types, cultural traditions,
businesses, resources, and growth needs. This DEIS fails to recognize and examine
these differences.

Each up-zoned Urban Village and Surrounding Area should be analyzed separately,
thoroughly and accurately via their own individual EIS.

Additionally, the DEIS does not address how the whole City will be impacted by the
changes both in this DEIS and the other SEPA analyses combined. Seattle residents

live in both their own neighborhoods and in the City at large, yet this DEIS has failed
to analyze the impacts to both thoroughly and accurately.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 2

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:20:19 AM

Urban Villages (UV) “Study Areas” were not studied.

The DEIS states that the Study Area consists of many Urban Villages (UVs) slated for up-zoning and
redevelopment as part of MHA. However, the DEIS pointedly ignores the Study Area impacts and
mitigations, instead averaging all changes and impacts over the entire Seattle land mass. This
approach directly opposes and ignores one of the City’s own stated objectives, to “distribute the

benefits and burdens of growth equitably”.

The City of Seattle has failed to examine the direct impact of MHA-driven changes within each UV.
Even when this omission is mentioned in DEIS Section 1.6 (Significant Areas of Controversy), the City
declines to address the impacts of massive up-zones within the UVs.
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 3

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:22:04 AM

Details of UV-specific impacts and mitigations were ignored.

The DEIS describes UVs and their up-zone plans at a “micro” level of detail, but it does not address
any UV-specific negative impacts or mitigations. Instead, the DEIS uses a “macro” lens which
average negative impacts over the whole city (thus minimize any negative effects), or it ignores them
altogether. No assessments of individual UV Study Area-specific resources or impacts were
conducted, and no mention was made of any UV Study Area-specific mitigations. Detailed UV-
specific impacts that were ignored in the DEIS include:

e Increased impacts on local transportation modes (bus, bicycle, light rail, pedestrian, or car)
within the UVs.

e  Loss of UV-specific local cultural resources such as immigrant- and minority-owned small
businesses, non-profit community aid organizations, and places of worship.

e Increased school crowding at local elementary, middle, and high schools in or adjacent to
each UV. Enrollment in Seattle Public Schools is largely dictated by family address. SPSis
already dangerously overcrowded. Dramatically increasing the number of school-age
children in a given UV Study Area will increase school crowding in neighborhood schools.

e  Degradation of UV resident pedestrian safety, air quality, and noise pollution as demolition,
loss of road and sidewalk rights-of-way, and intensified construction activities within the UV.

e Decreased access to local recreational amenities, such as parks, playgrounds, open space,
and Community Centers.

e Increased stress on local infrastructure such as water, electrical service, sewage treatment,
combined sewer outfall, and surface water management.

Loss of tree canopy, green spaces, and parks within each UV.

e Increased risk for local heat islands and landslides as the tree canopy disappears and porous
surfaces are paved over. Because each UV Study Area contains unique topology and
geology, each UV Study Area must be individually assessed for these risks.
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 4

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:27:57 AM

Impacts on families with school-age children were not addressed.

Displacing or crowding out families from UV Study Area schools guarantees that those families will
need to enroll their children in new schools and childcare providers, and/or travel greater distances
to get to school and/or childcare. The DEIS does not address these UV-specific negative impacts on
school-age children and their families, nor does it suggest a mechanism to align and mitigate the
effects of increased neighborhood density on school enrollments and childcare facilities. No
mention is made in MHA or DEIS of the requirement for maintaining family-scale housing, especially

within the up-zoned UVs.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 5

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:29:38 AM

The DEIS does not adequately address the many negative impacts on UV residents, institutions,
and environments.

The DEIS implements a city-wide “averaging”, which minimizes or simply ignores the heavy negative
impacts to each UV Study Area and its residents. The City appears to regard the UV Study Areas as
‘sacrificial zones’, assuming any negative impacts suffered by the UVs will be forgotten or minimized
by the wider benefits enjoyed by the city as a whole. UV residents, businesses, and institutions are
expected to either move away from their neighborhood or put up with the increased noise,
environmental insults, pollution, safety risks, and disruption.
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 6

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:42:59 AM

No alternatives to MHA were analyzed:

Nowhere in DEIS Section 1.4 (Alternatives) does the City propose any alternatives to Alternative 2
and Alternative 3, which are both just slight variations on the MHA proposal.

In addition, although Alternative 1 is described as “No Action”; it would actually result in significant
increases in housing and density. The DEIS did not adequately describe (graphically or analytically)
Alternative 1.

True MHA alternative options could include step-wise (NOT all-at-once) approaches to up-zoning
properties along urban transportation corridors and rapid transit lines, or distributing the density
increases more equitably and uniformly throughout the City. These alternative approaches would
better serve to more equitable distribute the benefits and impacts of increased density.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 7

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:45:41 AM

The DEIS did not address economic displacement of UV Study Area residents spurred by MHA-
imposed land tax rate increases.

The vast majority (>90%) of MHA-driven new development will be market-rate housing. New
multifamily housing development in the up-zoned UV “Study Areas” will cause land values and
development pressures to increase in those areas. In particular, up-zoned land will be subjected to
higher tax rates as local development accelerates. This phenomenon has the potential to drive out
middle- and low-income residents, as well as elderly residents, who cannot afford to stay in their
own neighborhoods because the land under their homes has risen in value and tax rate as a result of
MHA. The DEIS does not address the impact of MHA-driven tax rate increases.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 8

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:48:05 AM

Funding option alternatives to MHA were not explored.

MHA relies on increased market-rate development in specifically up-zoned “Study Areas” (UVs) to 1)
increase the number of affordable housing units in the UVs, and/or 2) raise revenue for City-
managed affordable housing construction.

UV-focused up-zoning and increased market-rate development are used by the City to pay for
affordable housing. The City did not explore other means, besides UV-focused intense up-zoning
and market-rate development, by which funding for the production of affordable housing could be
built. For instance, employer head taxes or real estate excise taxes could help facilitate the
construction of new affordable housing. These funding options would more equitably spread the
impact and costs for new affordable housing, as compared to MHA, which focuses impacts on

current UV residents.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 9

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:52:01 AM

The impact of displacement, and delayed development of affordable housing, was not
addressed.

The DEIS did not address the time lag between the demolition of existing housing in the UV “Study
Areas” and the eventual production of affordable housing units. There is currently a critical shortage
of affordable housing units in Seattle. It is a therefore a given that current UV residents (of all
income levels) who are displaced by market-rate housing construction will be left with no options for
affordable housing until such time as more affordable housing stock is built. Market rate developers
who avail themselves of the payment in lieu option will exacerbate this negative impact of MHA.

In addition, the DEIS implies that the City may build affordable housing in affected UV “Study Areas”,
but there is no guarantee of a replacement of low- and middle-income housing stocks within the up-
zoned UVs. This is a double-whammy to the affected UVs: loss of affordable and middle-income
housing, with no guarantee that it will be replaced by the City of Seattle affordable housing
development.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 10

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:54:28 AM

UV Study Area-specific displacement of businesses and cultural institutions was not addressed.

Each UV is unique in its history, built and natural environments, resident experience and ethnic
makeup, and cultural and civic institutions. The DEIS did not directly assess the loss of these unique
local businesses and cultural institutions within each targeted UV Study Area. No inventory of UV
Study Area-specific business, non-profits, and cultural institutions was conducted, and no safeguards
or mitigations were proposed in order to avoid the displacement of these UV Study Area-specific

local resources.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 11

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 11:55:55 AM

Spill-over effects onto adjacent communities were not analyzed.

