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# Comment 
268 Why do you want this city to mirror San Francisco and in some ways New York? This city used to 

have proud working class roots and clearly not in this tech magnet.  Once again migrants from 

California who are fleeing the costly coastal cities of the south are doing so here.  There is 

nothing wrong with people trying to move to affordable domains but I don't see anyone busting 

a move to Cleveland, Detroit and other cities with equally if not vacuous cheap infrastructure.  

This city has no ability to expand roads and housing unless you dense up. And then even more 

needed infrastructure will be needed to accommodate.  Who is paying for this is in the most 

regressive State in the Union for taxation? How many consumption taxes and property levies can 

one approve before the ceiling is hit and no one working in normal job - Teachers, Nurses, Bus 

Drivers, Postal Workers, Machinists, Mechanics and other union oriented positions are driven 

out?  You want a city of diversity? Right now it is largely white male tech workers and the H1B1 

Visa holders that comprise this cohort.  And yet you call Prostitution human trafficking? Really as 

that is the only work for women here soon enough as this is a group that the terms misogyny 

and social misfit as the co-joined twins of the freak show living in Amazonia.  Maybe that is what 

we should change the cities name to.   I am looking for a nice freeway on ramp or doorway in 

which to re-locate as that is where I will be soon enough as a woman of a certain age and a 

municipal worker I have nowhere else to go unless I leave entirely.  Should I gofundme to get the 

money to leave!  It all goes full circle to the tech sector.  

269 I will preface this with the comment that I have lived in and around Seattle for all of my 56 years. 

There is a noticeable inequity shown in the growth distribution maps and the displacement risk 

maps.  There appears to be almost no increased densities in the most economically affluent 

neighborhoods in the city on any of the map alternatives.  Nothing in NE Seattle, incredibly 

including around Sand Point Way by Magnason Park ; nothing in Magnolia, nothing  from 

Madison Park all the way down the shoreline to Seward Park; nothing on Sunset Ridge in NW 

Seattle. Additionally the displacement risk maps are flawed and inaccurate.   

Financial displacement is already occurring in the Ballard Hub area. 

Also comparing the truck route maps with current traffic patterns shows that the city still does 

not have a plan to improve the flow of traffic off of the freeways in corridors across the city, 

particularly across Mercer St.  Stop lights need to be removed, not added and bikes and 

pedestrians moved off the traffic plain that cars, trucks and busses use.  Stop backing up traffic 

onto the freeways at Mercer Street and Stewart St. in particular. The buses and light rail will not 

remove traffic from the roadways, it may not even keep up with the projected growth, and the 

city itself can't accommodate all the migration to the region that jobs within Seattle are driving. 

Traffic flow must be improved and interruptions to traffic flow must be removed at every 

opportunity to keep the city and region from falling into the gridlock that happens at certain 

times of day around here already. 

These current proposals are inadequate. 

270 Plan does not appear to address the absence of commercial services in some existing multi-

family communities, which results in a higher number of single occupancy vehicle trips.   
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# Comment 
271 There is a serious problem with all the alternatives presented. Looking at the transportation 

element, it is clear non of the alternatives puts the city on a path to meeting the City greenhouse 

gas reduction goals.  At least one of the alternatives should do this.   

To accomplish this the bike, pedestrian and transit infrastructure would need to be further built 

out, and more areas of the city would need to be in walking distance to basic goods and services. 

Alternative 5, as presented by The Urbanist, identifies areas in need of more walkable access to 

goods and services.  I support the concept presented in Alternative 5. However, it needs to be 

implemented with a build out of our alternative transportation networks. 

272 None of the four alternatives are adequate.  The Urbanist Alternative 5 is the best approach to 

growth over the next 20 years. 

273 Dear Gordon, 

I am in agreement with Historic Seattle's assessment of the SEATTLE 2035 Draft EIS proposal. 

Their key points are outlined below. 

The Draft EIS proposal states that “All Comprehensive Plan elements will be reviewed and 

updated as part of the proposal.” The draft does not address Economic Development, 

Neighborhood Planning, Cultural Resource, and Urban Design.  

The current plan includes preservation under the “Cultural Resource” element (CR11-CR16).  The 

new Comp Plan replaces "Cultural Resource" with an "Arts and Culture” element. This new 

element focuses on art (public art, cultural space, arts education, creative economy, creative 

placemaking) and seems to eliminate historic preservation and protection of cultural resources. 

How will preservation be included in the future Comp Plan? How are the city's existing 

preservation policies and regulations being addressed?  

The “Environment” element addresses environmental stewardship, one of the plan’s core values. 

Environmental stewardship is primarily defined within the context of the natural environment 

(air, land, and water resources) and not built environment.  The analysis should address the role 

of preservation vs demolition in terms of environmental stewardship.  

Preservation Matters! Preservation and creative adaptive reuse of our existing building stock 

cuts across all four core values of the Comp Plan. Preserving historic places enhances community 

vibrancy and cultural identity; serves as an economic driver; conserves precious resources; and 

contributes to social equity.  

As a city, we need to recognize that livable does not necessarily equate to bigger, newer, denser 

and more vibrant.  Care should be taken in the new draft to ensure that future citizens do not 

simply become cogs in a sterile Sim City maze. 

Sincerely, 

Leanne Olson 
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274 Limit parking in downtown. 

Plan housing near existing mass transport. 

Expand mass transport to Eastside and North to Ballard, etc. 

Expand bike lanes. 

Homelessness...push for Federal programs to provide services and housing to homeless who are 

not veterans. Veterans get separate financial benefits within this program. 
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June 17, 2015 

City of Seattle,  
Department of Planning and Development, 
Attn: Gordon Clowers 
700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000,  
PO Box 34019, Seattle, WA 98124 

Sent VIA Email: 2035@seattle.gov 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Seattle's Comprehensive Plan: 
Toward a Sustainable Seattle 

Dear Mr. Clowers: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Seattle's Comprehensive Plan: 
Toward a Sustainable Seattle - Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

The update to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan and the analysis in the (DEIS) provides 
an opportunity to assess and analyze the success and failure of the residential urban 
village concept as it relates to specific areas. 

Unlike other residential urban villages in the City of Seattle like Greenwood-Phinney 
Ridge, Admiral or Green Lake which are dynamic mixed use residential neighborhoods, 
the Residential Urban Village vision in the Aurora-Licton Spring neighborhood plan has 
never been realized.  It calls into question whether or not the Aurora-Licton Spring 
Residential Urban Village is viable and should even be retained. 

The 1999 Aurora-Licton Springs Neighborhood Plan Urban Village vision seeks vibrant 
mixed use centers with neighborhood oriented retail goods and services and housing on 
the east side of Aurora Avenue supplemented by and supported with strong pedestrian 
connections from the west side of Aurora Avenue to the east side.  

However, the 1999 Aurora-Licton Springs Neighborhood Plan recognized that 
substantial progress would be needed to realize the Vision and states, 

 “Other than Oak Tree Village (which is perceived by the community as serving a 
wider geographic market and lacking some essential neighborhood goods and 
services), the Aurora-Licton Residential Urban Village lacks access to local (as 
opposed to regional) shopping and services.” 

Sixteen years later, this is still true.   Economic development has languished in the 
Aurora-Licton Springs Residential Urban Village.  Essential neighborhood serving local 
goods and services have not developed.   
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Unfortunately, it appears the success of the urban village growth strategy seems fixated 
on how many housing units are built within an urban village.  However, the success of 
an urban village should not be solely measured by how many housing units have been 
developed.  By that measure alone, the Aurora-Licton Springs Urban Village would be a 
success because it has already achieved approximately 120% of its 2005-2024 growth 
target.   

An urban village’s measure of success also means that neighborhood serving 
pedestrian oriented commercial retail and service uses have developed in close 
proximity to the residential development to meet the needs of the growing population 
residential urban villages are to accommodate.  Those neighborhood serving uses have 
not materialized in the Aurora-Licton Spring residential urban village. 

In addition, the pedestrian linkage and supportive pedestrian environment that would 
link the west and east sides of the Aurora-Licton Springs residential urban village has 
not happened either.   Aurora Avenue is a divider, not a unifier of the Aurora-Licton 
Springs Residential Urban Village.  Aurora Avenue is a State highway that is dominated 
by auto oriented land use.  Redevelopment to mixed use development with vibrant 
neighborhood serving goods and services has not happened along Aurora Avenue.   

Ironically, the most current development proposal on Aurora Avenue is for a four story 
self-storage mini-warehouse facility extending the full extent from Aurora Avenue to 
Linden Avenue (west side of Aurora Avenue, City of Seattle Project Number 3019569). 

This self-storage mini-warehouse development exemplifies what is wrong with the 
Aurora-Licton Springs Residential Urban Village.  Mini-warehouses are auto oriented 
uses. They are not pedestrian oriented.  Users by necessity need to bring vehicles to a 
mini-warehouse.   

Further, self-storage facilities are not large employment generators that can help 
promote a jobs-housing balance in Aurora Licton Springs.  That the City of Seattle 
zoning code even allows mini-warehouses of this scale as a permitted use in the 
Aurora-Licton Springs Residential Urban Village is indicative that the Residential Urban 
Village strategy in Aurora-Licton Springs is not supported by City land use codes and 
regulations. 

In the meantime, the Aurora-Licton Springs area is characterized by prostitution, drug 
and other illegal activity taking place in the open, in spite of the Seattle Police 
Department’s North Precinct (which is eventually to be relocated further away) presence 
within a few blocks of 100th Street North and Aurora Avenue.  Pedestrian activity and 
economic development is discouraged by these activities. 
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Keep in mind that Peter Steinbrueck’s “2014 Seattle Sustainable Neighborhoods 
Assessment Project” describes the Aurora-Licton Springs Urban Village as follows, 

“Aurora North (SR 99) is the closest shopping district to Licton Springs 
community, and is busy, high speed traffic corridor lacking adequate pedestrian 
amenities, and deteriorated and/or impassable sidewalks, safe crossings and 
ADA compliant sidewalks. Most goods and services are not available within easy 
walking distance, nor is walking between long auto-oriented blocks a pleasant 
experience.” 

The Aurora-Licton Springs Urban Village is not pedestrian friendly.   Many areas lack 
sidewalks and other infrastructure.  People are reliant on motorized vehicles in this 
urban village when compared to others such as Greenwood-Phinney Ridge or Green 
Lake. Ballard.  The market in Aurora-Licton Springs has not responded to the type of 
development that synergizes a residential urban village. 

In the meantime, because Aurora-Licton Springs is a residential urban village, 
developers are able to develop micro-housing with no parking under the guise that there 
are pedestrian accessible supporting retail stores or services.  This is not the case, and 
the neighborhoods within the Aurora-Licton Residential Urban Village will be even more 
impacted by development absent parking. 

Besides a lack of private and public investment, policies in the 1999 Aurora-Licton 
Springs Neighborhood Plan have not been implemented including the following, 

“Encourage development to enhance the neighborhood’s visual character 
through use of tools such as City-wide and Aurora-Licton neighborhood-specific 
design guidelines, including Aurora Avenue specific guidelines.” 

There are no Aurora-Licton Springs neighborhood specific design guidelines.   Absent 
such neighborhood design guidelines, the citywide design guidelines apply which leads 
to development inconsistent with neighborhood values.  Combined with a City zoning 
code that perpetuates auto oriented development pattern on Aurora Avenue, the 
Aurora-Licton Springs Residential Urban Village Vision is destined to fail. 

The Aurora Licton Springs Residential Urban Village is an urban village in name only.  
The needed balance between residential development and supporting commercial 
services has not occurred.  The investment in infrastructure like sidewalks, street 
lighting that characterize a strong pedestrian oriented environment has not been made. 

The final EIS needs a thorough analysis of the viability of individual residential urban 
villages, rather than assume that they are all the same.  It specifically needs to assess 
the transportation, land use and public service impacts of additional residential 

6

7

8

9

4–304

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line

Jessica
Line



4 

development when corresponding neighborhood serving commercial development does 
not occur. 

With specific reference to the draft EIS, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would not be 
appropriate since each states, “No change in the number, designation or size of urban 
villages.”   There needs to be flexibility under the alternative that is eventually selected 
to allow for modification in the geography of urban villages.  This includes a reduction in 
the size of a residential urban village if not its elimination altogether. 

Alternative 1 is even more problematic since it states, 

“Greater residential growth emphasis in hub urban villages, in selected 
residential urban villages and more growth outside of urban villages.” 

When speaking to residential urban village emphases under Alternative 1, the DEIS 
states, 

“Residential urban village emphases: 23rd & Union-Jackson, Aurora-Licton 
Springs, Columbia City, Madison-Miller and Othello.” 

In looking at the alternatives and projections, Alternative 1 also makes a housing growth 
assumption of 2,500 additional housing units in the Aurora-Licton Springs Residential 
Urban Village while Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 assume 500, 700 and 700 housing units 
respectively. 

Directing more residential growth into the Aurora-Licton Springs residential is not 
appropriate under any alternative absent a more thorough review of the viability of 
Aurora Licton Springs as a Residential Urban Village. 

The City needs to be more flexible in addressing urban villages and not assume all 
urban villages are alike or as successful as the other.  The final EIS and the Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan needs to recognize this.   

For Aurora-Licton Springs specifically, the City needs to: 

• Update the Aurora-Licton Springs Neighborhood Plan, including reviewing the
urban village boundaries. If the City policy continues to direct mixed use
development on the east side of Aurora Avenue, then it is conceivable that the
west side of Aurora Avenue can be removed from the residential  urban village
altogether.

• Conduct a market study to determine the feasibility for mixed use development
along Aurora Avenue to determine if the vision set forth in the Neighborhood Plan
for neighborhood serving commercial goods and services can even be achieved.

9 cont.
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• Develop a capital facilities plan as part of the Aurora - Licton Springs
neighborhood plan update, so that public investment to make the neighborhood
more pedestrian friendly and safe can be appropriately programmed.

• Consider whether it is the City’s intent to allow zoning that perpetuates
automobile oriented uses, such as mini-warehouses, along Aurora Avenue and
extending into the residential areas of the urban village.  If so, then the urban
village concept is not supported by land use policy and development regulations.

• Adopt neighborhood design standards for Aurora-Licton Springs.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.   

Sincerely, 

David Osaki 

PO Box 75185 
Seattle WA 98175-0185 

11 cont.

4–306

Jessica
Line



# Comment 
276 Seattle was once a center of creativity, I'll give you that, but sadly not anymore. The creative 

spirit gave way to smugness, cliquishness and elitist conspicuous consumption. Seattle 

revolutionized the desktop software industry in the 1990's and has been resting on it's laurels 

ever since. I moved here about six years ago from Santa Fe, New Mexico in search of creative 

minds and have been thoroughly disappointed and disillusioned. This city is inhabited by 

idealouges, impragmatic people who are driven by ignorance, arrogance and a nonexistent sense 

of proportion. Urban utopiasts who imagine a city where everyone who moves here is single, 

childless, able-bodied and content to live in 270 square feet while paying the equivalent of a 

mortgage on a small house and either walking or biking to work in a cold, wet, climate with hilly 

topography. No mystery why suicide rate here is unusually high. This is certainly not my idea of 

utopia, how about you? Additionally, I feel it's worth mentioning, that this is a very limited view 

of the physical capabilities of a significant portion of the population, and demonstrates a 

complete and total lack of understanding of the true logistical needs of a true viable modern 

metropolis. I think, we should aspire to more, simply put, I think the future will have parking. I 

don’t understand Seattle's hostility. What, because cars are somewhat problematic now, they'll 

be problematic forever? No matter what your opinion of the internal combustion engine, we 

now have more and more cars that are hybrid, extended range electric, or all-electric and soon 

they'll be autonomous. That is the next wave of emergent technologies that will change the 

entire economy and redesign entire cities worldwide. Seattle was put on the map by embracing 

and developing just this type of revolutionary technology, it was what this city did well, and now 

I see the city turning into a bunch of luddites who cloak themselves behind a green-washed 

shroud of self-righteousness. Truthfully, Seattle should have been on the forefront of developing 

and democratizing this technology, not hiding from it. Seattle could have stayed on the forefront 

of research and development, and it could have remained a culture of innovation, but now it 

won't. Seattle's future now is to be a slowly collapsing enclave of the once newly rich. 

277 Please continue the 40% canopy cover goal in the new comp plan. 30% 

canopy cover is inadequate. The reduction in # of trees would range 

from 250,000 to 500,000 if the goal is reduced, based on estimates of 

the current number of trees of 1.3 million to 3 million. 

The loss of tree canopy is a significant adverse Impact. 

The Draft EIS refers to reducing the Comprehensive Plan’s goal to 

increase the overall tree cover from 40% to 30%. 

The cost estimates of retrofitting our decrepit storm drain system can 

be reduced by increasing the number of trees, especially if contiguous 

street tree parkways are used instead of isolated pits for individual 

trees surrounded by concrete. 

The Urban Forest Stewardship Plan goal of 30% canopy cover is a 

working plan, while the comp plan goal of 40% canopy cover is an 

aspirational goal. The UFSP canopy cover goal was developed by a 

committee composed mostly of professional developers. They were 

erroneously working backwards to decide how much of the city should be 
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# Comment 
sterile concrete & impervious rooftops, not determining ecological 

composition & function of the urban forest. 

The 50% lot coverage limit of single family zones is greater than the 

canopy cover goal, and they should be consistent. 

The canopy cover survey is inaccurate, and no count of the number of 

trees in Seattle has been made, in spite of the last revision of the 

comp plan, which enabled a count every 5 years, and which has still 

not been done. This revision has erased from public consciousness the 

previous comp plan requirement that an increase of 1% per year must 

occur in order to accomplish the 40% requirement by the year 2028. 

The 40% canopy cover goal should not be revised until a tree census 

has been taken. 

There is no explanation of why this reduction of 10% is to be made. 

The claim that the reduction is to be consistent with the Urban 

Forestry Stewardship Plan is implausible because there is no analysis 

of how this reduction in our tree canopy will affect the environment. 

There is no discussion of how reducing our tree canopy goals will 

affect our air quality and water quality, health and quality of life. 

Wildlife habitat and heat island effects and other environmental 

impacts are also ignored. 

Thanks for listening, Seattle ! 

Arboreally yours, 

Michael Oxman 

ISA Certified Arborist #PN-0756A 

www.treedr.com 

(206) 949-8733

278 High density housing is fine – but we need to do it in a manner that doesn’t ruin the 

neighborhoods with too many cars competing for two few street parking spots. We need 

regulations and accompanying enforcement (fines pay for the enforcement) to assure that units 

that are built without parking spaces are occupied either by persons without vehicles or by 

persons with demonstrable off-street parking for their vehicles. 

279 Rather than focusing on land use to expand housing, hospitality and business. Why not think of 

utilizing the vast areas of water in the Puget Sound region for floating developments in housing 

and hospitality dwellings? Could create a new industry of concrete flotation systems that are 

transportable throughout the NW waterways. 

1 cont.
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280 One concern I have in reviewing the Draft EIS is that I do not see a plan for how the rest of the 

city, outside of the urban villages, will help absorb the population growth. If so many more 

people move into Seatte, but these large areas of single-family homes are completely exempted 

from having to make room for them, I am afraid that Seattle will become an even more stratified 

city. The urban villages will fill with small apartments for single folk, while the areas of single-

family homes will become so expensive that only the wealthiest families will be able to afford to 

live there. Where will working class, or even middle class families live? Are there provisions for 

housing suitable for those populations to be built? 

A solution that I would like to offer is to expand family-friendly residential growth into areas 

where it is currently prohibited. The neighborhoodsd of Georgetown and South Park, for 

example, are primed to grow, but their growth is constrained by the surrounding MIC lands that 

are zoned industrial and often under-utilized. I fully accept that having industrial land is 

extremely important to Seattle, and I do not want to see it be done away with, but the City must 

make a choice. Seattle2035's own reports have stated that industrial jobs are not growing in this 

city, and as a proportion of the population, they are declining. If industrially-zoned lands are 

being underutilized (or, in some cases, being left completely fallow) they should be rezoned to 

an appropriate commerical or residential use. This will serve to both expand much needed 

family-friendly residential land in the city and to encourage industrial businesses and landowners 

in the city to put their land to good uses that produce quality, family wage jobs. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Pearsall 

Georgetown Resident 

281 It's apparent where current city planners want to go; they don't want cars they have a vision of 

all of us peddling around in our bikes, living in subsidized housing with no real idea how to fund 

their plan. In my opinion they are a bunch of "Tunneled Vision Shoemakers" who cannot see the 

"Big Picture". On the other hand they have given Developers a free hand to build what they want 

with no regards to the inferstructure  to support the new construction. West Seattle is a prime 

example; Developers are going crazy with no plan how to move the additional people in and out 

of what is essentially an Island. If these same planners are involved in future planning I can see 

no possibility of a workable plan. 

I grow weary of Politicians who continue to promote class warfare; their job is to unite not divide 

their constituents.  The fact that your survey divides respondents into every possible group tells 

me that you place a different value on peoples response based on age, sex, race and other non 

merit factors. I thought we had gotten beyond that. 

I would hope the future plan includes compensation for those who suffer lose in the value of 

their property as a result of future construction; for example many people are losing views 

diminish their property value by tens of thousands of dollars.  
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NE SEATTLE    QRISK-JOHNPERKINS@YAHOO.COM 

JOHN E PERKINS & JULENE T WEAVER

2035 Draft EIS, Comments by Perkins & Weaver, Page 1 of 3 

Date: June 18, 2015      

Subject: Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) Draft EIS1 Comments 

This memo comments on four concerns raised by the Draft Comp Plan: spreading the 
growing pains, helping our poorest citizens keep their rental homes where they 
currently live as a show of the City’s compassion, improving landlord-tenant-city 
relationships; and ending a conflict of interest involving the SEPA Checklist. 

I. Spread the Growing Pains

The Draft EIS states that “Single family homes … account for 84 percent of the 
residential structures, but supply only 45 percent of Seattle’s housing units.” (p 3.6-7) 
The current plan to shoehorn all growth into areas that have already exceeded their 
planning development according to the current 2015 Comprehensive Plan is unfair as 
there exists rooms and other arrangements in the single family homes that could be 
rented out. As all of Seattle will be absorbing incoming residents in the form of traffic 
delays and increased burdens on public utilities such as water, sewage, and power, the 
burden of absorbing the increase should be borne by all neighborhoods, too.  

In 2013, Alan During in Unlocking Home: Three Keys to Affordable Communities proposed 
three ways changes in local laws could expand housing supply. They were:  

✧ “legalizing rooming houses
✧ uncapping the number of roommates who may share a dwelling, and
✧ welcoming accessory dwellings such as granny flats and garden cottages.”2

Yes, the Comp Plan draft envisions new residents wanting to live close to transit and 
thus avoid owning cars. Nice dream, but as data in the EIS itself shows, 85 percent or 
more of peak travel time trips are by single occupancy vehicles or carpools (figure 3.7-
13).  Those cars, trucks, and vans sit in parking spaces when not in use. There is much 
more curbside parking open for these vehicles in the residential neighborhoods that will 
absorb some of the growth if During’s suggestions are passed.  

II. Honor the City’s Commitment to being a Compassionate City

To plan to disrupt the lives of the city’s poorest citizens already burdened with rents and 
utilities that eat up the majority of their limited incomes is a disgrace. But that is exactly 
what is being planned. For example, in the EIS  one finds many statements like these:  

• Demand for housing by a growing share of households with greater wealth and income
has put upward pressure on housing costs, particularly rents. (p 3.6-7)

• There is a widening gap between housing costs and income across all income categories.
Overall, the percentage of households spending 30 percent or more on housing costs is
increasing. (p 3.6-8)

• Areas with high rates of growth may experience greater upward pressure on housing
costs relative to slower growing areas. Average rents for units built in 2012 through 2014
were 23 percent higher than those for all units citywide (Dupre+Scott Apartment
Advisors 2014) (p 3.6-10).
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NE SEATTLE    QRISK-JOHNPERKINS@YAHOO.COM 

JOHN E PERKINS & JULENE T WEAVER 

2035 Draft EIS, Comments by Perkins & Weaver, Page 2 of 3 

• Housing affordability will be an issue of concern under all four alternatives, including
Alternative 1. As noted in the Affected Environment section, a significant portion of
Seattle’s households are burdened by housing costs and, over 60 percent of the lowest
income renter households (≤ 30 percent of Area Median Income) are estimated to pay
more than one-half of their income for rent and basic utilities. (p 3.6-17)

This is shameful. As a self-styled Compassionate City, to plan—as this EIS does—for the 
disruption of the lives of poor people, many of them refugees escaping oppression or 
wars, is to knowingly create Double Refugees as City policy. The City must reverse its 
priorities, and do all in its legal powers to preserve affordable rents paid by low 
income and immigrant citizens where they currently live.  

III. Modernize the Landlord-Tenant-City Relationship

The underlying philosophy of landlord/tenant laws have not been fully examined, for 
the most part, since the Middle Ages!3 It is time for the City to update legal practices 
that arose during another time when tenants rented the land and built their own simple 
dwellings.  

Institute changes that increase trust and fairness between landlords and tenants. 
Currently, too many of the rights or common practices favor the landlord. For example, 
many rental agreements require the tenant to give the landlord the first and last 
month’s rent plus a security or cleaning deposit. What happens when there is a 
disagreement about whether the apartment is “clean enough”? As it is now, the 
landlord unilaterally makes that decision, and not surprisingly, often decide to keep the 
cleaning deposit. Tenants who feel this is wrong also sadly conclude there is nowhere to 
appeal for justice and accept this bitter outcome.  

Instead, what if this money were put into an escrow account under the administration 
of a neutral third party such as a department in the city? If both tenant and landlord 
agree on the state of cleanliness, the money is returned to the tenant. Should there be a 
disagreement, an independent inspector would visit the property and make a binding 
decision.  

The idea of a third party being available to both the landlord and tenant suggests Seattle 
create a Rent Court to mediate and arbitrate disputes about steep rent hikes, tenants 
trashing the property, cleaning deposits, etc.—any issue tenants and landlords disagree 
about.  

For public policy and to understand the fairness of rent changes, the city needs to audit 
the profits of landlords to make sure they get a fair but not excessive rate of return. 
This is done in New York4, for example, and the information becomes part of the public 
conversation about rent increases and fairness. Institute fair limits on the abilities of 
landlords to price rents to keep them from pricing tenants out of their rented homes.  

2 cont.
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NE SEATTLE    QRISK-JOHNPERKINS@YAHOO.COM 

JOHN E PERKINS & JULENE T WEAVER 

2035 Draft EIS, Comments by Perkins & Weaver, Page 3 of 3 

IV. End the Conflict of Interest

While	
  reviewing	
  the	
  paperwork	
  for	
  Project	
  #3020374	
  in	
  the	
  Ravenna	
  Springs	
  Park	
  
neighborhood,	
  we	
  uncovered	
  a	
  serious	
  ethical	
  flaw—developers	
  submit	
  the	
  State	
  
Environmental	
  Policy	
  Act	
  (SEPA)	
  Checklist.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  blatant	
  conflict	
  of	
  interest.	
  

Why?	
  The	
  developers	
  prime	
  motive	
  it	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  profit,	
  not	
  to	
  be	
  honest,	
  fair,	
  or	
  preserve	
  
the	
  natural	
  and	
  built	
  character	
  of	
  a	
  neighborhood.	
  In	
  practice,	
  this	
  conflict	
  of	
  interest	
  shows	
  
up	
  in	
  nonsensical,	
  misleading,	
  or	
  false	
  responses.	
  For	
  example:	
  

Question:	
  What	
  kind	
  and	
  amount	
  of	
  vegetation	
  will	
  be	
  removed	
  or	
  altered?	
  
Applicant’s	
  response:	
  Existing	
  trees	
  in	
  bad	
  health	
  (overtaken	
  by	
  ivy)	
  and	
  ivy	
  will	
  be	
  
removed	
  from	
  teh	
  (sic)	
  site	
  and	
  replaced	
  with	
  native	
  drought	
  tolerant	
  plants	
  recommended	
  
by	
  the	
  city	
  arborist.	
  
Comments:	
  The	
  trees	
  removed	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  replaced	
  with	
  “drought	
  tolerant	
  
plants”	
  …	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  replaced	
  with	
  an	
  apartment	
  building!	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  City’s	
  Tree	
  Protection	
  Code,	
  5	
  trees	
  6	
  inches	
  or	
  greater	
  in	
  diameter	
  
cannot	
  be	
  removed	
  from	
  steep	
  slopes	
  without	
  City	
  approval.	
  On	
  this	
  site	
  8	
  trees	
  exceed	
  that	
  
standard,	
  the	
  largest	
  is	
  87	
  inches	
  in	
  circumference.	
  Only	
  two	
  (2)	
  dead	
  trees	
  are	
  
overwhelmingly	
  covered	
  in	
  ivy.	
  	
  

This	
  is	
  our	
  favorite	
  bit	
  of	
  make	
  believe	
  found	
  in	
  the	
  SEPA	
  Checklist:	
  

Question:	
  Is	
  the	
  site	
  or	
  affected	
  geographic	
  area	
  currently	
  served	
  by	
  public	
  transit?	
  	
  
Applicant’s	
  response:	
  Yes,	
  22nd	
  Ave	
  NE	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  25th	
  Ave	
  NE	
  provide	
  very	
  frequent	
  transit	
  
service.	
  
Comment:	
  How	
  wonderful,	
  if	
  true,	
  but	
  there	
  is	
  NO	
  TRANSIT	
  running	
  on	
  22nd	
  Ave	
  NE!	
  	
  

Recommendations:	
  
So	
  ,then,	
  who	
  should	
  fill	
  out	
  this	
  form?	
  A	
  city	
  department	
  could	
  fill	
  out	
  the	
  form,	
  as	
  is	
  the	
  
case	
  with	
  City	
  Light	
  evaluating	
  dangers	
  from	
  power	
  lines.	
  The	
  Department	
  of	
  
Neighborhoods	
  could	
  file	
  the	
  SEPA	
  Checklist.	
  	
  

This	
  conflict	
  of	
  interest	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  frivolous	
  issue,	
  for	
  SEPA	
  can	
  be	
  cited	
  as	
  a	
  reason	
  to	
  deny	
  a	
  
permit.	
  Alternatively,	
  a	
  permit	
  may	
  be	
  granted	
  based	
  in	
  part	
  on	
  a	
  SEPA	
  Checklist	
  that	
  is	
  
false,	
  incomplete,	
  or	
  misleading.	
  How	
  frequently	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  case?	
  

Please	
  recommend	
  an	
  immediate	
  moratorium	
  on	
  all	
  applications	
  in	
  the	
  pipeline	
  which	
  
require	
  SEPA	
  Checklists	
  until	
  new	
  independent	
  ones	
  can	
  be	
  submitted.	
  

1 Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS May 4, 2015. Pages cited in text.   
2Accessed 4/20 at http://www.sightline.org/research/unlocking-home/	
  
3	
  Uniform Law Commission, Residential Landlord and Tenancy Act Summary, accessed 4/20/2015 at
http://is.gd/bojJDu
4	
  New York City Rent Guidelines Board, accessed 6/17/15 at http://www.nycrgb.org/	
  
5	
  Accessed 6/9/15 at http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/codesrules/codes/treeprotection/default.htm	
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283 All 4 plans are deficient enough in some manner that I did not choose any of them. The 

deficiencies  include: No mention of neighborhoods issues  that are largely job based in nature 

(SoDo, Interbay, Ship Canal, Georgetown, South Park) and no mention of the land bank (the 

Manufacturing Industrial Centers and Port areas) that is essential for 1/3 of Seattle's tax 

revenue. No real attempt to link commercial traffic growth problems with urban growth and 

design problems. No attempt to directly assess mistakes in past planning, missed growth targets 

(over density, lack of job growth, lack of transportation solutions)--the presumption is that were 

are starting from a zero index and not from a severe design and maintenance deficit.  Questions 

concerning impacts are value based only and not based on pragmatic community concerns. 

There is no acknowledgement that the citizens will be able to have any say in negative impacts 

moving forward 20 years, especially if the city continues its present trajectory of not following its 

own planning policies. All of these questions needs to be address in a bold, direct, and manner 

that is relevant to day to day living concerns, and not just the esoteric problems faced by 

planners. 

284 this city is on a disastrous course with all the growth.  it like the decision makers have a certain 

mindset and are leading down the wrong road....the city should be requiring all apt buildings to 

have 1 1/3 spaces for cars for every unit.  we shouldn't be wasting parking spot on frivolous 

parklets.   we should be discouraging people from moving here because we do not have the 

infrastructure to handle it.  they are causing inflation for the native seattlelites.  we really should 

be encouraging people to move to detroit.  they would be able to buy a house and be the change 

their city would love.  or maybe its time to build that high speed rail line to Moses Lake which 

has plenty of space.  and people are getting harassed by real estate agents and developers.  we 

should be putting a moratorium on development.  you are ruining our city. 

285 Dear planning committee, 

Back in 2000 a group called Friends of Ravenna Woods raised funds for and won development 

rights for an area called Ravenna Woods, a parcel located roughly between the Burke Gillman 

Trail and Ravenna Ave, and between NE 45th St and NE 51st Sts. In my reading of your plan  to  

develop the region that includes this parcel  

(http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2273587.p

df), I fail to see that the Ravenna Woods parcel is protected at all. Below I copy relevant 

correspondance re the  development rights obtained in 2000. 

Thank you for looking into this and letting us know if this steep wooded area with 

envioronmental impact concerns has lost its protection somehow....??? 

Sincerely, 

Pat Prinz 

Res Prof Emerita, UW and 

longtime resident of the Ravenna Area north of UW 

Here is some history showing that this area should be closed to further 

development: 

1
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On 3/8/2000 4:00 PM, Newell Aldrich wrote: 

> This is an update from the office of Seattle City Councilmember Nick

> Licata, for those of you who have written him previously about Ravenna

> Woods.

>

> Today, the Culture, Arts & Parks Committee of the City Council passed

> by a 3-0 vote an ordinance acceding the $450,000 contribution from the

> community, for the purpose of acquiring Ravenna Woods. Close to

> $40,000 in interest on this donation was also donated.

>

> This adds to the $250,000 appropriated from the 2000 City budget, and 

> $300,000 granted from the Neighborhood Matching Fund.

>

> A final City Council vote should take place either Monday, March 13 or 

> 20. It should easily pass.

>

> Councilmember Licata worked with Carol Eychaner, representative of 

> Friends of Ravenna Woods, in drafting several revisions to the

> ordinance so that it accurately reflects the community's desires.

>

> The City's Law department will be proceeding with acquisition or 

> Ravenna Woods.

>

> Newell Aldrich 

> Legislative Aide to Councilmember Licata

286 I just wanted to compliment this process.  It's using modern channels to solicit community input.  

I heard about this survey through a Facebook community group I belong in.  I hope that this form 

of transparency and community input continues as plans are further refined. 

I also am offering my support, as a citizen, to support this effort.  Please let me know if there are 

volunteer opportunities on this important effort.  

287 A few extremely general comments.  City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan and Environmental 

Impact Statement should: 

1. Reinforce goals of the Climate Action Plan.

2. Infuse the Comprehensive Plan with initiatives that support our commitment to the goal of

a carbon neutral Seattle by 2050.

3. Focus on efforts to provide affordable workforce housing units in the downtown core.

4. Consider creation of an overlay district for the Seattle Waterfront neighborhood that

requires 5% affordable housing units to be provided as a requirement in all new multifamily

1
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housing projects along the Alaskan Way and Western Avenue corridors.  Consider extending this 

requirement to Urban Centers and Urban Villages. Reinforce multifamily tax credit as developer 

incentive, not linkage fee. 

5. Emphasize the need for access to public services.

6. Take a hard look at the 10 year Plan to End Homelessness and assess what was not

successful in the effort and how a reconsidered Comprehensive Plan might inform a renewed

commitment and a renewed effort.

7. Incentivize equitable housing in all downtown ‘feeder’ neighborhoods.

8. Consider closed green infrastructure loop along western avenue and Alaskan way – develop

in partnership with Seattle 2030 District.

9. Support Alternative 4- Guide Growth to Urban Villages Near Transit.

10. Utilize the meeting and networking structure of existing social and cultural not-for-profits to

create a networked coalition of organizations working together to support the Race and Social

Justice Initiative.  Convene a task force to comprise the list of target organizations and do initial

outreach to potential organizational partners.

11. Emphasize working with SPS to site a school downtown and improve the quality of education

at and services to urban school sites.

 My comments are also provided on the Draft EIS Open House RECAP 

(http://2035.seattle.gov/recap-seattle-2035-draft-eis-open-house-and-public-hearing/) on the 

video starting at 55:10. 

Rico L. Quirindongo, AIA 

Architect  |  Associate 

rquirindongo@dlrgroup.com 

DLR Group 

Architecture  Engineering  Planning  Interiors 

o: 206-461-6000  |  m: 206-849-6128 

51 University Street, Suite 600  Seattle, WA  98101 

Find us at:  dlrgroup.com  |  Facebook  |  Twitter 

288 I support "alternative 5" as laid out by The Urbanist.All areas of the city have an obligation to 

support growth, and the right to access the urban benefits that come with it. Regardless of 

wealth, race, class, or zoning, each portion of the city must support its share of the city’s growth. 

As an example, single-family residential zones are appropriate for many of the common Missing 

Middle housing types, such as cottage housing, detached accessory dwelling units, duplexes, 

triplexes, townhouses, and even rowhouses. These housing options should be broadly allowed 

with minimal interference from neighbors. These building types are equitable, desirable, and 
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compatible with the character of residential neighborhoods. While this type of growth may seem 

painful to some, it presents a wide range of opportunities and benefits: proximity to jobs, access 

to high-quality transit, grocery stores and restaurants, parks, schools, and more. All these 

benefits come from growth and density, not the other way around. All residents, whether new or 

old, deserve to partake in these urban benefits, regardless of where they live. 

Expand the number and size of urban villages to accommodate growth throughout the city. 

There are ample commercial and medium-density residential areas in the city that have no urban 

center or urban village designation, such as Aurora Avenue (north of N 36th St to N 85th St), 

Upper Fremont, “Frelard”, Westlake, Nickerson, Madison Park, Wedgwood, South Magnolia, 

Interbay, Graham, and many more. Each of these areas presents an opportunity to absorb 

growth while providing tremendous urban benefits. The city should also consider extending 

boundaries in these areas beyond just the immediate medium-density residential and 

commercial core properties. Transit walksheds extend beyond the core, and bikesheds extend 

even farther. Connecting bike rides with transit, something that will become even easier with 

Pronto!’s expansion, shows that the urban villages can be much larger. Overconcentration of 

growth leads to targeted displacement and disruption. Only by spreading growth throughout the 

city can we ensure that no single area experiences an unreasonable share. 

Expand urban zoning in urban villages and urban centers. Designating areas as urban villages 

isn’t enough. The city needs to go further and expand the areas of urban development in urban 

villages and high-intensity zoning in urban centers, especially where there is extraordinary 

demand for housing (e.g. Ballard, Wallingford, South Lake Union, and the University District). 

This will reduce the number of people that are displaced due to demolitions. 

Actively mitigate the impacts of growth in areas where displacement risk is high. We support 

adopting policies that will alleviate or prevent actual displacement. This might include 

mandatory participation in the multifamily tax exemption (or a similar program), mandatory 

inclusionary zoning or linkage fees, one-to-one replacement of affordable units in perpetuity, 

focusing housing levy dollars in these areas, using the city’s bonding authority for sustainable 

affordable housing options, and other socially progressive housing strategies through the land 

use code or city actions in the form of programs and partnerships. 

Seattle deserves an equitable approach to growth, and we believe that Alternative 5 is that 

approach. 

289 Congratulations on the effort of think ahead and plan city’s growth.  I also commend you for 

soliciting current citizen’s recommendations. 

I have lived in Seattle for the 15 years.  I have seen the city grow.  Seattle is the smallest large 

city in which I have lived.  Having lived in cities with populations as large as 18 million, many 

times over the past 15 years, when I expected a plan or foresaw things happening, which 

unfortunately the city of Seattle did not appear to be equipped to address.  I feel that a common 

theme, is a tendency to devise “Seattle’s” way of dealing with certain problems.  It is true that 

Seattle has its own landscape, population and culture; but, population growth and city planning 

is an art and science that is as old as humanity.  I think an element that has been conspicuously 

missing over the past 15 years, is reaching out to other larger cities (not necessarily in the US but 

abroad) to see what systems they have planned or what mistakes they have made and build 

their experiences.  Every time I travel to Paris, I am amazed at how a city with such population 

manages its circulation.  I also recently saw an amazing documentary about Copenhagen and its 
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city planning over the past 60 years.  I think as much as it is important to engage Seattle’s 

residents, it is equally important to scope other cities with successful city planning and learn 

from them.   

Obviously, the most important element of planning ahead is transportation.  Again, public 

transportation in major cities is almost a completely solved problem.  One dilemma that Seattle 

has had, is the tendency to want to appease all modes of transportation in the same region at 

the same time, which is impossible (specially with the geographic limitations of the city 

associated with its bodies of water).   

Best Regards, 

Ali Ravanpay, M.D., Ph.D. 

Neurological Surgery 

University of Washington, Seattle 

290 The most important part of this plan, to me, is providing housing opportunities to  low-income 

and middle-income households.  

I don't fall into a low enough income bracket to qualify for section 8 or other low-income housing 

provided by the government, but I don't make enough to pay rent in the city where I work.  This 

means I have to move farther away and will contribute to traffic congestion, because I can't 

afford to live where I work. 

I live in Ballard and am on the verge of being forcefully displaced.  My apartment building was 

purchased by an investor who is kicking everyone out so that he can renovate and charge more 

for rent.  Because of the recent increase in rent, city-wide, I can no longer afford to live in 

Ballard, which is really sad because I love my neighborhood. 

New buildings go up constantly and they are supposed to offer a certain percentage of their 

apartments at a reduced rate based on need or on a sliding scale, but the majority of them opt 

to pay the fine rather than offer this discount to middle and low income households.  This needs 

to be stopped! 

Please don't forget about the folks like me, who are working full time and living just above the 

poverty line.  Thank you! 

291 I love Alternative 3 - Having grown up in Chicago, I personally am attracted to areas that are 

urban villages - where I can walk to various businesses or catch a bus/train to get somewhere 

else. I think the future of Seattle, given our inability to make 6 lane highways, is in providing easy 

access to great public transit and supporting business growth in the surrounding neighborhood 

and planning multi-income residences. This would bring great opportunity to areas such as south 

seattle and Rainier Beach area where access to amenities is limited - with focused business and 

transit growth in these areas, the residents will have access to finding jobs in their neighborhood 

or having access to public transit that will get them to their jobs.  
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I live in the Green Lake neighborhood and love my urban village, but I also love that it has a clear 

boundary.  

This allows our community to have the best of both worlds - those that want/can afford single 

family homes and those that want a more urban experience in apartments or condos - but each 

enjoy the amenities our urban village provides. 

Thank you for this opportunity! 

Rebecca F Reuter 

292 I really appreciate all the hard work that's been done on the various ways to grow Seattle. After 

reading reviews on the four plans, I read a local blog and really liked the "Alternative 5" here: 

http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/16/support-alternative-5-for-seattle-2035/ 

I hope to own a place in Seattle in the near future but its been difficult with house prices 

constantly going up. I grew up in Connecticut and was comparing notes with my brother who 

lives in Glastonbury, a town of 40,000. He was looking to switch to a bigger house, in that 

community there was 160 different houses avail to buy. I live in the Wallingford neighborhood of 

Seattle and in a neighborhood that has I think at least 30000 (depending on boundaries) there 

are like maybe 5 houses for sale. Personally I think the only way Seattle can become a bit more 

affordable is to enable a bit more supply to be built and to reorient processes to enable this (or 

at least ameliorate prices a little) . This really goes for renting and buying. I believe that at the 

end of the day we need to open up a bit more of the city to more urban development in more 

places which is what attracts me to "Alternative 5". I know this is a hard process and probably 

the people that own homes in the area I live in likely in some way want to freeze development 

"to keep the character" but I think at this point Seattle needs to figure out how to balance 

specific neighborhood concerns and desires with the larger demographic changes (increasing 

people to the area).  I want to say that I'm in favor or loosening things a bit more like in Alt 5. 

Good luck with your work, looking forward to the final proposals, I hope that with messages like 

these maybe things will be nudged in a way I see is better. 

Thanks, 

Chris Robinson 

293 My biggest concern is affordable housing.  While rent control/subsidized housing mike make a 

difference more will need to be done to keep up with demand.  I think the current setup and 

current council gives to much weight to single family property owners.  68% of the city is zoned 

for that use.  To make housing more affordable we really need to take a hard look at changing 

zoning to allow for more development of dense housing.   Good Luck!!   

Thanks, 

Bryce 

294 Dear City 2035 staff, 
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Thank you for listening to public comments. 

A quick reply would be appreciated if you read it (amongst probably hundreds of comments). 

* Alternative 3 seems the best: spread growth around, not concentrated just near lightrail

(though that will happen anyways). Thus I prefer alternative 3 to alternative 4. Alternative 1 is

not the way to go because it is "same as usual".  Alternative 2 makes moderate sense for

downtown, but I would like to spare University District the same fate, with the proposed zoning

for up to 400 feet high buildings, which would in my opinion destroy university district and turn

it into Bellevue.

* Residential and Job density need to harmonize: The city needs to make sure that the jobs grow

with the residential growth, minimizing commutes. That people live where they work. However,

that will drive up home prices in those areas, but minimizing commutes is key to lowering our

footprint and continue to function as a city when we will face resource shortages in 2035 and

beyond. In some ways we have to go back to the old ways, intermingling residential and local

jobs. The work should not just be retail jobs by far. So when I hear 'urban village', I cringe if it is

just more boutique retail shops and restaurants and not more diverse jobs such as health care,

high tech, insurance, auto repair, plumbing shops, etc. We need to have a policy that encourages

job diversity and regional spread of this diversity. Sort of back to the old times where different

urban centers had their shoe repair shops, barbers, restaurants, auto repair, etc all in the same

local core.

* Be selective which employers come in: Please keep overall growth in check. Do not invite more

companies into the city than we can accommodate long term. We already see the devastating

effects of Amazon building up downtown by driving home values and rents up to unsustainable

and painful levels. We can and should dissuade more growth by asking more of those companies

(higher local taxes to fund transportation and affordable housing and road maintenance) and

only the ones coming through on those commitments will stay and survive. Invite companies

that are likely to be around in 2035 and are not based on a short term unsustainable model.

Amazon for instance is not sustainable since our consumer culture is ravaging the planet.

* High density: the high density mantra is a mixed bag. If we tear down old buildings to

accommodate more people moving in, we increase our environmental footprint. High-rises, even

new ones, may falter in the next earthquake that will come some day. High density cities are by

definition somewhat problematic since the food is trucked in and in times of crisis cities

deteriorate quicker than small towns. And crisis will come, I am pretty sure. Rising food prices,

climate change, social unrest. We should encourage people not to come here more than we can

absorb long term. Just what size is right for seattle is unclear. I would say we were the right size

probably from 1980 to 1990.

* Harmonization with national policy, population-management: The city of Seattle needs to have

a long term outlook that is harmonized with state and notional policy. Of course there is no 30,

50 or 100 year state and national policy as far as I can see, but Seattle could lead the way and

encourage thinking along those lines. Some of the answers may not sit well with our overall

liberal open-to-the-world identification, but we have to be realistic, rational and scientific in our
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approach. We need to have a conference and regular dialogue with other cities on the topic of 

long term sustainability, sharing the burden and re-open the dialogue on (over-) population, be it 

regional or national. Paul Ehrlich (the population time bomb) was wrong in his timing but not 

wrong in principle. Rising rents and homelessness are multi-causal, but population pressures are 

certainly one of its causal factors. We will get more climate refugees from the local and global 

South. But Seattle cannot accommodate more than relatively-speaking tiny fraction of them 

(100,000 people are a tiny fraction and even that will hurt). More people have to and should live 

in the countryside since we need to grow food with more manual labor since small scale organic 

agriculture after peak oil is likely the best way forward (in fact even I think about going that 

path).  

* Encouraging would-be newcomers to live within their means: By pricing newcomers out (or by

limited-supply rent controlled living space or subsidized housing) we can somewhat

force/encourage people to live within their regions within their means will also encourage

population stabilization across the nation. If we ease off the pressure of other regions (like

California with its drought problems) by basically inviting more people in, we further encourage

"business as usual" in those region. We cannot afford to wreck our city by becoming like Los

Angeles or S.F.. We will face California-style droughts and water shortages if we invite in ever

more people. Does Seattle have a long-term sustainability plan/model to deal with the

consequences of lower snow pack, droughts that flows into the 2035 vision ? If so, I would be

curious to hear about it. We have to start talking about over-population, both locally and

nationally and globally, as politically fraught and politically incorrect that is seen in many political

strata.

* Social equity:  The dissuasion of growth should not come just through higher prices due to

demand outstripping supply. Otherwise we become very tilted towards the High income earners

and diversity suffers. Rent control and affordable housing are answers. But we have to live with

the fact that not everyone who wants to live here fulltime will be able to. People can rotate in

and out of the city and they will.

* community living: The higher density does not have to come in the form of new buildings. The

city can encourage (through tax policies for instance) the formation of intentional communities

or other forms of community housing that has a far lower foot print and encourages other new

models such as child sharing, car sharing, etc that all reduce resource and population foot print.

Maintenance on buildings that are owned by communities is done with more manual labor and

locally sourced and again less environmentally taxing. Transforming the city to a city of locally

owned and operated communities would put us on the map.

* Cooperative ownership: Just like community living, the city can encourage and foster more

employee owned businesses. That is better than inviting companies like Amazon that price

everyone out and that do not donate much money for philanthropic causes.

We can lead the way and be a great example and inspiration as a city. We already have done so 

many great things. 

In closing I would like to offer to be part of the solutions: 
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I gladly can offer to be part of the conversation and consult on the issues with ideas and 

inspirations since I have written on and thought plentiful about this topic and I believe I have 

answers to it. 

For more ideas, please contact me: 

Christian Roehr 

206-418-0755

Kind regards and thank you for reading my comments. 

Christian Roehr 

====== sources: 

The 4 alternatives 

1. 

http://seattle2035.publicmeeting.info/Media/Default/PDF/2015_0514_UrbanVillage_Alt1_v4c.p

df 

2: 

http://seattle2035.publicmeeting.info/Media/Default/PDF/2015_0514_UrbanVillage_Alt2_v4c.p

df 

3. 

http://seattle2035.publicmeeting.info/Media/Default/PDF/2015_0514_UrbanVillage_Alt3_v4c.p

df 

4. 

http://seattle2035.publicmeeting.info/Media/Default/PDF/2015_0514_UrbanVillage_Alt4_v4c.p

df 

295 I completely support the comments set forth by the Seattle Nature Alliance: 

We are concerned that pressures from population growth and development will subject our 

natural areas to overuse and will ultimately degrade nature for wildlife, and the nature-

experience for people. 

In addition, we would like to emphasize that the Plan should include much more specific goals 

with regard to protecting existing trees, and for increasing overall tree canopy. The stated 

reduction in tree canopy goals from 40% to 30% coverage is unacceptable. We should be 

increasing the goal, not decreasing it. City dwellers as well as urban wildlife depend on the urban 

forest for health and well-being, and this need will be much more dire in the future, with more 

people and fewer natural areas to serve them. 

The Plan should have more specific goals for increasing open space, and allowances for using 

surplus city-owned land as protected and preserved open space specifically designated and 

reserved for wildlife habitat and passive/low-impact recreation or scenic beauty. Instead of 
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selling off this surplus acreage for development, the City should be improving and restoring this 

land for our open space needs. In the future, people will desperately need more natural areas 

close to where they live, as transportation to outlying natural areas will be much more difficult, 

and for many lower-income people, virtually impossible. They will need nature close to home. 

Chapter 3.4 includes some very odd references to “Proposed Expansion Areas”, with maps 

showing Residential Urban Villages with dot-hatched areas overlapping onto existing parkland. 

This makes it look like the Urban Village—and residential development—will be extended into 

part of Ravenna Park, and other parks as well. We assume this is a mistake, or that there is some 

explanation that makes sense. It cannot be that the Plan is truly proposing to build in existing 

parklands, because that would be far outside the bounds of wise planning. Please clarify this in 

the next Plan document. Please state clearly that parklands, greenspaces, open spaces and 

natural areas are expressly and forever exempt from urban village development. 

In conclusion, we feel the Plan should be much more nature-friendly, and should increase, 

protect, and preserve natural areas and tree canopy. 

Sincerely, 

Arlene Roth 

3725 SW Austin St. 

Seattle, WA 98126 

206-349-3767
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4128 Burke Ave N
Seattle WA 98103
June 16, 2015

City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
Attn: Gordon Clowers
700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000
PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124
via:2035@seattle.gov

In re: Comments on Seattle 2035 Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Clowers:

Thank you for preparing a draft EIS that is so well written. I would like to offer the following
comments.

In summary, I have three major concerns about the draft as presented. First, nowhere can I find
either as an attachment to the draft or on the Seattle 2035 web pages the precise proposed action
that is being reviewed. It is summarized in general terms in Section 2.3 and other parts of it are
hinted at from time to time in the draft but you should not have to tease out what is being
proposed. Second, too often the draft reaches the conclusion that there is no adverse
environmental impact expected based on an incorrect reading of either the impacts or what
constitutes an adverse impact. As a result important mitigation strategies are never presented. An
example is its treatment of the estimated greenhouse gas emissions increases over the next 20
years. Third, the draft EIS fails to propose important mitigation strategies within the context of
the Comprehensive Plan even when there are clearly enumerated adverse effects. The most
obvious example is the identified deficits in park acreage within various villages (Table 3.8-3)
while the draft EIS only laments existing inadequate funding for park acquistion and urges the
Parks Department to “strive” to acquire more property. While the use of impact fees on new
multi-family construction is mentioned with respect to funding transportation improvements, the
use such fees for parks and open space acquisition is ignored.  

Now, with respect to the first concern: Resolution 31451 states that DPD is to “2014: Continue
public outreach. Develop a set of draft revisions to the Plan. In the spring, . . publish a draft EIS .
. .” Clearly it was the intention of the Council that a draft of the proposed action was to be made
available prior to the publication of the draft EIS. Not having that proposal to refer to, it is very
difficult to know if one is correctly interpreting the sometimes seemingly contradictory
suggestions as to what might be in the proposal that are outlined in Section 2.3 and scattered
throughout the draft EIS. Some goals and policies from the existing Comp Plan are presented in
appendices but this is no substitute for publishing the proposed action. The discussion in Section
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2.3 is a self-consciously vague summary covering all four alternatives, but is not the actual
proposal. Not having a proposed action before us, one cannot know if, in fact, all the proposed
changes have been reviewed and analyzed in the draft EIS. One cannot know exactly what is
proposed as the comments, both in Section 2.3 and elsewhere in the draft EIS, are clearly
paraphrases at best. Unfortunately my comments here will have to be based on my interpretation
of these often vague statements and may not correctly reflect DPD’s intent. I would urge DPD to
publish the draft document they have prepared, or prepare one if they have not, and then reopen
the comment period on the draft EIS, after amending it as they find necessary having reviewed
their specific proposed action.

My second concern is most clearly illustrated with respect to discussions of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. On page 3.2-8 the draft EIS states goals from the published 2013 Climate
Action Plan that include reductions in GHG emissions from vehicles (75% reduction per mile
traveled and 20 reduction in VMT) and buildings (10 to 25% reduction). I have been told that
these goals equate to an overall reductions is more than 60% but I’m unable to provide you with
a citation for that number. On the other hand, the draft EIS states that transportation GHG
emissions will be reduced by 9.2 to 9.6% (Table 3.2-3) and VMT will be increased by 0.5 to
1.3% from 2015 to 2035, depending on vehicle mode (Table A.1-4/5). In Table A.1-2 we see that
without action by the federal government on motor vehicle fuel economy GHG emissions from
transportation will increase by 15%. Given the presentation in A.1-7/10 using reductions against
2015 for transportation suggests increases in emissions from non-transportation sources are
estimated to be on the order of 100,000 metric tons CO2e by 2035. The draft EIS then concludes
that “no significant adverse impacts have been identified” so “no mitigation strategies are
required”. Excuse me, but the goal necessary to achieve Seattle’s needed reductions is easily 6
times the projected reduction and both building emissions and VMT are projected to increase
rather than decrease. This will be a very significant environmental impact. Without achieving the
adopted goals we will all be toast; burnt toast. The mitigation strategies that will achieve the City
goals should be presented.

Similarly, the draft EIS downplays the adverse impacts of air toxics by using an EPA suggestion
in uncited guidance of 100/million population excess deaths as a goal in analysis of air toxics
when Washington regulations (WAC 173-460-090(7)) clearly establish a standard of 10/million
for air quality analysis. It should also be noted that both EPA and NIOSH have frequently used
1/million in establishing various emission standards for hazardous air pollutants. The text states
that risk from major highway exposure declines dramatically about 650 feet from the highway
centerline, which it does, but the map in Figure 3.2-2 illustrates that all of South Park residential
areas and the western edge of Beacon Hill at distances as much as 2,500 feet from the roadway
centerline are exposed to risks exceeding 100/million. This is a dramatic decline from the value
closer to the roadway of as much as 2000/million but remains as significant risk under adopted
Washington policy. In addition to residences, two Seattle Public Schools, Maple and Concord
Elementries, are located such that the children in those schools are at significant risk. Other
schools near major highways are at less risk since they are either farther away or are located
upwind on the west side of the roadways. While the options in the proposed action may not result
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in any significant difference in risk among the four options, the draft EIS should note that there
are significant adverse environmental effects due to air toxics in all the options. The comment on
page 3.2-28 that the Comp Plan could recommend sensitive land uses be located beyond 650 feet
is clearly inadequate and based on a misreading of the risk analysis report behind Figure 3.2-2.
The advice should use a value of at least 1650 feet and probably 2000 feet. Further the use of a
MERV 9 to 12 filter as mitigation within the adverse effect zone is clearly inadequate. A MERV
10 filter only removes about 30% of PM2.5 particulate matter. At least a MERV 13 filter, which
can remove 50 to 70% of PM2.5 particulate matter should be recommended with MERV 16
(removes 88%) necessary for sensitive uses such as schools and hospitals.

A comment on page 3.2-5 that “attainment designations are not expected until December, 2014"
and air quality data in Table 3.2-2 that only goes through 2012 could both now be updated.

The discussion of the noise ordinance (pg 3.3-5 et seq.) seems to completely ignore the waivers
(SMC 25.08.580 et seq.) that are routinely granted to construction operations. Variances for
public works (SMC 25.08.655) can be granted for multiple years, making the standards discussed
by the draft EIS meaningless. The draft EIS should discuss the noise impacts of future
construction within the context of granted variances.

The short history of the noise ordinance (pg. 3.3-5)  suggests it came down from above, based on
State law. In fact noise ordinances in Washington began in Seattle when a stakeholder group
began work in 1971, partly in response to public complaints reported in several neighborhood
newspapers. The work was initiated by the Executive but included Council members and staff.
After the ordinance was adopted by the Council one of the City Council members became
County Executive and urged the County Council to adopt a similar ordinance. Slight revisions
were then made by the City in its ordinance to harmonize the two. This led the legislature to
provide authorization to Ecology to develop and establish regulations, which are based almost
entirely on the original Seattle and King County ordinances.

The section on land use clearly anticipates major changes in the treatment of single family-zoned
properties. It speaks of “new uses . . . introduced into areas originally developed under single-use
zoning” and suggests “rezones to mixed-use” (pg. 3.4-15). On page 3.4-35 the draft EIS, when
discussing possible changes to the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and the zoning code, states
that “it does not identify these [changes] as probable significant adverse impacts”. Yet the
summary of the proposed action, on page 2-33, states that the FLUM will be revised so all the
property within a center, hub or residental village would be shown as the same color. Presumably
this means, and this is suggested elsewhere (pg 3.4-24, 3.4-25, 3.4-35), that rezoning of property
to a more intense use would be allowed within each center, hub or residential village boundary.
In other words, a resident well within a single-family zoned area inside a village boundary could
wake up one morning to a notice that a spot rezone of his next door neighbor to multifamily is
proposed. Yet this is not a significant adverse impact? The trauma of the experience will
certainly be an adverse psychological impact on the property owner and will, most likely, be a
significant adverse financial impact on all single family-zoned properties within residential
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villages. The use of this EIS to qualify that action for the SEPA Infill Exemption (page 2-33)
would further adversely impact the beleaguered resident.

As mitigation the draft EIS suggests that “existing regulations solve any changes in height, bulk
and scale” (pg. 3.4-21) and that “complaint-based enforcement of the City’s applicable
regulations . . would provide protection against some of these potential impacts.”  Since neither
of these remedies has been effective in the past, why is it assumed they will be effective in the
future?

Looking at the map on page 3.4-11 we can see that the Morgan Junction and Wallingford
Residential Urban Villages (and quite likely a new village at 135th and I-5) are quite different
from all the others in the great amount of low height limit, and therefore most likely single
family-zoned property, that is included in the village boundaries. These villages should be
addressed specifically with respect to the possible redrawing of the village boundaries to exclude
much of the single family-zoned area that is now included so that both look more like
Greenwood-Phinney Ridge or Admiral. 

That none of this is identified as a possible adverse impact that requires mitigation strategies is
quite a feat. The draft EIS does proceed to suggest that some modifications to the zoning code
might mitigate some of the impacts but none are really necessary. Then it turns around and
describes the impacts as Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and says they are just the result of urban
growth and we should just relax and enjoy it.

In the Policy Relationships discussion it is proposed that Comp Plan support for single family
location criteria be removed from the plan (pg. 3.5-8) since the same information is contained in
the zoning code. This is quite concerning as removal of the requirements from the zoning code
will be an easy next step without the support of the Comp Plan.

The discussion of the Urban Forest Stewardship Plan notes that the plan has a working goal of
30% tree cover by 2037. On pg 3.5-1 the draft EIS explicitly calls for an adjustment of the
current Comp Plan goal of 40% down to the lower value of 30%. It is important to note that the
Comp Plan goal is just that, a goal, while the Urban Forest Stewardship Plan is a working
document stating what a developer-dominated committee felt could be achieved each year
without disrupting development goals. Another and more sophisticated way of looking at the two
numbers would be to state the 40% goal as a city-wide goal and to provide lower numbers for
each of the Urban Center, Hub and Residential Urban Villages, with the 30% goal retained for
the Residential Urban Villages. There has not been a definitive tree inventory for Seattle, only
estimates based on aerial photographs. Until there has been an actual inventory we do not really
know where we are with respect to either the Comp Plan goal or the Stewardship Plan objective.

The draft EIS does offer a detailed analysis of the difference in impacts for the four alternatives.
What is surprising is how little, almost insignificant, the differences are among them (Table 3.7-
6), particularly the lack of any difference between Alternative 3 and each of the others. However,
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a projected increase in travel times between some sectors that is stated to be a “roughly 40-70
percent increase” is found to be “No Impact” (Table 3.7-8). Impacts on available parking are
acknowledged for all alternatives. Mitigation strategies are suggested but all would apply for all
four alternatives and no proposals specific to the individual EIS alternatives are offered. Mention
is made of the possible use of impact fees for transportation projects but no details are offered
regarding the amount of money that might be raised by different designs of the fees so an
evaluation can be made of how effective this possible mitigation strategy might be. It is
interesting that in evaluating Unavoidable Adverse Impacts the authors of this section conclude
that in the long term drivers will always adjust to different modes such that there will not be any
adverse transportation or parking impacts.

The transportation section does not discuss the frequent lack of sidewalks north of 85th Street and
how this adversely affects pedestrian traffic. Nor do any of the cited programs address a
comprehensive response to this issue. Not even the often-suggested 20-year plan to match LID
improvement funds is offered as mitigation for pedestrian use in this area.

The discussion of parks and open spaces does acknowledge that the significant gaps between
supply and demand for open space (Table 3.8-3). People do have a tendency to travel great
distances outside their own neighborhood to access desirable parks and playfields, which tends to
hide the adverse impact of the local shortages. The only mitigation strategies offered is an urging
of the Parks Department to “strive” to leverage local funds to match state grants. Clearly this is
something that impact fees, such as suggested for transportation, are intended to address. Here
the draft EIS should offer an analysis of what the costs might be for the acquisition of the
necessary park lands and how different designs of an impact fee might result in future growth
paying to meet the needs caused by future growth. 

There are two elements of the Comp Plan that seem to be missing. There is no discussion of the
required Port of Seattle element. The conflict in SoDo with the proposed sports stadium is a clear
example of the need for the City Comp Plan to coordinate with the plans of the Port of Seattle.
And there is no discussion of the aesthetics of the new development. Seattle is burdened by
particularly plain and unimaginative large apartment and commercial buildings. One has only to
go north to Vancouver, B.C. or across the Pacific to Tokyo, Seoul, Beijing or Shanghai to see
truly beautiful new buildings. Some have blamed the local architectural community as having
developed a culture that assumes there is enough beauty in our surroundings and none is needed
in the man-made world. Others have suggested that the plainness of privately-constructed
buildings in Seattle is because so many are built by developers who intend to sell them as soon as
they are occupied, while in other areas the buildings are built for a particular owner who
identifies with the building and sees it in terms of self expression. While we can do nothing
about this fact of our architecture and construction industry we can perhaps nudge it a bit by
more aggressive use of Design Review on a larger range of buildings and with more
opportunities available to the Design Review Boards to reject just plain poor design, rather than
being forced to nibble at the edges, and the inclusion on the Boards of more folks who are not a
party to the development industry but have a clear creative bent.
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Conclusion
Based on my reading of the draft EIS I am compelled toward Alternative 3 as the best approach
to developing the new Comprehensive Plan. The taxpayers of Seattle and its surrounding cities
have made a substantial investment in Light Rail. They deserve a return on that investment. It is
clear from the data presented that they will have the best chance at achieving that return by
focusing new residential and commercial/service growth within the transit station walksheds,
particularly around the stations south of the Beacon Hill station.

It was often said in the 1970's that Seattle was as John Spaeth planned it. That was, in large part,
because the zoning maps and code were so prescriptive. With the new flexibility advocated by
the current generation of planners and developers it is unlikely that the goals of this
Comprehensive Plan will be realized, even approximately. If, in fact, we would like any one of
the three alternatives to be the way forward for Seattle there need to be some very significant
carrots and sticks moving development into the desired spaces. For example, let us assume we
choose Alternative 3. We might begin by assigning a city-wide development impact fee. We
would then double that fee if a multi-family or multiple-use structure is built in a Hub or
Residential Urban Village that is not on the Light Rail line and triple it if it is built outside any of
the three villages. I rather doubt this is permitted under the law, but the intent is clear and
perhaps some legal variant could be devised.

An alternative might be a moratorium on new townhouse, condominium, apartment, multi-use,
etc. development in the Residential Urban Villages and outside the three villages until the
villages on the Light Rail line have reached some percentage of build-out. Obviously I am
proposing that a very large stick is needed to get the next 20 years of development to follow the
lead of the Comprehensive Plan. Perhaps DPD can offer a better approach to actually making it
happen.

Yours truly,

Mike Ruby
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# Comment 
297 I would like share my support for alternative 3 (or possibly 4). I think the success of the light rail 

will be partially dependent on directing growth to areas around the stations. I grew up in Atlanta, 

which has a heavy-rail system built in the 70s and there was no effort to direct growth in a 

transit-oriented manner. This has resulted in very low densities around almost all of the stations 

outside of the downtown area. There is little to no pedestrian infrastructure linked to the any of 

the stations, making the system very hard to access (I've tried!). It has resulted in the whole 

system being almost useless for the overwhelming majority of the metro Atlanta population. I 

really don't want to see the same thing happen to the Light Rail here in Seattle. I am concerned 

that Alternative 3 and 4 may result in increased displacement of marginalized groups of people, 

but I'm glad to see that this plan recognizes that and is including strategies to address that. I 

hope these strategies will be implemented and monitored and adjusted as need with lots of 

input from the marginalized groups. 

Also - more parks, please! 

298 I am disappointed to see that the city is attempting to steer discussion of the city's future in a 

certain direction through the choice of its thematic question, "How should Seattle grow?". 

How about, "How much should Seattle grow?"  Or  "Should Seattle grow?" 

Two of the city's most pressing problems, transportation and housing costs, are a direct 

consequence of the number of people living in a constrained area.  There has been a blind belief 

on the part of the current and past city governments that growth, by definition, is good and that 

there is no such thing as too much growth.  This all premised on the vain belief that we are so 

clever that we can "design" our way around these problems.  City government continually re-

zones the city to accommodate businesses thinking about relocating here which, of course, 

increases the number of people. 

Family planning is widely endorsed because we understand that numbers matter.  We use 

herbicides and insecticides because we understand that numbers matter.  We proactively 

control rodent population because know that numbers matter.  We encourage the neutering and 

spaying of pets because we understand that numbers matter.  We endorse limited class sizes in 

our schools because we understand that numbers matter.  I could go on and on citing policies 

and actions we implement because we understand that numbers matter, yet we stick our heads 

in the sand and pretend that when it comes to population growth in the city numbers don't 

matter.  

I understand that this is not going to change because growth is about money and in the "new" 

Seattle money trumps everything.  That fact, however, does not make a policy of endless growth 

good policy.  That point of view comes from a 68 year old Seattle native who fully understands 

that the city has always been a great place to live and that this obsession with growth has not 

made it better place to live, it has just made it a more difficult place to live. 

299 To Whom It May Concern: 

It would be nice if the city would require builders to provide adequate parking for the amount of 

units in their building and to require that the units are offered as part of the rent price instead of 
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charged separately.  Currently, a lot of apartments and condos charge extra for parking which 

forces cars to park on our residential streets while the garage parking sits half empty.   

Another thing that happens is many builders are allowed to build multiple townhome style units 

on former single family lots, without providing garages.  Again this clogs up the residential 

streets with parked cars.   

I also think builders should be charged fees to provide things like lighting, sidewalks and even set 

aside parkland when they build huge buildings that bring more people to the neighborhoods.  

They should contribute more to our roads, traffic light systems , parks and etc for the privilege of 

being able to build these huge places.  It's a way to keep our neighborhoods nicer while keeping 

residents taxes from going up. 

300 Dear planners, 

I responded to your online questionnaire, basically supporting the 4th growth alternative.  I since 

then have read the thoughts, set out below, in The Urbanist (they call it “Alternative 5”). I find 

the ideas to be compelling, logical, and just.  An emphasis on social equity, sharing of benefits, 

affordable housing, and minimizing displacement of low-income residents should be a core 

philosophy in all of our decisions regarding growth.  We can do it. 

Thank you. 

J Peter Shapiro 

Inverness Community in NE Seattle 

1. All areas of the city have an obligation to support growth, and the right to access the urban

benefits that come with it. Regardless of wealth, race, class, or zoning, each portion of the city

must support its share of the city’s growth. As an example, single-family residential zones are

appropriate for many of the common Missing Middle housing types, such as cottage housing,

detached accessory dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses, and even rowhouses. These

housing options should be broadly allowed with minimal interference from neighbors. These

building types are equitable, desirable, and compatible with the character of residential

neighborhoods. While this type of growth may seem painful to some, it presents a wide range of

opportunities and benefits: proximity to jobs, access to high-quality transit, grocery stores and

restaurants, parks, schools, and more. All these benefits come from growth and density, not the

other way around. All residents, whether new or old, deserve to partake in these urban benefits,

regardless of where they live.

2. Expand the number and size of urban villages to accommodate growth throughout the city.

There are ample commercial and medium-density residential areas in the city that have no urban

center or urban village designation, such as Aurora Avenue (north of N 36th St to N 85th St),

Upper Fremont, “Frelard”, Westlake, Nickerson, Madison Park, Wedgwood, South Magnolia,

Interbay, Graham, and many more. Each of these areas presents an opportunity to absorb

growth while providing tremendous urban benefits. The city should also consider extending

boundaries in these areas beyond just the immediate medium-density residential and
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commercial core properties. Transit walksheds extend beyond the core, and bikesheds extend 

even farther. Connecting bike rides with transit, something that will become even easier with 

Pronto!’s expansion, shows that the urban villages can be much larger. Overconcentration of 

growth leads to targeted displacement and disruption. Only by spreading growth throughout the 

city can we ensure that no single area experiences an unreasonable share. 

3. Expand urban zoning in urban villages and urban centers. Designating areas as urban villages

isn’t enough. The city needs to go further and expand the areas of urban development in urban

villages and high-intensity zoning in urban centers, especially where there is extraordinary

demand for housing (e.g. Ballard, Wallingford, South Lake Union, and the University District).

This will reduce the number of people that are displaced due to demolitions.

4. Actively mitigate the impacts of growth in areas where displacement risk is high. We support

adopting policies that will alleviate or prevent actual displacement. This might include

mandatory participation in the multifamily tax exemption (or a similar program), mandatory

inclusionary zoning or linkage fees, one-to-one replacement of affordable units in perpetuity,

focusing housing levy dollars in these areas, using the city’s bonding authority for sustainable

affordable housing options, and other socially progressive housing strategies through the land

use code or city actions in the form of programs and partnerships.

301 You are letting too much dense development occur where there is not transportation to support 

it. Even if you develop along transportation corridors, you still need to be able to get to the 

corridors from less dense residential areas either walking, biking, driving a car/carpools/shared 

vehicles or buses. 

PLEASE STOP LETTING BICYCLES USE BUS LANES!!! Riding a bus is not a faster commuting option 

when they go 5 mph behind and incompetent bicycle rider who obstinately will not get up on the 

sidewalk and let the bus go by. Instead of wider sidewalks and bicycle lanes very few people use, 

get rid of the utility poles and stupid short worthless trees and put the bike lane between the 

sidewalk and the surface street, which is usually the bus lane in the first lane of traffic. Maybe 

plant the trees in the sidewalk if you have to have them. That would also discourage  bikes, 

skateboards, etc from using the walkway part meant for pedestrians. First test location, 15th 

AVE W and ELLIOTT AVE W!!! Really, you are going too far with the bicycle thing. You took out 

two lanes of traffic on Greenwood Ave N for bicycle lanes NO ONE uses! Why do you not at least 

try putting bike lanes on streets NEXT to arterials and leaving the arterials alone?! You are 

causing more traffic congestion and none of us believe Seattle DOT that they do not. Just give 

those side streets the right of way for bicycles and keep the parking with Local Traffic Only rules. 