Density increases in any given up-zoned UV Study Area will have multiple negative impacts on
adjacent communities. Community resources such as roads, schools, transit systems, public open
spaces, and Community Centers will receive much heavier usage. As a direct result of UV Study Area
density increase, adjacent neighborhoods will experience more heavy construction vehicle traffic,
crowded buses and public transit, decreased access to parks and open space, more cut-through
traffic through adjacent streets, and impaired bicycle and pedestrian safety.

None of these negative impacts on adjacent communities are addressed in the DEIS. An integrated
analysis is required that addresses transportation infrastructure, schools, and environmental
impacts, on neighborhoods within and between the up-zoned UV Study Areas.

Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 12

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:00:19 PM

Links between new commercial construction and subsequent housing demand were not
assessed.

The DEIS focused on residential up-zoning and development; it ignored the heavy effect of increased
commercial development (and the associated increase in employment demand) on housing
demand. Software and other well-financed companies continue to develop large commercial
buildings in Seattle, but the DEIS (and MHA) did not assess the impact of increased commercial
construction on residential demand and housing prices. The massive increase in commercial
construction was completely ignored in the DEIS.

Until the explicit relationship between commercial building permits, job creation, and housing
demand is established, residential growth planning such as MHA will continue to be retroactive
reactive guesswork. The DEIS needs to assess the direct negative impacts of massive commercial
construction on the built and natural infrastructure of Seattle, as well as on Seattle’s residents and

resources.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 13

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:05:32 PM

The DEIS fails to address the requirement for integrated planning and concurrent infrastructure
improvements.

The DEIS describes MHA-driven residential growth in the UV Study Areas, but it ignores the need for
city-wide planning for concurrent infrastructural upgrades, as required by the Growth Management
Act. In particular, the DEIS fails to consider the need for integrated city-wide infrastructure network
upgrades to schools, transportation, fire and police services, and public utilities, as residential

growth occurs. These infrastructure networks are interrelated, and must be considered holistically.

For example: poor traffic infrastructure impairs the delivery of fire and police services; increased
traffic impairs the safety of pedestrians, especially school children walking to neighborhood schools;
increased impervious surfaces exacerbated surface water runoff, which impairs the performance
and capacity of sewage treatment plants.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 14

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:07:35 PM

No alternatives were considered in the event of a successful court challenge to MHA.

MHA and the Grand Bargain were conceived and finalized with input from a small group of
developers; however, developers outside that small group have threatened to sue the City of Seattle
over MHA. The EIS does not mention what happens if MHA’s legality is challenged and overturned.
The DEIS should address the UV Study Area-specific impacts if MHA Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 is
overturned after UV up-zoning and massive re-development begins.

Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 15

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:16:25 PM

No alternative funding source for required concurrent infrastructure was considered or analyzed.

The DEIS should have considered alternatives that levy impact fees on developers to fund
transportation and other infrastructure improvements. In addition, the DEIS should have considered
infrastructural requirements and impacts in both the up-zoned UV neighborhoods, and those
neighborhoods where current zoned capacity is under-utilized.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 16

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:22:22 PM

Alternative sources of property for affordable housing development were not considered in the
DEIS.

An alternative that should have been included in the DEIS is based on the development of publicly
owned land for affordable housing. This alternative approach would have more equitably
distributed the impacts and benefits of increased density (as opposed to extracting affordable
housing units from the up-zoning of current UV properties). This alternative source would also result
in more (and more permanent) units of affordable housing than those proposed in MHA.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 17

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:26:27 PM

The esthetics and graphical representations within the DEIS are inadequate.

Graphic presentations within the DEIS should have included those that accurately render existing
condition, so that the effect of 30 foot RSL production in those areas can be accurately visualized.
This is particularly true in neighborhoods more distant from downtown Seattle, where houses rarely

attain heights of 30 feet.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 18

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:43:35 PM

The DEIS does not provide adequate specifics with regard to MHA impacts on esthetics.

The DEIS statement “The proposal includes a variety of features and development regulation
amendments to minimize these impacts” (section 1.23) should require specific identification of
those esthetic features and development regulation amendments. Without these details,
mitigations will be minimized or ignored.

In particular, the DEIS should have included a more detailed assessment of the impact of MHA on
views and shading, which requires the collection and presentation of specific view analysis in the UV-
specific affected Study Areas. The DEIS should have also included an analysis of shadow effects,
from UV-specific up-zones on increased density and heights, on the existing landscape.

In addition, the absence of RSL design standards requiring a pitched roof, graphical renderings within
the DEIS should assume current development practice, which is a flat roof with an added roof deck.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 19

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 12:55:00 PM

The DEIS fails to adequately describe Design Review as a mitigation to MHA-imposed increased in
density

The DEIS fails to clearly indicate the current Design Review thresholds under which projects are
exempt from Design Review. In addition, the City of Seattle is currently proposing Design Review
revisions under which smaller low-density multi-family development projects would be exempt from
Design Review. The DEIS need to expand on these thresholds and better explain whether and how
these regulations could be mitigations to the affected areas.

In addition, the DEIS needs to be more specific about proposed changes to the Design Review
regulations. This lack of DEIS detail, and the proposal to exempt small projects from Design Review,
is particularly significant in the UV Study Areas to be up-zoned from Single Family Residential to low
rise categories. Exempting small infill projects from design review means that Design Review is no
mitigation at all.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 20

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 1:32:40 PM

DEIS descriptions of Parking Impacts and Mitigations lack adequate detail and rigor, especially
with respect to individual UV study Areas.

Section 3.213 of the DEIS states that MHA is expected to create a significant adverse impact on
parking, but it fails to adequately describe either the specific impacts or the mitigations. In
particular, the first three “travel demand and parking strategies” enumerated on page 3.239 have
the potential to make the impact on parking worse, not better.

As an example, the referenced transit pass strategy is wishful thinking on the part of the DEIS
authors; there is no documented evidence to prove that people with improved access to transit,
especially citizens living in market-rate housing, will abandon car ownership if offered transit passes.

As another example, the DEIS lists Residential Parking Zone (RPZ) program changes as a potential
mitigation. However, the DEIS does not state what those RPZ changes would be, nor how they
would serve to mitigate parking impact, especially in those UV Study Areas where street parking is
already at or near capacity.

The parking Impacts and mitigations need to be detailed for each individual UV Study Area,
especially those UVs where street parking is already extremely limited.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 21

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 1:43:02 PM

The DEIS fails to adequately describe the current and proposed tree canopies, and the resulting
MHA impacts, within and outside of the UV Study Areas

The EIS fails to catalog the tree canopy within the UV Study Areas. In particular, the DEIS fails to
distinguish between evergreen and deciduous trees, when considering negative MHA impacts on
tree canopy, and the resulting ripple effects from those impacts.

Evergreen trees are more effective overall at intercepting rain, especially more during Seattle’s rainy
season when deciduous trees lack leaves. This mitigating feature of evergreen tree canopy is
especially important when assessing the potential to mitigate rainwater runoff and the risk of
landslides, which will be different inside and outside individual UV Study Areas.

In addition, most evergreen trees are located on land currently zoned to Single Family Residential,
because the city does not encourage planting evergreen trees as street trees. Therefore, the MHA
zoning changes proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 will have a significantly increased negative impact
on the proportion of evergreen trees in the canopy, and thus the risk of increased surface water
runoff, sewage treatment impacts, and landslide risks.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 22

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 2:00:33 PM

The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the risks, and any potential mitigations, to Parks and Open
Space.