It is probably safer for bicycle riders that way anyway. Try a test location somewhere and see 

what happens. You have nothing to lose and Seattle DOT could bolster their image. They would 

work kind of like the "parklet pockets" you did on some streets in Belltown except the focus is on 

bicycles, not parklets. 

You cannot get away from needing car parking until the USA starts allocating cars via a permit 

lottery system! You are doing nothing but giving builders more profit by letting them build 

housing with no parking, yet the people who end up living there go out and buy at least one car 

if not two. It just puts more pressure on street parking which makes you define a new 
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neighborhood zone parking permit system which then drives away anyone else who used to go 

there. I never go to downtown Ballard anymore because I cannot find safe and reasonably priced 

parking. You keep adding housing but have added NO new parking there at all! Put a parking 

garage in commercial urban villages at least, even at the perimeter is fine. People do not mind 

walking into a plaza from nearby parking but they do mind not finding parking anywhere. We 

cannot all ride bicycles! Some of us are old, have children, in a hurry and have other things to do 

than an all day trip to Ballard and the list goers on. How about encouraging electric and hybrid 

vehicles? Especially the subcompact kind, you could offer them special parking over large SUVs 

and pickup trucks. 

And while you are supporting all of these international, worldwide causes... how about 

supporting Planned Parenthood?!!! Because the #1 issue around global warming is too many 

people! It also happens to be the #1 issue of what is irritating many long time Seattle residents. 

Thank God Emmett Watson is not here to see this! 

Lastly, you have got to get better police response times. After a couple of the horror stories in 

Ballard, I am literally planning on buying a gun because I cannot count on the Seattle police to 

get here in time to help me. The main reason is staffing and the other is priorities. People must 

have protection from their government first or they will vote in changes, you can count on that. 

Especially in Seattle where it has happened before. (As a side note, what happened to the plan 

to use the old car dealership at N 130th St and Aurora Ave N for a new north precinct police 

location? I thought that was a great idea. It would have visibility in an area that needs it. It could 

be anywhere on Aurora Ave N from there south to N 85th St.) 

thank you. 

302 I am strongly in favor of Alternative 2. By concentrating people it will result in the least 

displacement, minimize impacts on transportation infrastructure, and foster the most vibrant 

downtown. However, it must be accompanied by continued emphasis on middle- and low-

income housing development to mitigate the risk that new construction only targets higher-

income individuals and families. 

303 Hi, thanks for taking comments. 

It's obvious density needs to increase. And less cars need to be had inside that density. 

I live in a home I own. I would love to have a renter in my garage, as a mother in law space. I 

don't have the money to make that happen. 

What if the city somehow underwrote cheap lending to homeowners willing to contribute to 

density in housing amongst single family homes? I'd do it in a heartbeat. I live near the Mt Baker 

light rail stop. Folks renting from me don't need cars. (I already rent rooms in the house.) 

What if the city had a program to offer single family homeowners cheap money to provide more 

housing near the light rail stops? It would allow folks to age in their homes, while allowing their 

homes to provide a little income from renting. Plus create community right within the walls of 
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their homes. 

Vancouver BC has a lot of mother's in law I hear. What if the city made a concerted effort to get 

more folks to build out mother's in law? It's a way to grow density within the existing housing 

stock. Without building high rises. 

I wish Seattle could start a conversation about the efficacy of density.  Living with less space, and 

more people.  It's more fun. Community done right is more fun and it's possible. With proper 

remodelling of space, It's great to have places in your home where you'd run into housemates or 

whatever you'd call them, yet maintain your privacy when you need privacy. We can all live in a 

lot less space.  It's ridiculous to have so much unused space in our nice homes. 

There is a large movement now for smaller homes. With proper architectural changes, we could 

remodel to maintain a modicum of necessary privacy, and, include more people under one roof. 

The thing is, who has the money to redo their whole interior to remodel it to accommodate 

twice as many people? I would like to do that, but lack the borrowing power. I've been thinking 

about this for 10 years since my son grew up and left home. 

Thank you! 

Syd Shera 

206.250.0988 
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305 The City of Seattle has had difficulty handling the growth it currently has and we don’t foresee 

the City being able to address the growth you project with no environmental impact. 

1. Seattle has 53,113 acres or 83 square miles

2. We are the fastest growing city in the U.S., 1,000 arrive each month

3. 3,649.4 acres (supply of land)(from King County’s Buildable Lands report)

4. Vacant, re-developable parcels

Between now and 2031,  have to find space for an additional 168,216 units 

Where will the trees go? 

Where Will We Relax? Bars?  

5. 2006-2011:

1724 land use change “events” 

Of those events, 1,076, or 62%, had canopy loss 

702 had impervious surface gain 

(WDFW, Land Cover Change Data, 2015, Spatial Analysis) 

6. 60% of Seattle’s Trees are located on private property:

• Where you can cut down 3 trees a year

• Where familiarity with tree regulations is low

• Where a building department writes the tree regulations with almost no public input (and

which is a blatant and legally actionable conflict of interest)

7. Seattle Regulations prohibit residential tree removal if 24” diameter and greater

More than 60% of trees are on private property 

But only 14% of private trees are 24” which means 86% are at risk. Poof! 

8. Regardless of what you believe are sufficient incentives from Green Factor, not one shred

of vegetation—including large conifers—has been retained during development. Seedlings are

no visual or biological match for their muscular, conifer counterparts. You are probably not

accounting for other stress factors like invasive species, half life of street trees (Roman, USFS),
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soil compaction and pollution. 

9. Our tree canopy analysis has been a 2 dimensional exercise which ignores the variation,

uneven aged management and complexity in the distribution of trees across the city. Park trees

will not suffice to support the City’s broad ecological and livability objectives, nor will street trees

which lose their infiltration capacity for half the year (because they are deciduous and not

evergreens). Our tree regulations are laughably and dangerously weak, particularly for private

citizens and properties under development.

10. It is hard to see how the current pace,  location, type and lot size of development supports

clean water, Saving Puget Sound, reducing greenhouse gas emissions and supporting livability.

Despite our noble attempts at urban restoration, most pre-spawn Coho die within 12 hours of

reaching Seattle Streams (NOAA, WSU,  USFW 2013). This is the result of pollutants carried from

hard surfaces (read: development).

Much of the development in Ballard in apt. buildings is speculative,  with high vacancy rates (and 

lack  of design review to add insult). Our haphazard approach to development has very serious 

consequences. If the city is paying millions of dollars on CSOs and other forms of highly valued 

Green Infrastructure,  it also should be paying attention to larger scale tree and open space 

retention. With respect to the HUVs, private porticos and party decks are not public and 

therefore cannot be rightly (or passing a laugh test) claimed as open space. 

I have read and adopt Steve Zemke’s comments on the comprehensive plan and adopt them as 

my mine and are incorporated into this particular comment record. 

Heidi Siegelbaum 

Heidi Siegelbaum 

Calyx 

(206) 784-4265

http://www.calyxsite.com 

Read about Inclusion as a Core Strategy Here (3rd blog down) 

Facebook Join the Conversation with Calyx on Facebook! 

http://www.linkedin.com/in/heidisiegelbaum 

http://www.marketplace.org/topics/sustainability/greenwash-brigade  

Support Our Gorgeous Economic Drivers, State Parks: www.discoverpass.wa.gov 

306 I am sending this comment because I am very concerned about the plan for Seattle 2035   In the 
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current plan, there are several preservation goals under Cultural Resources section.  THe section 

that is called Arts and Culture does not include anything specific about preservation.  

As one of the citizens that was involved with Saving the Market back in the 70s I have grave 

concerns that "arts and culture" does not specifically reference preserving what's left of this 

cities history.   

I would very much like to see that as a separate section. 

Thank you, 

Joan Singler, 

307 I've been struggling with how to inoffensively ask you a serious question. It's a fairly simple one, 

that I consider it regularly. "What if you are wrong?" See here's the thing, I know if I'm wrong, 

new construction will cost a bit more, and the city will remain less-dense then some have 

envisioned and we can expect traffic to remain congested like it has for the last decade, not ideal 

I admit. But, what do you think will happen if your wrong? What if it turns out that all the 

microhousing tenants do in fact take up every available space for blocks in every direction? What 

if such buildings do end up attracting dysfunctional people, who are unable to support local 

businesses as hoped? Do you have a backup plan to rectify your mistake in this event, or will 

everyone else in the nearby neighborhoods, people who quite literally have invested millions in 

the area have to suffer with the consequences of your mistakes indefinitely? 

308 I support Alternative 4, with amendments; 

expand the number of areas targeted for growth and place more growth in additional high 

opportunity areas. In addition, provide programs, policies and investment strategies included in 

the plan that will address displacement risk and ensure that all Seattle residents will benefit from 

future growth and change. These strategies should include aggressive affordable housing 

investments, protection for locally-owned businesses and better support for our most vulnerable 

families.  

309 I can't find a single reference to the rapidly advancing and maturing technology of robotic driving 

that is being developed by several  major software and automotive companies predicting 5 years 

to initial availability. 

This report feels to me like a 1980 report advising investing exclusively in typewriters. I invested 

$600 in a modern electronic typewriter in 1982 and it was obsolete and worthless in 5 years.  

A better use for the report is to measure the degree to which the City of Seattle prioritizes 

politics and money over sensible observation and discussion of developing technologies and 

their impact on our future. 

310 Thanks again for the blog post.Thanks Again. Cool. Bdfkaaceebkdkfcg 
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311 1. Lots off affordable housing throughout Seattle. If minimum wage is $11/hr, should be not

more than 30 percent or around $600/mo.

2. I would have dedicated bike lanes, like 2nd Ave downtown or 12th ave on Cap. HILL. The bike

lanes on the same routes as arterials are unsafe And cause congestion and frustration!

3.Housing and Shelter for all homeless-it is  asin to have people living on Free way!

4. Fix the potholes and give us sidewalks before any more bikelanes.

5. Don't get rid of   all of the local bus stops, or I will not be able to get home.

6. Please try and keep the views for all, not just the rich.

Thank you! 

way. 

4. Fix the potholes before more

312 Location, location, location. The Othello light rail station is located at a cross roads of regional 

importance. 

This location has the potential to become a destination. Attract and retain business with cultural 

venues, that will provide engagements (gigs) and jobs to our neighbors, entertainment, culture, 

services, and amenities. It is a node that can offer options in directions, shopping, and 

transportation. If providing a reasonable amount of parking, it will help South Seattle Transition 

to a more street life neighborhood and stop sprawl out side city limits. 

313 Dear Diane Sigimura, 

I thank you all for the opportunity to mention my professional recommendations to the City of 

Seattle.  

I also thank you for answering my e-mail a couple of years ago. 

Since 2005 I have been studying and working with our neighborhood of Othello.  As a volunteer I 

produced schematic architectural drawings and papers. All with the goal of promoting the actual 

character of South Seattle, while avoiding predatory housing developments. Such housing 

developments that will preclude a pedestrian town center with structured parking on a regional 

node. 

Othello Station is located on the cross roads of two major thoroughfares, Martin Luther King Jr. 

(North -South) and Othello Street,(East-West). It is South Seattle's only /continuous/East-West 

route. Othello Street (Myrtle/Swift) is connected to I-5 (exit 161) and to the neighborhood of 

Georgetown and further to West Seattle through Michigan. To the East, Othello Street connects 
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to the Rainier Beach neighborhood and Seward Park. This regional node with the north-south 

light rail link and east west route has the potential to become a Destination that will greatly 

impact the entire south Seattle.  

South Seattle has historically been an urban district populated by a concentrated number of 

poor artists. The absence of town centers with large public spaces. Such as bazaars, markets, 

theaters, lively outdoors for gatherings create a big burden on our creative class. As an artist my 

self with a musician spouse we have learned to look for gigs in Kenmore, Bothell, Redmond and 

other sprawling suburbs.  

I am inclined to believe that if the DPD gave the incentives and promoted the right balanced 

program artists and musicians would not have to leave Seattle for L.A., London or NY.  

As you might know the city passed a blanketed ban on long term parking, (over 2hours) through 

out ALL light rail stations within the city of Seattle. 

This means if a station is located in a node it will be doomed dysfunctional with the terrible 

results we have been seeing, less walk ability, increased crime rates and police brutality, 

inequality, instability and sprawl in neighboring towns.  

Now, that leads us to the question.  What is more expensive, building well located structured 

parking , and civil structures or dealing with the Fergusons, Cleveland, L.A., Baltimore and more 

that are coming.  

I believe these isolated housing projects deprived of urban civil structures, street life, and 

structured paid parking, create inequality in our midst, and is not sustainable. For this reason the 

sprawling around our cities are getting bigger our environment is paying the price along with our 

culture.  

Goals I see for 2035. 

1. To foment our culture, avoid inequality, instability, crime and poverty, it is paramount the

creation of physical financial self supporting future destinations. Neighborhood town centers. 

These destinations need be large architectural landmarks, civic places, with public spaces, 

clustered business with large pedestrian urban town centers / bazaars, with structured parking 

where pedestrians can have options of transportation, transit , and amenities catered to our 

culture; Music, art, sports and crafts.  

2. For future neighborhood developments such as Othello, there is a need to predict and protect

these destinations locations/neighborhood centers with special zoning to meet the populations’

cultural, civic, and transportation needs, from low to middle incomes as well as the

developments and developers. This will promote a smooth transition to an integrated

transportation system while managing parking, curbing congestion, facilitating and promoting

our culture and deterring sprawl out side city limits.

3. I would recommend a comprehensive study through out the entire city for the important

existing node locations and plotting of urban neighborhood centers at approximately (8) eight

kilometers apart
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At has been noted that even in areas of high density, public transportation cannot thrive in the 

absence of neighborhood structure. (See Dallas) Because, walk ability requires a street life center 

to survive. For this physical planning in detail is paramount, locate, plan, size and plot the 

neighborhood centers as the active part of the town; commercial /light industrial, schools, 

job/business, before locating housing. Also important to recognize these centers may be market 

driven. 

4. Because in our neighborhood we are great in numbers but short in time to go to meetings, the

NIMBYS and car haters take over policies and financing causing economic stagnation in most

neighborhoods in South Seattle. We need to rely on the DPD to protect the Othello node for it to

become a destination. Please do before it is too late. Two more corner sites are under threat at

this point. I would not be surprised if this is not happening in other areas of the city.

5. Neighborhoods in Seattle and other cities need to build and improve their image and legibility.

As said by Kevin Lynch about the image of the environment. “At every instant, there is more than

the eye can see, more than the ear can hear in a setting or a view waiting to be explored.

Nothing is experienced by itself”.

6. Since these developments will create neighborhood town urban centers, it may be more

appropriate to dismiss the title “village” or urban village since a village translates as a small

isolated group of buildings in the country side.

As for the “four alternatives” they may be opted at anytime or at the same time since

development is subject to a specific location.

7. Although, it is of maximum importance to recognize, that we in 2015 are living a time of

intense social tension, not only here in Seattle but around most of our country. However, here in

South Seattle we are bestowed with opportunities that aroused from the 5 year construction of

the light rail and of the early 20th century planning of Rainier Ave. These areas are currently

mostly dysfunctional with blighted buildings between black top parking lots. This existing lay out

is inappropriate for walkable urban centers, or neighborhoods of our time. New proposals for

clustered business with new program combinations with pedestrian and parking amenities are

necessary, along with an updated construction code to motivate professionals and

entrepreneurs, to repopulate South Seattle.

Yes, we need the blanketed ban on long term parking at the city light rail stations to be lifted and 

every site analyzed for its full potential in 50 years.  

In his book Walkable City, Jeff Speck coauthor of Suburban Nation says: 

“It would seem that only one thing more destructive to the health of our downtowns than 

welcoming cars unconditionally and that is getting rid of them entirely. The proper response to 

obesity is not to stop eating, and most stores need car traffic to survive.” 

I would like to point that is much more then curbing congestion , managing parking and 

integrating our transportation system. The clustering force of an integrated community is a 

human rights, social justice and climate change issue.  I know, I know, many don’t believe it will 
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be possible, I know, it took Seattle 60 years to realize the damage done by the Alaskan viaduct, 

at the water front.  

However I still hope this will be the chance for Othello to be a transportation multimodal hub 

and a beautiful South Seattle destination with clustered businesses and a pedestrian town 

center, and in time an example for the rest of the city. 

Sincerely, 

Liza Stacishin, B.Arch. MLAEP 

314 Summary: 

Alt 2 - not equitable; city investment would be directed to limited area and limited # of residents 

Alt 3- does not incl Ballard, NW or West Seattle 

Alt 4- linear vs walkable; misses Delridge and SE. 

NEED an Alternate 5- there must be a strategy with a finer grain that 5/2. Another way to 

addressing increased housing in SF - something that looks at 2035 lifestyles- more options. 

Mitigation- too vague. How can plans in progress- not passed be considered? 1-17. Should be 

defined. The only mitigation that appears defined is related to temporary construction impacts. 

Downtown and Northgate should have an actual plan- framework - test capacity- direct 

development. The land use approach is inadequate to consider impacts. 

2-3: Where is tie to adopted Urban Forest Stewardship Plan? How will the city meet 30% tree

canopy? How can a 2035 Comp Plan not address this and be considered the Plan?

Table 2-4  

? How can Alt 3 & 4 have same strategies as Alt 2? 

Pg 2-34 Address trees 

Transportation is weak on walking and biking. Weak on accessibility. 

3.1.4 Does not mention tree and vegetation protection. 

3.1.6 Range of impacts does not mention tree canopy.  

3.4-14 Relying on existing policies and a complaint based system is not mitigation. 

The City should invest more resources in this planning - step back and give this more detail if we 

intend to use this to guide our future. We want a clear vision and understand the impacts so we 

can work together to address them upfront and create a wonderful place for more people and 

more jobs. 

Take time- lets do it! 
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Peg Staeheli 

Sent from my iPhone 

315 It is a fact that Seattle is, and will continue, to grow but it must not be at the expense of the 

marginalized population, the working class, and the small,  LOCAL, "Mom-n-Pop"  businesses. 

Seattle must NOT become a "Haven" only for the wealthy, and must not be overrun by large, out 

of area corporations.  Those wealthy individuals and corporations that are here, and that will 

move here, need to start paying their fair share of taxes. wealthy, especially out of area,  

property developers must NOT be allowed to continue to run roughshod over our City. They 

must follow all  DPD policies,  not be allowed to skirt, or be given significant variances  to zoning 

laws. Any variances must TRULY benefit the community as a whole with keeping residential and 

small business rents affordable, and making sure infrastructure is more than adequate, or 

improved upon when existing infrastructure is not. It must not be just lip service to make it 

appear that  developer contributed, they must *actually* contribute to improving the area 

where they are being allowed to build, and likely make a generous profit from.  They must not be 

allowed to intimidate, with claims that they will simply pass costs along.  To ensure taxation 

equity, and the following of policies, Seattle may need cooperation from the State, and/or other 

jurisdictions,  to impose the same. 

We also need a strong transit system, accessible to, and affordable to  all.  We must continue to 

discourage single occupancy  vehicle use,  while at the same time recognizing that certain people 

may have no choice to an SOV user. Those may be the people, especially the elderly and 

disabled, that don't have easy/adequate access to transit, but are able to own and operate a car.  

There are people whose jobs simply don't allow for much flexibility in the ability to ride share, or 

use transit.  However,  infrastructure  and incentives for transportation other than SOV must 

continue, and expand, even though it will likely be at the expense of the SOV user. We have a bit 

of a unique geography, where we really can't build more roads. SDOT/City of Seattle,  must not 

allow themselves to be bullied by the SOV users, that (falsely, IMHO) cry "war on cars!" Road 

Diets a a *great* idea in my opinion; as we need to ensure the  SAFETY and ease of getting 

around for pedestrians and bicycles.  Enforcement of speed limits, the obedience of stop 

signs/red lights,  and an overall crackdown on aggressive/reckless driving  needs to be a priority.  

As  transit  is expanded, improved, and becomes much more reliable; basically frequent, free 

flowing,  continuing to discourage SOV use, among those who actually CAN stop/cut back on 

their reliance of SOV usage, but choose not to, can continue to be discouraged.  

Seattle needs to be a strong City, and a successful City, accessible to and livable for ALL, with 

Living Wage jobs.  For several years now, many have talked about Seattle being/becoming a 

"World-Class City".  To me, that is a hollow term. The vision I get when hearing that from the 

types that say that, is that "World-Class" may be all brilliantly shiny and spiffed up on the 

outside, while inadequately reinforced , and perhaps even crumbling on the inside.  

What Seattle *really* needs to be is solid and strong throughout. It CAN be that,  AND still look 

quite attractive on the outside.  I'm not all that crazy about the term "Vibrant" either, but as long 

as Seattle has its solid core, and strength throughout, I will concede that "Vibrant" is acceptable.  
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Sadly, Seattle has lost much of its character, which is probably natural progress to some extent. 

We must not lose what is remaining,  and remember the kindness, humanity,  and  generous and 

thoughtful attitude of our Great City's Namesake.... 

316 To Whom It May Concern: 

For over a quarter of a century Puget Sound Advocates for Retirement 

Action (PSARA) has been representing the interests of Seattle’s older 

Americans, their children and their families.  The goals of our 

organization speak directly to the need for a comprehensive plan that 

addresses: 

• affordable housing,

• high quality transportation options,

• a strong network of social services, and

• a sustainable urban environment for residents of Seattle.

While we have some concerns with the execution of the City’s 1994- 2014 

comprehensive plan, we commend the City’s farsighted approach with the 

development of urban centers and urban villages. 

Looking forward we recognize that the ongoing success that Seattle is 

experiencing, as it continues to evolve into one of the most sustainable 

and livable cities in the U.S., will continue to challenge the City to 

creatively manage growth.  In that light we have reviewed the 2035 

Comprehensive Plan and DEIS and have the following comments concerning the 

Plan. 

1. Alternatives:  Nick Licata, through his City Council Blog, has

suggested a fifth alternative that distributes higher growth in “high

opportunity/low-displacement risk” areas and distributes less growth to

areas with “high displacement risk.”   We strongly support this

recommendation.

2. Affordable Housing:  We commend the City Council for recognizing the

need to address risks to affordable housing and the risk of displacement

that affects marginalized populations.  We note that the currently adopted

Comprehensive Plan in its Urban Village Element does not have explicit

goals for expanding affordable housing or fully addressing the risks of

displacement that affects marginalized populations.

The currently adopted Comprehensive Plan Housing section goal HG14 states 

“Preserve existing low-income housing, particularly in urban centers and 

urban villages where most redevelopment pressure will occur” speaks to our 

concern but does not recognize the impact that Seattle residents have 

experienced both from the loss of affordable housing within the City and 
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the displacement of marginalized populations over the last 20 years.  We 

recommend that this goal be strengthened to address affordable housing 

more aggressively.  We also recommend that a goal be adopted to address 

impacts of the plan on marginalized populations. 

A step that the City Council can take separate from the comprehensive plan 

is to increase affordable housing broadly across the City by loosening 

restrictions on mother-in-law apartments and backyard cottages. This will 

serve both to expand affordable housing as well as to provide homeowners 

with additional income permitting existing residents age in place. An 

estimate for this growth should be subtracted from their displacement 

projections. 

3. Transportation:  The City and Sound Transit are to be commended for a

number of projects in the last few years which strengthened Seattle’s

public transit network.  PSARA strongly supports increasing our public

transportation network while minimizing impacts on residents. The DEIS

states that all alternatives will improve public transportation to meet

growth requirements.  But as the City moves forward key transportation

objectives remain unfunded.  The City should not make any changes to

current urban center or urban village boundaries, nor should it designate

new urban villages until funding commitments are made to the public

transportation infrastructure required to meet the additional demand.  An

example of this issue is the Alternative 3 proposed 130th  St/I-5 urban

village predicated on a new North Link 130th St. station (which is

currently not in Sound Transit’s Plan).

4. Open Space:  PSARA is concerned that the current approach in

implementation of MR and NC-65 or 85 zones does not provide for the

quality of life that we want in our denser neighborhoods.  Our concern is

that the Comprehensive Plan needs to be strengthened to assure that more

open space exists in these neighborhoods.  Designations should be made for

the creation of plazas and in certain cases increased setbacks to avoid a

canyon effect that is occurring in some urban villages.

5. Financing:  The primary method of financing the need for infrastructure

enhancements to accommodate growth appears to be property tax levys.

PSARA is concerned that this method of financing is putting a significant

burden on homeowners and is making it impossible for low and moderate

income families to consider home ownership.  The 2035 Plan needs to have

objective financing goals and policies such as expanded development fees

that reduce the current burden that has been placed on moderate and low

income home.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  We look forward to 

working with you on the next phase of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan process. 
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Sincerely, 

Robby Stern, President 

317 The assumptions in the various plan options seem overly optimistic. For example, you concede 

that traffic congestion will increase under any scenario,  but that air pollution will not increase. 

By definition, more cars sitting idle in traffic for longer periods of time can only increase 

pollution. While I applaud any effort to boost transit options and affordability, I worry that 

excessive focus on forcing cars off the roads, or building little used bike infrastructure that 

removes lanes of traffic, will lead to worsening gridlock instead of improving mobility. Why not 

try free buses, for example, and see if that gets people out of their cars? 

Regarding schools, our current network is woefully overcrowded already--30 kids in many classes 

and more coming each day. Your plan needs to immediately address the crowding crisis in public 

schools, which are critical to the 

success of middle class families. 

Your plans include no option for increasing parks and other public open spaces, or other 

neighborhood amenities, which are crucial to quality of life. Recreational opportunities will be 

increasingly unavailable to all but our  wealthiest citizens, who can afford private club 

memberships, vacation homes and boats. To put it another way, what are all these new people 

going to do besides work, sleep and commute? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Chris Stetkiewicz 

6235 27th Ave NE 

318 Here's a motto for your commission : 

 A quote from Yogi Barra-- 

  "The future isn't what it used to be." 

319 Hello, 

I just wanted to leave a formal comment in writing. I attended the in-person open house at City 

Hall and have since had the time to review the new plan. I think that there were many thoughtful 

comments and I agree with various suggestions, such as lining mass-transit areas with trees to 

increase foliage, tree population, and reduce noise.  

My main input was, nervously, delivered as coordinating more with our neighboring cities. 

Sharing the wealth so to speak. Tacoma and Everett are more than capable and, likely, willing to 

take the necessary steps to house and prepare itself for this boom as well. If we can work 

together, I feel like people wont need to be as displaced.  
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My concern lies mostly in the increased housing costs. California put in place Proposition 13 

which protected home owners and long-time Seattle Residents.  

Thank you.  

Odessa Stevens 

206.949.9786 

320 Question No. 8 makes no sense; maybe rephrase it? I put NEUTRAL on al four answers simply 

because i had no idea what the question is asking. 

321 Hello! 

I have been trying to learn more about the 2035 Comprehensive Plan update and read what I 

think is very compelling analysis from Alex Brennan at the Urbanist. I would like to put my 

support behind his suggestion.  

The problem with the existing alternatives is that they concentrate too much development in 

places that have high displacement risks. While I strongly believe in building around transit, I 

think we can do this while also respecting the need for spreading out development and creating 

more urban villages. We can have both transit-oriented development AND reduced displacement 

risk. I think that this will help us address the affordability problems that we are struggling with as 

a city as well.  

For background, you can read Mr. Brennan's articles at the following links: 

http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/12/seattle-2035-toward-a-more-equitable-growth-plan/ 

http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/16/support-alternative-5-for-seattle-2035/ 

Please come back with an "Alternative 5" that captures the best of the other alternatives without 

their worst downsides.  

Thanks! 

Eric Suni 

2331 Franklin Ave E 

Apt 203 

Seattle, WA  98102 

322 Limiting urban villages to light rail stations is to restrictive. Need access to other neighborhoods. 

Very important for shopping and recreation.  Commuting is only one aspect of city living. Need a 

variety of transportation options that interconnect without hub and spoke. 

Problem with urban villages and high density areas with limited parking, is that neighborhoods 

are isolated making people a prisoner in their own neighborhood. That is why Seattle needs to 

improve its transportation - to fragmented right now and nothing is connected.   
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There is also a big disconnect between affordable housing and place of employment for many 

people.  Not everyone is young, single and can work for Amazon. 

Another problem with urban villages/centers is that they are not  family/child friendly . Mo yards 

or play space.  Where will people with children go?  Apartments and condo's don't work well 

because it requires a parent to take a child down an elevator to some (hopefully close) to a play 

area.  Can high density areas be built with multiple open spaces and  or small yards? 

Another question is what is your definition of walkable.  Mine is 2-3 blocks right now, making 

getting around very difficult without a car and parking options. 

Please  remember, not everyone is young, single, childless and healthy. 

323 Hello City of Seattle:  I would like to see historic preservation integrated more strongly as a core 

value and element of planning the city’s future.  This should be accomplished in multiple ways.  

In terms of general policy goals related to cultural resources protection and preservation 

planning strategies, King County’s comp plan includes some good model policies that are sadly 

lacking from Seattle’s approach.  The Seattle 2035 plan’s key areas of housing, jobs, 

transportation, quality of life, and environment all should include specific goals and strategies 

reflecting a preservation ethic.  Seattle has done a decent job of identifying and protecting 

isolated iconic landmark structures through the tremendous growth spurts of recent years, but 

Seattle has done an incredibly poor job at coming up with regulations and incentives that guide 

and encourage preservation of the city’s historic urban fabric.  This is not sound preservation 

policy, and not sound urban policy.  To use an environmental analogy, it is preserving a hand-

picked few old growth trees while allowing the forest to be clear cut.  We can and should do 

better.  Please focus the city’s creative efforts on integrating historic preservation throughout 

the 2035 plan.   

Thank you, 

Holly Taylor 

University of Washington CBE 

Box 355740 

Seattle, WA 98195-5740 

324 I support The Urbanist option 5. All areas of the city need to accommodate growth if we are to 

maintain an affordable and livable city. The 2035 plan should allow for great er development 

throughout the city. Areas of Low Rise  zoning should be expanded. The proposed alternatives 

put too much effort into preserving single family neighborhoods at the expense of affordable 

housing for a growing population. The size and number of urban villages should be expanded. 

Additional investments in transit and affordable housing should be made to support higher levels 

of development and to maintain a place for low income people in the city. Additionally land use 

regulations should be eased to allow for a greater diversity of housing types (micro-

housing/SRO/etc) to accommodate low income people in the city. I don't want to live in an elitist 

techo city or be forced to move to the suburbs.     
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325 *Land Use: Tiny TOWN HOMES are fine BUT they MUST be required to include actual and real

on-site parking. The existing allowance for NARROW lanes into tiny parking area below the town

homes that no car can navigate into is a JOKE, and means the street parking is sorely impacted.

Suggest common below-unit carport parking with wide drive for all new town home

construction;

*Police: Must increase personnel and equipment to allow better surveillance and burglary

response and prevention.  Goal should be to obtain ZERO rapes and assaults in all city parks. The

idea that a neighborhood has to set up its own local district to hire off duty cops to patrol is an

outrage;

*Broad Band: The city should own its own web utility and make this available to all residents;

* Rent-Equity: After an apartment complex is built and the developer has recovered the

investment, further rents paid should entitle the renter to an equity portion in the property. The

owner would need to invest in more improvements to maintain the owner's share of equity.

326 Light rail up and down the I-5 and I-405 corridors is something that I feel the Seattle area really 

needs to concentrate on. Of all the major cities in the US, Seattle is way behind on major public 

transportation and always have been. It seems like we allow all this new construction, more 

people show up, and then think about transportation.  There should be a fund dedicated to 

transportation that construction companies have to pay into to cover some of the costs. 

327 Mr. Gordon Clowers 

Seattle Department of Planning and Development 

Dear Mr. Clowers, 

I have been a planner in Seattle for more than 30 years, and I have a number of comments on 

the Draft EIS for the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan.  As a consultant I’ve worked with several 

city departments including the Department of Neighborhoods. DCLU (now DPD), Department of 

Parks and Recreation, and long-range planning (now also DPD). I also served on Seattle’s 

Landmarks Preservation Board for six years and on two of the city’s design review boards. 

I am very concerned that the draft does not address economic development, neighborhood 

planning, cultural resources, historic preservation, and urban design. The city’s current 

comprehensive plan includes preservation under the “Cultural Resource” element (CR11-CR16).  

The new Comp Plan replaces "Cultural Resource" with an "Arts and Culture” element. This new 

element focuses on art (public art, cultural space, arts education, creative economy, creative 

placemaking) and seems to eliminate historic preservation and protection of cultural resources. 

How will preservation be included in the future comprehensive plan? How are the city's existing 

preservation policies and regulations being addressed? 

Although historic preservation is not a required element of a comprehensive plan under the 

GMA, it is clear that cities must consider and incorporate the GMA historic preservation goal in 

their comprehensive planning. Historic preservation plans, elements, goals, policies, and 

strategies should be integrated with other goals, policies, and strategies in the comprehensive 

plan. This is particularly important in Seattle, the state’s largest city with a considerable number 
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of historic resources and an active historic preservation program. 

The “Environment” element addresses environmental stewardship, one of the plan’s core values. 

Environmental stewardship is primarily defined within the context of the natural environment 

(air, land, and water resources) and not the built environment. The analysis should address the 

role of preservation vs demolition in terms of environmental stewardship. 

Preservation and creative adaptive reuse of our existing building stock cuts across all four core 

values of the Comp Plan. Preserving historic places enhances community vibrancy and cultural 

identity; serves as an economic driver; conserves precious resources; and contributes to social 

equity. 

I urge the city to add a new section to the comprehensive plan that includes goals and policies 

for historic preservation, heritage, and archaeology. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Carol Tobin 

Planning and Preservation Consultant 

4219 Phinney Ave N 

Seattle, WA  98103 

206-547-9629

cctobin@earthlink.net

328 Dear people, 

I believe the draft EIS should not be used as it lacks the correct objectivity. DPD has been writing 

the Comprehensive Plan, designing and leading the public outreach, is the entity that enforces  

environmental laws and regulations, permits exceptions, and now evaluates and reports on its 

own creation.  

The Comprehensive Plan itself and the EIS show a remarkable lack of specific measurable results, 

lack of mechanisms to achieve goals, and makes several assertions that the mechanisms already 

in place are sufficient to achieve our goals. The words to describe goals suggest mutually 

exclusivity in practice, such as 'we will protect sensitive areas' and then we will allow 

development if it is 'reasonable' which is undefined and unmeasurable.  

The specific goals named are not shown to be able to achieve the overall goals. For example the 

goal of being environmentally responsible and a leader in sustainability is not consistent with 

with the reduction of the tree canopy goal and acres of open space per household goals which 

are under-reaching.  

Of special concern are the reduction of canopy goals; the assumption that the two for one tree 

replacement planting program is sufficient to mitigate the damage of removing mature trees; 

the assumption that the environmental damage caused by no open space goals and tiny open 
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space goals in industrial and urban village zones respectively, can be offset by adding more open 

space elsewhere; how the funding is to be found to increase the open space; that current 

systems on tracking tree canopy cover are accurate or sufficient.   

Please authorize a more objective entity to do the EIS and fund them to do it. And please let me 

know how this email will be  used for reporting.  

Cass Turnbull 

906 NW 87th Street 

Seattle WA 

206-783-9093

329 Proposals focusing on growth in transit centers ( existing and future) with walkable access are by 

far the best.  Each node must have a well thought out master plan including plans for leveraging 

of public land and institutional development to provide well rounded community centers.  

Growth plans should HIGHLIGHT good examples of historical development for neighborhood 

character - such as historical districts and areas of strong character identity .  I am very 

concerned about when density bonuses for mixed use could provide incentives for demolition of 

existing historical buildings and structures which can be preserved as part of community texture 

-   

Economic and social justice programs can also be effectively incorporated into public-private 

joint ventures ( housing above libraries, commercial space below or adjacent to schools, parks 

shared as open space with adjacent private housing. 

330 Hi Ed! 

Thank you for asking what our vision is for Seattle in 2035.  I'll 

start with assumptions: 

1. The population of Seattle will continue to grow 15% to 20% between

now and then.

2. People will finally wake up to climate change and demand

sustainable non-fossil energy

3. Technology, Medicine, and Shipping will be Seattle's biggest

industries.

4. The state legislature will still not help us or take leadership.

5. People will finally realize that market solutions benefit only the

rich.

6. Bertha will still be stuck in the mud.

What I would like to see: 

1. Mayor Norm Rice's concept of Urban Villages implemented instead of

developer driven housing popping up randomly in neighborhoods.

2. 20% of Urban Village housing dedicated to low income renters.  The

goal is to allow people to live close to where they work.

3. City owned and managed broadband internet throughout the city.

Like City Light, it will be an urban utility with no competition.
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4. Free city owned and operated public transit funded by property

taxes.

5. Positive encouragement of neighborhood volunteers to help maintain

parks and green spaces.

6. School board meetings in local schools throughout the city instead

of in their SODO palace.

Janice Van Cleve 

PCO 37/1875 

206-322-2436

www.jvox.doodlekit.com

331 I'm quite alarmed that our supposedly liberal and social justice oriented city seems perfectly 

happy to wage it's "War on Cars" along economic lines: Eliminating street parking and/or 

increasing it's cost to rival that of privately owned parking garages. Some of us are too old to 

walk and/or ride bikes long distances, let alone carry a chop saw or bass amplifier on the bus. 

What we end up with under the current direction are top management types driving expensive 

cars while local government seems to work diligently to get the riff-raff out of their way. 

I'm quite alarmed that our city and state seem content to fund all government services on 

regressive property taxes and user fees. Most of our incomes are not keeping up with those in 

the tech sector and, apparently, city government. 

I'm also more than a little hacked that the city is doing nothing to encourage people to use 

motorcycles, scooters, and mopeds.  They use far less energy and take up far less space than 

their 4-wheeled counterparts, yet they are expected to pay the same parking fees and transit 

taxes...if a person keeps an 80 MPG motorcycle for use on sunny days, they get to pay the new 

transit tax twice, while there is no such expectation for the owner of a 5 MPG $2.5 Million dollar 

Bugatti sports car.  

The Eastside turning it's freeway "High Occupancy Vehicle" lanes to ones that allow those who 

can afford it to skip traffic, while increasing the occupancy requirement for High Occupancy 

Vehicles to get them out of the way of the wealthy to my mind is criminal, goes against the 

"HOV" mandate of Federal Law, and I hope this rationale does not expand to Seattle in the 

future, yet I hear supposedly "liberal" politicians and pundits nod their approval in public forums 

such as KUOW. Persons WITH 3 or more passengers and motorcycles will be required to 

purchase a pass in order to serve the intent of HOV lanes?  This disgusts me. With "Liberal" 

politicians like these spearheading this effort, who needs "conservatives"? 

While reducing dependency on single-driver automobiles is a worthy goal, doing so by enacting 

laws that make it more difficult for people of moderate means to get around..."Let them eat 

bus"...shows a distinct lack of the empathy Seattle should be famous for. Our Metro system is 

hopelessly overcrowded, and frankly the service adds time to our day that people just don't 

have. We desperately need dedicated-line RAPID transit. The West Seattle to Ballard monorail 

project was an excellent start toward this, before greedy developers expanded the project to 

serve their needs and ended up killing the whole thing. Light rail that runs on city streets will not 
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help. Light rail, monorail, pneumatic tubes, whatever they are, need their own dedicated path 

that works independently of street traffic, and the city should be studying alternate means not 

discussed, for example we want to encourage people to ride bicycles in a city of hills. The ski area 

at Whistler BC has vast experience moving bicycles to the top of hills where gravity can do the 

rest. Perhaps we should be talking to them? 

332 Question: 

Is there no assessment of LIGHT POLLUTION? 

I think the high level of lighting in the RO W's will cause everyone insomnia, night blindness from 

glare, and psychosis (really) - as truly in many areas the high level Lumens blasting out of our 

new cool/BLUE Light (bad for brain melanoma levels at night) . .. and very few refuges from 

these street lamps (and too bright auto 

headlights, but ? not sure we can do anything there) but also insane flashing headlamps on biker 

helmets no less. 

Soon many will be elderly, w/eyes unable to transition from bright lights to low lighting 

(exaggerates night blindness). Reduce excessive lighting! 

ALSO 

Air Pollution: 

Barbecues and Lighter Fluid - I am slowly dying from my 'frat boy' neighbors' regular use of their 

grill, just 

feet from my only sleeping areas/bedroom windows. 

Allow One Grill night per month?? 

Groves of Trees, Exceptional Trees need true protection/enforcement! 

Allow one? or two or zero bonfires at Shilsole/Golden Gardens 

Increase Tree Canopy! Provide/maintain/allow for Natural Habitat ·and undergrowth - ban leaf 

blowers! 

No rubber or plastic turf in parks. 

Slower speed limits'." enforced! 

Prioritize Pedestrian experience, bikes second, busses 3rd, then autos. 

Water Fountains every few blocks in town, And in parks - that work!! We need water and toilets 

in public 

areas. Reduce unequal access to these 
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Make DPD Honest! Fire the liars in the bunch who cater to RE/Developer ease and profits. 

Stop tearing apart Low Rise zones - save the houses, gardens and trees - do density in higher 

density areas 

(NC/MR/HR). 

We SHOULD be about 'climate change climate change and all of us somehow uniting and saving 

what's left of 

the earth and fellow earthlings 

Thanks much, 

Genevieve 

333 In an effort to address the housing shortage, Seattle needs to loosen the restrictions on ADUs. 

Eliminate the owner occupancy rule and allow both an internal ADU and a backyard cottage.   

The single family residential residential zone dominates most of the city but today's 

demographics do not suggest a need for owner occupied 3-4 bedroom houses.  On the flip side, 

there is very little downside to allowing additional small dwelling units.  Fears that they will 

change the character of the single family zone are unfounded. 

334 I support More canopy cover (urban forest) than is provided by the proposed plan.  The 

proposed plan takes into consideration some of the anticipated population growth but not the 

direct effects and collateral effects ?  We will be living in an urban desert!  Follow Portland's and 

Victoria, BC's (among others ) examples 

335 *Transit paths solely for bicycle commuters*

If there were more bike lanes that were totally separate from cars -so, the bikes and cars were

not sharing the same road- I would commute by bike, but as it is with cars and bikes sharing road

even with some of the improved bike lanes gaining more space on a side of a road, I will not

venture out in traffic on a bike - and I have tried it here in Seattle in the past.

*Normalize a new kind of car*

Incentive and provide infrastructure for technological developments of the car. For those

Seattlites that choose to have their own, personal cars, support them in demanding and

investing in vehicles that are newly developed, are not unreasonable large-sized, and do not

require gasoline for fuel. Other fuel types explored should be of a less polluting option and

making sense holistically so, perhaps something like a more affordable version of a Tesla or

something that might run on cleaner diesel options.

*Consider night life with the population growth -and early morning activities available to people

as well- and include public transit for those hours but also include a discussion about light

pollution in the choices related to that which might lead to a tamer night life or advanced, low-

light plans.*

336 The Urbanist proposal for alternative 5 is clearly a better choice- and SEattle needs to make such 
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a choice that actually and powerfully addresses the opportunities and challenges that face us. 

The other alternatives are conservative approaches that do little to make seattle the type of city 

we need in the future.  

337 The alternatives presented, are not particularly diverse, and they assume that the right thing to 

do in transit challenged areas (West Seattle, and Ballard for example), is the right thing to do in a 

transit rich area like SLU and DT.   It also virtually assures the displacement of immigrant 

communities - further reducing diversity in our city.  Without meaningful strategies BEFORE we 

pick one of these plans, we'll further displace minority and immigrant communities.  

So far, I see no meaningful connection nor commitment being made to add the livability features 

to a community, just lets cram more people in.  Unacceptable, because what this does is drive 

sprawl and vacation homes.  It's missing strategies for putting in parks, urban farming, urban 

solar, green spaces, walkable communities, and more. 

At best, this is incomplete work.  I'm hoping the comments will help fill it out, but it's in 

desperate need of another pass before the next phase. 

338 Hello, 

This is way cool. I am a fan placing growth density near the light rail. Jobs should be close to the 

light rail too.  Light rail stations need secure, simple, covered bike storage. 

Thank You. 
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June 17, 2015 

Dear Department of Planning and Development, 

This letter represents a comment on the currently open EIS for the City’s Comp Plan Update: My 
comments pertain to Open Space and the Tree Canopy.  As per requirements of the EIS process, 
I understand all comments will be addressed in writing.  

Open Space: 

Reference: Draft EIS page 3.8-34. As a possible mitigation strategy to remedy the need for more 
open space, DPD suggests: “Update Comprehensive Plan goals and policies related to the 
acquisition of new park lands and development of usable open space within existing parks.” 

This language suggests that the City would convert existing open space and natural areas to 
active parks, not surprisingly an initiative currently residing within Seattle Parks Department.  
This appears to mirror current Parks Department efforts to allowing the converting of natural 
areas and green spaces to mountain bike parks and rope areas and other more active sports use as 
well as maybe more walking trails depending on what your definition of open space is.  
Conversion does not add to the open space nor the ratio of open space to resident as suggested in 
the plan.   

This language appears disingenuous in that the existing open space and natural areas are (and 
should be) already considered for calculating open space distribution.  Converting the use from 
natural area to active park would not, in any way create additional open space as implied in the 
statement.   

If your intent is to not have to create any additional open space for an urban village but instead to 
expand the existing residential urban village’s boundaries so as to increase the amount of open 
space per resident in the urban village is also a sleight of hand that does not create any new open 
space nor improve the accessibility of open space to urban village residents. In short, adding 
existing space to within the boundaries of an expanded urban village you are not creating any 
new open space across the city, but merely adjusting boundary lines.  I recommend that new 
open space be acquired or identified within the urban village to retain the quality of life we all 
revere for Seattle residents. You can't add 1400 acres of open space by converting what is 
already open space to more be "developed" areas. 

Tree Canopy 

The draft EIS does not address a number of impacts that occur with any one of the proposed 
different growth scenarios that will result in tree canopy loss from increased development. The 
City’s existing Comprehensive Plan contains an aspirational goal of a 40% tree canopy, as 
adopted by the Seattle City Council.  This EIS appears to abandon that goal and, appears to do so 
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even in the absence of data and a lack of evaluation of the impacts of proposed growth on the 
tree canopy.   

Tree canopy and turning back the impacts of our urban environment on the future of global 
warming are an expressed goal of the City of Seattle—declared by Mayors and City Councils for 
decades.  Yet, this EIS seems to give slight to the analysis on the impacts of growth on the tree 
canopy.  Much more analysis is given to view impacts and noise impacts while ignoring potential 
significant impacts caused by increased tree canopy loss.  And eliminating by oblique reference 
the long-term, aspirational canopy goal of 40% as adopted by the Seattle City Council in the 
current Comprehensive Plan without any discussion the impacts this plan will have on Seattle’s 
future urban forest is unacceptable. Much more work is needed to both assess impacts and 
consider goals to protect our urban forests and the tree canopy provided by private property 
owners.  The long term 40% canopy goal should remain in the plan and reference that the 30% 
goal by 2037 is a stepping stone to the larger goal and not the final goal. 

As a City, we cannot address reaching a 30% canopy goal without adequate information as to the 
amount of canopy that is being lost during development. I understand that the Urban Forestry 
Commission recommended a Forest Canopy Impact Assessment for all development projects and 
so far has received a response to this request.  I recommend that the EIS address these concerns 
AND that DPD add a forest/tree impact assessment to all development projects.   

Thank you for your consideration 

Sarah Welch  

3704 Cheasty Blvd. South 

Seattle 98144 
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340 Options 3 and 4 are preferred, with 4 being the current winner. 

Seattle 2035 must recognize that prevention of displacement must occur vis a vis programs such 

as the Yesler Terrace relocation and housing guarantee, and cannot preempt market forces 

without having a problematic effect on housing costs.   

Similarly, attempts to constrain growth will all necessarily result in increased housing costs.  The 

question then, is what concessions can be realistically asked for.  The PSRC and Seattle 2035 

have had historically low projection of population growth.  It is very likely that Urban Villages and 

other locations within the city will vastly exceed their growth targets, while downtown may not, 

as it is significantly built up already.  Efforts must me made to mold these growth areas into 

working urban centers, instead of attempting to hamstring their growth.   

I share the desire of many in Seattle to preserve certain neighborhood character.   Historically, 

this has been attempted by limiting height, bulk, and scale, but this is a mostly ineffective 

method and results in high displacement.  Instead, neighborhood conservation districts and 

overlays should focus on two things:  the pedestrian experience and the architectural style.  

More than anything else, these define the neighborhood 'feel' and characteristics.  A common 

complaint of many Seattleites about new construction is the perceived 'cheapness'.  Barring 

materials like corrugated metal siding, or enforcing brick cladding, or styles such as neo-

renaissance can alleviate these concerns.  Regarding scale, the pedestrian experience is defined 

by the lower 25-30 feet of a building.  Beyond that, height becomes largely irrelevant.   

Thank you for your time, 

-David Whalen

341 I don’t see any schedule in the plan. All can’t be done at the same time. Some catch up areas like 

opening schools previously closed will help the end solution. Charles 

Sent from Windows Mail 

342 The comp plan may lead to zoning changes which may lead to development.  City action is only 

one hand clapping; the market needs to respond.  The development market is atomistic with 

many builders, buyers, and renters. 

I would like more Seattle.  I would like an option that considered more growth, and not just the 

same growth spread out four different ways.  So, please consider the enabling more growth.  

Option four seems best, as it would allow growth is more of Seattle.  In the transportation 

section of option four, the term node should be diminished in use; the station spacing of bus and 

streetcar lines leads to a linear development pattern, as was the case in the first third of the 20th 

century along streetcar corridors in Seattle (e.g., Phinney-Greenwood, California Avenue SW, 

Rainier Avenue South).  Nodes may develop around Link stations.  Hopefully, Link stations are 

placed in existing nodes.  The low rise zones should be up zoned.  SF zones along frequent transit 

service could be up zoned to allow townhouses and cottage houses.  ADU could be more liberally 

legalized.  if we have a housing affordability crisis, the city can allow the the supply curve to shift 

out.  If city laws constrain supply, prices will only increase faster.  To mitigate the noise of more 
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frequent transit service and global warming, Seattle should shift more bus transit to electric 
traction, either trolleybus or battery bus, if that become feasible. 

343  Greetings DPD Friends: 

Thank you for all your work on this very important piece of planning.  I would like you to know I 
strongly endorse and support the Seattle Urban Forestry Commission's letter with regard to our 
trees and the services they provide us.  The link for the letter is below. 

Sincerely, 
Ruth Williams, 
Thornton Creek Alliance President, 
writing as an individual 

http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/UrbanForestryCommission/FinalIssuedDocum
ents/Recommendations/ADOPTEDCompPlandraftEISLetter.pdf 

344  We are submitting comments we previously sent to the city for consideration of a Comp Plan 
revision. Those comments follow and apply to the 2035 Draft EIS. 

We are proposing up zoning six (6) LR 3 parcels to NC 3P‐65 to increase the density on these 
parcels, expanding the transit oriented development (TOD) potential given that all of the parcels 
are within 1.5 blocks of an entrance to the Sound Transit Roosevelt Station. The change to the 
Future Land Use Map is minimal – simply up zoning those six LR 3 parcels to NC 3P‐65 so the 
entire block is all zoned the same. 

The City’s Comprehensive Plan is silent on the specific benefits of this particular upzoning. 
However, this proposed upzoing is entirely consistent with the City’s Comp Plan. The proposed 
change would increase urban infill density within easy walking distance of a significant 
transportation hub for buses and light rail. It would promote Transit Oriented Development and 
open the opportunity for increased affordable housing and community amenities such as a child 
care center – all in ideal proximity to the Roosevelt Sound Transit Station.  It could also be a 
showcase of “green” building design and techniques, as its location would reduce the need for 
personal vehicles and accompanying off‐street parking. 

The proposed upzone amendment of residential properties along NE 68th Street fully meets the 
criteria spelled out in Resolution 31402. Here’s how: 

∙ The amendment is consistent with the role of a Comprehensive Plan under the State Growth
Management Act.

∙ It is consistent with Countywide Planning Policies and multi‐county policies in the PSRC’s
Vision 2040 Strategy.

∙ It cannot be accomplished by regulatory change.
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∙ It cannot be addressed by either budgetary processes and solely through neighborhood
planning.

∙ The amendment is legal under state and local law.

∙ The amendment’s timing is appropriate and will give the Council sufficient time to make an
informed decision.

∙ City staff will have sufficient time to develop appropriate language for amending the Comp
Plan and, if necessary, and changes to the Seattle Municipal Code.

∙ The amendment aligns with present Comp Plan goals and advances those policies.

∙ The amendment has not been recently rejected by the City Council.

The change would promote TOD in the Roosevelt Neighborhood, put those parcels to their 
highest and best use, and create greater neighborhood friendly density close to the actual Sound 
Transit station. This will reduce the need to everyone to own a vehicle and the density will allow 
some potential open space or day light opportunities while preserving the character of the 
neighborhood. Because of these factors, along with it being upzoning of property already 
designated for multi‐family development, it would have a minimum, if any, impact on the 
environment. Actually, because the proposed idea would increase walkability, reduce the need 
for personal vehicles, and reduce the amount of off‐street parking required it would have a net 
positive impact on the environment. 

The Roosevelt Neighborhood Association just completed suggested design criteria for the area, 
which included looking for opportunities to increase density so perhaps other space might be 
more open while still meeting increasing needs for housing near the Sound Transit station. This 
accomplishes all that. 

Furthermore, as the City’s Comp Plan goals – creating Community, Environmental Stewardship, 
Economic Opportunity and Social Equity – are all enhanced by granting this upzone. 

Upzoning these parcels will build a stronger sense of community in the core Roosevelt 
neighborhood. By increasing housing density so close to a major transportation hub, it will 
reduce the need to use single occupancy vehicles, reduces the need for parking, create a more 
walkable neighborhood, open the way for more economic activity in the vicinity, and expand the 
opportunity for greater social equity and diversity. 

The upzone of NE 68th Street would align with all three of the alternatives outlined in the Draft 
EIS to the Comp Plan to guide growth into Urban Villages, especially those with significant mass 
transit and light rail service. These parcels will be within 1.5 blocks of an entrance to the 
Roosevelt Sound Transit station. 

As the 2012 Comp Plan update notes: 
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“A fundamental goal of this Plan is to steer the majority of estimated growth in housing units and 
jobs toward urban centers and urban villages, for the following reasons:  

∙ Help preserve green spaces, forests, and farmlands outside of the urban growth area;

∙ Preserve the character of Seattle’s predominantly single‐family neighborhoods;

∙ Reduce dependence on private motor vehicles (the emissions from which are the number
one source of air pollution and climate‐altering greenhouse gases in the Puget Sound region, as
well as a major source of water pollution);

∙ Use natural resources such as land, water, and energy efficiently;

∙ Improve public health by promoting walking and bicycling; and

∙ Reduce the costs of building and maintaining public infrastructure and services, such as
roads, water and energy supply, and waste management systems.”

Upzoning of NE 68th Street homes would help accomplish all these goals, thus it is perfectly 
consistent with the Seattle Comprehensive Plan goals and would help advance them for 
generations to come. Roosevelt is already designated as a Residential Urban Village in the 
recently released Draft EIS 

John Arthur Wilson, a homeowner on NE 68th Street and leader of the homeowners seeking 
rezoning, has briefed the Roosevelt Neighborhood Association and actively participated in public 
discussions of neighborhood design guidelines and ways to increase density in the area. This 
proposal has been presented to the Roosevelt Neighborhood Association and received a 
generally positive response. 

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION  
This e‐mail message and its attachments are confidential.  It is intended solely for the use of the 
individual named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, or the person responsible to 
deliver it to the intended recipient, you are hereby advised that any dissemination, distribution 
or copying of this communication is prohibited.  If you have received this e‐mail in error, please 
immediately notify the sender by reply e‐mail and delete and/or destroy the original and all 
copies of the e‐mail message.  

345  REQUIRED QUESTIONNAIRE:   Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application 
Please answer the following questions in text and attach them to the application with supporting 
maps or graphics.  Please answer all questions separately and reference the question number in 
your answer.  The Council will consider an application incomplete unless all the questions are 
answered.  When proposing an amendment, you must show that a change to the 
Comprehensive Plan is required. 

1. Provide a detailed description of the proposed amendment to the FLUM and a clear
statement of what the proposed amendment is intended to accomplish.   If the proposal includes
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change(s) to policy language that is/are relevant to the FLUM change, then clearly identify the 
policies by number and Comprehensive Plan Element (Land Use, Transportation, etc...). 
a. Please, provide a map that clearly outlines the area of the Future Land Use Map proposed to
be changed.

b. For any specific language of the Comprehensive Plan you would like to be considered, please
show proposed amendments in "line in/line out" format with text to be added indicated by
underlining, and text to be deleted indicated with strikeouts.

We are proposing up zoning six (6) LR 3 parcels to NC 3P‐65 to increase the density on these 
parcels, expanding the transit oriented development (TOD) potential given that all of the parcels 
are within 1.5 blocks of an entrance to the Sound Transit Roosevelt Station. The change to the 
Future Land Use Map is minimal – simply up zoning those six LR 3 parcels to NC 3P‐65 so the 
entire block is all zoned the same. 

2. Describe how the issue is currently addressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  If the issue is not
adequately addressed, describe the need for it.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan is silent on the specific benefits of this particular upzoning. 
However, this proposed upzoing is entirely consistent with the City’s Comp Plan. The proposed 
change would increase urban infill density within easy walking distance of a significant 
transportation hub for buses and light rail. It would promote Transit Oriented Development and 
open the opportunity for increased affordable housing and community amenities such as a child 
care center – all in ideal proximity to the Roosevelt Sound Transit Station.  It could also be a 
showcase of “green” building design and techniques, as its location would reduce the need for 
personal vehicles and accompanying off‐street parking.  

3. Describe why the proposed change meets the criteria adopted in Resolution 31402 for
considering an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The criteria are listed at the end of this
application form. Is a Comprehensive Plan amendment the best means for meeting the identified
public need?  What other options are there for meeting the identified public need?

The proposed upzone amendment of residential properties along NE 68th Street fully meets the 
criteria spelled out in Resolution 31402. Here’s how: 
• The amendment is consistent with the role of a Comprehensive Plan under the State Growth
Management Act.
• It is consistent with Countywide Planning Policies and multi‐county policies in the PSRC’s Vision
2040 Strategy.
• It cannot be accomplished by regulatory change.
• It cannot be addressed by either budgetary processes and solely through neighborhood
planning.
• The amendment is legal under state and local law.
• The amendment’s timing is appropriate and will give the Council sufficient time to make an
informed decision.
• City staff will have sufficient time to develop appropriate language for amending the Comp
Plan and, if necessary, and changes to the Seattle Municipal Code.
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• The amendment aligns with present Comp Plan goals and advances those policies.
• The amendment has not been recently rejected by the City Council.

4. What do you anticipate will be the impacts caused by the proposed change?  Why will the
proposed change result in a net benefit to the community?

The change would promote TOD in the Roosevelt Neighborhood, put those parcels to their 
highest and best use, and create greater neighborhood friendly density close to the actual Sound 
Transit station. This will create density closer to the station, thus reducing the need to everyone 
to own a vehicle and the density will allow some potential open space or day light opportunities 
while preserving the character of the neighborhood. Because of these factors, along with it being 
upzoning of property already designated for multi‐family development, it would have a 
minimum, if any, impact on the environment. Actually, because the proposed idea would 
increase walkability, reduce the need for personal vehicles, and reduce the amount of off‐street 
parking required it would have a net positive impact on the environment. 

5. How would the proposed change comply with the community vision statements, goals,
objectives, and policies of the Comprehensive Plan?  Please include any data, research, or
reasoning that supports the proposed amendments.

The Roosevelt Neighborhood Association just completed suggested design criteria for the area, 
which included looking for opportunities to increase density so perhaps other space might be 
more open while still meeting increasing needs for housing near the Sound Transit station. This 
accomplishes all that.  

Furthermore, as the City’s Comp Plan goals – creating Community, Environmental Stewardship, 
Economic Opportunity and Social Equity – are all enhanced by granting this upzone. 

Upzoning these parcels will build a stronger sense of community in the core Roosevelt 
neighborhood. By increasing housing density so close to a major transportation hub, it will 
reduce the need to use single occupancy vehicles, reduces the need for parking, create a more 
walkable neighborhood, open the way for more economic activity in the vicinity, and expand the 
opportunity for greater social equity and diversity. 

The upzone of NE 68th Street would align with all three of the alternatives outlined in the Draft 
EIS to the Comp Plan to guide growth into Urban Villages, especially those with significant mass 
transit and light rail service. These parcels will be within 1.5 blocks of an entrance to the 
Roosevelt Sound Transit station. 

As the 2012 Comp Plan update notes: 
“A fundamental goal of this Plan is to steer the majority of estimated growth in housing units and 
jobs toward urban centers and urban villages, for the following reasons:  
• Help preserve green spaces, forests, and farmlands outside of the urban growth area;
• Preserve the character of Seattle’s predominantly single‐family neighborhoods;
• Reduce dependence on private motor vehicles (the emissions from which are the number one
source of air pollution and climate‐altering greenhouse gases in the Puget Sound region, as well
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as a major source of water pollution);  
• Use natural resources such as land, water, and energy efficiently;
• Improve public health by promoting walking and bicycling; and
• Reduce the costs of building and maintaining public infrastructure and services, such as roads,
water and energy supply, and waste management systems.”

Upzoning of NE 68th Street homes would help accomplish all these goals, thus it is perfectly 
consistent with the Seattle Comprehensive Plan goals and would help advance them for 
generations to come. Roosevelt is already designated as a Residential Urban Village in the 
recently released Draft EIS  

6. Is there public support for this proposed amendment(s) (i.e. have you conducted community
meetings, etc.)?  Note: The City will provide a public participation process, public notice, and
environmental review for all applications.

John Arthur Wilson, a homeowner on NE 68th Street and leader of the homeowners seeking 
rezoning, has briefed the Roosevelt Neighborhood Association and actively participated in public 
discussions of neighborhood design guidelines and ways to increase density in the area. This 
proposal has been presented to the Roosevelt Neighborhood Association and received a 
generally positive response. 

346  Hi ‐ I have taken a long time to consider the four growth alternatives proposed in the plan.  As a 
resident and home owner in North Beacon Hill, my initial reaction was to favor either 
alternatives 3 or 4 as I thought that would "benefit" my neighborhood the most.  

The fact that both of these alternatives are considered to carry the greatest risk of displacement 
for vulnerable populations was deeply troubling to me, but I thought with the right programs 
and accountability in place, 3 or 4 could still work.  I'm glad I took some time to consider this 
more deeply because I think now that options 3 and 4 will inevitably lead to the destruction of 
our few remaining diverse communities and drive their displacement to surrounding cities and 
suburbs.  

For me, it came down to the notion that, yeah, I would like to see shiny new buildings in my 
neighborhood, but even more so, I don't want to lose my neighbors or the character of my 
neighborhood.  Options 3 and 4 are really, at their base, about shiny new buildings and 
businesses, not about my neighbors or their needs.  They are, by design, going to create 
displacement without very intentional interventions and programs to prevent.  And, what that 
really comes down to is not that the city and its leaders can promise this will be a part of these 
plans, but that no one, big or small, government, NGO, or private foundation, has ever 
succeeded in preventing displacement as a result of development.  The Central District is 
changing and there is nothing anyone will do to stop it. 

These options (3 and 4) are not about creating good schools or helping poor people succeed, or 
making low‐opportunity people's lives better in any real, tangible way.  And that is what I think 
we really need: we should adopt alternatives 1 or 2 going forward, let development continue in 
those areas that do not carry risks for displacement while simultaneously guiding city resources 
to those areas that will benefit the poor and the vulnerable. Our city resources should be going 
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toward improving the schools, streets, transit, and infrastructure for folks living in those areas 
that have been and continue to be underserved by government investments so that they can 
access the opportunities our growing city has to offer. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Michael Wong 

347  Seattle 2035 must not be like San Francisco today.  

(rezone so that housing is plentiful, make transit frequent so that public ROW  is used efficiently, 
and Seattle will be vibrant for all.) 

348  In any plan, we must include changes to zoning across the entire city to allow different housing 
types ‐ townhouses, row houses, ADUs, etc. 

349  I really like this essay that applauds some of the aspects of Alternatives 3 and 4 but also suggests 
going in a slightly different direction that encourages increased density in more places: 
http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/12/seattle‐2035‐toward‐a‐more‐equitable‐growth‐plan/. I 
grew up in single‐family housing in central and NE Seattle and it was fabulous, but now that I'm 
trying to buy a place of my own (much later than my parents did and requiring a much higher 
salary/education/spousal contribution/etc. to even make it a possibility), I very strongly believe 
that Seattle's obsession with single‐family housing is destructive. People my age and younger 
need 2‐bedroom townhouses, condos, duplexes, etc., not wasteful and prohibitively expensive 
single‐family houses in areas ill served by transit. We should try to retain some of the most 
characteristic and well‐preserved examples of '20s era construction, but I think the market will 
do that. And adding well‐designed (no bottom story parking!) townhouses that aren't terribly 
expensive to build to otherwise single‐family neighborhoods like Ballard, the CD, Mount Baker, 
etc. seems like one of the best options. People who are resisting it are fighting more walkable 
neighborhoods, young families, and the future. Loosen up and learn to parallel park, it's not that 
bad. 

350  First, I appreciate this very reader‐friendly website version of the draft EIS of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  

I've lived in Seattle for nearly 18 years and over the years have generally been pleased with how 
the Department of Planning and Development has balanced the growth of the City with the 
quality of life of its residents. I'm a landscape architect by trade and have also been pleased with 
the types of open space provided by the Parks Department. However, almost all of the largest 
parks in the City are found within the wealthiest, often predominately single family 
neighborhoods in the City. I believe that all people need a place to get away from the busyness 
of city life and enjoy nature (not just paved urban plazas) to restore their bodies and minds; I 
also think that single family homeowners, particularly those with yards, need this opportunity 
less than people who live in multi‐family housing.  

Some of our suburbs can support a nice mixing of classes in larger City Parks (Seahurst Park in 
Burien is a good example) thanks to huge parking lots. In Seattle, where providing adequate 
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parking for everyone to drive, would dwarf our existing parks I'd like to see DPD and Parks and 
even Metro (if possible) "hold hands" and consider better transit options between our growing 
urban hubs and large city parks like the Arboretum, Magnuson, Carkeek, Discovery and Lincoln 
Park). I'd also like to see provisions for new parkland space with vegetation (again, not just 
wider, fancily paved sidewalks) near or within our urban hubs. These new spaces could be 
private/public partnerships like Waterfall Garden in Pioneer Square, or they could be associated 
with government spaces like the Federal Courthouse plaza in Downtown/SLU.  

I believe that retaining a feeling of community in a growing City is possible, but only if there are 
successful third places that can restore our residents. The City has done a good job "activating" 
streets by allowing mixed‐use development, sidewalk cafes, food truck rodeos, etc. But in the 
end, there are many people in Seattle that cannot afford to enjoy these spaces and walking by 
them everyday adds insult to their economic injury. Please consider development regulation that 
benefit all of Seattle's economic classes and look into incentives that improve or expand 
restorative (vegetated, water views, etc) open space and other low‐cost third places (like 
libraries) in the City. Thank you. 

351  I am newish to seattle.  

random thoughts on 2035 planning... 

best way to increase density in single family zoning areas is to make adu's simpler. removing 
parking restriction would help (I actually support keeping owner residence requirement) 

row houses in single family zoning areas would be ok ‐ but need to keep height restrictions in line 
with neighborhood. 

both of above reflect that as a home owner ‐ I'm ok with smaller lots and increased density ‐ just 
don't want the enormous mcmansions/condos (3 stories, etc) that ruin views of area... 

finally ‐ I commute to everett, but live (own) in single family residential zoning area of fremont. I 
take the bus in town fairly regularly. Ballard to UW light rail (with ability to link up to "spine") 
makes the most sense. Need to focus on in city/out of roadway public transit in city more than 
expanding "spine" 

Cary 

352  I don’t see any schedule in the plan. All can’t be done at the same time. Some catch up areas like 
opening schools previously closed will help the end solution. Charles 

353  Rent control, affordable housing, and displacement all need to be addressed more. With the rise 
of the tech boom in the city, populations with a lower salary need to have more access to 
affordable housings and subsidies, particularly since there are many projects going up that are 
tear downs, which result in the out pricing of many populations because of new construction. 
The sense of having urban villages, cores, etc. is an idea that I have loved in Seattle and it makes 
even more sense once the light rail is finished. A TOD design will serve the city well, particularly if 
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growth is wanted around the light rail stations, however upzoning in height may need to occur if 
the density around these cores wants to happen. 

354  I am excited about these TOD plans, but I would only support them if there is a strong, financially 
sound plan to help address displacement and the inclusion of marginalized populations into the 
fabric of the neighborhoods. What's the point of a walkable neighborhood if it's just filled with 
white people? 

355  I think allowing more types of slightly more dense housing will be important to allowing Seattle 
to grow: mid‐rise apartments, row houses, etc. I think Seattle has too much space zoned as 
single family housing, and this is an inefficient use of space. 

I think increasing our supply of affordable housing is important. 

356  Seattle should follow the lead of France and some other countries/ cities and require 'green 
rooftops' on all new commercial/ industrial/ and larger multi family buildings. Thinking in the 25‐
50% coverage range depending on the size of the rooftop. 

I'm also in favor of alternatives 3 and 4 as we MUST take advantage of the billions we are 
spending on light rail at a minimum. 

I'm also a strong supporter of Seattle Subway's west tunnel idea for ST3. 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mar/20/france‐decrees‐new‐rooftops‐must‐be‐
covered‐in‐plants‐or‐solar‐panels  

Thanks, 
Gary 

357  Bitterly disappointed that South Seattle is the dumping ground for low income housing,  

Why jam even more people into an area that is roiling everyday with crime. 

From the Rainier Valley Post: 

These events are not isolated incidents. 

You have illegal activity EVERY DAY in the parking lot at Adams & Lake Washington Blvd.  It's not 
a secret. 

Attempts should be made to make the area more livable for those of us law abiding citizens 
already here instead of making matters worse in the quixotic hope of making Seattle a car‐free 
zone. 

Criminals get a pass.  Bicycles become kings.  

1 cont.
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What is going on here? 

<SOUTHEAST SEATTLE — There have been three south‐end shootings in just four days, with one 
man injured and two cars riddled with bullets in separate incidents. Two of the brazen daytime 
shootings occurred in traffic on busy thoroughfares in full view of other motorists, yet no arrests 
have been reported. 

It was about 3:15 pm Thursday when gunfire erupted in the middle of traffic at Renton Avenue 
South and South Cloverdale Street — blocks away from several schools and the neighborhood 
community center. 

Witnesses say a gunman stepped out of a car stopped at a traffic light and opened fire on 
another vehicle stopped ahead of his car. 

According to police, Both the gunman and the driver of the car targeted in the shooting sped 
away from the scene before officers arrived. Police collected shell casings from the street and 
discovered found a third car that was uninvolved but damaged by gunfire. There were no 
reported arrests. 

The incident comes less than 24 hours after another car was hit by a barrage of gunfire in the 
Mount Baker neighborhood just a few miles away. 

In that case, it was shortly after 6 pm Wednesday when shots were fired in the 2300 block of 
Rainier Avenue South near South College Street. 

Witnesses described a passenger in a silver Audi firing shots out the window towards a fleeing 
black BMW. Responding officers found the BMW and its driver parked three blocks away in a 
convenience store lot. 

According to police, the victim said he couldn’t describe the shooter and only realized, after 
stopping at the convenience store, that his car had been hit with nine bullets. 

There were no reported arrests and police say they are still searching for the gunman. 

Three days prior, a 20‐year‐old man was wounded in a late‐night shooting outside a Hillman City 
convenience store. 

According to police, it was just before 11:30 pm, when a 20‐year‐old man pulled into the store’s 
parking lot in the 5700 block of Martin Luther King Jr. Way South. About 10 minutes later, a 
gunman opened fire on the man as he sat in his vehicle outside the store. 

The 20‐year‐old victim was shot in the arm, and seven bullets also struck in the passenger side of 
his vehicle. Another uninvolved vehicle was also struck as it drove past the scene. That driver 
was uninjured. 
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The 20‐year‐old was transported to Harborview Medical Center with non‐life‐threatening 
injuries. 

Gang Unit detectives are investigating.> 

358  I am sitting in a parked bus at Battery and 2nd, it is 12:30 pm. I am astounded by the number of 
speeding cars. 2 cars were actually racing with each other. Where are the traffic cops? This is 
nuts as well as unsafe. 

Sent from my iPad 

359  In the section on traffic it says, "Traffic congestion will increase but is not expected to exceed the 
city service standard. "   Can you tell me where I can find the city service standard?         

360  Dear sir or ms, 
These comments correspond to headings of the survey. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
‐M 

1. Effectively preserving character of single‐family neighborhoods would require trade‐offs—
perhaps in exchange—where these may necessarily be farther from transit and especially high‐
capacity or higher‐speed transit such as Rapid Ride, true BRT, or light rail.  That is, preserving
character of SF neighborhoods may have to be quite selective and be in deference to (and in
some sort of exchange for) promoting density and amenities near centers and hubs.
Carefully thought‐out diversity of design in within neighborhoods of some size might be
practical.

An occasional historic “Up” house or community center building or property with P‐patches 
might be made a characteristic feature in a few neighborhoods.  The former Carnegie library 
building in downtown Ballard is one obvious candidate for permanent preservation. 

2. Encourage job growth near urban centers (top priority), near high‐frequency transit (second
priority).  Consider high‐frequency transit coordinated to promote diversifying scheduled work
hours (spreading peak traffic hours and diversifying time opportunities for recreation).

3. Strategies to reduce our reliance on cars: top priority should be providing appealing
alternatives or education about benefites, or both.  An advantage of rail (at least when not
overcrowded) can be an apportunity for reading or deskwork.  Greenways can be an integral part
of making more walkable neighborhoods and engaged communities; cf. §5, below.  Build
appealing walking or cycling routes to transit connections—especially to high use connections,
since these would offer the greatest cost‐benefit.

4. Encourage Seattle Public Schools to increase school capacity by facilitating repurposing of
existing office buildings or floors of buildings, or remodeling existing buildings.  Encourage more
use of existing facilities, with such as extended and weekend hours, particularly for high‐capital
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cost such as up‐to‐date laboratories, libraries, resource centers.  Facilitate coordination with 
public libraries and parks.  Thornton Creek is just one example.  These are in addition to SPS 
using properties already owned. 