The DEIS identified a need for 40 additional acres of open space in Alternative 1, and 434 acres in
Alternatives 2 and 3, but it fails to adequately describe any potential mitigations that could supply
the needed acreage. In addition, the DEIS also fails to adequately detail all the significant
unavoidable impacts in the up-zoned UV Study Areas (such as the decrease in open space in yards
and empty lots as properties are developed with increased density, decreased access to current
parks and open space, and decreased air and water quality).

The DEIS briefly mentions the potential to impose developer impact fees to help pay for mitigations,
but impact fees have been resisted by the City of Seattle for many year (despite the fact that they
have been adopted in every other major city in the state). The DEIS also fails to describe how
transfer of development rights can be effectively used for the purpose of acquiring new park and
open space lands.

The DEIS needs to identify other incentive programs to potentially mitigate and pay for impacts on
parks and open space, especially as they might be implemented in specifically affected up-zoned UV
Study Areas.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 23

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 2:08:54 PM

The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the need for concurrent sewer system upgrades as MHA-
driven density increases, inside and outside the affected UV Study Areas.

On page 3.302 the DEIS notes that “Some parts of the City are served by sewers that are less than
12-inch diameter. These areas are likely at or near their capacity and downstream pipes from new
development would have to be upgraded to a minimum 12-inch diameter.” These affected areas
need be identified in the EIS, along with the extent of the downstream pipes in question, and the
level of mitigation required inside and outside each affected UV Study Area.

- Nicole Provost
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 25

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 8:36:17 PM

The Community Engagement efforts, cited City of Seattle in the DEIS Appendix, were inadequate
and one-sided.

The community engagement events and tools used by the City of Seattle were clearly meant to
minimize community input and opposition, and to promote the pro-MHA agenda. To cite one
example, the City created HALA Focus Groups that were created using hand-picked HALA
proponents, poorly run, and resistant to legitimate questions from Focus Group members. As a
consequence, HALA Focus Group attendance quickly dwindled, and nothing was accomplished.

As another example, the City claims to have canvassed the Single Family zones “most impacted” in
urban villages, leaving door hanger notices inviting residents to open houses. The distributed door
hanger information did not contain a relevant UV map with proposed zoning changes, not did it
make clear that the City was planning to eliminate Single Family zoning inside UVs. This was
irresponsible, given the drastic changes that were being proposed in the UVs.

Finally, at neighborhood and city-wide engagement meetings, City personnel did not take notes, nor
did they clearly commit public comments to a permanent record with fidelity. No alternatives to
MHA were offered or entertained. Thus, the Community Engagement efforts by the City were self-
serving, insufficient, and tone deaf.
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 26

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 9:33:55 PM

The Displacement Risk/Access to Opportunity matrix cited and used in the DEIS is unquantified,
unsubstantiated, not statistically justified, and not predictive of “success”. The undocumented
matrix calculations, and their focus on existing Urban Villages as the recipients of increased
density, are not justified as the basis for UV zoning changes.

DEIS Appendix 2 cites the Displacement Risk/Access to Opportunity matrix calculation as a means of
justifying zoning changes in specific UV Study Areas targeted for maximal density increases in
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. The basis for this matrix, however, is unquantified and
unsubstantiated; it does not reflect proximal opportunities in nearby UV Study Areas, and it appears
to be more focused on reversing the historic trends of neighborhood gentrification.

In particular, the matrix fails to take into account the fact that access to opportunities within an UV
are complex and multi-factorial. The Appendix uses vague terms (“very good transit service”) and
ignores many neighborhoods and regions that should be more justifiably slated for increased density
(such as those within a 10 minute walk path to light rail stations, but which are not within the
borders of a UV). Finally, the matrix uses obsolete 2008-2012 community data which were gathered
during the most severe economic downturn since the Great Depression of the 1930’s. In short, this
matrix is a poor foundation upon which to base drastic proposals for massive UV Study Area up-
zones.
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From: Nicole Provost

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA DEIS Public Comment 27

Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 9:55:31 PM

The DEIS does not adequately assess the air quality risks (increased airborne particulates,
contaminants, and emissions) to residents as a result of increased building activity in the up-

zoned UV Study Areas.

The DEIS should consider the impacts of ground-level air quality deterioration as construction
activity ramps up in the affected UV Study Areas. These effects include, but are not limited to:

e Lead and asbestos released from demolished buildings

e NOX-, hydrocarbon- and sulfur-containing combustion missions from construction vehicles

and equipment.
e Silica and other hazardous dust released from concrete-containing construction materials.
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From: Jonathan Pullen

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: rezoning of wallingford ave between 103rd and 105th
Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 2:24:17 AM

so, i know this may sound alittle like NIMBY, but | am still concerned about the attempt to
change the zoning of wallingford to a higher density.

Thisisa*one lane road*. with cars parked on it, some maneuvering is needed to allow carsto
pass each other. it has no sidewalks. It is not a street that is ready to be high density, and it has
major parking problems already because of overspill from the university and the health center.
Thereisn't really room to give it sidewalks, and it's nothing approaching level - the street is
more or less notched out of a hill. sidewalks would be a major engineering project, widening
doubly so. | really think it does not make sense to change thisto high density. It's already, in
my opinion, over capacity.

| also question whether the power and water infrastructure is up to the challenge without
being reworked - especially a storm system for capturing runoff from more cars including
more parked cars leaking oil. again, thisisasmall street, with not alot of storm drainage. |
really feel that the zoning board may have made a mistake, and meant to rezone one street
over from ours, where there is storm drainage, sidewalks, aturn lane, and other high-density-
favorable features.



Name

Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action
and Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Biological
Resources

Alice Quaintance

In general, | favor utilizing distinctions for access to opportunity
and displacement risk (Alternative 3).

| am extremely concerned that low income people are being
pushed out of my neighborhood and our city by income
disparity and housing affordability issues. | would hope that the
new Affordable Units be focused in high opportunity areas.

| like the proposed housing density in my neighborhood
(Madison-Miller) best under Alternative 3. However, | would
suggest that LR1 along 21st & 22nd would make a better
mesh with the SF housing to the east and have a more
moderate impact on the existing neighborhood. | would
propose offsetting that decrease by extending NC further
south on west side of 19th E.

For mitigation, development standards should require tree
planting or retention in new developments.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or
are you at risk of
being displaced
from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever
experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent-
and income-



Name
Email address
Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Biological Resources
Open Space &
Recreation

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

Gregory Quetin

Though a good step forward | think we can be more bold in our
goals of increasing housing overall and affordable housing in
general.

| am concerned that the relationship between investment in a
neighborhood and displacement is very weak. Rather than
sending investment away from neighborhoods that are at risk of
displacement, can we learn from cities/neighborhoods that
supported the people in the neighborhood while also increasing
investment and growth in the neighborhood? Neighborhoods at
risk of displacement seem like prime areas for investment in
public goods, land trust and affordable housing.

Would it be possible to allow neighborhoods to have relatively
strong control over the style of the neighborhood, while
supporting greater heights and density at the city level?

| support preserving and increasing tree canopy across the city,
but please don't allow a few trees here or there to stop the
building of homes for people.

Density near parks will allow for more people to access our
green spaces.

6 Much more to do to solve these challenges.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

Land Use

Aesthetics

Historic Resources

Randy R

We can't afford to do nothing - that has too often been Seattle's
path. But I'm afraid we're rushing ahead, being much too driven
by the money interests of developers. A friend in Eastlake
appropriately describes the buildings going in around him as "big
ugly metal sani-cans". No one will want to live in an ugly
environment, even if they can afford it. Please leave as much of
the character in established neighborhoods, as possible. Making
money, for a small number of developers, at the expense of
people living in the affected areas, is a terrible long-term
solution.

Pushing low-income people out to Shoreline and Kent has not
worked well. Calling a residence "affordable" at over $500,000 is
a joke - | looked at a group of new cheaply-built structures near
my home, and that's what they were selling for. | don't know the
answer, to our problem with affordable housing, but what | see
offered is worse than what was there before.

| think we need to penalize speculators, who make profits for
themselves, but solve nothing for the community. And we need
to spread the housing solution into other neighborhoods, ones
that have not taken in so many low-income as our Rainier Valley
area has. Let us not concentrate demographics.

Let's make use of the empty/unused areas, already sitting
(vacant) within the commercial zones, then later talk about going
into residential neighborhoods. There are many many unused
lots along Rainier. Improve those, don't tear down existing
houses.

This is tricky, because each person's opinion is different. At the
same time, it is appalling how cheap and ugly most of the
modern structures are. Perhaps, if we could get sensible
taxation in WA, we could somewhat subsidize better-looking,
and better-functioning, housing?

Once historic structures are torn down, they very rarely are
replaced by anything remotely similar - that it, once they're gone,
it's forever. And the new places going up do not make this a
beautiful city. People move here, in part because it's so
attractive. We need to preserve what we have, as much as
possible.

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your



From: Lee Raaen

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: Comment to MHA DEIS

Date: Thursday, August 03, 2017 1:02:26 PM
Attachments: WCCCommentToDEIS.pdf

Raaen,Lee

Attached is a comment from the Wallingford Community Council regarding
the Draft EIS for MHA. Please include it in the official commentsfile.
Thanks.

G. Lee Raaen

Lawyer

3301 Burke Ave. N, #340
Seattle, WA 98103
Phone: 206.682.9580
Lee@L Raaen.com



Raaen,Lee

Wallingford Community Council
PO Box 31698
Seattle, WA 98103-1698

Wallingford

COMMUNITY J COUNCIL

The Wallingford Community Council presents the following comments regarding the Draft EIS
for the MHA-R program.

A. The Draft EIS does not meet SEPA requirements for the consideration of alternatives.

An essential requirement of an environmental impact statement is that it adequately consider
alternative ways to meet the stated goals of the legislation.

The lead agency [the city] shall discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail
appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal.
Alternatives should be emphasized. In particular, agencies are encouraged to describe the
proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing a stated objective (see WAC 197-11-
060(3)). Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at a roughly comparable
level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits (this does not require devoting the
same number of pages in an EIS to each alternative). WAC § 197-11-442 (2).

Proposals should be described in ways that encourage considering and comparing alternatives.
Agencies are encouraged to describe public or nonproject proposals in terms of objectives
rather than preferred solutions. A proposal could be described, for example, as "reducing flood
damage and achieving better flood control by one or a combination of the following means:
Building a new dam,; maintenance dredging, use of shoreline and land use controls, purchase of
floodprone areas; or relocation assistance.” WAC § 197-11-060.
The “Objectives of the Proposal” are listed in the DEIS at section 1.2 on page 1.3.

The City’s objectives for this proposal are to:

*Address the pressing need for housing affordable and available to a broad range of
households.

Increase overall production of housing to help meet current and projected high demand.
*Leverage development to create at least 6,200 net new rent- and income-restricted
housing units serving households at 60 percentl of the area median income (AMI) in the

study area over a 20-year period.

Distribute the benefits and burdens of growth equitably.

Page | 1



Raaen,Lee

The draft EIS claims to present three alternatives. They are not alternative ways to meet the
housing objectives, but only alternative ways to implement the Grand Bargain and the MHA-R
framework. The only alternative considered for reaching the objectives of the DEIS is up-zoning
under the framework. The DEIS alternatives only consider how much and where to up-zone, not
alternative ways to meet the objectives of the EIS. This is a significant deficiency in the DEIS
and a violation of SEPA.

B. The MHA-R framework did not undergo required environmental review, and therefore
the framework should be part of the current DEIS or be subject to separate SEPA review.

The DEIS suggests that the scope of review is limited to the implementation of the MHA-R
framework, and that no alternatives other than the framework need be considered. The current
DEIS seeks to limit environmental review by relying on claimed environmental review of the
framework.

The City’s claimed environmental review of the MHA framework is based on a Determination of
Non-Significance issued by DPD on June 8, 2015. However, this DNS was for a different
proposal that did not include critical elements of what is now known as MHA-R. The proposal
which was the subject of the DNS was inconsistent with and contradictory to the provisions of
MHA-R. There was never public notice of any environmental review of the MHA-R framework
in violation of SEPA. Notice regarding the June 2015 DNS was insufficient, misleading, and
contradictory to MHA-R. If applied to the MHA-R framework, the notice provided regarding the
2015 DNS would be a violation of SEPA and a denial of procedural due process of law.

Dated this 3 day of August 2017.

Miranda Berner, President
Wallingford Community Council

Page | 2
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From: Rainier Beach Action Coalition

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Cc: David Sauvion

Subject: MHA DEIS comments

Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 5:58:50 PM
Attachments: MHA_EIS_Comments_RBAC_170807.pdf

Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Seattle, August 7th, 2017

To whom it may concern,

Rainier Beach Action Coalition (RBAC) is a neighborhood-based coalition that seeks to build a
connected, sustainable and equitable community, promoting the “made in Rainier Beach”
concept, quality education, living wage jobs, affordable transportation and housing for all. RBAC
promotes a safe place where people thrive in a neighborhood the world calls home.

RBAC has been working closely with the City on planning issues since the Neighborhood Plan
Update (2010-2012) and the previous 1999 plan, and continues to provide the Office of Planning
and Community Development (OPCD) with feedback from Rainier Beach residents as steward of
the implementation of the plan and its vision. RBAC advocated and supports the principles of the
City Mandatory Housing Affordability and strives for an equitable Seattle.

We would like to submit the following comments regarding the MHA Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) starting with some of the bases for analysis:

e The Draft EIS does not include an alternative where most of the growth would be applied
to areas with high risk of displacement and low access to opportunity. This seems to
contradict any effort to drive equitable growth in the City. If this alternative isn’t even
studied, how can we tell that this isn’t the best approach to prevent displacement?

e The Draft EIS does not leave room for a potential slow-down or even down turn in activity.
Numbers are based on a continued growth trend. Development is not only driven by
demand, but also by profit. If profit margins decrease, will construction occur at the same
rate? All numbers are speculative, not only by the nature of the analysis, but because of
the nature of the market, and the language should reflect this.

o The Draft EIS does not account for a timeline in delivering the projected affordable units.
By the time (and if) money has been paid toward affordable units, how much will
property value have further increased by? Where will those properties to build
affordable housing be located? Will they still be near transit or amenities in an equitable
way’?



RainierBeachActionCoalition

e The Draft EIS does not look at the invisible damage that the draft MHA proposal maps
have already done on the ground in cancelling out affordable housing projects for 100’s
of units by creating a wave of speculation and increase of 50% in property values due to
projected additional height.