Work with schools in planning particularly family‐friendly neighborhoods and infrastructure 
around schools.  Look at allowing that not every neighborhood is particularly for families with 
school‐age kids, and neighborhoods for school‐age families are especially for such. 

5. Open space amenities for growing urban centers and villages.  I think parklets are largely
demonstration pilot projects and band‐aids for existing poor urban livability.
Each of the other suggested options can be a best application in best‐suited circumstances.  For
just one example, more street trees should be especially important in locations with such as
most‐suitable solar exposure, while wider sidewalks should be where surroundings, sky
exposure, shielding from inclement weather are most amenable to people gathering.  Urban
centers and urban villages need ready access to a useful mix of gathering spaces, tranquil green
places, and outdoor activities facilities.
Where people would walk, cycle, or gather, make as pleasant as possible as many places as
possible.  We can do a lot better with better design, without necessarily costing much more in
capital.  The city can mandate developer fees and effective, equitable exchanges of developer‐
provided needed pubilce amenities in exchange for development privileges.

6. Strategies for achieving racial and social equity: recognize that the status quo is baked into the
cake and we need to fundamentally improve our diet.  I have serious questions about “prevent
and mitigate” without addressing the fundamental causes.  “Prevent and mitigate” can be a
band‐aid for avoiding needed social engagement and discussion.  First, we as a city and as
neighborhoods need to have prerequisite conversations.  Single‐family residents, families and
retirees need some mitigation from gentrification, too.  We need mitigation.  A fundamental
component of marginalizing populations and local businesses is gentrification.

7. Core values to the future of a Seattle we would want to have: #1 (clearly) environmental
stewardship.  Good environment, good jobs can be as hand‐in‐hand as the avoidable reverse (cf.
such as Beijing).  #2, economic and social justice.  Note that this is somewhat different from the
proposal in the survey.  This is the heavy lift.  The others (equity, community) could follow from
informed, participatory democratic proccess.  We as a city and society need to engage in the
necessary conversations to recognize where we are, and choose where we want to go before we
are overtaken by circumstances.  The time for that opportunity is quite short.  References
available on request.

8. How each alternative supports the four core values: given (for purposes of this discussion) that
we, as citizens of a city, do not have effective control over macro forces pushing growth, the best
of available choices would be an integration of primarily guiding growth to urban centers,
secondarily to near light rail and such as true BRT, with concentrations of amenities, park, green
space, and access to true natural areas serving that density.  Overall, we need to invest a lot
more in improving quality of life for everyone (in proportion to need in order to approach equity)
and a lot less on glamorous mega‐projects primarily for serving single‐occupancy motor vehicles.
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[end] 

361  http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/15/seattle‐2035‐toward‐a‐more‐equitable‐growth‐plan‐
alternative/ 

Please look at the urbanists vision for planning urban villages. The main point is to spread the 
burden and benefits of growth throughout the city. The proposals would basically add urban 
villages into northeast Seattle, in the Wedgwood area, Madison Park, magnusen park and 
magnolia. This creates a wider spectrum of development and less pressure on affordability  
throughout the city. 

Thanks, 
Peter 

362  If Seattle wants to be a truly diverse city‐ it needs more programs that promote  housing 
OWNERship in low income and communities to color. Consider housing co‐operatives, European 
style co‐housing units (shared yard and courtyard, community space for gardening, community 
etc). Build housing that feels permanent‐ not the now typical and terrible looking "mixed use" 
buildings that do not offer out door space. Build housing the creates and fosters community 
development.  

363  Hi! Your plan totally ignore the environmental impact on canopy trees! Buildings developers and 
business that's all you dream for this city but you totally ignore Seattle as being part of 
Washington State which the Evergreen State. Look around to Seattle now and see what is left. 
You can barely see the sky ...you want to create a new Silicon Valley...Amazon ..one day can fall 
like Microsoft..people will find another place and other jobs and will leave behind a 2035 
Seattle... built from glass and metal where birds and trees will be seen maybe only in Sleepless in 
Seattle. Look around , when you try to park a car in a parking place, you feel happy you found a 
tree so it can be in a shady place. You hope to have underground parking lots but it's not the 
same cause those parking lots won't be green and won't give you so much happiness. Why do 
you think are people coming over here? Ok, jobs! But they also came over for our forests...for 
our fresh air. Ask your experts to check on the environmental impact and don't totally ignore it 
just for business's sake. Maybe it's not mature enough but try to watch Avatar ..don't get blinded 
only by business life. Look around and don't ignore all the climate change signals. Maybe a 
focusing event won't happen soon in Seattle cause it's still a virgin land for developers and that's 
why they exploit it but, when it will happen, you might be be not city councillors and won't care. 
So, you should include in your plan an Environmental Impact analysis on canopy trees. It's 
enough that many developers cut trees that needed 30‐50 years to grow.  

364  Thanks for the chance to give my opinion. I looked at the draft transportation plan as I worked 
on this survey and was disappointed to see that for West Seattle there is no plan for high 
capacity rail or streetcar. The bus technology for West Seattle needs a great deal of 
improvement to provide an acceptable level of transit service. 

365  Dear Planners, 

I would really like to see you include Central Area near Jackson & MLK in your plans for Transit ‐ 
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train, bike & getting sidewalks redone. Also, it would be great to see revamp of commercial real‐
estate in the area . Seems like an absolutely underserved area in terms of grocery stores, 
restaurants etc.   

Thank you  
Shipra 

366  It is crucial to maximize TOD and loosen regulations on new construction. 

in order to maximize social equality and mobility the city should: 
1. impose parking maximums
2. introduce variable rate congestion tolling to maximize throughput and increases transit
speed/relieability
3. prioritize the development of pedestrian and bike friendly zones (parklets, widened
sidewalks, protected bike lanes)
4. introduce tax on commercial parking to incentivize transit use.
5. establish exchange for parking permits and limit their number to increase revenue and
decrease car dependency.
6. remove height limits and investigate zone regulations similar to Vancouver, Canada which
prioritize density while maintaing sight lines and direct light.
7. allow residential buildings offer parking to the public.

the aforementioned list would maximize affordability and mobility while creating a more livable 
and socially equitable city.  If the city does not embark on an aggressive housing building 
campaign which reduces car dependency the city will become unaffordable for the average 
Seattlite.   

additionally: 
the city should consider changing the tax code from being a tax on property which deters 
investment to a tax on land which encourages development. 
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Comments Received on the Seattle Comprehensive Plan EIS via Social Media  
Note: Comments 376, 409, 424, 427, 434 and 436 are threads that include multiple 
individual comments 

# Source Comment 

367 Twitter @SeaTransitBlog @Seattle2035 Are the pop numbers updated or out of 
date PSRC ones? 

368 Twitter @SeaTransitBlog @Seattle2035 Can't get excited about that, until the 
city plans for 2015. 

369 Facebook Y'all did such a bad job on these options. 

370 Twitter .@Seattle2035 @SeaTransitBlog I noticed the @SoundTransit line 
pictured includes a Boeing Access Road station but no Graham Street 
station. 

370 Twitter @CityofSeattle @Seattle2035 Sustainable growth means taking a very 
long view. When you visit a city like Tokyo, it is clear they did that. 

372 Facebook To late. 

373 Facebook Put more crappies in the lakes 

374 Facebook Going to have to allow a lot of upzoning if you actually want to prevent 
displacement. 

375 Twitter Seattle Alt4 links equity with access to transit of all kinds. 
@seattleplancom @seattle2035 http://www.seattlemet.com/news-and-
profiles/publicola/articles/murray-versus-the-port-part-two-may-2015 
via @SeattleMet 

376.1 Facebook Don't don't DO NOT yuppify The Pike Place Market. It will not "fix" any of 
this crap, but it will ruin The Market. 

376.2 Facebook Explain what you think yuppify means, and how that might happen to 
Pike Place. 

376.3 Facebook David Whalen.. The "yuppification" of the business corridor of the 
Freemont District is a prime example of what could happen to the Pike 
Place Market. Put a Chase Bank on every corner! 

376.4 Facebook Seattle be underwater by 2035. Xo 

376.5 Facebook Chase vs. health threat Greek restaurant .... Think Fremont is better off 
with Chase imho. 

376.6 Facebook Hugo...,Hahaha! I prefer to refer to the Greek Restaurant as having "old 
world (very, very old) world charm!" 

377 Facebook If I'm thinking of the right plan, it seems to me that all the alternatives 
are the same plan. there don't seem to be any real alternatives. just 
shades of blue, and always in a very narrow range. 
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378 Twitter all of these are #doingitwrong @Seattle2035. @SeattleCouncil must 
open up the SF zones for equitable development. 
http://pic.twitter.com/dq4SZUQ1XL 

379 Twitter @Seattle2035 @SeattleCouncil obvs best way to address affordability 
issue is lock out 3/4 of the city from development. OMFG, guys. 

380 Twitter New Gehl Institute Will Bring “People-First Design".. 
http://nextcity.org/daily/entry/ne… http://pic.twitter.com/IxAtKVtBdO" 
@Seattle2035 needs #peoplefirstdesign 

381 Facebook I really do hope they are working as hard as they can to keep the culture 
alive there and keep things affordable for the people there. It's nice for 
them to say they are trying, but if the entire neighborhood is planned to 
change, a plan being given from the outside, the risk of complete 
displacement seems very high. 

382 Blog Everybody seems to want public transportation like bus, monorail, light 
rail, subway, etc.  But when it comes down to it, nobody wants to pay for 
it.   

Everybody wants their home value to increase, but nobody wants to pay 
the associated increase in taxes that results from the increase in value. 

Everybody wants their rent to be lower or at least capped, but nobody 
wants to pay higher costs in goods and services that rent control will 
bring. 

We vote in light rail, a tunnel and other public transportation, and 
immediately everyone files lawsuit because it may have a negative effect 
on them personally. 

Everybody wants, but it seems that precious few are willing to sacrifice 
any of their own comforts to get what they want.  Instead, they want 
others to do the sacrificing for them. 

It isn't up to the mayor or the city council to decide the future of Seattle; 
it's up to us, the residents and taxpayers.  But we don't seem capable of 
making that decision.  Instead we bicker, complain and bitch about how 
everyone else is ruining it for all of us.   

We whine for public transportation, but then we don't use it, preferring 
instead to drive our own cars so that we can bitch about the lack of 
parking.  Then, when we do find that rare spot to park, we complain 
about the high cost of parking. 

We whine about high rents, but then when a dearly departed aunt 
leaves us her home, we immediately charge top dollar to rent it out.  
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Suddenly, the rent isn't high enough! 

We support minimum wage hikes... unless, of course, it will mean that 
eating out is more expensive for us. 

Tired of corrupt politicians and greedy developers?  Fed up with high 
rent and higher taxes?  SIck of the lack of progress in efforts to reduce 
our carbon footprint?  Weary of the pollution, the population, the 
poverty and homelessness, and all of the other social issues that seem to 
plague Seattle?  Then how about you run for office? Or, at least vote out 
the politicians who support this stuff. 

Or how about getting involved in local government and politics yourself?  
Start a campaign.  Join a cause.  Get your voice out there and be heard. 

But for Pete's sake, stop complaining and do something! 

383 Blog While I wish I could have delivered this message personally at one of the 
Town Hall meetings last month I was otherwise engaged. Here are the 
three central choices for the direction this city will take: 

Scenario 1: 

(Continuing) Little or No Control over the housing market's ever rising 
rates 

Effects: 

Homelessness continues to skyrocket 

Property values push an increasing number of people into indentured 
servitude 

Minimum Wage increases are not only nullified, they enable higher price 
gouging on real estate leading to an accelerated increase in 
homelessness. 

Result: Seattle becomes a smaller version of the Slave-Farm known as 
New York City, where residents effectively pay $2000 a month to live in a 
cubicle. 

Conclusion: This would result in substantial increases in crime, vastly 
lower the quality of life, and likely result in a breaking point event where 
at least 1% of able minded citizens choose to fight back. (I'm not 
counting anarchists such as the May Day “rioters” as able 
minded)Scenario 2: Medium Control is put into legislation in an attempt 
to give checks and balances to the housing market's skyrocketing 
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trendsExample:The trend towards expanding Affordable Housing 
incentives continues, leading to a slightly higher percentage of all new 
housing developments built adding on a portion of their space to 
accommodate. 

Effects: 

Homelessness continues to rise, but at a slower rate 

Property values push an increasing number of people into “affordable 
housing” to give them temporary/partial shelter from rising 
ratesMinimum Wage increases effectively help people in affordable 
housing for the short term, but still push the overall market values up 
faster, causing a fractional and delayed backlash on the people who 
need it most. 

Loopholes are inevitably discovered and exploited, resulting in 
acceleration towards the extreme once more. 

Result: Same as Scenario 1, just delayed by no more than several 
yearsConclusion: This would prove a stop-gap measure, which would buy 
no more than enough time for one election cycle. 

Scenario 3: Comprehensive, Adaptive, and Unprecedented measures are 
taken to insure an end to the current dilemma 

Example: 

Market Values have soft and hard limits set, meaning that profit margins 
are given reasonable limits that still allow for rewards and growth to 
investors, but prevent gouging the market. 

Effects: 

The rising homelessness problem is halted, allowing for means of 
treatment to be effectively explored 

Property values of dilapidated or under-utilized urban lots temporarily 
drop due to decreased competition, allowing for an immediate increase 
in development as the cost of development drops. This also allows for an 
increased variety of new developments being built. 

Minimum Wage increases become effective, requiring only minor 
tweaking to bring them up to current living wage levels in the coming 
years.Loopholes are closed as they appear, preventing abuse of the 
system. 
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Conclusion: Despite the most likely fearmongering counter-argument, 
this would not limit growth and investors, it would only reduce 
competition for property, thus reducing costs for buying and building 
practically overnight, as where there is reliable population growth there 
will always be investors. 

Over-arching Conclusion: Scenario 3 is the only primary scenario which 
doesn't have an eventual high probability of violence targeting investors 
and government officials. Due to the Internet and Social Media it is 
unlikely that another Slave-Farm such as New York City could be 
established without considerable bloodshed, and even the targeting of a 
single investor could lead to a trend that would dismantle the attempt. 
Negative reinforcement aside, Scenario 3 is also the only one which is 
fair to everyone, not just the insanely wealthy, but without that fairness 
being legislated it won't exist, as it doesn't evolve naturally in the current 
economic/social paradigm. 

Personally I find elements of the local and state government to show 
great promise, the issue of Net Neutrality being one such example, and I 
sincerely hope never to find myself pitted against them, more for their 
sake than mine. That being said, there is much work that needs to be 
done to prevent this growing metropolis from being soured, but there is 
still time to make changes that would lead this city down a better 
path.Side Note:  Many other sectors such as public transportation 
appear to be trending by and large in the right direction, as public transit 
becomes more viable and less people find themselves requiring or 
indeed desiring their own personal vehicle to sit idle over 90% of the 
time. 

384 Blog More density, more retail, more public transit -- build more light rail and 
non-car travel options. Millennials are going to be the major generation 
in 2035 and we don't want more cars -- we want walkability and more 
affordable housing, so build more density. 

385 Blog traffic and housing just like everybody else has brought up. you realize 
all the artists and bands are moving out of seattle right? might not seem 
like a big deal but our status as an arts city is in jeopardy. oh well i hear 
everett has a growing music scene ;) 

386 Blog I'm so glad you asked. 

Who decided that this growth, this "increased density" was a good 
thing?  No one I know. 

This is a marketing concept foisted on us by bought-and-paid-for 
politicians pandering to out-of-state developers, while growing the cash-
cow tax base to increase government salaries while cutting public 
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benefit. Seems like "increased-density-as-public-good" was just casually 
thrown out there as if it were a self-evident Good Thing, and a lot of 
people just bought it.  

STOP TEARING DOWN THE BEAUTIFUL OLD HOMES AND BUSINESSES 
THAT GIVE OUR NEIGHBORHOODS CHARACTER!!  JUST. STOP. 

You are destroying "Seattle".  If they want to build condos, fine, but 
there are plenty of non-historic shabby buildings that could go, instead 
of perfectly sound historic craftsman homes.  I can think of a dozen or so 
prostitute and crack motels that could go.  How about redeveloping 
areas that need it, instead of invading perfectly stable and beautiful 
neighborhoods? Build the new ones where they're needed, but don't 
build them to invite more people to move here, build them for the 
people who are already here. 

You should be working hard to get our homeless and disenfranchised 
citizens rehabilitated and make the most of the WORK FORCE THAT 
SLEEPS UNDER OUR BRIDGES.   

If you want to "minimize impacts to low-income people, people of color 
and English-language learners and ensure that everyone in Seattle 
benefits", you need to beef up your public services programs instead of 
spending billions on entertainment projects. How many sports arenas do 
we need?  And a toll tunnel? Through downtown? Ridiculous. 

Want to give people a place to live? Incentivize landlords and property 
owners to stop holding out for unrealistic prices while properties go 
vacant for years, decades even.  How about increased taxes on vacant 
properties?  Make it non-feasible to let a property sit vacant. 

Stop running the city as a for-profit corporation benefitting foreign 
interests.  THIS IS OUR HOME, WE ARE THE STAKEHOLDERS. 

387 Blog With all these buildings going up, and all the money being made for real 
estate developers and owners, how are they being taxed?  How are they 
improving Seattle beyond just bringing in more people and more 
business?  Those making millions (billions?) off of the Seattle boom 
should have to pay at least the same tax rates as I do and get NO 
incentives or tax breaks.  The city should be rolling in money right now 
and that money could fix a lot of infrastructure and transportation 
issues. 

388 Blog Housing must have equal parking.  Our city is clogged with traffic. Cars 
need to be off the streets. Micro housing only lines the pockets of 
developers and it hurts our city and it's existing residents. It does 
nothing to encourage transit use. 
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389 Blog How Much is Enough?  How should Seattle grow is the wrong question.  
For the sake of the planet, and a decent life for people and other species 
that live here, open space, food, water, housing, climate change, etc., we 
must plan to stabilize our population.  We should not take unlimited 
growth as a given, it just leads to disaster.  No species can have its 
population expand forever.  We can take proactive steps to stabilize our 
population, or it will be done to us by the environment, and that will be 
ugly.  Instead of planning for growth, we should be planing for stability 
and even reduction in our population until we are providing well for the 
needs of all. 

390 Blog I'm wondering if you guys have forgotten what it was like to be here in 
the 70s and you had all your job eggs in the Boeing basket .. remember?  
This city has become a job snob and we ain't gona be growin' if we keep 
that up.  Our economy is vibrant because of diversity.  You're running 
your economy of will all your's and other's environmental Jihad. 

And we've become transportation snob (cars are evil).  you need all the 
tools in the tool box for both these issues.  Public Transportation, bikes 
and cars.  You don't really have public transportation or real hope of 
what's needed to REDUCE not eliminate cars. 

We need: 

1. Jobs

2. A BART like system + bikes+cars+transportation corridors

I suspect it's too late, because now we lack the physical space to fix our 
transportation problems and I hope I've sold my house in this before the 
tech sector takes the giant down turn its going to inevitably take. 

391 Blog Earth is our only home. Whatever we do to make it cleaner is a priority. 

Seattle must be known as a compassionate state treating it's disabled, 
elderly and poor with dignity. 

A state known to share it's bounty with all it's citizens. Malinda Lewis 

392 Blog traffic issues and housing affordability need to be addressed. 

393 Blog The listing of categories in the graph shows the continued impression 
that green space and canopy are something other than a capital 
investment and part of the infrastructure. They are utilitarian and 
essential, saving the taxpayers money in health care costs, road repair, 
sewage treatment, non-point pollution reduction, noise abatement, 
energy and more. Not quality of life, not amenity, infrastructure like 
raingardens and bios wales. 
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394 Twitter @MayorEdMurray @Seattle2035 NHL NHL NHL NHL 

395 Twitter @MayorEdMurray @Seattle2035 Like Blade Runner 

396 Twitter @MayorEdMurray @Seattle2035 about 20 pounds heavier 

397 Blog I understand that Seattle has to grow. However I am concerned about 
our streets looking like canyons with tall condominiums and apartments 
going up. We are loosing our neighborhood identities and culture. With 
all our buildings looking very corporate and generic we seem transient 
and like we could be anywhere. People care less and are less invested in 
their communities when we have nothing to identify with.  

Allison Agostinelli 

398 Blog Develop progressive and effective problem-solving policies which take 
into account the citizens of Seattle as they are, in all their variety, not as 
some sort of hypothetical beings which a limited-power city government 
might like them to be. 

399 Blog For the better growth of any country it is required to increase the 
economy rate and financial status to develop the country completely. 
One solution to increase the financial rate is to invest in share market. 
But while investing in the stock market proper consultation should be 
taken form independent equity research firms. 

400 Twitter @BruceNourish @VamonosLA @MarketUrbanism @CityhallTom's 
classist n'hood is opposite rack city needs to take. No SFD upzone in 
@Seattle2035 

401 Blog It's not just Seattle that should be thinking about and making plans for a 
very large population. The Census Bureau is predicting an additional 10m 
to 12m in CA, and 100+m for the US as a whole. They also indicated that 
most of that increase will be related to immigration. I never hear any 
politicians making any plans for such increases and how they will affect 
food, energy, housing, education, water, transportation, healthcare, etc. 
I guess they figure they will be long gone and are happy to leave these 
problems to future politicians. The politicians seem to like the "crisis" 
mentality. Don't do anything 'til it hits the fan. Unfortunately a crisis 
situation is always more difficult to solve and always more expensive to 
solve. 

I worry about the US that our kids and grand kids will have to live in 
unless we change our thinking. 

402 Blog Why is there no Parks and Open Space Element in the Comprehensive 
Plan?  Nearly all of Seattle's neigbhoring governments adopted Parks and 
Open Space Elements as far back as 1995, like Bellevue and King County. 

403 Facebook I love Sesttle, State of Washington. I love Seattle… 
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404 Facebook We must raise our voices 

405 Twitter @SeattleSPU @Seattle2035 plan four 2.5x current population: or more 

406 Twitter @SeattleSPU @Seattle2035 and upzone Wallingford to 6-8 story along 
arterial blocks 

407 Facebook Jean Darsie, should be interesting... 

408 Facebook Seattle will be underwater in 2035. Xo 

409.1 Twitter @MikeLindblom Ha-ha. @Seattle2035 DEIS mostly about car LOS & 
parking.  
Transpo 
element:http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/
web_informational/p2273584.pdf 
Appdx:http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/w
eb_informational/p2273577.pdf 

409.2 Twitter @MikeLindblom Saddest line in @Seattle2035 "The only walkshed that is 
expected to substantially change in area by 2035 is in Northgate." 

409.3 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 
#90MinuteNeighborhoods 

410 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 upzone the SF 
neighborhoods. Uff da 

411 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 Hate the "I'm fine you're 
fine we're all fine" attitude of this plan. How about saying "We have 1/2 

412 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 2/2 "the goal of 
decreasing car-use especially SOV as much as possible." Take a stand!! 

413 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 And here's an idea: if 
forecasted walksheds aren't projected to change...improve f***ing 
walksheds! 

414 Twitter @SNGreenways @MikeLindblom @Seattle2035 "Seattle has over 300 
miles of bicycle facilities" <- this needs to be seriously revised downward 

415 Facebook Well, it shouldnt grow downtown and the Amazon area without a decent 
transportation plan. One artery or so from Amazon to the 5, and really 
only three highways - you need to build outside Seattle. Ever hear of the 
Mercer mess? 

416 Facebook Langeweile pure.. jemand lust versaute Bilder zu bewerten? :3 

417 Facebook https://www.reddit.com/r/explainlikeimfive/comments/38a0yr/eli5_no
w_that_the_freedom_act_has_passed_what/ 

418 Twitter @LIHIhousing @Seattle2035 have fun! Really important to #makeroom 
for homes affordable to working families and seniors in the plan. 

419 Facebook So does plumbing. And electricity. And earthquake standards. And 
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sidewalks. There are often costs to quality of life amenities. 

420 Twitter @Seattle2035 isn't a plan for how city should grow. it's a plan to further 
enrich homeowners/landlords 
https://twitter.com/strangerslog/status/603992938478178304 

421 Twitter I hope Seattle's @Seattle2035 plans for the "missing middle" so we don't 
just have single family houses or condos 
https://twitter.com/TreeHugger/status/605787516990423040 

422 Twitter @GordonOfSeattle @Seattle2035 And we need more than just those 
“townhouses” that are really houses on stilts in a pond of parking… 

423 Twitter @SeaOfficeofArts @pa4culture @Seattle2035 We would love to read 
these results! Great question. 

424.1 Twitter @SeattleParks @SeattlePlanCom @Seattle2035 any plans to get some 
outdoor #fitness equipment installed along #belltown running paths? 

424.2 Twitter @asclepiusgal @SeattlePlanCom @Seattle2035 Currently we only have 
plans for Delridge, Hiawatha, Van Asselt centers & Powell Barnett Park 

425 Twitter Benefits of restoring ecosystem services in urban areas 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877343515000433 
@StewardshipP @ecoschemes @grist @cristina_rdr @Seattle2035 

426 Facebook I went through the whole survey to get to the comment box, and got a 
message saying it was disabled. Can you fix this? 

427.1 Twitter @cruickshank the @Seattle2035 plans are so inadequate that they 
essentially already are no growth options 

427.2 Twitter @bruteforceblog @Seattle2035 totally agree 

427.3 Twitter @cruickshank @Seattle2035 especially with nearly 80% of city closed off 
from development 

427.4 Twitter @bruteforceblog the @Seattle2035 isn't nearly ambitious enough. 
Missed opportunity, yet most common criticism is it allows too much 
growth! 

428 Twitter @AdamPaulAmrhein "Stop building empires and start building living 
communities" @Alorenzen @guardianeco @WRIClimate @ClairehBC 
@Seattle2035 

429 Twitter 40% of Seattle's carbon emissions are from our roads, but the 
@Seattle2035 does little except hope cars get cleaner 
http://pic.twitter.com/Fmk3ZWekzm 

430 Facebook Do not use the word "smellscape" again, thank you. 

431 Facebook I commented on zoning and electric transit. 

432 Facebook Agree 
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433 Twitter OTBT: One perspective on the @Seattle2035 comp plan update; social 
equity is a serious concern. 
http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/12/seattle-2035-toward-a-more-
equitable-growth-plan/ 

434.1 Twitter @UrbanistOrg @Seattle2035 Tying this into my earlier question: how 
will Seattle 2035 and HALA influence each other? Which takes 
precedence? 

434.2 Twitter @UrbanistOrg @Seattle2035 I.E what if HALA suggests widespread SF 
upzones and 2035 says "we don't have an option for that"? 

434.3 Twitter @Nick_Etheredge @Seattle2035 Depends on what HALA says, but HALA 
is likely more immediate regulatory and program actions. 

434.4 Twitter @Nick_Etheredge @Seattle2035 Could influence 2035 though. 2035 will 
direct actions and future development regulations and programs. 

434.5 Twitter @Nick_Etheredge @Seattle2035 Depends what "upzone" means. 

434.6 Twitter @Nick_Etheredge @Seattle2035 If it's literally a zoning change that is in 
conflict with FLUM designations and Comp Plan policies, that... 

434.7 Twitter @Nick_Etheredge @Seattle2035 would be found incompatible. 

435 Twitter Nothing better than good dose of @StrongTowns @clmarohn for reality 
check as we review @Seattle2035 & #MoveSeattle 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AdXh8cQZyMc&feature=youtu.be&
t=1h14m8s 

436.1 Twitter ICYMI: The Urbanist endorses a fifth alternative @Seattle2035 growth 
plan for an equitable and accessible city. 

http://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/16/support-alternative-5-for-
seattle-2035/ 

436.2 Twitter @mjgiarlo @Seattle2035 Let the city know you feel that way! 

436.3 Twitter @UrbanistOrg @Seattle2035 I will! Thank you for fleshing out a well 
considered, reasonable, and fair alternative for folks to advocate. 

436.4 Twitter On a more positive note, @UrbanistOrg is dead right about how to 
improve @Seattle2035 http://bit.ly/1J3ujyn & http://bit.ly/1J3ugTc 

437 Twitter @Seattle2035 @seattlecouncil @seattleDPD @MayorEdMurray that 
lightest shade of pink? berlin's SF zone < seattle's SFZ 
http://www.stadtentwicklung.berlin.de/planen/fnp/pix/historie/12_FNP
_2015_kl.pdf 

438 Twitter Thrilled to partner w/ @SeaArch?itecture to bring City Stories: 
@seapubschools youth 2 share ideas with @Seattle2035 
http://pic.twitter.com/cKV0WGa3s5 
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1

2 (Public Hearing opened at 6:58 p.m.)

3 MS. MUNKBERG:  I just might mention, for

4      logistical purposes, I have a list of -- not a very

5      long list -- of people who signed up to speak.  And

6      we'll get more, more of you signed up after we get

7      started, but we're going to go through this list

8      first.  And I'm going to apologize in advance if I

9      bungle your name.  We're going to start out with

10      three minutes per person, and as you hit two minutes,

11      I'll show you a yellow (indicating), and as you hit

12      three minutes, I'll show the red color.  It's not

13      intended to be rude or to cut you off, but I just

14      want to give everyone a chance to speak who wants to

15      speak.

16 So with that, I thought I would start out

17      by just calling the first three names.  And the

18      microphone is over there (indicating.)  If you -- as

19      I call your name, if you could sort of migrate in

20      that direction, that would help us.  Rich Voget,

21 V-O-G-E-T, Mary Fleck, and Cindy Barker.

22 MR. VOGET:  My name is Richard Voget.  I'm

23      a retired dentist, living in Wallingford.

24 Reducing greenhouse emissions must be a

25      core focus for growth plans, or we will not be able

1
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1 to pass a livable future climate to our children and

2 our grandchildren.  If climate change wasn't factored

3      into the 120,000 growth estimate, then you can double

4      or triple that number due to climate refugees from

5      other states.  Mayor Nichols and the City of Seattle

6      adopted a goal of achieving the Kyoto goal of

7      reducing its greenhouse gas emissions to seven

8      percent below 1990 levels by 2020.  The recently

9      released emissions inventory for 2012 found that

10      Seattle had reduced its greenhouse gas emissions by

11      only one percent from 1990 levels.  Portland

12      decreased its greenhouse gas emissions by 14 percent

13      and San Francisco by 23 percent while growing faster

14      than Seattle.  Seattle has now announced a new goal

15      of reducing emissions from automobiles and buildings

16      by 62 percent by 2030.

17 The whole focus of my talk here is to say

18      that without proper planning and followthrough,

19      Seattle will fail to meet its new goal, just as it

20      failed to meet its old goal.  So I'm asking that (1)

21      you develop a detailed plan with five-year

22      intermediate targets which will, if implemented,

23      actually achieve the goal of reducing greenhouse gas

24      emissions from transportation and buildings, (2)

25      develop implementation strategies, capital projects,

1
cont.
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1      operational programs, and city ordinances applying to

2      public and private activities that do not rely on or

3      require any action by the state legislature or

4      funding from other levels of government to achieve

5      the first five-year intermediate goal, (3) consult

6      with the Seattle School District, the Port of

7      Seattle, the University of Washington, King County,

8      and other local political entities that are not

9      subject to Seattle's legislative authority in

10      developing the plan and implementation, (4) pass

11      ordinances and include in each capital an operating

12      budget for the next five years for the necessary

13      funding to achieve implementation of the necessary

14      plans to meet the intermediate target; and, finally,

15      develop an analysis necessary to determine the extent

16      to which the 2035 plan will contribute to reduction

17      in greenhouse gas emissions.

18 Thank you.

19 MS. FLECK:  Hi.  I'm Mary Fleck from the

20      Seattle Green Spaces Coalition.

21 I found it interesting, in the Power Point,

22      to hear that we're going to need 1,400 additional

23      acres of open space.  Where is that going to come

24      from?  Right now, Seattle has about 414 acres of open

25      space that are slated to be sold over time, and where

2

1 
cont.
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1      are we going to find the new open space from, that

2      we're going to need?  And it seems to me that the

3      city has absolutely no business selling off surplus

4      property when we need it so we can breathe, so I urge

5      the Comp Plan to take a look at the surplus

6      properties.

7 One question that comes to mind is, "Where

8      is the enforcement mechanism to ensure that we are

9      going to have the open space that we are promised?"

10      When the neighborhood plans went into affect, people

11      thought we were going to have some guarantees for the

12      open space, so it seems as though we need some real

13      teeth in the plan to make sure that we get what we're

14      going to be needing.

15 I didn't hear too much about trees and

16      environmental stewardship, which is supposed to be a

17      core value.  How is that going to actually take

18      place?  Our environmentally critical areas need

19      protection.

20 Thank you.

21 MS. BARKER:  I like how she talked to you

22      guys.  Tell me when she goes red.

23 I'm following along with a lot of what Mary

24      said, and I'm not going to say this very elegantly

25      because I haven't thought it all the way out, but I

3

4

2 
cont.
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1      think our EIS is flawed.  When we did neighborhood

2      planning twenty years ago, we had growth targets that

3      were assigned, and we monitored to that, and we've

4      watched as those growth targets have been way blown

5      past or not even close to achieved.

6 I realize they've changed the terminology.

7      They're not "targets."  They're just "estimates,"

8      right?  The new winner in the race is Pike/Pine.

9      They're at 577 percent of their growth estimate.  At

10      the other end is Rainier Beach, still, 14 percent.

11      So something is wrong with the way that growth gets

12      distributed and -- while they did a fairly accurate

13      job of how much happens inside the urban villages

14      versus outside, which was the point of the Comp

15      Plan -- where our impacts are down at the local

16      level.

17 So I think that the EIS should have been

18      done at what's called the "development capacity" for

19      each urban village.  That development capacity has

20      been reported, and we know where each urban village

21      is in how much it has maximized the available land

22      that's there for development.  There are some

23      neighborhoods that are already three quarters of the

24      way through their development capacity.  So no matter

25      where you think you're going to grow, if the market

4 
cont.
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1 wants to grow in Pike/Pine, once you have gone past

2      what you estimated, there are, as she said, no teeth,

3      there's no mechanism, there's nothing that puts

4      anything in place that says, "This was what we knew

5      we needed to mitigate when we hit certain

6      thresholds."  That's what we're missing in this EIS.

7 The EIS should be done at the develop

8      capacity for each urban village.  Once we know what

9      those impacts are on the environment, then we can

10      enact the mitigation as we go along and react to

11      where growth happens, because the city has said, over

12      and over again, it cannot grow the city.  The market

13      grows the city.  They cannot do anything, and even

14      when they try incentives, it doesn't work.  So we're

15      at the mercy of what the market wants to do, so let's

16      prepare for that.  Let's do our EIS like that.

17 Uh-oh.  I'm yellow.  Okay.  And that's it.

18 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.  The

19      next -- I'm going to talk really loud.  The next

20      three names are Ubax GORE-jeez (phonetic), James

21      McIntosh, and Jody Grage.

22 MS. GARDHEERE:  Good evening.  My name is

23      Ubax Gardheere.  I am the Program Director at Puget

24      Sound Sage.  I'm also the lead organizer for South

25      CORE, South Community Organizing For Racial/Regional
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1      Equity.  It's a coalition of about eighteen

2      organizations rooted in Southeast Seattle, with a

3      mission to be an organized voice for

4      community-controlled and inspired development.  Thank

5      you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS.

6 First, the current draft only refers to

7      direct displacement.  However, studies have shown

8      that economic displacement due to increased rents is

9      occurring at a rapid rate.  Demographic changes in

10      Seattle and South King County indicate that people of

11      color have been and continue to be displaced outside

12      of the city.  The DEIS does not take into account the

13      historic inequities that led to some populations

14      being more vulnerable to displacement and more likely

15      to be excluded from high opportunity areas.  We ask

16      the City of Seattle to consider its adopted Race and

17      Social Justice Initiative as a lens through which to

18      view the current alternative, by incorporating the

19      equity analysis into the DEIS, not in an appendix or

20      an afterthought.

21 Also, the DEIS does not take into

22      consideration the direct environmental impacts of

23      displacement.  Low income households and communities

24      of color use transit more frequently and have lower

25      car ownership rates, and if displaced to the suburbs,

5

6
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1      then they'll be forced to commute more by car,

2      increasing emissions and total vehicle miles

3      traveled.

4 Although the DEIS proposes mitigation to

5      the displacement effects of the four alternatives, it

6      does not speak to timing or urgency.  We know

7      displacement is happening now, and the action by the

8      city is needed now if Seattle is to remain a place

9      for all communities.  Also troubling is that the DEIS

10      limits assessment of displacement to replacing of

11      existing housing and is silent of displacement caused

12      by just rising rents.

13 Last, the cumulative impact of increased

14      vehicles, miles traveled, and economic displacement

15      of lower income communities must be taken into

16      consideration when selecting and developing the

17      chosen alternative.

18 Thank you.

19 MR. MCINTOSH:  Hi.  My name is James

20      McIntosh.  I happen to live in Seattle's Magnolia

21      neighborhood, and I had a degree in Urban Planning a

22      long time ago, and there's stuff happening in transit

23      now that we only dreamed about in the 1970s, so that

24      part of things is really kind of neat.

25 I also happen to be a person who is

7

8

9
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1      visually impaired, so public transit is very

2      important to me, as well as open space, you know,

3      places for parks and recreation.  So in the

4      transportation I tend to favor the Alternative 3, but

5      I would highly encourage what planners are talking

6      about as the "Western Line," the Western Light Rail

7      Line, which would be light rail from West Seattle

8      through downtown and through Ballard and on, all the

9      way to Northgate.

10 Seattle is a city with old, narrow streets

11      that goes back to planning out in the 1880's, 1890's.

12      So we've got these narrow streets, so bus rapid

13      transit, you know, it's a start, but everyone kind of

14      agrees it could be better.  Like I say, there's stuff

15      in transportation we only dreamed about, but I would

16      like to see improvements in -- you know, you need

17      local service, like the old No. 15 line, which

18      stopped at all the stops, and then you also need

19      service that is truly rapid transit.

20 We need to address, also, the neighborhoods

21      with lower density, such as Carkeek Park area and

22      Magnolia and Alkai, that lost their late evening

23      service.  And there are many people that are

24      transit-dependent in those neighborhoods that no

25      longer have transit that can get there.

9 
cont.

4–396

Casey
Line



Public Meeting - May 27, 2015

Northwest Court Reporters * 206.623.6136 * Toll Free 866.780.6972

13

1 Also, when it comes to open space and

2      parks, I would like to see the addition of what's

3      called the "Fort Lawton Reserve" added to the

4      Discovery Park system.  That would be about an extra

5      21 acres of land that happens to be kind of in limbo.

6      The city is apparently leasing that land from the

7      Department of Defense.  It's just land that is just

8      open.  There's a lot of potential good uses in there.

9      It could be an area, a part of Discovery Park that

10      would be just a little more intense use, such as a

11      picnic area, or, you know, maybe a dog run.  I don't

12      personally have a dog, but I know many people in this

13      city do.  And there's an auditorium in that area that

14      could be used for events.  It's just an area that

15      really should be added to the final 640-acre system

16      that is the Discovery Park system.

17 And Discovery Park is a very large regional

18      park.  It's enjoyed by many and talked about all over

19      the United States.  And what's neat about

20      Discovery Park is that it's accessible.  You can get

21      there by bus.  You can get there -- you know, you

22      don't have to get in a car and drive to the Cascades.

23      It's got beaches, beach access, so it's just a

24      wonderful park, and it really needs to be completed

25      out with those 21 acres.  We talk about the shortage

10
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1     of acres.  Here's twenty-one.

2 Thank you, very much.

3 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

4 MS. GRAGE:  I have a couple of specific

5      points.  Alternative 4 talks about excellent bus

6      service.  I think that if that's going to work -- we

7      know that excellent bus service kind of comes and

8      goes -- if excellent bus service is going to be used

9      as a factor, then I think it needs to be on a scale

10      compared to other neighborhoods.  And that if the bus

11      service as an area, compared to other bus services

12      over time, gets below excellent, that that should

13      have some effect on what the neighborhood is required

14      or asked to do.  I think that will help a lot of

15      people who have, in the past, found that their

16      excellent bus service disappeared, and they were

17      stuck with what they had agreed to do because of

18      excellent bus service which now no longer existed.

19 The second thing that I would like to

20      suggest is that areas -- my name is Jody Grage.  I'm

21      from Ballard.  Ballard has about 300 percent of its

22      growth target so far, and I remember one time they

23      said there were 31 new dwellings in Ballard about a

24      decade and a half ago, and I said, "We've got more

25      cranes than that.  I don't know what you're counting,

11

12
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1 but, you know, you need to look at your statistics a

2 little better."  Places like Ballard, that have

3      already really exceeded their growth targets in the

4      old Comprehensive Plan need to be cut a little slack

5      on the new one.  If you're just going to take the

6      trends that have happened and expand on them, places

7      like Ballard, that have exceeded their limits, are

8      going to be really disadvantaged in the planning.

9 And my third comment is, when you prepare

10      slides, please don't use pale yellow for the

11      lettering.

12 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.  The

13      next three names are Kirk Robbins, Alrick

14      Hollingsworth, and Henok Woldu.

15 MR. ROBBINS:  I'm Kirk Robbins.  I'm also

16      from Ballard, and I've got some other specific

17      comments.

18 One is the remark that was made earlier

19      about seniors aging in place, and how that's a good

20      thing to do.  In Ballard we've had a lot of

21      displacement, and the algorithms on the Equity

22      Analysis seem to say that Ballard isn't going to --

23      really isn't at much risk of displacement.  And I

24      don't know if that's because it's already happened --

25      and, thanks, guys -- but another category for people

13
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1     at risk of displacement ought to be the low-income

2      elderly, or maybe just elderly, over 75 or so.  It's

3      hard to move when you get up to that point.  It's

4      really hard.  It's a lot more burdensome at 75 than

5      it was at 45 or 25.  And if you're -- and if you

6      really believe that aging in place is of value for

7      seniors, you ought to actually do something with it

8      and not simply call it out in the course of the

9      introduction to an EIS.

10 Related to that, the algorithms over there

11      (gesturing) on the maps are showing the adopted

12      boundaries for Alternative 4.  They ought not to do

13      that.  Alternative 4 is one of four, but in the

14      Equity Analysis, that's where the boundaries are.

15      And I live in an area that would be proposed to be

16      annexed.  It doesn't show up.

17 There was reference made to single-occupant

18      "vehicles."  I don't know if that's just an

19      eight-syllable euphemism for "car."  I'll believe

20      it's something more than an eight-syllable euphemism

21      for "car" when I see something done about carpools.

22      If -- whether pooled vehicles, carpools, are any part

23      of the city's strategy, all the carpool lanes seem to

24      be on the interstate, or bridges operated by the

25      state.  The city does almost nothing for carpools.

15

16
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1     Maybe it should.  Otherwise, you know, they can just

2 call them "cars."

3 There was a reference made to Seattle's

4      adoptive standards for congestion.  There's an old

5      slogan that says, "When all else fails, lower your

6      standards."  I'm not sure that that's the best

7      approach to congestion around here, but that does

8      seem to be the one that has been taken, and there's a

9      matter of concern about that.

10 And, finally, just to echo what Jody said,

11      we've had a lot of growth targeted.  Now it's just

12      estimated in prediction.  When -- from what I know of

13      archery, if you overshoot by three hundred feet, it's

14      as bad as undershooting.  It's wrong.  It's off.  And

15      we are suffering from all of this.  We have planned

16      transit on maps that are down -- kept down here.  We

17      don't have the actual buses, guess we're going to do

18      a little better, but most people I know live near bus

19      stops that have been closed, and there's some concern

20      that promises made by the city about where the buses

21      are going to go will not be kept by the county, who

22      is running, still, the bus system.  So --

23 The light rail trains, I think, are going

24      to remain as light rail trains.  You can't move them

25      around.  You can't build light rail stops and close

16 
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1     them with anywhere near as much frequency and

2      fluidity as you can with a bus stop.  So please take

3      all this into consideration.  The promises -- you

4      know, concurrency is a serious matter.  It's a

5      requirement of state law.  We wish that you would pay

6      attention to it.

7 Thank you.

8 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

9 MR. HOLLINGSWORTH:  So how do I start this?

10      I just say my name and where --

11 MS. MUNKBERG:  Please.

12 MR. HOLLINGSWORTH:  -- the area?

13 MS. MUNKBERG:  Just your name is good.

14 MR. HOLLINGSWORTH:  Well, my name is Alrick

15      Hollingsworth, and I basically wanted to talk about

16      how they want growth in the community.  Well, you

17      should -- I say that you should start with the youth

18      in the community, and let the youth know, like, the

19      good and the bad things that should happen in the

20      community.

21 Such as if a child goes to Juvenile, they

22      should get help out the juvenile system instead of

23      just putting them in the system and leaving them in

24      there, having their fingerprint in the system, such

25      things as that.  I think that there should be

17
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1 educational lessons from that, and they should move

2 on from there, from the system, and get jobs with the

3      system, and work with the system so they can

4      understand that the street life or lifestyles of the

5      lower, impoverished community is not a good life to

6      live, and there's other lifestyles outside of that.

7      And you can do better for your community, such as

8      come up here, speak, and actually take actions in

9      your community and do things for your community to

10      better that.

11 And I feel that if you let the youth know

12      that there's other things that you -- we would have a

13      better change in 2035 because the upcoming growth is

14      the youth.  So if you let the youth know what should

15      happen, and what will go down, and then we would have

16      a better year.  Overall, the -- that's what I have to

17      say.  Just let the youth know, and just make sure the

18      youth are a part of these things.  Make sure you guys

19      have internships, make sure, like, there are mentors,

20      and I just want the youth to be more a part of this.

21 I see a lot of elderly people.  There's a

22      lot of elderly people that do a lot of things for the

23      community, but there's youth out here that know and

24      have things that they can offer that can make us do

25      better.

17 
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1 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

2 MR. WOLDU:  Hi.  I'm Henok Woldu.

3      Actually, my name's like the word "hen" and "knock"

4      combined, so in this case, you guys, you know, that

5      might help us out.

6 So I have an idea where -- I don't know --

7      if you want to help the community, I think, or be a

8      part of the community, I think if you're able to

9      afford to live in the community, that would be

10      really, you know, beneficial for the community.  I

11      think rent's, like, insanely high right now, and I

12      think right now, I mean, if you compare, like, ten

13      years ago to now, I think it's kind of outrageous.

14      Or, at least, that's something I hear a lot,

15      especially I read a lot, in a lot of newspapers.

16 But the other thing I kind of want to see

17      is that it creates, like, just gentrification, which,

18      I don't think it just creates this effect of

19      gentrification, but also it creates more things out

20      of that, where, like, it kind of affects everyone,

21      where, now college students, you know, want to live

22      out and move out, but, I mean, they can't, really,

23      because rent at the U.W. is, like, $1,200.  So, I

24      mean, it's like you can't really afford it.

25 Also, I mean, creating rent this high kind

18
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1 of makes it impossible to really get a place,

2 especially if you -- especially if you're homeless.

3      Like, if you're homeless, and you try and find a

4      place, I mean, homeless rates have been increasing,

5      like, for the past ten years, and I think that's

6      just, like, awful, especially since most of these

7      homeless people are youth.  So, I mean, showing the

8      effects of it, and how the -- how rent can actually

9      affect a lot of things, I think that's something that

10      should be really regulated, and there should be a

11      limit on how much rent should be.

12 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.  The

13      next three names are Kevin Volkmann, Irene Wall, and

14      Rico -- I can't quite read the last name.  I think it

15      starts with a "Q."

16 MR. QUIRINDONGO:  "Quirindongo."

17 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Sorry.

18 MR. VOLKMANN:  I'm Kevin Volkmann.  I have

19      three points that I'd like to cover, three

20      suggestions.

21 One is to have more resources for planning.

22      We should have a sensitivity analysis that would

23      allow for higher numbers in planning, in case we do

24      have twice or three times as many people in the city

25      coming in, and affordability is becoming more of an

19
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1     issue, so we want to -- we want to have planning that

2      will take that into consideration.

3 The second point is that we should have

4      less dependence on transit.  The transit system is

5      pretty -- pretty well loaded now, and it would

6      make -- it might make more sense to have greater

7      density of residences near workplaces in the

8      planning.  Utility plans should also plan for very

9      high density if we're going to go with that type of a

10      plan.

11 And then the final point is more focus on

12      open space.  We want to have a very high quality

13      environmental and urban planning effort with respect

14      to having quality open space.

15 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

16 MS. WALL:  Irene Wall, Seattle native.

17      Phinney Ridge resident.  I'm only about a third of

18      the way through the Draft EIS, so I'm not going to

19      make all my comments tonight, but I will submit them

20     in writing.  But I have to tell you that my first

21      impression is one of kind of a surreality.

22 For those of us who've been watching

23      Seattle grow over the last decade, to read in the

24      summary that there are no unmitigable impacts to any

25      environmental, you know, event that could occur as a

20
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1     result of adding 120,000 more people to the city,

2      that is an enormous change, and it's a little hard to

3      get your mind wrapped around the fact that

4      everything's hunky-dory, and that our existing

5      regulations can cover it, all the mitigation as far

6      as height, bulk, scale, and land use can be handled

7      with design review and other land use regulations,

8      when, in fact, there's been battle after battle in

9      Seattle in the last decade over just those problems,

10      and the regulations have not helped.  You know,

11      they've taken -- we've taken a lot of effort of

12      citizen panels to try and spend months hammering out

13      solutions to those problems, many of which are not

14      yet resolved.  So my set -- I have to also agree with

15      other speakers, that we do need a more fine-grained

16      look at the environmental impacts on the neighborhood

17      level.

18 Talking about things like vehicle miles

19      traveled per capita seems a bit curious.  No one

20      experiences that on the roads when they drive.  They

21      experience congestion for themselves or their

22      families in their vehicles, their neighbors, so this

23      notion of spreading it across a population is a

24      little odd.  No one experiences traffic problems that

25      way, so somehow it needs to be analyzed differently.

23
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1 And that brings me to the final point,

2      about we need a better explanation of what the level

3      of service and the screen line methodology means to

4      people, because those of us know that crossing from

5      east to west in this town is pretty tough.  So if

6      you're trying to get away from Aurora or Highway 99

7      or I-5 because it's completely congested, and you're

8      aiming for some other north-south corridor, some

9      other mystical north-south corridor, how do you get

10      there if you live north of 80th, you know?

11 There's just some -- there's a little

12      unreality going on here.  Thank you.

13 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

14 MR. QUIRINDONGO:  Sorry.  I'm slow.  My

15      name's Rico Quirindongo.  I'm with DLR Group, here,

16      in Seattle.  A born and raised Seattlite, I'm also

17      the Chair for the Pike Place Preservation and

18      Development Authority Market Front Project Committee.

19      Very long.  It's a really exciting project.  I'm very

20      happy to be involved, and I think -- I think it's an

21      example of how the city is supporting great work in

22      development, and I think it should be an example for

23      how we move forward, and I hope that it also somehow

24      informs this EIS process.

25 So the ten-year plan to end homelessness

24
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1 didn't quite end homelessness, so there's a lot of

2      work to do there.  Access to public services and

3      equitable housing, we're -- hopefully a part of this

4      EIS, what we look at is how we do not become

5      San Francisco, how we ensure -- thank you -- how we

6      ensure that there is affordable housing, workforce

7      housing in downtown, in our neighborhoods, on the

8      waterfront.

9 You know, when there was a presentation of

10      the Seattle Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment

11      Project, it was clearly stated that it did not

12      include a review of land use code because it was a

13      hard metric to measure.  That's fine.  However, what

14      we do know is that land use code drives development

15      in this city, and so when we look at this EIS, what I

16      hope is that we do evaluate that, and that we do

17      concretize in the land use -- I think that's a

18      word -- in the land use code some things that really

19      do have a positive effect on our neighborhoods.

20 Downtown, the core, the waterfront, it's a

21      very important piece of the puzzle of our community.

22      As we look at the Corner Plan, I hope that we look

23      beyond the creation of a park, the creation of a

24      boulevard.  It's not just a transportation hub.  It's

25      a community.  It's a community of residents, it's a

27
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1     community of business owners, and I think that the

2      opportunity for the city is the creation of an

3      overlay district -- I think there's some interest in

4      that -- that could catalyze interested parties, both

5      not-for-profits, developers, residents that live

6      there currently, regardless of their income range, to

7      get their head around how do they actually take part

8      in transformation of the core and the neighborhood

9      and a sense of place-making along the waterfront,

10      along Alaska, and along Western.

11 We need to -- we need to take a hard look

12      at social equity.  We need to take a hard look at

13      cultural value, the history along the Duwamish and

14      the Native American culture that really has very

15      little presence on the waterfront presently.  I would

16      also suggest that as -- if that overlay district

17      could inform how developers do invest, and that they

18      are part of the solution, the not-for-profit

19      methodology -- HUD, resources for providing

20      affordable housing units -- isn't going to be enough.

21      Developers actually can be a part of that solution if

22      five percent of affordable housing units was a

23      requirement for development in the core, for

24      development along the waterfront.  That was a

25      requirement within the overlay district.  That would

28 
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1 be really a great part of being part of the solution,

2      that would also help developers' bottom line because

3      it would give them the affordable tax credits that

4      would help their performance.

5 Little details, but all part of the work.

6      Thank you.

7 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.  The

8      next three names are Eden Mach, Steve Zemke, and

9      David Sauvion.

10 MS. MACH:  Hi.  I'm Eden Mach.  I'm with

11      the Seattle Council PTSA.  We're the council that

12      supports the 82 PTA's in the Seattle Public Schools,

13      and my comments on the EIS are related to the

14      planning around school facilities.

15 School buildings are a basic provision of

16      education -- it's one of the major parts of the

17      public service piece -- and as we all know, Seattle

18      is growing in leaps and bounds.  It's the fastest

19      growing city in the nation.  And I really appreciate

20      the Deputy Mayor's words about -- that this is all

21      about who lives here, and who is coming, and how are

22      we growing.

23 I also wanted to tack onto the previous

24      speaker, who talked about us as a community.  Our

25      schools are a part of the community, and we are

29

28 
cont.

4–411

Casey
Line

Casey
Line



Public Meeting - May 27, 2015

Northwest Court Reporters * 206.623.6136 * Toll Free 866.780.6972

28

1     growing incredibly fast.  Just as the city's growing,

2      so are our public schools, and I think a lot of

3      people don't realize how fast it's happening, and how

4      rapidly, that we're not keeping up.  Just in the past

5      seven years, we've added 7,000 students.  That's a

6      whole other district for the rest of the state.  And

7      so by 2010 we closed twelve school buildings, but by

8      2014 and 2015, we basically opened twenty-two.  We

9      are growing at an incredibly fast rate, and we need

10      buildings.  Currently, we have 6,000 students in

11      portable classrooms.  It would be great if those kids

12      could actually be in real classrooms and have

13      sufficient playground space.

14 And so my concerns and our organization's

15      concern around the -- well, we haven't officially

16      stated this, but we do have our No. 1 issue, which is

17      fully funding education, and our No. 2 issue is

18      planning for school buildings.  So the concern is

19      that the District's Facilities Master Plan that is

20      cited in this (indicating) is already outdated,

21      substantially, even though it's a few years old, and

22      that I would encourage that we need to have a more

23      accurate, updated picture of what is, and so that we

24      can look towards the future and actually more

25      accurately look at what we need for school buildings,
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1 because also by 2017, just two years away, we're

2      supposed to have a K-3 class size reduction of

3      seventeen, and this is already state law -- it's

4      Basic Ed -- and in Seattle that means we need another

5      twenty buildings.  I just want to mic drop that one

6      (gesturing.)  Twenty buildings is a lot, and it's not

7      in the plan.  It's not in the Comp Plan.  The

8      District's not really planning for it either, because

9      will it happen?  I don't know.  But it's what's

10      supposed to be happening.  So this is another element

11      that I think needs to be incorporated.

12 And I also think that one of the concepts,

13      that the growth is only happening in the urban

14      centers, needs another look-see, because, in fact,

15      what is happening is that we've had 1,300 more kids

16      north of downtown and West Seattle this year than

17      they expected two years ago in their planning.

18      That's about four buildings full of kids in two

19      years.  So we actually are seeing monstrous kid

20      growth in our neighborhoods and in the single-family

21      homes, because those are being recycled into family

22      homes again.  So I think this is another thing that

23      I'd love to see rethought through.

24 And then, lastly, the King County Growth

25      Management Planning Council, who oversees the whole
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1     Comp Plan, also recently required that the City and

2      the District cooperatively plan together on school

3      facilities.  This is a relatively new thing -- it's a

4      few weeks old -- but I think that that actually needs

5      to be written into the plan, as to how the City and

6      the District are going to plan for the growth we're

7      experiencing.

8 Thank you.

9 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

10 MR. ZEMKE:  My name is Steve Zemke.  I'm a

11      member of the Seattle Urban Forestry Commission, but

12      I'm not speaking for them tonight.  It's just for

13      identification purposes.  I'm also the Chair of

14      Friends of Seattle's Urban Forest.

15 And, frankly, I'm very disappointed in an

16      Environmental Impact Statement, that, as far as I

17      could see, has the equivalent of one page dealing

18      with urban forestry issues.  And when you look at

19      what they say about it, there's a lot of, just,

20      things left out and errors.

21 For instance, they note that they don't

22      know if the trees have an impact on people's health,

23      and that was -- has been coming into the forefront a

24      lot more recently, with what happened with the

25      Emerald Ash Borer back east.  They found
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1 statistically significant deaths as a result of

2      asthma, heart attacks, etcetera, from people where

3      the Emerald Ash went and wiped out large areas of

4      canopy in the eastern cities.

5 Also not mentioned is the impact of

6      reducing urban runoff.  If you remove the trees,

7      you're going to have to put in more infrastructure to

8      replace that loss.  I see a lot of what's mentioned

9      here is wishful sort of thinking.  It says, "Oh, we

10      have an ordinance that will take care of this.  We

11      have an Urban Forest Stewardship Plan that's going to

12      take care of it."  Now, the Urban Forest Stewardship

13      Plan is a direction to go.  It doesn't say how you're

14      going to take care of it.

15 DPD is one of the entities that's

16      responsible for the problems that we have because

17      most of the loss you have in trees in the city --

18      besides when people move and remove trees when

19      they move, and new properties -- is during

20      development.  DPD acknowledges that there's a

21      significant loss during development, but the Urban

22      Forestry Commission has asked them to prepare a

23      canopy loss -- a canopy impact analysis of their

24      development; in other words, something that we, on

25      the Urban Forestry Commission, for instance, could

33

32 
cont.

4–415

Casey
Line

Casey
Line



Public Meeting - May 27, 2015

Northwest Court Reporters * 206.623.6136 * Toll Free 866.780.6972

32

1      use to help assess whether we're gaining or losing

2      canopy.  But that's something they chose to not even

3      respond to our letter and request that they do this;

4      in other words, what trees are on a property, how

5      many they're removing.

6 And there isn't, now, a requirement for

7      replacement of trees.  We are way far behind other

8      cities in the region.  Portland, Oregon, for

9      instance, requires if you remove a tree over twenty

10      inches, you have to replace that tree inch for inch.

11      They require replacement of trees eight inches and

12      larger.  We don't have any such requirement in terms

13      of what Seattle does.  The best we come is our SDOT,

14      which has a requirement for tree permits.  If --

15      those yellow tags you see around trees, they give

16      notice, and they require -- and they do have

17      replacement for a tree removed.  But private property

18      development, no, we don't require that.

19 What we really need -- and this isn't at

20      all discussed here -- is the cost of this whole

21      thing, of replacing the urban canopy that gets lost,

22      because this increased growth puts much more demand

23      on trying to get to the canopy to 30 percent by 2037.

24      Obviously, if it's being removed by development, and

25      you're trying to replace at the same time, an
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1     analysis I did, looking at Portland's analysis for

2    trees, was saying that just without looking at

3      development impacts, if we wanted to increase the

4      trees to the 30 percent by 2037, we need to be

5      planting about 12,000 or more trees a year.  Right

6      now we're only planting the equivalent of about

7      2,000.

8 So I see a lot of problems with this

9      particular analysis, things not in it.  We'll

10      provide -- I'll provide more detail to you, but I

11      think for an Environmental Impact Statement to have

12      one page, and then not even give basic information of

13      what trees do, and that this -- and saying, "It's all

14      taken care of, don't worry about those trees that are

15      going down," it's very wrong.

16 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

17 MR. SAMION:  Good evening.  My name is

18      David Sauvion, and I'm a Rainier Beach resident.  I'm

19      also an architect and a Community Representative for

20      the Southeast Design Review Board, and I get to see

21      firsthand what displacement does to this city.

22 I mean, we see project after project

23      migrate to apartment buildings.  The problem is the

24      city, at least the zoning, is not, you know, equipped

25      to address displacement.  The Comp Plan might be that
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1      chance to do something about it, because as much as

2      we welcome development, even Rainier Beach -- even

3      though there is nothing happening now, I think we

4      have that opportunity, probably, you know, a blessing

5      and a curse that it hasn't happened in Rainier Beach

6      yet, like it has happened in other parts of the

7      city -- but at the same time, if the development

8      is -- if there is to be, it has to be done right, and

9      it has to be done in a way that, you know, provides

10      opportunities for the residents.

11 And when we talk about opportunities, I'd

12      be curious to know what kind of jobs we're looking

13      at, you know, those 115,000 jobs.  What are they

14      going to be?  Because those will have an impact on

15      the environment as well.  Any kind of job doesn't,

16      obviously, require the same amount of energy and

17      displacement -- well, vehicle displacement.

18 So I would urge the City of Seattle to

19      include the equity analysis into the Draft EIS and

20      EIS and really look at this seriously.

21 Thank you.

22 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Okay.  The next

23      three names, the first one I know I'm going

24      mispronounce:  Yemane geh-BREM-I-cull (phonetic),

25      Phillip Van Volkenberg, and Donna Hartmann-Miller.
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1 MR. GEBREMICAEL:  Thank you, Ma'am.

2 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.

3 MR. GEBREMICAEL:  My name is Yemane

4      Gebrmicael, and I am representing organizations of

5      immigrant and refugee Africans in the City of

6      Seattle.

7 I am here, first of all, to very strongly

8      support the very important comments made by Ubax of

9      Puget Sound Sage.  Every aspect of the

10      deliberation -- of their deliberation is their

11      representation of the position of a wide, wide range

12      nonprofits and community organizations and their

13      coalitions.  I stand here to entreat that the City

14      Council and the Department take their recommendation

15      very seriously.

16 I would like to add a footnote to all that

17      has been said by bringing to attention -- attention

18      to the glaring fact that so far, while a lot has been

19      spoken about physical, and to some extent, financial

20      implications of gentrification, very little or no

21      mention has been made of the social, cultural,

22      political ramifications and their impact on the lives

23      of those displaced, and to the few who may remain

24      behind to suffer social, cultural, and political

25      isolation and to become practically worthless
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1      minorities in the City of Seattle.  Gentrification,

2      aside from creating forced, unwanted dislocation,

3      dismantles social capital and social and cultural

4      safety nets.  It disenfranchises political strength

5      by fragmenting collective political discourse,

6      political conviction, political expression, and

7      political decision.  It is tied around the

8      disempowerment that was typical of colonial scheming.

9 I stand here to vehemently request that you

10      turn attention and corrective measures reconsidered

11      to combat the overt social, cultural, political

12      ramifications of gentrification that comes under the

13      pretext of development.  Thank you.

14 I would like to add a few words to support

15      the gentleman (gesturing) who spoke about trees.  I

16      come from Ethiopia, where we suffered a lot of land

17      degradation because we cut our trees.  It was

18      American (inaudible), American experts who helped us

19      to review our ways and to do a massive reforestation.

20      It's very important.  Land degradation brings about

21      landslides like the one we saw in Oso, this city

22      where people died, so we have to be very, very

23      concerned about trees.

24 Thank you.  Thank you very much.

25 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Phillip Van
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1      Volkenberg.  Not here?  How about Donna

2      Hartmann-Miller?

3 MS. HARTMANN-MILLER:  Hi.  I'm Donna

4      Hartmann-Miller.

5 I want to agree with Steve Zemke.  One of

6      the things that really surprised me in this version

7      of the EIS was how little there was about tree canopy

8      in there.  I was shocked and surprised and appalled

9      by that.  I had attended several of the 2035 meetings

10      that have taken place over the last -- I don't

11      know -- nine months to a year, and at every single

12      one of those meetings, tree canopy was discussed, and

13      so I was very, very surprised to see it was so

14      limited in what was discussed in this (indicating.)

15      Okay.  My little notes aren't working here.

16 One other thing I wanted to say is I think

17      we need to start viewing trees differently in the

18      City of Seattle -- quite honestly, in the country.

19      But trees, tree canopy is part of our infrastructure.

20      It is a multi-tasker in a way that no other part of

21      our infrastructure is.  It deals with mental health.

22      It deals with physical health.  It deals with

23      environmental issues.  It helps keep our groundwater

24      clean for health issues.  It provides wildlife so

25      that we can keep rodent populations down.  It keeps
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1      water out of our drainage system, which is way

2      overwhelmed.  It's a positive, positive, positive,

3      and it provides more than just, you know, these

4      pretty leaves that are on the trees that we can take

5      a look at.

6 Specific things:  Noise pollution.  I

7      forgot about noise pollution.  Air pollution.  I

8      mean, it does everything, and we have to stop

9      thinking of them as pretty things.  It's something

10      that supports our system.  It's something that

11      supports our city and our quality of life.  Specific

12      tree canopy issues that really ought to be included

13      in this, and I really pray that it's included in the

14      next version of this, is:  We need to improve the

15      health of our current canopy.  Any project that

16      threatens the health of our current canopy is a bad

17      project and needs to be reviewed.  We need to look at

18      that.  We need to increase the canopy itself.  That's

19      something that's been discussed time and time again.

20 But I also think we ought to -- need to

21      look at, "Where is the best placement of our canopy?"

22      There was some conversation in the slides about air

23      pollution and noise pollution, and there have been

24      studies, when you place the trees close to the

25      roadways, where all the air pollution and the noise
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1 pollution is coming from, it really helps in cutting

2   down the benefit.  Where is the biggest bang that we

3      can get for our buck in this placement?  Where do we

4      need it the most?  Next to I-5 might be a really good

5      idea, to help cut down on that.

6 And then the last thing is:  What kind of

7      trees make up our canopy?  Conifers, conifers,

8      conifers, conifers, conifers.  Deciduous trees don't

9      have their leaves on them most of the year.  They

10      don't provide the same sort of infrastructure support

11      that it does, but conifers do.  Conifers are a huge

12      positive for the city, and they need to be given more

13      credit than deciduous.  Or deciduous needs to be

14      given less credit than a conifer.  So I'm really

15      hoping the next version of the EIS, that tree canopy

16      is paid attention to.

17 And, just a second, Cindy Barker, I think

18      that her comments were thoughtful, and that if we

19      take these into consideration, we're going to make

20      this a stronger document for the future of our City.

21 Ta-Da.  That's it.  Thank you.

22 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.  I'm

23      just going to try one more time.  Phillip Van

24      Volkenberg?  Not here.  That is everybody who I have

25      on the sign-up list.  Is there anyone here who didn't
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1      sign up who would like to speak?  Come on up.  If you

2      are planning to speak, and you didn't sign up, if you

3      could state your name clearly and spell it for our

4      court reporter, that would be helpful.

5 MR. CHEMNICK:  Hi.  My name is Bill

6      Chemnick.  Last name is C-H-E-M-N-I-C-K.  Thanks.

7 $4,225.00 a month.  That's $50,700.00 a

8      year, the new medium price for rent in San Francisco.

9      Why is this relevant?  This is relevant because a new

10      Redfin study shows that one in twenty people

11      searching for housing in the Silicon Valley are now

12      searching for housing in Seattle on Redfin, growth

13      four times as high as it was just a few years ago.

14      People in Silicon Valley are scratching their heads

15      and wondering, "Is it really worth the pay cut to

16      stay in California?"

17 We had 15,000 people move here last year.

18      That means we have 105,000 to meet that 120,000.  I

19      think the growth is happening.  I think it may be a

20      little rosier and more conservative than what the

21      growth will actually be, and with that growth may

22      come displacement, and it may become a serious issue

23      in terms of affordability in a place that we thought

24      was far enough away from Silicon Valley for us not to

25      really have to worry quite so much about it.
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1 One thing that I was interested in with the

2      EIS is there were two different options, and I was

3      wondering whether or not there have been any serious

4      looks at maybe a hybrid of the options, that really

5      look into -- take into consideration the issues with

6      the displacement and the issues with long term

7      affordability.  And the options that I was interested

8      in was No. 2, which concentrated everything in the

9      city center, and Option 3, which also allowed for

10      growth along the light rail lines.

11 Now, the issue with Option 1, or the issue

12      with Option 2 was -- or Option 3 was the displacement

13      issue, and that is a serious issue.  But it's also a

14      more affordable place for a lot of people to grow.

15      And one thing I'm wondering about is, is there a way

16      that you could actually increase growth in specific

17      transit-friendly areas under the condition that it

18      does not displace people in the community, that it

19      creates longterm, affordable rents for people in the

20      area so that we don't have what's happening in

21      Oakland, we don't have what's happening in San Jose?

22      That we actually say, "Look, if you want to grow

23      here, if you want to do this, you're actually

24      creating something for the community that's going to

25      create longterm, sustainable, affordable rents," but
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1      also acknowledging that we also need to build up in

2      the center, because that is where a lot of our tech

3      businesses are, that's where a lot of the people that

4      are moving here are going to be wanting to be

5      concentrated.

6 And so I don't know if you've considered

7      whether you have to do an all-or-nothing two or

8      three, but if there is a way to create more

9      affordable housing without -- with consciously not

10      displacing people, that seems like a possible

11      solution.

12 Thanks.

13 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Anyone else

14      who's interested in speaking?

15 MR. WINN:  Hello.  My name is George Winn,

16 G-E-O-R-G-E, W-I-N-N.  I'm a student at the

17      University of Washington.  I'm involved in

18      Beacon Hill as part of the Beacon Hill Food Forest,

19      and then I'm passionately involved in First Hill,

20      working to create public space and public greenways.

21 I want to speak to the students of the

22      city.  There's roughly 100,000 students in this city,

23      which currently compromises about ten percent of the

24      population.  They are being priced out of their homes

25      and their apartments, and I hope that they are --
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1 both feedback and their pocketbooks are considered

2      when this Environmental Impact Statement is written

3      and 2035 is written.  I organized about ten students

4      from my school to come here tonight.

5 And I also am extremely supportive of

6      evergreen coniferous trees in our cities'

7      neighborhoods and along transportation hubs.  I also

8      think that some of those trees should be and allowed

9      to be edible trees, so that people who do not have

10      access to healthy green food at Whole Foods can get

11      some of those foods that they so desperately need.

12 Thank you.

13 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Anyone else?

14      Come on up.

15 MR. MACLEAN:  My name is Andy Maclean,

16 M-A-C-L-E-A-N.  I work for the Sustainable Seattle.

17 So my comment is:  Actually, I moved here

18      from London about nine months ago, and I can tell you

19      that the rent prices will continue to go up.  So, I

20      mean, it certainly does need to be addressed in the

21      Comprehensive Plan, but I think Seattle residents

22      need to do something about it now, because

23      San Francisco is not nearly as bad as London.  I can

24      tell you, it will get worse.

25 The other comment I really had was in terms
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1      of the predictions by the Climate Impacts Group at

2      U.W.  One of the biggest impacts for Seattle and for

3      the region is going to be increased precipitation

4      kind of events and cloudbursts.  Now, Copenhagen, the

5      Danes have looked at this, and they're actually now

6      seeing -- and this is partly -- they're actually

7      planning some of their parks could be flooded parts

8      of the year.

9 Now, with this, and with so many of these

10      issues, including equity, including rent controls,

11      including tree forest canopy -- and here this partly

12      could be dealt with with very good green

13      infrastructure planning, and the city is doing a lot

14      already -- but I think that beyond this, this

15      comprehensive plan is also something that can create

16      jobs here.  And Seattle is -- Seattle, at the moment,

17      it's a -- it's definitely -- it's an international

18      hub for tech, it's an international hub for public

19      health.  I think it has aims to become an

20      international hub for the environment and

21      environmental management, city environmental

22      management.  It's not quite there yet, but you could.

23 Now, in New York they're currently talking

24      about "Copenhagenizing" some streets.  In terms of,

25      "Why can't it be "Seattle-izing," if you get this
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1 Comprehensive Plan, you could be really pushing --

2      push the vote forward because the rest of the country

3      will eventually follow you, and it's the worth

4      spending the money on this now because you will

5      create jobs in the long term, and the international

6      community will notice.

7 MS. MUNKBERG:  Any other speakers?  All

8      right.

9 MR. STEVENS:  My name is Don Stevens.  I

10      was born in Seattle when F.D.R. was president.  I

11      grew up in South Dakota and moved back to Seattle

12      thirty years ago and went back to South Dakota now

13      because I can't afford to live here.  I tell people,

14      "Don't knock California because you live in Northern

15      California.  California end a hundred miles north of

16      Vancouver, B.C."

17 Market forces that are driving prices up in

18      Seattle are inexorable and enormous, and the easiest

19      way to stop that is to get stupid people and

20      criminals to move to Seattle.  But -- so it's --

21      yeah.  The challenges that a longterm plan for

22      Seattle faces are enormous, absolutely enormous, and

23      I guess everybody, especially the gentleman from

24      London, touched on that.

25 In practical things, I am for high density,
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1      and I am for using natural gas in the bus system.

2      That's something that could be done, and it would be

3      cheaper and cleaner.  You look at the world price in

4      natural gas, it's much lower in North America than

5      the rest of the world.  Thank you.  And you have an

6      enormous challenge before you, I'll tell you.  And

7      you do, too (gesturing.)

8 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.

9      Anybody else like to speak?  I saw a hand.

10 MR. SCHMAUTZ:  So my name is Ryan Schmautz,

11      and I'm from the University of Washington Bothell

12      Branch.  I don't think I see any of my friends here

13      tonight, but it's why I'm here.