Furthermore, the Draft EIS makes various statements and assumptions that we would like to
address:
o The HALA website states: “The Draft EIS studies a much wider range of options and uses
the results of the analysis to better understand the potential impacts of a final

proposal.” But it doesn’t offer a 4™ 3lternative that would look at an alternative where
most of the growth would be applied to areas with high risk of displacement and low
access to opportunity.

e “Our intent with this approach is to test whether and how the stated policy objective of
growing equitably — by addressing displacement risk and access to opportunity for
marginalized populations — could influence MHA implementation, as well as other
potential environmental impacts associated with the amount and location of additional
growth.” (MHA EIS Web Map). We know for a fact that low-income communities rely
more heavily on transit and that displacement will also cause these populations to lose
access to public transportation and have recourse to automobile leading to increased
pollution. Access to opportunities like local jobs could prevent displacement and
transportation burden.

e “Alternative 3 shows smaller development capacity increases in areas with high risk of
displacement as a possible way to minimize the potential for displacement.” (MHA EIS
Web Map). What supports this statement?

“Compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would have about 14 percent more total housing
units in high displacement risk and low access to opportunity areas like Rainier Beach,
Othello, and Westwood—Highland Park.” Numbers show the opposite with 5,143 for Alt.2
and 4,520 for Alt.3. (3.64, Exhibit 3.1-42). Which is it?

The Average Monthly Rent in Rainier Valley is 13% below the City average but has seen
the City’s highest increase with 12.7%. Overall unit rent is still more affordable in
University than in Rainier Valley. (Exhibit 3.1-20). Since the increase is the worse, and the
cost already higher than in neighborhoods that benefitted from specific MHA rezone, why
isn’t there more focus on the Rainier Valley?

Percentage of changes in Housing units between 1995 and 2015 (Exhibit 3.1-11):

- South Lake Union 489%
- West Seattle Junction 111%
- Ballard 83%
- Lake City 82%

- Othello 91%
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- Rainier Beach 9%
- Crown Hill 15%

Rainier Beach is the neighborhood with the least housing development over the last 20
years and yet displacement has been happening. How is a continued policy of limiting
development preventing further displacement? How is this lack of potential private
investment equitable? We can all see the opportunities created in South Lake Union.
How do the 2 figures (489% vs 9%) compare in terms of access to opportunities?

e Alternative 2, which would create the most units of all alternatives, indicate development
of 16 performance units and 67 payment units (a total of 83%). That’s 4th lowest only to
West Seattle Junction, North Beacon Hill, and South Park, a contribution of 1% of all new
projected affordable City units (7,513) in one of the urban villages at most risk of
displacement. (Exhibit 3.1-36). Again, why are we seeing the lowest number of potential
affordable units in neighborhoods with the lowest income population?

e “Increased production of rent- and income-restricted units would disproportionally serve
people of color because low-income households are more likely to be households of color
and because subsidized housing programs have historically served high percentages of
non-white households.”(p 3.62). If that statement is true, how does the EIS support
increased production of rent- and income-restricted units in areas with high percentage
of people of color?

The proposed Draft EIS maps for Rainier Beach show a very small area around the light rail
station zoned for Seattle Mixed in both Alternative 2 and 3. This does not reflect planning
studies done with the community over the past 5 years and does little to incentivize new
opportunities in this key Transit-Oriented-Development location. Moreover, the proposed
heights of 95’are not economically viable for high-rise developers. There is no benefit between
75" and 125’, since the Building Code limits Type V wood construction to five stories over 1 or 2
stories of concrete (Type | construction), and other construction types are too expensive for
development under 125",

In conclusion, the proposed Draft EIS seems inconsistent at best and flawed by strong biases at
its worse. Ignoring critical analysis regarding neighborhoods with such high levels of poverty,
unemployment, and low access to opportunity, is not only a methodology error, it undermines
the potential for disparities to be addressed and for an agenda with an equity lens to start
looking at real solutions and stop bending to special interests.

We would strongly recommend OPCD to revisit its assumptions and propose alternatives that
support the intent of the Mandatory Housing Affordability.

Sincerely,

Rainier Beach Action Coalition
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Rainier Beach Action Coalition (RBAC)
www.rbcoalition.org
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Office of Planning and Community Development
Attn: MHA EIS

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Seattle, August 7%, 2017

To whom it may concern,

Rainier Beach Action Coalition (RBAC) is a neighborhood-based coalition that seeks to build a
connected, sustainable and equitable community, promoting the “made in Rainier Beach” concept,
quality education, living wage jobs, affordable transportation and housing for all. RBAC promotes a
safe place where people thrive in a neighborhood the world calls home.

RBAC has been working closely with the City on planning issues since the Neighborhood Plan Update
(2010-2012) and the previous 1999 plan, and continues to provide the Office of Planning and
Community Development (OPCD) with feedback from Rainier Beach residents as steward of the
implementation of the plan and its vision. RBAC advocated and supports the principles of the City
Mandatory Housing Affordability and strives for an equitable Seattle.

We would like to submit the following comments regarding the MHA Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) starting with some of the bases for analysis:

e The Draft EIS does not include an alternative where most of the growth would be applied to
areas with high risk of displacement and low access to opportunity. This seems to contradict
any effort to drive equitable growth in the City. If this alternative isn’t even studied, how can
we tell that this isn’t the best approach to prevent displacement?

e The Draft EIS does not leave room for a potential slow-down or even down turn in activity.
Numbers are based on a continued growth trend. Development is not only driven by
demand, but also by profit. If profit margins decrease, will construction occur at the same
rate? All numbers are speculative, not only by the nature of the analysis, but because of the
nature of the market, and the language should reflect this.

e The Draft EIS does not account for a timeline in delivering the projected affordable units. By
the time (and if) money has been paid toward affordable units, how much will property
value have further increased by? Where will those properties to build affordable housing be
located? Will they still be near transit or amenities in an equitable way?

e The Draft EIS does not look at the invisible damage that the draft MHA proposal maps have
already done on the ground in cancelling out affordable housing projects for 100’s of units
by creating a wave of speculation and increase of 50% in property values due to projected

additional height.

Rainier Beach Action Coalition
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Furthermore, the Draft EIS makes various statements and assumptions that we would like to
address:

e The HALA website states: ”The Draft EIS studies a much wider range of options and uses the
results of the analysis to better understand the potential impacts of a final proposal.” But it
doesn’t offer a 4" alternative that would look at an alternative where most of the growth
would be applied to areas with high risk of displacement and low access to opportunity.

e “Our intent with this approach is to test whether and how the stated policy objective of
growing equitably — by addressing displacement risk and access to opportunity for
marginalized populations — could influence MHA implementation, as well as other potential
environmental impacts associated with the amount and location of additional growth.”
(MHA EIS Web Map). We know for a fact that low-income communities rely more heavily on
transit and that displacement will also cause these populations to lose access to public
transportation and have recourse to automobile leading to increased pollution. Access to
opportunities like local jobs could prevent displacement and transportation burden.

e “Alternative 3 shows smaller development capacity increases in areas with high risk of
displacement as a possible way to minimize the potential for displacement.” (MHA EIS Web
Map). What supports this statement?

e  “Compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would have about 14 percent more total housing
units in high displacement risk and low access to opportunity areas like Rainier Beach,
Othello, and Westwood—Highland Park.” Numbers show the opposite with 5,143 for Alt.2
and 4,520 for Alt.3. (3.64, Exhibit 3.1-42). Which is it?

e The Average Monthly Rent in Rainier Valley is 13% below the City average but has seen the
City’s highest increase with 12.7%. Overall unit rent is still more affordable in University
than in Rainier Valley. (Exhibit 3.1-20). Since the increase is the worse, and the cost already
higher than in neighborhoods that benefitted from specific MHA rezone, why isn’t there
more focus on the Rainier Valley?

e Percentage of changes in Housing units between 1995 and 2015 (Exhibit 3.1-11):

- South Lake Union 489%
- West Seattle Junction 111%
- Ballard 83%
- Lake City 82%
- Othello 91%
- Rainier Beach 9%
- Crown Hill 15%

Rainier Beach is the neighborhood with the least housing development over the last 20
years and yet displacement has been happening. How is a continued policy of limiting
development preventing further displacement? How is this lack of potential private
investment equitable? We can all see the opportunities created in South Lake Union. How
do the 2 figures (489% vs 9%) compare in terms of access to opportunities?