14 So we've heard a lot about, like,

15      affordable housing and that sort of thing, and it is

16      an extremely important issue, I think as a lot of

17      people have pointed out.  But one thing I didn't hear

18      much mention on is the emphasis on families.  We want

19      to talk about a twenty-year plan and talk about sort

20      of the development of the City's future.  What about

21      families living within these urban centers?  We want

22      to talk about increasing density in constructive and

23      productive ways, but what about the development of

24      good environments so that people can actually live

25      here and don't have to go escape to the suburbs as
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1 they've been for the past couple decades?

2 We can see that there's different ways to

3      organize this that are really, really productive and

4      effective, particularly -- I've heard some mention

5      already of, like, Portland, and, of course, New York

6      is, like, one of the -- it's an extremely dense city,

7      but it's the greenest city, actually, in the entire

8      United States.  So there's things that -- you know,

9      different cities out there already that are -- that

10      have already embarked on the paths that we could sort

11      of look at, and I'm curious as to whether or not

12      there have been any sort of partnerings between

13      ourselves and Portland or New York as to developing

14      the sorts of programs that would be most productive

15      for ourselves at this stage.  You know, we don't have

16      to go it alone, and we can look at what works best in

17      areas that are perhaps most similar to the vision

18      that we might want to look at.

19 And a huge part of making, I guess, a good

20      space for the development of families would be -- you

21      know, other people talked about it -- are trees, the

22      development of, you know, green spaces within the

23      city.  This is extremely important because it

24      actually entices people away from the suburbs, which

25      is something that I think is really, really important
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1      for any sort of city development.  And, of course, I

2      believe it was Mr. Winn that talked about the Food

3      Forest and stuff like that.  I actually work at a

4      community garden.  I think that's an absolutely

5      terrific idea, and I know a lot of U.W. student are

6      very, very strongly supportive of that.  And it

7      also -- well, that's a huge community building tool

8      as well.  If we want to see greener cities and more

9      interactive people within our cities, I think that's

10      the best way to go.

11 So that's my piece.  Thank you.

12 MS. MUNKBERG:  Excuse me, sir.  Excuse me,

13      sir.  Could you spell your name, please?  Sorry.

14 MR. SCHMAUTZ:  Oh, yeah.  The last name is

15 S-C-H-M-A-U-T-Z.  It's German.

16 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  Any other

17      comment?  Anybody else?  I knew there would be

18      someone.  Thank you.

19 MS. STEVENS:  My name is Odessa Stevens.

20      That's O-D-E-S-S-A.

21 You just heard my father speak.  I'm not

22      quite as funny as he is -- sorry -- but I just wanted

23      to speak on behalf of my mother.  She's not here now,

24      but my mother is just reaching her Social Security

25      age, and, you know, I'm only 25, but I kind of worry
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1 about her losing her house because of the price of

2      her house increasing to points where she can't afford

3      it anymore.  And, you know, my father has already had

4      to move to South Dakota, and it would be a shame if

5      my mom had to move back to South Korea.

6 One thing that I would like to see maybe at

7      least considered is kind of maybe not just the focal

8      point on Seattle, but maybe outside cities as well.

9      For instance, maybe we can talk with Everett about,

10      you know, bringing -- maybe if Expedia wanted to move

11      a certain place there, then it might actually take

12      the focal point not just from Seattle, but also

13      outside.  I mean, Seattle's great, but so is Everett.

14      There are other places, so --

15 Anyway, thank you.

16 MS. MUNKBERG:  Thank you.  All right.

17      Anyone else that would like to speak?  You're welcome

18      to talk right now.

19 Okay.  Well, thank you all, very much.  I

20      just want to remind you that the comment period runs

21      through June 17th.  I really want to encourage you.

22      We heard some great comments tonight.  We'd love to

23      hear more.  You can e-mail your comments directly to

24      2035@seattle.gov, or go to the website,

25      2035.seattle.gov, and put your comments in there, or
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1      pick up a -- pick up a form here and just mail it in.

2 I really want to encourage your comments.

3      If anybody is watching, streaming at home, we want to

4      specifically encourage your comments.  We'd love to

5      hear from the folks that were watching this on TV

6      tonight.

7 Thank you, very much.  Good night.

8 (Public hearing concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
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4.3	 Responses
Section 4.3 contains all responses to comments contained in Section 4.1 and 4.2. Responses 
to the non-public hearing comments are found in Section 4.3.1. In addition, because many 
of the comments touched on common issues and themes, responses to frequently raised 
issues are provided in Section 4.3.2. Responses to public hearing comments can be found in 
Section 4.3.3.

Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a response that indi-
cates the comment is noted. Comments that address substantive EIS issues are responded 
to with an explanation of the issue, a correction or other applicable reply.

4.3.1	 Individual Responses

Section 4.3.1 of this Final EIS contains responses to non-public hearing comments provided 
on the Draft EIS. Each comment is provided a response.

Distinct comments are numbered in the margin of the letters in Section 4.1 on page 4–1.
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Letter No. 1	 King County Department of Transportation, 
and Public Health—Seattle and King County

1.	 Prefer Alternative 4 Given its Transit-Oriented Growth Pattern. Your comments 
indicating efficiencies and sustainability elements of transit-oriented growth patterns 
are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the 
Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. Your comments noting the importance of social equity 
and displacement are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to minimize displacement. See also Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and Housing element policies that 
address displacement.

4.	 Air Quality. The buffer distances identified in the Draft EIS are those suggested by 
the Washington State Department of Health. Specifically, one of the findings of the 
cited health consultation study states “risks and hazards are greatest near major 
highways and drop dramatically about 200 meters from the center of highways” and 
was the basis for establishing the buffer distance suggested as mitigation in the Draft 
EIS. For industrial sources the appropriate buffer may be different depending on 
numerous factors such as emission rate and contaminant of concern. The purpose of 
the buffer is to prevent potential impacts with regard to siting of new sensitive land 
uses. With regard to siting of new or intensified industrial sources, the risks from such 
development are within the purview of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, which 
requires screening risk analysis of such sources through its Regulation III Article 2, 
Review of Toxic Air Contaminant sources.

5.	 Freight Master Plan. Although not part of the proposed action considered in the EIS, 
the Seattle Freight Master Plan is referenced in the EIS.

6.	 Climate Change Planning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

7.	 Recommend Future Collaboration in Planning Public Transit Service. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 2	 Port of Seattle

1.	 Timing of Draft EIS and Draft Comprehensive Plan. It is acknowledged that the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan was publicly issued after issuance of the Draft EIS. The description 
of the proposal and alternatives in the Draft EIS Chapter 2, plus preliminary draft plan 
goals and policies, provided the basis for analysis of the potential impacts associated 
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with each alternative and for comparison between the alternatives in the Draft EIS. It 
should be noted that, following issuance of the Draft Comprehensive Plan, additional 
public comment was solicited apart from the SEPA review process.

2.	 Priority Freight Projects. The City is committed to implementing the priority freight 
projects in the Draft Industrial Areas Freight Access Project as funding is available. These 
types of projects are consistent with the transportation network analyzed in the EIS.

3.	 Travel Time Analysis. The travel time analysis was intended to allow a comparison of 
how long it takes for travelers to move within the city under each alternative. Therefore, 
while the requested analysis (travel times from sectors to Sea-Tac Airport) may be of 
general interest to some, it would not likely identify substantive impact differences 
between alternatives and therefore was not included.

4.	 Partner Agencies. The comment is noted; the Port of Seattle is a key partner agency for 
the City.

5.	 Priority Pedestrian Projects. The information presented in Draft EIS Figures 3.7-2 and 
3.7-3 is from the Pedestrian Master Plan. The methodology used to prioritize pedestrian 
facility recommendations is available on the City’s website at: http://www.seattle.gov/
transportation/pedestrian_masterplan/docs/Methodology_Appendix040209_fixed.pdf.

Letter No. 3	 Seattle Human Rights Commission

1.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. The comments are noted. For a discussion of updates 
to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth 
and Equity Analysis. For recommended policies addressing housing and vulnerable 
populations, see the Draft Housing Element in the Draft Comprehensive Plan policies.

The comment requesting incorporation of international human rights standards in 
the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan has been noted for City consideration in the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan.

2.	 Human Rights. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative, 
which adjusts growth estimates to help reduce displacement. See also Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and Housing element policies that 
address displacement.

4.	 Displacement. See response to Comment No. 3, this letter, above.

5.	 Access to Opportunity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 Closing Comments. The comments are noted. See responses to Comments No. 1–5, 
this letter.

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/pedestrian_masterplan/docs/Methodology_Appendix040209_fixed.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/pedestrian_masterplan/docs/Methodology_Appendix040209_fixed.pdf
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Letter No. 4	 Seattle LGBT Commission

1.	 Social and Racial Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis for 
updated information. The comments related to preferred policy direction have been 
noted for City consideration in the Draft Comprehensive Plan.

2.	 LGBTQ History and Trends. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. The comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for 
discussion of updates to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

4.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See the response to Comment No. 5, this letter.

5.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. Thank you for your letter “Recommendations for 
Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Draft: Growth and Equity Public Review Draft.” Thank 
you for your explicit support that racial equity should be the largest lens through 
which we examine our work. We agree that many people live with complexity and 
intersectionality. The Mayor and City departments appreciate the recommendations 
for strengthening the Equity and Growth Analysis of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan. The 
depth and breadth of demographic data and clarity of recommendations is especially 
helpful as we reflect upon your two questions.

1st Question: How does DPD in concert with the RSJI Core Team intend to protect the 
mitigation measures specifically, the equity and access efforts more broadly, from the 
well-known consequences of internalizing a reliance on market strength?

The Comprehensive Plan’s 20-year vision for an equitable Seattle will require a 
meaningful and early commitment to equity, not waiting until 2035. Therefore, the 
Mayor is releasing an Equitable Development Implementation Plan concurrently with 
an updated Equity and Growth Analysis and his Comprehensive Plan this spring. Its 
objectives are to:

•	 Support the Mayor’s vision to create an equitable city and to eliminate 
institutionalized racism.

•	 Clearly articulate the race and social equity position of the Mayor’s 
Comprehensive Plan and 20 year Growth Strategy and to coordinate and 
integrate this significant body of work.

•	 Create a road map to race and social equity through new systems within the 
City to address inequities and translating the Equity and Growth Analysis into 
action that can be advanced concurrently with the Comprehensive Plan.

•	 Identify targeted strategies for areas of the city with high-risk of displacement to 
increase access to high opportunity areas for marginalized populations.

•	 Create systemic change that coordinates policy, planning, programs, budgeting 
and public investments around an equitable development  framework that 
goes beyond individual transactions and focuses on transformational action to 
change the systems that disadvantage marginalized communities.
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•	 Resource the leadership of marginalized communities so that their race and 
social equity expertise can inform, implement and steward the City’s equitable 
development.

2nd Question: How will DPD in concert with the RSJI Core Team intend to include the 
needs of LGBT children, youth, adults, seniors, and families and differently abled/disabled 
children, youth, adults, and seniors in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive plan?

The final Equity and Growth Analysis will incorporate an LGBTQ perspective in the 
following ways:

•	 Disaggregate data. We are looking to map the LGBTQ population(s) using the 
data sources your letter directed us to. Also, future reports will incorporate data 
received from the RSJI Community Survey which collects information on what 
the community is experiencing in terms of jobs, housing and community needs 
and reports on that information by race/gender identity/sexual orientation and 
other demographics. The 2016 survey data will include important information on 
how communities are experiencing displacement.

•	 Introduce Intersectionality. We have included the following language describing 
intersectionality and targeted universalism in the final Growth and Equity 
Analysis.

–– In the report’s introduction: 
“This analysis recognizes people live multiple and layered identities. All 
historically marginalized groups – people of color, LGBTQ, women, people 
with disabilities, low-income households, to name a few – experience 
systemic inequity. Many people and communities live at the intersection 
of these identities, for example transgender people of color, experiencing 
multiple inequities at once. It is important to respond to the intersecting 
ways that barriers limit opportunities for people to reach their full potential. 
By focusing on race and racism, the City of Seattle recognizes that we 
have the ability to impact all communities. This focus is not based on the 
intent to create a ranking of oppressions (i.e. a belief that racism is “worse” 
than other forms of oppression). For an equitable society to come into 
being, government needs to challenge the way racism is used as divisive 
issue keeping communities from coming together to work for change. The 
institutional and structural approaches to addressing racial inequities can 
and will be applied for the benefit of other marginalized groups.”

–– In the report’s description of mitigation measures: 
“A mitigation strategy to equitably distribute resources rather than equally 
is necessary to produce equitable outcomes. Though targeted to specific 
neighborhoods with the greatest need, these measures will benefit all 
neighborhoods throughout the city. Similarly, some measures should 
target specific marginalized populations with the greatest disparities, such 
as existing Black youth unemployment. These measures can and will be 
deployed to also improve outcomes for the benefit of other marginalized 
populations. “
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•	 Implement Strategies. A number of the strategies your letter recommended 
including in the appendix to the report are being acted upon currently.

–– 1.4: Part of OCR’s Gender Equity work in 2016 includes working with City 
departments on LGBT inclusive customer service as well as a community-
wide LGBT Visibility Campaign. OCR is partnering with the LGBT Commission 
on this work.

–– 1.5 and 2.1: OCR’s 2015 Fair Housing Campaign includes an emphasis 
on LGBT residents, disabled people and communities of color. OCR 
contracted with community based groups to provide over 40 workshops 
in the community centered on these populations. LGBTQ groups that we 
contracted with in 2015 were Entre Hermanos and Equal Rights WA/Ingersoll. 
Thank you to the Commission for informing this work. We will continue to 
provide outreach and education in 2016.

–– 3.3: OCR is partnering with LGBTQ Allyship to ensure their affordable housing 
work is framed in terms of racial equity and intersectionality.

The LGBTQ Commission’s support of the City’s RSJI is invaluable. We thank you for 
challenging the City to advance the field of intersectional analysis and action. All of 
Seattle benefits from this approach and we look forward to working with you to further 
this work as our knowledge and capacity grows together.

6.	 Growth and Equity Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 5	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission

1.	 Urban Forest Impacts. The comments that highlight the relevance and important 
benefits of tree canopy, and the threat of canopy loss by future development are 
noted. Following the EIS scoping public comment period, DPD staff (now within SDCI) 
reviewed comments and wrote a memo indicating that a discussion of the Urban Forest 
Stewardship Plan would be included in the scope for the EIS’s Relationship to Plans and 
Policies section. Also, the Draft EIS on pages 3.5-11 to 12 provides a programmatic level 
overview of the impacts of each of the alternatives to tree canopy in various locations 
of the City. This comment’s request for further extensive analysis beyond that included 
in the Draft EIS to evaluate direct, detailed, yearly or cumulative potential canopy loss 
and estimation of related impacts on air pollution, human health, noise, stormwater 
runoff, wildlife habitat, open space, and heat island effects goes beyond the scope of this 
programmatic EIS.

2.	 Tree Protection Ordinance. The comments seek stronger tree protections, including 
amendments to code protections in Section 25.11 of the Seattle Municipal Code, 
to achieve greater progress in canopy cover. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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3.	 Tree Canopy Goal. Following issuance of the Draft EIS, the recommended wording 
of Draft Comprehensive Plan policy E.1.2 has changed to include the following goal: 
“Strive to increase citywide tree canopy coverage to 40% over time.” The tree cover 
proposal item on page 2-3 that would have changed the tree cover goal to 30%, and the 
similar reference in the last bullet of the Draft EIS at page 3.5-1 have been deleted.

Letter No. 6	 Washington State Department of 
Archaeology & Historic Preservation

1.	 Cultural and Historic Resources. No changes to the City’s current regulations 
protecting cultural and historic resources are proposed in the Proposed Action 
or alternatives. Recommended policy language is updated to be more direct and 
supportive of cultural and historic preservation than past Plan language. It is 
anticipated that this existing regulatory and policy framework will continue to protect 
historic and cultural resources from significant adverse environmental impacts. See 
also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element for recommended historic and 
cultural resource policy guidance.

2.	 Impact Mitigation for Cultural and Historic Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Element for recommended historic and cultural resource policy 
guidance.

3.	 Policy Protection for Cultural and Historic Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Element for recommended historic and cultural resource policy guidance.

4.	 Impact Analysis for Cultural and Historic Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

5.	 Policy Protection for Cultural and Historic Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Element for recommended historic and cultural resource policy 
guidance.

6.	 Implementing Protection for Cultural and Historic Resources. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

7.	 Closing Comments. See responses to Comments No. 1–6, this letter.

Letter No. 7	 Cascade Bicycle Club

1.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.
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2.	 Multimodal Level of Service (LOS) Standards. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. Final EIS Appendix B.3 discusses a 
proposed multimodal level of service metric. The mode share metric evaluates the 
amount of travel by all modes (but with a final outcome relative to reducing SOV mode 
share).

3.	 Household Travel Survey Data. PSRC’s final 2014 Household Travel Survey data was 
not released in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The new release of data has been 
incorporated into the analysis and revised mode shares estimated for all alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative, in the Final EIS Section 3.1. The conclusions of 
the EIS are unchanged; completion of the network outlined in the Bicycle Master Plan is 
an important component of the City’s overall transportation network and the desired 
mode share LOS goals may not be met without full Bicycle Master Plan implementation.

4.	 Alternative 4 and Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2, Description of the Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help 
minimize displacement. See also Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use 
and Housing element policies that address displacement.

5.	 Consistency with the Climate Action Plan (CAP). The Climate Action Plan and the 
Draft EIS differ in two important ways.

First is the purpose of the documents. The CAP outlines a possible pathway to 
achieve carbon neutrality by 2050. As such, the plan includes a robust set of strategies 
that require a substantial increase in funding at the local, regional, and state levels. The 
draft Comprehensive Plan’s Environment Element indicates support for the objectives 
of the CAP, in the Climate discussion and accompanying goals and policies.

In contrast, a SEPA document takes a more conservative approach geared toward 
impact identification. Therefore, the analysis for the EIS assumes only “reasonably 
foreseeable” changes such as the currently mandated Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) standards, and does not include large scale congestion pricing or sweeping 
technological advancements. This is not to say that additional advancements will not 
occur, simply that they cannot be assumed with certainty in the EIS analysis of future 
conditions.

Second is the type of emissions considered. The CAP goals refer to passenger vehicle 
emissions only since that is the area in which the City can exert the most influence. 
The Draft EIS analysis includes freight travel as well, which accounts for a substantial 
portion (roughly one-third) of total road transportation emissions.

The Draft EIS analysis indicates that absent an aggressive suite of strategies and 
technological advancements, the City would not meet its GHG emissions goal by 
2035—this is consistent with the “business-as-usual” finding in the CAP. However, no 
impacts are identified because the Action Alternatives are measured against the No 
Action Alternative. Although no impacts are identified from a SEPA perspective, the 
City will continue to pursue the strategies outlined in the CAP to make progress toward 
its carbon neutrality goal regardless of the alternative selected. This would entail 
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advancing a variety of possible legislative changes for future decision-making, the 
outcomes and timing of which cannot be known at this time.

Given the nature of this analytic approach, the EIS has identified worst-case impact 
levels consistent with the purposes of SEPA analyses, without making presumptions 
about exactly what additional measures will be adopted, and when or how they would 
be implemented. Study of the feasibility of specific possible strategies, such as the 
ability to achieve a 25% drive alone rate by 2035, is beyond the scope of this Final EIS.

6.	 Vision Zero. The traffic safety effects of the alternatives are discussed on page 3.7-45 
of the Draft EIS. As stated in the Draft EIS, the Vision Zero policies and strategies will 
be pursued regardless of the land use alternative selected. At this programmatic level 
of analysis which considers area-wide land use zoning changes rather than a project-
specific proposal, there is not expected to be a substantive difference in safety among 
the alternatives. Individual development and transportation infrastructure projects 
will undergo separate and more detailed SEPA review to assess compliance with the 
Vision Zero goals. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element for 
transportation safety policy guidance.

7.	 Closing Comments. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

8.	 Bicycle Facilities Map. The Transportation Appendix of the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
includes a recent map with more detail in terms of type of facility.

9.	 Multimodal Map. To preserve legibility, the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit networks 
are not overlaid into a single map.

10.	Restricted Parking Zone (RPZ) Program. The Draft EIS text meant to describe signed 
time limits (such as two hours) that typically apply in RPZs. A generalized maximum 
limit of 72 hours for a given vehicle legally parked in one location is acknowledged. 
Regarding the request for an update to the RPZ program: this is a policy decision, rather 
than a comment relevant to the EIS analysis. Note that SDOT is currently evaluating 
changes to the RPZ program.

11.	Bikeshed Analysis. Walkshed areas were defined based on the walking distance for 
a 20-minute neighborhood. Because the 20-minute walking distance is less than the 
20-minute biking distance, the walkshed was used as a measure to identify the number 
of households and jobs within a 20-minute area. This keeps the focus on the land use 
changes proposed within urban villages, rather than diluting the totals with single-
family neighborhoods that would see little change. Therefore, evaluating bikesheds 
would tell a similar story to the walkshed analysis in terms of variation between 
alternatives.

12.	Mode Share Graphics. The Draft EIS was developed to focus on the defined sectors as a 
basis for comparing differences on a citywide basis. No additional graphics are planned.
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13.	Walkshed Graphics. The square mileage of each walkshed is provided in the table 
below. See the response to Comment No. 11, this letter, regarding bikesheds.

Study Intersection 
Sector Location

Walkshed Area 
(sq. miles)

Northeast Seattle 0.65
Northwest Seattle 1.09
Queen Anne/Magnolia 1.04
Downtown/Lake Union 1.05
Capitol Hill/Central District 1.20
West Seattle 1.20
Duwamish 0.67
Southeast Seattle 1.12

14.	Multimodal Transportation. Appendix B.3 includes analysis of a proposed new 
multimodal level of service metric based on mode share. The goal for multimodal 
transportation is described in numerous goals and policies in the Transportation 
Element of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. In general, draft plan policies focus on 
preserving mobility, making efficient use of streets, and reducing reliance on personal 
automobiles.

15.	Household Travel Survey Data. PSRC’s final 2014 Household Travel Survey data was 
not released in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The new release of data and revised 
mode share estimates have been incorporated into the analysis of all alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative, in Final EIS Section 3.1.

The current travel demand model is the best forecasting tool available at this 
time, but potentially underestimates the shift from SOV to alternate modes based on 
recent trends and data. PSRC is undertaking a major effort to release a new type of 
transportation model that will be more sensitive to multimodal transportation options 
and the impacts on travel choices. This new model, SoundCast, is not yet ready for 
application. Additional information about SoundCast is available at: http://www.psrc.
org/data/models/abmodel.

The commenter notes that they expect to see lower VMT per capita in the future; as 
stated in the Draft EIS, the current travel demand model forecasts a decrease in VMT per 
capita from 3.3 miles in 2015 to 2.9 miles (12 percent decrease) in 2035 under all four 
alternatives.

16.	Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The commenter incorrectly states that VMT is expected 
to increase by less than 1 percent. VMT is expected to grow by 15 percent in total, largely 
driven by increased population and employment (Draft EIS page 3.2-20). This increase 
in VMT is in line with the change in mode share published in the Draft EIS.

17.	Preference toward Parking Issues. The Draft EIS analysis does not indicate a 
preference toward discussion of parking issues over other transportation issues. A 

http://www.psrc.org/data/models/abmodel
http://www.psrc.org/data/models/abmodel
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parking impact is identified because supply already exceeds demand in some areas and 
the City has few if any plans to provide additional on-street parking. Pedestrian and 
bicycle impacts are not identified because the City is planning on robust improvements 
to non-motorized facilities regardless of the alternative selected.

18.	Bicycle and Pedestrian Mitigation Strategies. This is a programmatic Draft EIS 
addressing area-wide land use zoning changes, rather than a project-specific proposal. 
Since the actual locations and sizes of development are unknown at this time, the 
specific mitigation projects (as well as details including schedule and financing) that 
will be required are also unknown. Future individual development projects will undergo 
separate SEPA review if required by City rules; specific code-based mitigation and/or 
mitigations based on substantive SEPA policies can be determined at that time.

19.	Prefer CTR and TDM. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

20.	Funding for Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

21.	Bicycle and Pedestrian System Improvements. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

22.	Concurrent Multimodal Projects. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan for proposed policy 
direction.

23.	Travel Demand Management and Parking Strategies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

24.	Portland SmartTrip. The SmartTrips program began by targeting specific 
neighborhoods, rather than citywide. On average, the neighborhood program resulted 
in an average nine percent shift from drive alone trips; the timeframe of the before and 
after surveys is not provided. Additional information about the SmartTrips program is 
available at: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/497780.

25.	Potential Mitigation Measure Implementation. Your comment is noted.

26.	Mode Shift. Revised mode share estimates based on the most recent PSRC travel 
survey are included in the Final EIS Section 3.1. Auto mode share (SOV and HOV) is 
forecasted to drop anywhere from 2 to 9 percent among the sectors studied. The cited 
text in the Draft EIS (Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, page 3.7-51) is clarified 
to note that in addition to on-street parking scarcity causing mode shift, many drivers 
may shift to using off-street parking facilities. The on-street parking supply is a relatively 
small fraction of total supply.

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/497780
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Letter No. 8	 City Neighborhood Council

1.	 Growth Assumptions. As noted in the comment, the alternatives considered in the 
Draft EIS are based on a 20-year planning horizon for future housing and employment 
growth. As described in the Draft EIS, these population forecasts were prepared by the 
Washington Office of Financial Management and allocated to individual cities through 
a regional decision-making process. The growth assumptions considered in the EIS are 
consistent with guidance provided by the Growth Management Act, the Puget Sound 
Regional Council Vision 2040, and the King County Countywide Planning Policies.

The maximum theoretical development capacity, or an assumed percentage 
of capacity, is not considered to be a useful measure or predictor of future SEPA 
environmental impacts for this 20-year Comprehensive Plan update. It cannot be 
predicted if, when, or how full buildout, or a percentage of buildout, will occur, and 
any analysis of a buildout condition at an undetermined future time would be overly 
speculative.

In response to this and similar comments, the Final EIS includes analysis of a 
scenario derived from the Preferred Alternative that tests the sensitivity of identified 
impacts to increased growth levels. This sensitivity analysis assumes a growth estimate 
of 100,000 housing units, compared to the assumption of 70,000 housing units in the 
Draft EIS. Please see Final EIS Chapter 2 and Section 3.1 for a discussion of the 
Preferred Alternative and the sensitivity analysis scenario.

2.	 Timing of Draft EIS and Draft Comprehensive Plan. See response to Letter No. 2, 
Comment No. 1.

3.	 SEPA Infill Exemption. As described in Draft EIS Section 2.4, the SEPA infill exemption is 
described in RCW 43.21c.229. This provision allows a local government to categorically 
exempt residential, mixed-use and non-retail commercial development1 proposed to 
infill an urban growth area, where, among other things, current density and intensity 
of development is lower than called for in the comprehensive plan. Final EIS Chapter 
2 provides additional description of how the infill exemption will work and Final EIS 
Chapter 3 includes additional analysis of likely environmental impacts of such an 
infill exemption.

4.	 Single Family Rezone Process. The comments questioning the proposed deletion of 
current Plan policies LU 59 and LU 60 are noted. A review of the policy content of LU 
59 is illustrative. LU 59 states “Permit upzones of land designated single-family and 
meeting single-family rezone criteria, only when all of the following conditions are met:

•	 The land is within an urban center or urban village boundary
•	 The rezone is provided for in an adopted neighborhood plan.
•	 The rezone is to a low-scale single-family, multifamily or mixed-use zone, 

compatible with single-family areas.
•	 The rezone procedures are followed.” (emphases added)

1	 Only commercial development up to 65,000 square feet may be exempted.
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By its language, current Policy LU59 appears to prevent single-family land to be 
rezoned if it is not within an urban center or urban village, and requires a rezone to 
be indicated as possible in an adopted neighborhood plan. Given the infrequency 
of neighborhood plan updates (with some urban villages relying on neighborhood 
plans from 15 years ago), and uncertainty regarding future content of neighborhood 
plan updates with respect to single-family zones, the practical effect of this policy has 
been to highly restrict or negate the possibility of rezones of single-family land from 
occurring. Rather than a two-step process (Future Land Use Map change followed 
by a rezone process, both decided by City Council), this policy in many cases creates 
a de facto third step (successfully inserting location-specific Single Family rezone 
recommendations in a future neighborhood plan). If these policies are removed, 
rezone criteria and zone functional and locational criteria in SMC 23.34 would remain 
in place and would continue to provide for regulatory and decision-making criteria and 
processes for rezones. 

The recommended removal of policies LU 59 and LU 60 is included in alternatives 2, 
3 and 4 and the Preferred Alternative, but not Alternative 1 (the No Action Alternative). 
The discussion of Relationship to Plans, Policies and Regulations in Section 3.5 of the 
DEIS discusses possible changes in a broader and more generalized fashion without 
strictly tying them to Alternatives; this is consistent with conventions of SEPA EIS 
preparation that allow for streamlined, summary-level discussions, especially for 
relationship to plan and policy discussions for non-project EISs.

5.	 Future Land Use Designations. The policy discussion in Draft EIS Section 3.5 does 
not need to necessarily identify that FLUM changes are associated with only two 
alternatives. However, this relationship to alternatives 3 and 4 is already specified in 
the Chapter 2 description of alternatives, in Draft EIS Table 2-4. The concerns expressed 
with this strategy are acknowledged. The impact analysis in Section 3.4 for alternatives 
3 and 4 does reflect the inclusion of the FLUM changes as part of these alternatives.

6.	 Mitigation Strategies. The analysis on Draft EIS page 3.4-15, first paragraph, identifies 
the potential for adverse compatibility impacts, but does not characterize these as 
probable significant adverse impacts. This is also indicated by the introduction to Draft 
EIS Section 3.4.3 Mitigation Strategies, page 3.4-35. Therefore, there is not a need to 
specifically identify proposed mitigation measures for those impacts. However, the 
Draft EIS addresses applicable regulations and commitments and “other potential 
mitigation strategies” that would be relevant to the identified adverse impacts. Under 
Applicable Regulations (page 3.4-35–36), the Draft EIS states that the City will continue 
to utilize its existing land use code, design review process and guidelines, and Urban 
Design Frameworks, which have been established for the purpose of influencing 
architectural design.

The Draft EIS also lists potential additional mitigation, such as zoning code 
amendments to address transitions between urban villages and surrounding areas (page 
3.4-36).
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7.	 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. If any additional growth is to be allowed at 
all beyond current conditions, localized increases in density and building intensity are 
inevitable. As a result, the City has adopted development regulations, design standards 
and a design review process that assist in avoiding or mitigating the effects associated 
with future new growth. Though the commenter may not agree that these measures 
have been properly applied by the City in the past, they have been adopted for that 
purpose and are therefore documented as relevant impact-mitigating factors in the EIS. 
The level of detail provided in the discussion of mitigation strategies in Draft EIS Section 
3.4.3 is sufficient to indicate a range of possible actions without needing to further 
specify details for this non-project EIS.

8.	 Growth Allocations for Urban Villages. The referenced text on Draft EIS page 3.5-
1 describes using growth estimates for designated urban centers, urban villages 
and manufacturing/industrial centers, but also the possible change of eliminating 
these estimates for specific urban villages. The recommendation for this Final EIS 
is to not eliminate growth estimates for urban villages, but to substitute in a new 
way of defining these estimates. See the subsection entitled “Proposal Overview” in 
Chapter 2, Section 2.1 of this Final EIS for more discussion of proposed new methods 
of defining growth estimates for urban villages. Also see Section 3.2 for more 
analysis of this recommendation. For purpose of analysis, the Draft EIS identifies 
housing and employment growth assumptions for all urban centers, urban villages and 
manufacturing/industrial centers, as shown in Draft EIS tables 2-2 and 2-3.

Comments regarding the preference for continuing growth targets for all urban 
villages are noted. See Draft Comprehensive Plan Goal GSG3, supporting policies 
and Growth Strategy figures 2 and 3 for the City’s recommended approach to growth 
estimates for urban centers, villages and manufacturing/industrial centers.

9.	 SEPA Infill and Growth Targets. The concerns expressed in this comment are noted. 
See the responses to Comments No. 3 and No. 8, this letter. As described in this 
response, use of the SEPA infill exemption is permitted only when current density and 
intensity is lower than called for in the Comprehensive Plan, among other criteria.

10.	Relationship between Zoning and Transit. The concerns expressed in this comment 
are noted. The Draft EIS, pages 2-24 through 2-33, includes a description of rationales 
for possible changes related to transit proximity. The description of these changes, 
in relation to possible urban village expansion areas, suggest they would consist 
of comprehensive-plan-designation changes and rezones toward denser zone 
designations, with zoning standards to be determined in more detail at a later date. 
The comment requests “linkages” to be “established” between land use actions and 
transportation conditions, without which significant adverse impacts are implied. 
However, it is the conclusion of this EIS that sufficient description and analysis of the 
transit-related zoning proposals and transportation and land use impacts has been 
presented, and that significant adverse transit/ traffic impacts are not identified.
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The primary rationale for proposing greatest density and intensity of land uses in 
proximity to transit is to make it as convenient as possible for the largest number of 
residents to use transit and to maximize the efficient use of transit facilities. While there 
is some flexibility in rubber-tired transit routing, the identified locations of possible 
change are located along primary bus-transit route spines or light rail routes that are 
likely to remain well-served. Also, all of the alternatives rely to an extent on existing 
and planned light rail facilities, with concentrations of growth focused around light 
rail stations. As significant fixed infrastructure investments, the location of these rail 
facilities is unlikely to change over the long-term. Consideration of the location of 
transportation facilities in conjunction with land use planning is a standard professional 
practice in most major cities, including Seattle.

11.	Future Land Use Designations. Most of the requested information regarding FLUM 
simplification is explained on Draft EIS pages 2-28, 2-32, 2-33, and on pages 3.4-31 and 
3.4-35. The proposed change relates in part to increasing flexibility in choice of zone 
types and zone boundaries in future rezone proposals, with potential for varying types 
and intensities of uses in different urban villages, rather than being constrained by 
FLUM mapping practices that tend to narrow the ranges of zoning choice and constrain 
zone/land use designation boundary-setting due to rigidity of mapping conventions. No 
specific changes to rezone procedural steps are identified or known in relation to FLUM 
simplification.

12.	Utility Impacts. The analysis of water, sewer and storm drainage systems is 
appropriate for a citywide programmatic EIS. The comment does not acknowledge 
the analytic and programmatic content provided under the heading of “Existing 
Management Strategies” on pages 3.9-12 through 3.9-15, which describes several 
utility operational and management practices as well as other factors that provide 
information to reach the conclusions in that EIS section.

As noted in the comment, Draft EIS Figure 3.9-7 shows facilities that may be at or 
near their capacity. Potential impacts to specific locations, such as improvements to 
selected flow lines, may be identified during future development reviews for individual 
projects. These improvements are identified through development reviews and would 
be accordingly required to be implemented via developer funded facility improvements. 
The sewer repair and rehabilitation program reduces infiltration and runoff of 
stormwater into the separated sewer system to retain capacity for sanitary sewer flows. 
SPU has an on-going sanitary sewer overflow/back-up program to identify and mitigate 
unforeseen problem areas (SPU 2015, Strategic Business Plan). Also, refer to Final EIS 
Section 3.2 for revisions and clarifications to the utility impact analyses.

13.	Water Supply and Climate Change. Water demand projections based on PSRC and 
OFM growth forecasts were last updated in December 2012. This analysis included 
review of three climate change scenarios and determined that these scenarios would 
have little to no cost impacts (SPU 2013, Water System Plan).
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Seattle City Light’s Integrated Resource Plan is updated every two years to assess 
projected load and adapt resource needs. As part of the Integrated Resource Plan, SCL 
continues to track the impacts of climate change. SCL is also developing a Climate 
Change Vulnerability Assessment and Adaptation Plan for the utility. Through a research 
partnership with the National Park Service and the University of Washington, SCL 
is modeling the effect of climate change on glaciers and streamflow at the Skagit 
Hydroelectric Project (20% of power resources). This research can inform potential 
adaptation needs for fish protection flows and generation. A research project is also 
underway (expected completion end of 2016) by the Bonneville Power Administration 
and the University of Washington to model projected changes in streamflow for the 
Columbia River Basin (includes 30% of power from Boundary Project and 40% from 
contracts with BPA). This study will provide information on how climate change could 
affect hydropower generation on the Columbia. As results of these research projects 
become available, they will be included in the Integrated Resource Plan and updates to 
the Adaptation Plan (SCL 2014, Integrated Resource Plan).

City and state regulations now require on-site stormwater management. 
Redevelopment of properties that were previously developed without stormwater flow 
control and treatment facilities must reduce runoff and non-point source pollution at 
or below current levels. On-site stormwater management practices include: retaining 
existing trees, planting new trees, amending soils to restore soil infiltration and water 
holding, reducing impervious surfaces, and installing facilities to store and infiltrate 
stormwater runoff (SPU 2015, Draft 2016 Stormwater Manual). Cumulatively it is 
anticipated that as properties in the City are redeveloped, the stormwater runoff and 
transport of pollutants to streams, lakes and the combined sewer system will decrease.

Potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative on climate change are discussed 
in Draft EIS Section 3.1. Regardless of alternative, the City will continue to pursue 
measures to both reduce the pace of climate change and to improve resilience to the 
impacts of climate change. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan for proposed climate 
change policy guidance. Also, refer to Final EIS Section 3.2 for revisions and 
clarifications to the utility impact analyses.