Rainier Beach Action Coalition
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e Alternative 2, which would create the most units of all alternatives, indicate development of
16 performance units and 67 payment units (a total of 83%). That’s 4th lowest only to West
Seattle Junction, North Beacon Hill, and South Park, a contribution of 1% of all new
projected affordable City units (7,513) in one of the urban villages at most risk of
displacement. (Exhibit 3.1-36). Again, why are we seeing the lowest number of potential
affordable units in neighborhoods with the lowest income population?

e “Increased production of rent- and income-restricted units would disproportionally serve
people of color because low-income households are more likely to be households of color and
because subsidized housing programs have historically served high percentages of non-white
households.”(p 3.62). If that statement is true, how does the EIS support increased
production of rent- and income-restricted units in areas with high percentage of people of
color?

The proposed Draft EIS maps for Rainier Beach show a very small area around the light rail station
zoned for Seattle Mixed in both Alternative 2 and 3. This does not reflect planning studies done with
the community over the past 5 years and does little to incentivize new opportunities in this key
Transit-Oriented-Development location. Moreover, the proposed heights of 95’are not economically
viable for high-rise developers. There is no benefit between 75’ and 125’, since the Building Code
limits Type V wood construction to five stories over 1 or 2 stories of concrete (Type | construction),
and other construction types are too expensive for development under 125’.

In conclusion, the proposed Draft EIS seems inconsistent at best and flawed by strong biases at its
worse. Ignoring critical analysis regarding neighborhoods with such high levels of poverty,
unemployment, and low access to opportunity, is not only a methodology error, it undermines the
potential for disparities to be addressed and for an agenda with an equity lens to start looking at
real solutions and stop bending to special interests.

We would strongly recommend OPCD to revisit its assumptions and propose alternatives that
support the intent of the Mandatory Housing Affordability.

Sincerely,

Rainier Beach Action Coalition

Rainier Beach Action Coalition
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Helen Rakic

PCD_MHAEIS

Extend review time for draft EIS Comment period to 90 days
Sunday, July 02, 2017 9:49:43 AM

Rakic,Helen

Thank you
Helen Rakic

PLEASE EXTEND THE DRAFT EISCOMMENT PERIOD TO 90
DAYS. THEEISISMASSIVE. THECITY TOOK MONTHSTO
PREPARE IT. WE NEED MORE TIME TO REVIEW AND
COMMENT ON THE CONTENT. EXPECTING RESIDENTSTO
REVIEW THISIN 45 DAY SIS RIDICULOUS AND
ESSENTIALLY SHUTSUSOUT OF WHAT IS SUPPOSED TO
BE A PUBLIC PROCESS.
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From: Hans Rasmussen

To: PCD_MHAEIS
Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comment
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 11:19:41 PM

To whom it may concern,

| would like to add my strong support for the concerns raised in the letter sent by The Capitol
Hill Renter Initiative on 8/7/2017 regarding the draft environmental impact statement for the
citywide mandatory housing affordability zoning changes. The Capitol Hill Renter Initiative
has brought together a broad body of voices from the Capitol Hill neighborhood to consider
the impact that the MHA would have on us as renters. After careful analysis of the draft EIS,
we believe that the MHA program will be a successif the concerns listed in the letter are
addressed in the FEIS.

Beyond the concerns of the letter, | would like to add afew points:

-The alternatives of the EIS could do a better job addressing their long term impacts on
Climate Change. Living in cities, near each other, utilizing public transit, & in walkable
communitiesis one of the best, if not the best, tool we have to address Climate Change.

-The boundaries of various urban villages around the city are being expanded to include areas
that fit the criteria of urban village framework and have access to frequent transit service. The
draft map does nothing to address the fact that the current gap between the Madison/Miller &
Capitol Hill UV's are perfectly urban conditions with great access to transit, and the plenitude
of amenities presented by 15th & 19th Avenues. Additionally, the area north of the Capitol

Hill UV nearing Volunteer Park benefit from similar conditions. These are areas predominated
by large single family houses. In atime that has been declared a housing crisis, it isimperative
that the city explores all available lands that could provide added housing capacity. Including
these interdtitial & truly urban neighborhoods would unlock land for denser uses, and provide
more funding for the MHA mechanism. | implore the EIS body to reconsider these areas, if for
nothing more than RSL zoning.

Thanks for your work on continuing to make Seattle a great city.

Hans Rasmussen
08122



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives
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Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Biological Resources

Open Space &
Recreation

Public Services &
Utilities

Trevor Reed

The highest density in the most concentrated option should be
pursued. This will help maintain a diversity of land usages city
wide while creating distinct neighborhoods/nodes that can create
a sense of place and identity.

There needs to be an integration of incomes in developments.

A diversity of land-use is needed. However, greatest priority
should be to increasing density, public spaces and the provision
of non-motorized transport or public transit. Given the premium
on land, parking should be disincentivized as should driving.
Creating parking maximums, not minimums, reducing the land
given to private vehicles and adopting congestion tolling should
be pursued.

The city needs to promote densities while create a
diverse/interesting built environment. A range of businesses and
building typologies are critical. The city needs to work harder in
creating appealing spaces by reducing parking, increasing
heights/setbacks where appropriate and creating a
coherent/contiguous built environment.

The city must reduce parking, parking requirements and create a
connected, multi-modal transportation system. Dedicated bus
lanes, congestion/cordon tolling, mixed streetscapes (woonerfs)
and dedicated pedestrian/cycle facilities are critical to fostering
an improved environment socially, economically and
environmentally.

Improving the biological environment connects directly with the
promotion of non-motorized transport, open space and
recreation. If the city can create more balanced land-usages, the
opportunity to expand and create new biological environs is
possible.

It is critical the city create 'green corridors' where vehicles are
not permitted and pedestrian's/cycles are the only permitted
usages on the corridor. Barcelona's 'super blocks' and Paris's
creation of new public spaces (the conversion of a highway
along the Seine to pedestrian usages). Copenhagen's Stroget
and the future pedestrianization of Oxford Street in London also
represent strong examples of creating dynamic economic social
environments out of the existing urban fabric.

A greater emphasis on 'soft infrastructure' ie rain gardens,
permeable pavement and energy efficiency in buildings.



9 There needs to be a greater emphasis on trip reduction
strategies: density, diverse land-uses (range of amenities) and a
focus on an integrated non-motorized transportation network.

Air Quality & Green
House Gas Emissions

Demographic Survey (optional)

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from your
neighborhood?

Have you been or are
you at risk of being
displaced from Seattle
entirely?

Are you now or have
you ever experienced
homelessness?

Do you live in rent- and
income-restricted
affordable housing?

How many people are
in your household?

Are there children
under the age of 18 in
your household?

What is your
household income?

Do you own or rent
your residence?

How long have you
resided in the city of
Seattle? (total number
of years)

Do you work in
Seattle?

What is your
employment status?

What is your age?

What is your race or
ethnicity?



Rees,Janine

From: J Rees

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: EIS release

Date: Sunday, June 11, 2017 7:41:26 AM

Y ou have not given us nearly enough time to read and comment on thisEIS. You released it just at the start of
summer when people are getting ready to leave town on vacation. Please extend this comment period to August
30th to allow al residents to read, digest and comment on this EIS.

Janine Rees
5456 40th SW
Seattle, WA 98136



Name
Email address

Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
Alternatives

Housing and
Socioeconomics

John Reigart

The DEIS does not present a broad range of action alternatives.
Alternatives 2 and 3 consist of approximately the same volume of
rezoning across the city and thus produce the same average impacts.
They are not discreet action alternatives; they are simply re-arranging
the proposed density.

The DEIS then presents the overall studies as a whole, which
diminishes the impacts in individual neighborhoods. The lesser and
greater volumes of density should be such that in every village, one
alternative presents less density than another village. The EIS should
present the impacts consistently, and specifically by neighborhood.

Comment #1: The DEIS is built on a insufficient Growth and
Equity Analysis which categorizes Urban Villages as either and
only Low or High Risk of Displacement and Low or High Access
to Opportunity. Specific rankings and numerical figures are not
provided to show the weighting of each category used in the
Analysis or the rating of each village. The composite heat maps
subjectively assign "high" or "low" status to Villages. The DEIS
should include the specific numerical weightings for categories
AND offer an appropriate sliding scale of density for Villages that
are better categorized as "medium".

Comment #2: The DEIS did not study the true displacement risk
of each, discreet urban village related to the the action
alternatives proposed in the rezoning maps. Action alternatives
will result in differing amounts of physical, economic and cultural
displacement within each urban village. The displacement risk
within each urban village should be based upon the rezones
proposed in each action alternative and be presented separately
for each urban village.

Comment #3: In the displacement risk analysis, the median rent
and housing tenancy category was based on multi-family
buildings of 20 or more units. This does not include duplexes,
town houses, single family houses, or accessory dwelling units,
which could comprise the majority of rental units in some
neighborhoods, particularly Crown Hill where currently small,
older and naturally affordable apartment buildings and duplexes
comprise most of the rentals. This is an enormous oversight that
deserves special attention. The DEIS should include a broad
and thorough analysis of actual rental units for each urban
village, including duplexes, town houses, single family homes,
and accessory dwelling units.

On page 3.114/3.115, The rezoning from SF to NC-55/75 in
Crown Hill is acknowledged to be “significant” and “notable” but
is not addressed thoroughly elsewhere in the DEIS. The change



Land Use

Aesthetics

Transportation

Public Services &
Utilities

from SF to NC-55 or NC-75 along 16th Ave and Mary Ave in
Crown Hill would affect over 120 single family parcels and some
existing low-rise. The EIS should consider tax increases, traffic
patterns, increased cost of and reduced access to parking,
utilities, street access/width, garbage collection, noise, and
licensing associated with the establishment of a commercial
district. The EIS should also specifically present the economic
displacement risk of rezoning from residential to commercial,
such as is proposed in Alt 3 in Crown Hill.

The DEIS fails to provide examples of the typical development
that is currently taking place in LR zones in Crown Hill, and that
we can assume will occur with rezones. One specific example is
that of residences, either single family or LR being built in the
backyards of existing structures with alley access. Along 90th St.
and 85th St. NW in Crown Hill, there are numerous examples of
3 story town homes with added height via roof decks being built
in the backyard of existing 1 and 1.5 story houses. The result is
not aesthetically cohesive, and arguably undesirable. The EIS
should provide examples of extreme and likely juxtapositions,
not just the idealistic scenarios that were presented.

The DEIS did not study or even acknowledge the inequity
between urban villages that are slated to have light rail by 2035,
and those with only bus service. It is unreasonable to equate the
convenience and aesthetics of a light rail system with the
limitations of bus service. Comments similar to this were
repeatedly raised during the HALA Focus Group process, but
they appear to have been ignored in the DEIS. The EIS should
individually study neighborhoods without light rail and target
them with less density than neighborhoods with light rail.

Public schools are significant enough to warrant their own
category, and should not be lumped with utilities. But also, the
mitigations offered regarding potential capacity increases in
Seattle Public Schools is entirely inadequate. Section 3.8 page
15 reads: "SPS would respond to the exceedance of capacity as
it has done in the past, by adjusting school boundaries and/or
geographic zones, adding or removing portables,
adding/renovating buildings, reopening closed buildings or
schools, and/or pursuing future capital programs." These are
NOT viable mitigations. Changing boundaries does not add
classroom space or funding. Portables are not a permanent
solution and fail to address overcrowding in common areas such
as lunchrooms, playgrounds and gyms. All available SPS
schools and buildings are in the process of being opened to
manage the districts CURRENT capacity crisis. The EIS should
study exactly if and where there is room for growth at the
elementary, middle school AND high school levels. The EIS
should then consider which neighborhoods are suitable for
enroliment growth and NOT rezone for more density until
appropriate locations and funds for new buildings are secured in
those neighborhoods.

Demographic Survey (optional)



Reilly,Wendy

From: Wendy Reilly

To: PCD_MHAEIS; Brand, Jesseca; Staley, Brennon; Welch. Nicolas; Wentlandt, Geoffrey; Assefa, Samuel; Herbold
Lisa; Johnson, Rob; Williams. Spencer; Harrell, Bruce; Sawant. Kshama; Juarez, Debora; O"Brien. Mike;

Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Gonzalez, Lorena

Cc: suzanne lasser; Wendy Reilly

Subject: Proposed changes to Madison Miller Urban Village
Date: Sunday, August 06, 2017 7:52:16 PM

Hello,

My name is Wendy Reilly, | have lived at 517 18th Ave. East for 31 years. | am very concerned
about the proposed changes to my neighborhood as are many of my neighbors. Oh yes, the
actual people in the area are not onboard with your plans for many reasons. | know that there
are a multitude of letters and emails already sent to you with all of our objections and
concerns so rather than go on and on with them | will just list the most salient points from my
perspective.

1. The area already is very dense and will exceed the HALA housing density goal before
2035 without any of your changes.

2. We already have a mix of multifamily homes, apartments and single family homes. We
are also mixed economically and racially because of this. New construction is all very
expensive and filled with upper income people.

3. The traffic and parking in this area already sucks and will only be worse with greater
density. How that meshes with my street being part of an "urban greenway " currently
being proposed is beyond me.

4. We already have rampant building on the arterials, for example a new 32 unit building
now going up on 19th East and East Mercer. The arterials seem to be the
appropriate place for more dense housing rather than ripping down the old houses
(many of which are multifamily) and turning them into expensive apartments.

5. This neighborhood was part of the central district when | moved here in 1986 and due
to redlining | had a very difficult time getting financing. | feel like this is more of the
same discriminatory zoning. How about upzoning Laurelhurst? Maybe Madison Park?
Magnolia? You could add more buses if transportation is the issue.

| am very frustrated with our government and the so called "Seattle Way" that really just is a
cover for certain sectors to obtain their own vision. | think this is more of the same. All over
the city neighborhoods are asking you to step back and look more carefully before these
developer friendly changes are made but | feel like its on deaf ears. We, the people, are not
happy with what you are proposing. Please step back and reconsider how our neighborhood is
the spirit of Seattle that wants to survive.

Wendy Reilly



Renick,Julie

From: Julie

To: PCD_MHAEIS

Subject: MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Redisdent
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 1:51:06 PM

In addition to whole heartedly endorsing the comments from my neighborhood Group | have

a couple more comments:

Many single family houses in my neighborhood house group of individuals and groups of
families. They are "hidden" affordable housing.

Transportation - In addition to being a mile distant, there is signifiant slope to access
light rail that makes it a much more difficult walk to get to either Capitol Hill or UW light
Rail stations.

| am halting any efforts to install solar as the extreme upzoning on my block (SF to the
new LR2) would make any installed system worthless. | expect that any house sold on
my block would instantly be demolished & converted to 4 storey flats for tech workers.
As it is we have 4 new houses under contruction on my street with a block & half from
my house. There is obviously a demand for SF houses on the northeast side of

the Miller Park boundary.

Typology/Equity - as soon as this goes through there will be massive demolition and
displacement in my neighborhood. This study underestimates the impact. This will
greatly increase taxes forcing more people, especially retirees, from their homes.
Almost every new neighbor (moved into home withing the last 5 years) have children.
Seattle is not very child friendly, this makes it much worse.

Madison-Miller is already exceeding our growth targets and have available zoning to
incerase further. Many other areas of Seattle have not enjoyed this kind of growth &
should have more incentive available to spread the growth around the City, not just
concentrate it in a few popular locations.

Historic homes will be torn down, many people walk on our streets for the calm
atmosphere and plerasnat environment full of trees & gardens, with large setbacks. We
will get more crowded, hot streets with minimal setbacks & hard surfaces. We fill the
need for walking/running space due to our limited parks and greenspace.

| support the MHA Draft EIS Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group
dated August 2, 2017, submitted on behalf of the Madison-Miller Park Community.

Our neighborhood prefers Alternative 1 (with modifications). We recommend that MHA
(Mandatory Housing Affordability) requirements be implemented into the existing zoning in
our residential urban village, allow the new definitions of Low-rise zones, allow more ADU’s

(Accessory Dwelling Unit) and DADU'’s, (Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit) and require

developer impact fees to be collected city-wide (not restricted to urban villages) to make the

fund generation for affordable units more equitable. We also recommend the MHA



Renick,Julie

requirement (5-11% of housing built or $7 - $32.75 p.s.f. payment) be increased to generate a
significantly greater quantity of affordable housing units. These recommendations are based
on the following:

e Flawed typology: We are deeply concerned that the DEIS falsely represents Madison-
Miller as “Low Displacement Risk/High Access to Opportunity”. This misrepresentation
will result in significant negative impacts if Alternatives 2 or 3 are adopted. Please see
our detailed comments below.

e Density increases not equitable: Our current zoning in Madison-Miller will exceed HALA
density goals without additional proposed zoning changes. Indeed, based on current
development and permitted housing units, Madison-Miller density will exceed MHA
goals by the end of 2017 with our current zoning. Other urban villages, such as West
Seattle Junction and Ballard, categorized as “Low Displacement Risk and High Access to
Opportunity” have 10 — 30% less proposed increases than MMRUV (Madison Miller
Residential Urban Village), despite being designated for more density as Hub Urban
Villages and identified as locations for future light rail extensions.

e IMHA process not inclusive: We do not feel the area-wide zoning changes outlined in
Alternatives 2 and 3 reflect adequate neighborhood and stakeholder input. The current
zoning, established by the 2035 Comprehensive Zoning Plan, was developed with a
more inclusive process and was more responsive to neighborhood input.

e Concerns for significant negative impacts: Our request for MHA implementation with
Alternative 1 zoning map should not be understood as a resistance to increased density.
As we’ve said in previous correspondence, we embrace increased density in our
neighborhood but feel Alternatives 2 and 3 (as written):

1. do not adequately mitigate for displacement of low and middle income residents;

2. do not equitably distribute the density and cost of MHA city-wide;

3. will increase racial and economic segregation;

4. do not match increased density with increased access to green space and recreational
opportunities;

5. will burden our already fragile infrastructure; and,

6. pose significant public safety hazards with increased traffic on our narrow streets and

heavy pedestrian and bicycle usage (with Meany Middle School and the pedestrian/bike
greenway).

The Madison-Miller Park Community could support Alternative 2 with modifications noted in

comments below (and is opposed to DEIS proposed zoning shown in Alternative 3).
Please refer to the Alternate Proposal Zoning Map that was included with MHA Draft EIS

Comments from the Madison-Miller Park Community Group dated August 2, 2017, for specific
zoning modifications. As noted in the DEIS, Alternative 2 generates more housing, jobs, and
affordable housing than Alternative 3. The allocation of growth in Alternative 2 better reflects
the existing character of our neighborhood, and has fewer significant negative impacts on
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current stakeholders than Alternative 3.

Summary of our detailed comments to follow:

1. Housing and Socioeconomics: Both the “Low Displacement Risk” and the “High Access
to Opportunity” designations misrepresent our neighborhood and need further analysis
and mitigation. We are concerned about the displacement of existing affordable
housing, senior and disabled housing, housing for our most vulnerable residents, (a
half-way house and a long-term transitional home for women), and a number of older
apartment buildings and large homes with multiple units. As documented in the DEIS,
Madison Miller has already had significant displacement impacts from the past two
decades of development. In addition many SF homes in the area provide low income
housing for groups of individuls.

2. Transportation: Madison Miller has no direct access to light rail within a % mile or 10
minute walk. In addition there is signifiant slope to access light rail that makes it a much
more difficult walk to get to either Capitol Hill or UW light Rail station.

3. Transportation: The DEIS identifies significant traffic and parking impacts for
Alternatives 2 and 3, and we believe this will result in significant public safety hazards
with the opening of Meany Middle School and increased usage of Miller Park/Playfield.

4. Open Space: We have virtually no neighborhood park or open space, as the vast
majority of “Miller Park” is utilized as a regional playfield for league sports and summer
sports camps and is not available for public or neighborhood use. This playfield will also
be used as the sole recreational field for Meany Middle School starting this fall.

5. Public Services: Existing infrastructure, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers,
roadways, and overloaded power lines are already compromised due to their age and
condition. Garbage pickup on our historic and narrow streets creates traffic backups
now, and additional volume of apartment buildings will increase that problem.

6. Historic Resources: MMRUV (Madison Miller Residential Urban Village) is one of the
two oldest urban villages which will have over 50% growth increase, yet the DEIS does
not address the impact of losing this historic housing stock.

Aesthetics: Alternatives 2 and 3 propose dramatic changes to the character of the
neighborhood (in some cases as extreme as SF (Single Family) changing to
LR3(Low-Rise3d)). This is in direct conflict with the stated MHA principle to maintain
and create appropriate transitions (“between higher and lower scale zones as
additional development capacity is accommodated”). The only proposed DEIS
mitigation measures for aesthetic changes to the character of the neighborhood is the
Design Review process. HALA has requested from OPCD (Office of Planning and
Community Development) a determination of non-significance for proposed changes
to the Design Review process. The HALA proposed changes to modify the Design
Review process will further erode safeguards already in place to mitigate these
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adverse impacts.
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Comment Form

Description of the
Proposed Action and
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Housing and
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Susan Rhodes

It is not clear from the study exactly what the "alternative plan"
is. We have maps for the plan proposed my the mayor's office.
Where are the maps for you the alternate plan?

Displacement risk in this statement does not include current
homeowners. Many of us have affordable housing that will
become unlivable if this plan is approved. We need to be added
to the numbers of "displaced" residents.

Aesthetic impacts are comparing current zoning allowances with
new allowances without taking into account the fact that most of
the lots in our city are not currently built to zoning maximums.
There is a greater jump from existing conditions to the proposed
zoning than is being studied.

This study is completely wrong with regards