14.	Energy Management Strategies. The analysis of electrical power is appropriate 
for a citywide programmatic EIS. As described in the Draft EIS, taking into account 
anticipated conservation measures, overall demand growth is forecast to average 
0.4% annual growth through 2035 (SCL 2015, Integrated Resource Plan process). SCL 
is continually seeking out new renewable resources in the region and acquires them 
to meet customers’ needs for safe, reliable, clean energy. Recent acquisitions include 
biomass and landfill gas. SCL’s conservation program includes: general consumer 
education, rebates, energy code development, energy benchmarking and installation 
of advanced meter infrastructure (SCL 2015, Integrated Resource Plan process). These 
measures will continue regardless of the alternative selected.

15.	Police Service Impacts. As noted in the Draft EIS, population growth and shifts in area 
characteristics could influence the characteristics of crime. Information from the Seattle 
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Police Department (SPD) states that SPD does not use projected population and job 
growth in a linear fashion to determine their staffing and facility projections. Many other 
factors are known to affect the volume and type of crime such as employment, wages, 
social equity and the levels of and effectiveness of policing (see pages 3.8-25 and 3.8-26 
of the Draft EIS for a list of additional factors). Past trends show an overall decline in 
violent and property crime even when Seattle’s population was growing. An increase in 
the number of crimes may occur as the City grows over the next twenty years; however, 
the magnitude of change in number of crimes is not known.

According to the 2008–2012 Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan, SPD identifies 
staffing needs based on geographical and temporal variables rather than population. 
The Draft EIS acknowledges that SPD does not currently have adequate staffing but is 
pursuing staff levels consistent with the staffing targets established in the Neighborhood 
Policing Staffing Plan as well as increasing the efficiency with which facilities and staff 
are deployed (see page 3.8-5). SPD will continue to analyze where best to focus its 
resources to respond to changes in demand for police services regardless of which 
alternative is selected.

16.	Police Facilities Impacts. See response to Comment No. 15, this letter, regarding the 
relationship between population growth and crime. At this time, SPD has determined 
that the facilities for the East and West precincts are adequately sized to accommodate 
staffing targets established in the 2008–2012 Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan. The 
Department regularly monitors staffing and facility needs and would do so for the East 
and West precincts along with their other precincts.

17.	Emergency Response Time. Unlike the Seattle Fire Department, the Seattle Police 
Department did not identify ongoing efforts to change roadway design to reduce traffic 
collisions as affecting their emergency response time. Anticipated increases in traffic 
congestion, as outlined in Draft EIS Appendix A-5, would likely affect Police response 
times. The transportation analysis identifies strategies to address congestion, which 
would also mitigate for this potential impact of growth under any of the alternatives 
(for example, see FEIS Appendix B.3).

18.	Emergency Vehicle Access to Hospitals. A mitigation measure has been added that 
acknowledges the potential impacts to the Seattle Fire Department’s response time 
goals as a result of changes in roadway design and increased traffic congestion by 
suggesting that response time goals be taken into account when siting new fire stations. 
The Department does not track the amount of time it takes emergency responders 
to deliver victims to hospitals because the time it takes to treat the victim on-site 
varies based on the injuries incurred. The scope of the Draft EIS does not take hospital 
locations into account because hospital planning is outside of the purview of the City of 
Seattle’s planning responsibilities.

19.	Fire and EMS Service Impacts. Unlike Fire Stations 2 and 31 in South Lake Union 
and Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake, fire stations in Alki/Admiral and Rainer Valley 
have the equipment, facility, and staffing adequate to handle a projected increase in 
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emergency and medical services. A new fire station, equipment and resources in South 
Lake Union would also serve the Denny Regrade area (see Draft EIS page 3.8-12).

20.	Fire and EMS Service Impacts. The commenter is correct in identifying that increased 
population would likely result in increased emergency service requests. In general, the 
Draft EIS notes that under all of the alternatives, the population in Seattle is projected 
to increase during the planning horizon of this Comprehensive Plan. As the population 
increases the number of service call is likely to increase. This increase is noted as an 
adverse impact.

The impact of potentially slower response times is termed as an impact that “could” 
occur, because there are steps that the police and fire departments could take to offset 
the growth in the number of calls. These steps are part of the ongoing planning at each 
department. Under Alternative 2, growth would be more concentrated in the Urban 
Centers, as the commenter notes. Citywide, the demand would be the same as for 
the No Action Alternative. The conditional term “could” was used to characterize this 
potential impact because, while overall calls would be the same, the concentration of 
calls under Alternative 2 could have an effect on specific emergency response resources, 
requiring a different response from the emergency service providers.

21.	Lake City Fire Service. The Lake City fire station was not cited by the Seattle Fire 
Department as currently deficient in equipment, facility or staffing needs when they 
were consulted during the preparation of the Draft EIS. The Department regularly 
monitors response time goals and run volumes and determines if redistribution of 
equipment and staffing resources are warranted to address changes in call volumes. 
The Department has the appropriate equipment to address structural fires in 4-8 story 
residential buildings.

22.	Fire and EMS Mitigation. The purpose of this programmatic SEPA analysis is to broadly 
evaluate how anticipated the distribution of population and employment changes 
over the next 20 years will change the demand for emergency services. The EIS does 
not review how funding those services could affect the funding for other services. 
SEPA rules (WAC 197-11-448(3)) stipulate that EIS documents do not need to provide 
economic analysis or assess potential economic impacts.

23.	Parks Impacts and Mitigation. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes that the City has 
sufficient Parks to serve the projected population growth through 2035. SPR owns 
approximately 10% of the total land area in the City of Seattle, maintains over 400 
parks and open areas totaling 6,200 acres of natural area and park landscapes within 
our urban area; 2,300 acres of this is developed parkland. Discovery Park alone is 534 
acres in size. Nevertheless, SPR has additional aspirations of acquiring and building 
additional parks. The Draft EIS acknowledges it is unlikely that Seattle will meet its 
existing stated goal of one open space acre per 100 residents with the population 
growth expected over the next 20 years. As was noted on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIS, 
meeting this goal would require adding 1,400 acres of parks or open space to the City’s 
current inventory of 6,200 acres. Therefore, the proportion of need for additional park/
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open space per current goals was identified in Draft EIS, equivalent to the 22% cited 
in this comment. See Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for updates to the Parks and 
Recreation impact analysis, including about changes in impact findings and mitigation 
strategies.

Discussion on Draft EIS page 3.8-28 noted the difficulties in finding land to acquire. 
An analysis of where the City would find 1,400 acres of land to acquire is beyond the 
scope of this programmatic EIS, and would be a matter for future park development 
planning by the Seattle Parks Department (SPR). It should be noted that the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan removes the current quantitative standards in the Plan for parks/
open space, and instead will defer to the Park Development Plan.

Generally, the ability to achieve the city-wide goals is limited by the cost of 
purchasing land and the willingness of the city’s voters to support purchase, 
development and maintenance of additional parks and open space. SPR undertakes a 
review of its facilities and parks every six years and prepares an updated Development 
Plan. This effort identifies those areas where additional parks are desired to meet goals 
such as those for amount and proximity to open space areas. This analysis enables SPR 
to target those “gap areas” for acquisition and development. This is an ongoing process 
as local populations expand, and SPR works to acquire new property and new parks are 
developed over time. The six year parks planning timeframe is shorter than the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan timeframe.

Current and future parks levies have been used to acquire parks and open space and 
anticipated future purchases with levy money. Between 2008 and 2014, SPR purchased 
fourteen properties throughout the city with funds from the 2008 Parks and Green 
Spaces Levy and land banked them until funds are available for development. With the 
passage of the Metropolitan Parks District, SPR will start developing these land banked 
sites in 2016, increasing the availability of parks in the city. Additional property at Smith 
Cove and on the north side of Portage Bay was also purchased during this time frame 
and is in the process of being developed as park land. The Comprehensive Plan has a 
20-year planning horizon, while parks levies fund activities for a shorter time. Therefore, 
it is difficult to determine at this time precisely how successful parks levies will be over 
20 years as an acquisition mechanism.

24.	University District Urban Center. In general, the EIS analysis is conducted on a 
citywide basis. In some cases, such as parks and recreation, smaller EIS analysis sectors 
are used in discussing impacts. The University District Urban Center is located in the NE 
Seattle sector. In response to this comment, it is noted that the University District Urban 
Center was inaccurately left out of Draft EIS Table 3.8-3’s findings for Sector 2, because 
an open space gap is identified in this Urban Center, for both existing and future 
projected conditions, on the order of approximately 10 acres. A revision to Table 3.8-3’s 
findings is included in Final EIS Section 3.2.

The University District Urban Center, like several other areas in the city, does 
not meet some of the parks and open space goals established by Seattle Parks 
and Recreation. The 2011 update to SPR’s Assessment of Gaps in Seattle’s Open 
Space Network noted that the University District Urban Center does not meet the 
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established 2004 or anticipated 2024 population goal of one acre of open space per 
1,000 households. This assessment does not include public schools or the University 
of Washington campus, which SPR considers “offsets.” Offsets are areas that “may not 
be owned by SPR that are still used or experienced similarly to City operated parks and 
greenspaces.”

The Assessment of Gaps report notes that previous parks levies have provided 
resources to fill some of its identified gaps and that “In consideration of the remaining 
open space gaps in urban villages and single family areas, SPR will continue to 
work with City, County and other partners in the future to increase park lands in 
neighborhoods that lack Usable Open Space.” Also, the deficit of open space in the 
University District Urban Center is addressed through the U District Urban Design 
Framework, which acknowledges the deficit and provides specific mitigation strategies.

See also response to Comment No. 23, this letter.

25.	Parks Mitigation Strategies. The purpose of an EIS is to disclose information about 
significant impacts to the environment and to identify a range of mitigation measures 
that could address identified impacts. Please refer to WAC 197-11-400.

The information in the EIS is intended to be used by decision makers when they 
consider taking some action, which in this case is text and map amendments to the 
Seattle Comprehensive Plan. If taken, this is a legislative decision that will be made 
by the City Council, and the City Council has the discretion to commit to particular 
mitigation measures. The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI), 
the lead agency for the EIS, can recommend that the City Council adopt a particular 
course of action and/or mitigation measures, but does not have the authority to 
commit the City Council to take a specific action, such as adopting legislation. For these 
reasons, mitigation is presented as a range of measures that SDCI recommends that the 
City Council consider.

With reference to specific aspects of the referenced “other possible mitigation 
strategy,” “…development of usable open space within existing parks” refers to a valid 
improvement strategy that could be undertaken to create more ‘usable open space’ by 
improving a portion of a park. For example, by providing a childrens’ playground or a 
dog-park, latent demand for such facilities would be addressed by the improvement, 
in a way that would not be addressed by retaining a given open space unimproved. 
Such actions can be seen as providing mitigation value toward satisfying a “gap” in 
recreational facilities. Additionally, although not explicitly mentioned in the mitigation 
strategy’s wording, it means to refer to a process for disposal of surplus property that is 
designed to take into account many possible City priorities, including open space and 
recreation, housing, and other City service needs. The referenced mitigation measure 
implies that the priorities in that surplus property disposal process could be revisited. 
For example, if a neighborhood had an identified open space deficit, open space uses 
could be given higher priority than other potential uses, such as affordable housing, 
schools, or other public services. See Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for revisions and 
clarifications made to the parks and recreation impact analysis and discussion of 
mitigation strategies.
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26.	Parks Mitigation Strategies. See responses to Comments No. 23, 24 and 25, this 
letter. Also, see Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for revisions and clarifications made 
to the parks and recreation impact analysis and discussion of mitigation strategies, 
specifically about additions to Draft EIS page 3.8-28. This indicates the EIS’s analytic 
conclusion that the parks and recreation impacts evaluated and disclosed are adverse 
environmental impacts but not significant adverse impacts. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to make a finding of “significant unavoidable adverse impacts.”

27.	School Facility Impacts. The programmatic analysis in the Draft EIS represents a 
snapshot of the data available at the time Draft EIS research was done, primarily in 
2014. As indicated in the list of references, it included the Seattle Public Schools’ 
2012 Facilities Master Plan and selected other information from 2013 and 2014. It is 
acknowledged that there has been a rise in enrollment recently, and it is accurate that 
recent growth has exceeded prior projections. This comment notes a 2,000 student 
higher enrollment was expected for 2015, but that was for a point in time after the 
issuance of the Draft EIS, rather than being a factual error in the Draft EIS. Other 
inadequacies of the Draft EIS analysis are not clarified in this comment; its implication 
is that trends from the last year or two that have substantial facilities implications 
should be recognized. The responses to Comments No. 27 through No. 32 in this letter 
acknowledge the commenter’s perspectives on these matters as relevant perspectives.

The Seattle Public Schools (SPS) bases its facilities planning on enrollment 
projections that are established every five years as well as annual updates. A more 
recent five year projection from October 2015 has been produced by SPS. It covers the 
2015/2016 through 2019/2020 school years, and is being used by SPS as it continues its 
ongoing facility planning efforts. The projections forecast overall growth throughout 
the district. According to SPS, they are recognizing recent trends and actively taking 
steps to provide capacity improvements as effectively and timely as possible, both by 
implementing BEX IV projects and taking additional steps as necessary. For example, 
Lincoln High School is slated to be reopened and pre-schools are being reopened. 
Magnolia and Webster elementary schools will address deficiency issues in Ballard.

It should also be noted that SPS facilities planning has a long-term perspective 
that encompasses planning for multiple levies into the future, to plan out its course for 
providing facilities for the overall future needs of students and the district. This includes 
addressing the effects of more recent mandates and programmatic interests, which 
include but are not limited to class-size considerations. SPS is pursuing additional 
funding to respond to increases in enrollment. BEX V, if approved, would start in 2019. 
BEX V may include a new high school at Seattle Center and more elementary schools. 
Lastly, SPS received a Distress School Grant from the State.

SPS has not seen a direct correlation between population growth and student 
enrollment. Development and population increases do not strictly indicate increased 
school enrollment locally. Growth in student enrollment in public schools is dependent 
on the number of families that have school age children, and the number of families 
choosing to enroll children in public schools versus private schools.
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Single-family housing development (which is not increasing significantly in the city) 
continues to be the housing type that is associated with more school children. The City 
has been examining policies that would encourage more multi-family housing to be 
oriented toward families with children, but the current and expected future market for 
multi-family units is not expected to be heavily weighted toward family sized units. With 
the exception of housing units provided by Seattle Housing Authority, SPS has not found 
that multi-family residential development significantly increases school enrollment.

28.	Cooperative Planning for School Facilities. Staff from SPS and the City are working 
together to determine when and how to coordinate efforts with each other. This 
involves a range of the City’s offices, including the Department of Education and Early 
Learning, Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) Seattle Department 
of Construction and Inspections (SDCI), Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), 
and others. Activities include: consideration of Land Use Code implications for school 
expansion planning, and help in identifying sites for additional schools.

29.	Future Enrollment Locations and Trends Need Further Analysis; More Growth in 
Single Family Neighborhoods. Your comment advocating for more enrollment trend 
analysis is noted. Such analysis is undertaken by Seattle Public Schools in its ongoing 
facilities planning. See responses to Comments No. 27 and No. 31, this letter.

30.	Outdated School Facility Information. This comment does not explain in specifics what 
information is outdated, and it does not substantiate its inferences about errors in data 
on school buildings available, enrollment projects or facility use data. See responses to 
Comments No. 27 and No. 31, this letter, which indicate that the Draft EIS referred to and 
relied on the 2012 Facilities Master Plan, levy and other similar information.

31.	Student Enrollment Projections. This comment does not accurately reference where 
in the Draft EIS it detects an inaccurate statement. It may refer to content on page 3.8-26 
rather than “page 18.” On page 3.8-25, a lengthy paragraph explains various facts about 
the Facilities Master Plan and the Building Excellence (BEX) Phase IV levy. Selected quotes 
illustrate the factual referencing made: “The capacity limits identified in the Facilities 
Master Plan through 2022 is used as the basis for developing the SPS’s capital programs, 
including [BEX] Phase IV…The planning period for this capital program is 2014-2019. BEX 
Phase IV assumed capacity needs based on the high projection for kindergarten through 
5th grades and for 6th through 8th grades in the North region. Capacity needs were based 
on the medium projection for all other regions and for 9th through 12th grades…BEX Phase 
IV will provide an added capacity of 7,900 students to address the shortage identified in the 
Facilities Master Plan…” This commenter does not explain their rationale by which this 
factual information presented is inaccurate in its representation of the Facilities Master 
Plan and BEX Phase IV. The rest of this comment makes assertions that the District has 
admitted in public meetings that more capacity is needed through 2020 beyond what 
is stated in BEX IV, with or without considering class-size reduction mandates. And, 
it notes a resurgence in enrollments in particular parts of town, and speculates that 
approximately 20 more school buildings would be needed to meet state mandates for 
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class size. While such hearsay and estimations are not confirmed by this response, the 
commenter’s perspectives that recent higher-enrollment-growth trends combined with 
class-size reduction mandates may create additional capacity needs and challenges are 
acknowledged. Also, see the response to Comment No. 27, this letter.

32.	Universal Preschool Program. The Seattle Preschool Program is in an early stage of 
development. The District is working with the City and has made some classes available 
for this program. The City acknowledges that the District has to provide for school age 
children as a priority and that additional facilities will be needed for the preschool 
program.

33.	Traffic Analysis. As appropriate for a citywide programmatic EIS, the Draft EIS includes 
figures and tables summarizing the expected travel time increases on various paths 
within the City; see Draft EIS Figures 3.7-17 through 3.7-24 and Tables A.4-4, A.4-7, and 
A.4-11. The Air Quality and GHG Chapter indicates that total VMT is expected to increase 
by approximately 15 percent over 2015.

As the commenter states, the Draft EIS Transportation Appendix included PM peak 
hour volumes for readers interested in the forecasted demand on specific arterials.

34.	Roadway Capacity. The Transportation Appendix includes the technical memorandum 
describing the capacity methodology and adjustments made. The adjustment factors 
cited by the commenter are not arbitrary, were determined by using Highway Capacity 
Software, and were used to calibrate the Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT) 
“typical” values to reflect local observed traffic flow conditions on Seattle streets 
and highways, which allows for results more accurate to this jurisdiction rather than 
a Florida jurisdiction. It is not accurate to identify FDOT “typical” values as “national 
standards.” Requests to provide details about the “impacts on maximizing green time 
in one direction…” are noted, but this characteristic of existing conditions does not 
equate to being an impact of the Comprehensive Plan alternatives. The City’s current 
level of service policy considers only the arterials crossing each of the designated 
screenlines; additional analysis of potential “diversion” onto local streets is not related 
to the designated screenlines, and is not planned at this time.

Most of the counts used for analysis were collected in 2012 and 2013. As stated 
on page 3.7-23, count volumes older than 2012 were factored using growth trends 
along similar roadways. Traffic counts were seasonally adjusted by the month and 
year they were collected, based on factors provided by SDOT. Recent traffic growth 
trends were reviewed to determine if volumes should be factored up to approximate 
2015 conditions. That evaluation found relatively steady traffic volumes over the past 
five years; therefore, the recent counts are expected to adequately represent 2015 
conditions.

35.	Intersection Delay. The City’s level of service policy does not include intersection-
level analysis. This is a programmatic Draft EIS addressing area-wide land use zoning 
changes, rather than a project-specific proposal. Since the actual locations and sizes of 
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future development are unknown at this time, specific intersection volume forecasts 
would be overly speculative.

36.	Ballard Downtown Rail. Transit routing assumptions are based on the City’s Transit 
Master Plan to study how the planned transit network would affect travel patterns. 
The Draft EIS is a forward-looking document, and assumes the regionally accepted 
levels of future transit as directed by SDOT and PSRC. It should be noted what while 
transit funding fluctuates in the short term, transit funding and service over the last 20 
years has expanded substantially in the Puget Sound Region. The Ballard Downtown 
Rail project is also included in both the Transit Master Plan and the Sound Transit 3 
preferred project list, the latter with an estimated completion date of shortly after the 
2035 timeframe of this Comprehensive Plan. Also see the response to Comment No. 38, 
this letter.

37.	TrendLab+ Tool. The TrendLab+ tool was not used to generate the analysis results 
shown in the Draft EIS (screenlines, mode split etc.). The Draft EIS analysis uses a 
travel demand model based on PSRC’s regional model, which has relatively static 
assumptions of demographic characteristics. The TrendLab+ discussion is included to 
make readers aware of the potential for demographic shifts in the future.

38.	Transit Impacts. The travel demand modeling completed for the Comprehensive 
Plan forecasts a 60 percent increase in transit ridership to, from, and within Seattle 
between 2015 and 2035. King County Metro, Sound Transit, and PSRC all have long-
range planning efforts underway that are aimed at accommodating roughly double 
the current ridership, i.e. a 100 percent increase. Therefore, the transit agencies that 
operate Seattle’s transit system are designing service to accommodate the transit 
ridership forecasted by the Comprehensive Plan.

The City regularly purchases additional transit service from King County Metro. In 
this way, the City helps to ensure that transit service is distributed to most effectively 
meet demand and encourage additional ridership by providing a cohesive network of 
frequently-operating transit routes. The City also influences transit operations through 
its management of city streets on which transit travels, and sets limits on the number of 
transit buses that can operate on every street in the city.

Regarding the relationships of transit service to arterial capacity, see Appendix 
B.3 for a discussion of the relative road system capacity benefits of transit over 
automobile travel modes, in relation to the City’s proposed adoption of a mode-share 
based standard for transportation system capacity.

39.	Accidents and Other Traffic Delays. Travel demand models do not account for 
temporary capacity restrictions or inclement weather. There are no plans for the I-5 
express lanes to be restricted to transit only; the planned I-90 changes related to light 
rail are assumed in the future year model. The capacity evaluation of Aurora Bridge 
includes all six lanes of the bridge because the counts reflect the vehicles served in all 
lanes. The commenter notes that the GHG emissions evaluation should take the future 
year scenarios’ increased congestion levels (i.e. decrease in speeds) into account. The 
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emissions analysis in the FEIS has been updated to reflect the change in average speed 
between the 2015 and 2035 scenarios. The revised evaluation forecasts that the 2035 
emissions for all alternatives would be slightly higher than the 2015 condition. However, 
impacts are identified relative to the No Action Alternative. Given the similarity 
in congestion levels among the 2035 alternatives, the relative differences in GHG 
emissions identified in the DEIS and the finding that the Action Alternatives have lower 
VMT and therefore lower GHG emissions than the No Action Alternative means that the 
impact finding would not change.

40.	Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis, which discusses 
updated data.

41.	Competition for Funding. Potential future competition for funding is not identified 
as an element of the environment for consideration in an EIS, either in the SEPA Rules 
(WAC 197-11-444) or in Seattle’s SEPA policies and procedures (SMC 25.05.675.2.O.1).

Letter No. 9	 Fremont Neighborhood Council

1.	 Growth Assumptions. The Growth Management Act requires cities to plan for projected 
growth in their comprehensive plans. The King County Countywide Planning Policies 
(CPPs) set growth targets for all jurisdictions in the county, based on state growth 
projections. The city’s Draft Comprehensive Plan is consistent with state and regional 
guidance and uses the CPP growth targets. If different levels of growth occur, the 
Comprehensive Plan can be revised to reflect changes through the regular annual 
review and amendment cycle.

2.	 Growth Assumptions and SEPA Process. The comment is noted. A Determination of 
Non-Significance (DNS) was issued in 2015 as noted in this comment. The City took this 
action in order to comply with legal mandates to formally update its citywide growth 
targets in 2015, and to make timely updates for accuracy to the Plan’s appendices 
for transportation, capital facilities, housing, utilities, economic development and 
land use. The mandates included State deadlines for authorizing the citywide growth 
targets. This EIS evaluates a separate and subsequent action that evaluates the range 
of environmental impacts associated with different possible patterns that could be 
authorized, as well as due to recommended text amendments of the Comprehensive 
Plan itself, and related actions. While the 2015 DNS allocated a subset of growth 
estimates to urban centers (which are reflected in Alternative 1—No Action Alternative 
in this EIS), those estimates are subject to possible change and SEPA review as part of 
the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS, for example, and are subject to final decision-
making for the Comprehensive Plan update. The comment does not offer a supporting 
rationale as to why the prior SEPA DNS was “wholly inappropriate.”

3.	 SEPA-related monitoring of past outcomes. The comment requesting an assessment 
of prior SEPA analyses is noted. However, such an analysis is not required for this SEPA 
EIS. It should be noted that an EIS does not project, plan for, or guide change, nor 
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does it implement mitigation measures. Rather, the purpose of an EIS is to disclose 
information about probable impacts to the environment and to identify a range of 
mitigation measures that could be implemented to address identified significant 
adverse impacts. The information in the EIS is intended to be used by the public and 
decision-makers, in conjunction with other relevant considerations or documents, to 
reach decisions about the preferred course of action, including possible mitigation.

4.	 Neighborhood Planning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The commenter’s assertion that neighborhood planning has been 
“wholly abandoned” is not accurate.

5.	 Range of Alternatives. As described in the Draft EIS, each alternative emphasizes 
different patterns of projected future growth and intensity of development among the 
urban centers, urban villages and transit-related areas. The alternatives provide for 
consideration of the potential impacts associated with differing growth patterns that 
would allow the City to fulfill its responsibility under the GMA to accommodate 70,000 
new households and 115,000 new jobs by 2035. The EIS discloses that alternatives 2, 3 
and 4 would generate varying degrees of land use, transportation, public service and 
other impacts, several of which would represent lower levels of impacts than identified 
for the No Action Alternative. Some of these differences would occur due to thematic 
differences among the alternatives, such as the land use concentrations defined for 
Alternative 2, for example. Thus, the EIS is consistent with the intent of WAC 197-11-
440 in its defining of a range of alternatives. Mitigation measures that would help 
reduce impacts are identified for each alternative. With respect to concurrency, see the 
response to Comment No. 6, this letter.

6.	 Concurrency. The comment appears to suggest that the EIS should identify application 
of the GMA concurrency policy as means to mitigate the effects of growth. Regardless 
of whether that policy is characterized as a possible mitigation measure, that policy 
applies to future City actions. Application of GMA concurrency policies, which correlate 
the availability of infrastructure to expected growth, should help reduce, rather than 
increase, the impacts of growth.

Possible future implementation actions described in the EIS include re-establishing 
SEPA infill exemption provisions in Seattle’s environmental policies and procedures 
(SMC 25.05), which are a SEPA strategy defined by the State in RCW 43.21C.229. The EIS 
discusses and evaluates potential impacts of future growth and proposed actions on 
various elements of the environment including but not limited to transportation, public 
services, and utilities, for the purpose of providing information to decision-makers.

7.	 Gentrification. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 10	 Friends of Cheasty Greenspace at Mt. View

1.	 New Urbanism and Biophilic Cities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.
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2.	 Access to Nature. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 11	 Friends of Frink Park

1.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission. See comments and responses to Letter No. 5, 
Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

2.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission. See comments and responses to Letter No. 5, 
Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

Letter No. 12	 Friends of Seattle’s Urban Forest

1.	 Tree Canopy Goal. See comments and responses to Letter No. 5. Regarding the 
recommended tree canopy goal, see the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

2.	 Urban Forest Impacts. The comments are noted. See the comments and responses to 
Letter No. 5.

3.	 Tree Protection Ordinance. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See also the comments and responses to Letter No. 5.

4.	 Urban Forest Impacts. See the comments and responses to Letter No. 5.

5.	 Urban Forest Impacts and Strategies. See the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 1.

6.	 Open Space. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23.
The comment refers to the “Plan” in the document and it should be noted that the 

EIS is not a plan or policy guidance document, nor does it address all possibly policy 
considerations. For information about recommended parks and open space policy 
guidance, see the Draft Comprehensive Plan Parks and Open Space Element.

7.	 Cost of Growth. This comment raises multiple issues related to potential future 
costs. With respect to costs to the City for maintenance of public facilities and public 
services, it is acknowledged that the EIS does not include an economic analysis of the 
alternatives. As described in WAC 197-11-448, SEPA anticipates that the general welfare, 
social and economic aspects of policy options will be considered in the weighing future 
decisions, but an EIS is not required to evaluate all of the possible considerations of a 
decision. Rather an EIS focuses on environmental impacts and is expected to be used by 
decision-makers in conjunction with other relevant considerations and documents.

With respect to housing affordability, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing 
Affordability.

8.	 Cost Impacts. See the response to Comment No. 7, this letter.
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Letter No. 13	 Futurewise

1.	 Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Support Amended Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

4.	 Equity Analysis. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 High Opportunity Areas. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

6.	 Total Impacts of Growth. Depending on the topic and availability of reliable 
information, the Draft EIS provides comparative and/or absolute estimates of potential 
impacts for each alternative. For example, the land use analysis provides absolute 
information about how much growth would be directed to urban centers and villages 
under each alternative, describes potential impacts associated with this growth and, 
where appropriate, compares the relative magnitude of impacts between alternatives. 
The EIS analysis is cumulative in nature, considering impacts and identifying potential 
mitigation from a citywide perspective.

7.	 Economic Displacement Risk. The separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis considers 
displacement holistically and does not distinguish between residential and businesses 
in assessing potential for displacement. It is also noted that the Draft EIS discussed 
potential displacement impacts on businesses in its analyses on pages 3.6-20 through 
3.6-33, including the topics mentioned in this comment, and possible mitigation 
strategies.

8.	 Maintain the Goal of Homeownership. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Housing Element 
for policy guidance on this topic.

9.	 Employment Growth by Neighborhood. The analysis of employment is appropriate 
for a citywide programmatic EIS. The EIS provides a quantitative description of 
employment by economic sector and geographic location and a projection of future 
jobs by centers and villages. It also identifies the centers with higher vulnerable 
populations and increased risk of displacement. It is noted that several of the cited 
topics are being addressed in the update to Rainier Beach’s neighborhood plan, which 
focuses on employment, education and economic development topics.

10.	Housing Choice Analysis. The analysis of housing is appropriate for a citywide 
programmatic EIS. The Draft EIS recognizes that not all housing units are equal and that 
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a diversity of housing units is a good fit for diverse populations and diverse household 
types (i.e. larger families, single adults, older couples, etc.). The alternative-by-
alternative analysis of impacts to housing is meant to provide an idea of where impacts 
will be felt most and the mitigation measures section identifies measures in place to 
help ease the negative impacts felt by the community.

11.	Social Network Impacts. The EIS does not include an analysis of social networks. As 
described in WAC 197-11-448, SEPA anticipates that the general welfare, social and 
economic aspects of policy options will be considered in the weighing future decisions, 
but an EIS is not required to evaluate all of the possible considerations of a decision. 
Rather it focuses on environmental impacts and is expected to be used by decision-
makers in conjunction with other relevant considerations and documents.

12.	Earth and Water Analyses. The comment’s interests in disclosing a wider range of 
public health impacts due to environmental quality are acknowledged. The EIS analysis 
does not conclude that significant adverse impacts to public health would result 
from earth and water impacts. As described in Draft EIS Section 3.1.3, the continued 
application of the City’s existing policies, review practices and regulations, including 
the operational practices of Seattle Public Utilities, would help to avoid and minimize 
the potential for significant adverse impacts for these environmental elements. Other 
investigations of public health impacts, beyond the cited air quality evaluation, were 
not included in the scope for this programmatic EIS.

13.	Transportation Model. PSRC’s final 2014 Household Travel Survey data was not 
released in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The new release of data and revised 
mode share estimates are incorporated into the analysis of all alternatives, including 
the Preferred Alternative, see Final EIS Chapter 2 and Section 3.1. PSRC is 
undertaking a project to improve the travel demand model such that it is more sensitive 
to shifts to biking, walking and transit trips. However, this model is not yet ready for 
application and the City is using the best currently available tool for analysis.

14.	Placemaking Typologies for Urban Villages. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. Cited concerns regarding the character 
of new development and its role in affecting neighborhood character are typically 
addressed through the City’s design review program, including numerous 
neighborhood-specific design review guidelines. Also, as documented in the Draft EIS, 
future impacts to historic resources would be addressed through project level SEPA 
review and historic preservation requirements (Seattle Municipal Code Title 25), and 
development regulations to protect views are contained in the City’s land use code 
(Seattle Municipal Code Title 23).

15.	Growth Monitoring. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

16.	Impacts to Other Government Services. The Draft EIS was not scoped to include, 
and thus does not consider the potential impacts to other government services, such 
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as the departments of Planning and Development, Housing and Neighborhoods, 
because there are no established standards for these services and no known linear 
relationship between population and demand for these services. Separate from this 
action, it should be noted that the City is proceeding with a reorganization of some of 
the services referenced in this comment to integrate strategic planning functions more 
comprehensively.

17.	Closing Comments. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 14	 Haller Lake Community Club

1.	 Criminal Activity. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 15. Specifically, the City 
has found that many mixed use neighborhoods do not have higher crime rates. As 
noted in the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 15, crime is influenced by many 
factors beyond land use, density and population. The Draft EIS does discuss Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) and other Seattle Police efforts to 
reduce crime. It is acknowledged that the Police Department is continually working to 
analyze and plan for efficient resource deployment with the intent of reducing crime in 
high crime areas and throughout the city.

 With respect to the Bitter Lake area, the planned new facility at N 130th St/Aurora 
Ave N is anticipated to accommodate additional staff to support police protection 
needs in this area.

2.	 Zoning and Density. The EIS focuses on urban centers and urban villages because 
these areas are where the majority of future growth in Seattle will occur. Neighborhoods 
that lie outside urban center or urban village boundaries, such as most of the Haller 
Lake vicinity, are not analyzed in great detail due to the low amount of future growth 
anticipated for these areas. As shown on Figure 3.4-11 on page 3.4-16 of the Draft 
EIS, areas outside urban centers and urban villages are anticipated to experience a 
net change in housing density of less than 1 unit per acre. It is acknowledged that 
Alternative 4 and the Preferred Alternative studied in the EIS, include the possible 
action of designating a new urban village or light rail station area, which could lead 
to future proposed changes to zoning or land use designations that would increase 
permitted densities in the Haller Lake area. This, however, would occur through future 
land use action proposals that would be accompanied by additional public outreach 
and additional analysis once options for land use changes are identified in more detail. 
This kind of action may depend on whether Sound Transit makes future decisions that 
will indicate more clearly whether a light rail station at N 130th Street/Interstate 5 will 
occur sooner, later, or not at all.

3.	 Traffic Safety. There are no specific plans for a change in street use related to this 
proposal. This is a programmatic Draft EIS addressing area-wide land use zoning 
changes, rather than a project-specific proposal. Individual development projects will 
undergo separate SEPA review; any street use changes that could result from future 
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possible City planning-related land use actions, or individual developments, will be 
determined at that time. It is acknowledged that maintaining and improving safety 
of street use and traffic conditions is important and relevant today as well as with 
potential future growth in the Haller Lake neighborhood. The City has a traffic safety 
program in place, with a goal of zero traffic fatalities and serious injuries by 2030. The 
policies and strategies supporting that goal will be pursued regardless of the land use 
alternative selected. See Draft EIS pages 3.7-14 and 3.7-45 for details.

4.	 Potential Village at NE 130th St. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See also the description of the Alternatives, including the 
Preferred Alternative, in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

5.	 Future Land Use Designations. The description of possible Future Land Use Map 
changes continues on Draft EIS page 2-28 following the portion quoted in the comment. 
Also, impact discussion for this concept is provided on pages 3.4-31 and 3.4-35. For 
Haller Lake, if a new urban village is designated, the change in mapping principles 
would allow for a generalized mapping of the urban village on the Future Land Use Map, 
which would allow for flexibility in the development of possible area rezone patterns, if 
such actions are pursued at a later date. Under current Future Land Use Map practices, 
the presumed approach would necessitate the City first defining land use designations 
by land use category but in relatively specific geographic detail on the Future Land Use 
Map, whether rezones would immediately occur or not.

6.	 Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

7.	 Alternatives 2 and 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

8.	 Alternative 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

9.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 15	 Historic Seattle

1.	 Historic Preservation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 EIS Analysis. These comments conflate the SEPA “elements of the environment” with 
the topical elements of the Comprehensive Plan itself. Draft EIS page 1-1 indicates 
revisions are being made to the Comprehensive Plan itself; and page 2-7 lists all 
of the elements of the City’s existing Comprehensive Plan and states that the City 
is considering and updating elements of the Comprehensive Plan as part of the 
comprehensive plan update process. The SEPA elements of the environment are 
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different than the Comprehensive Plan elements, because SEPA describes distinct 
topical categories that comprise the natural or built environment, per State law. The 
scope (range of topics studied) of the EIS was defined during a scoping process in 2013–
2014 that included a lengthy opportunity for public comment. The lead agency (Seattle 
DPD, now SDCI) determined that historic preservation was not included in the EIS due 
to a lack of probable significant adverse historic preservation impacts to be generated 
by the Comprehensive Plan update.

Historic preservation policy guidance is included in the Comprehensive Plan as 
part of the draft Land Use element. Draft Comprehensive policy language is intended 
to maintain or enhance the strength of the City’s commitment toward historic 
preservation purposes.

3.	 Environmental Analysis. The comments are noted. See the response to Comment No. 
2, this letter.

The EIS considers the natural environment elements of earth and water quality, 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, and noise. The EIS considers the built 
environment elements of land use (patterns compatibility, height, bulk and 
scale), relationship to plans and policies, population, employment and housing, 
transportation, public services and utilities.

4.	 Preservation and GHG Emissions. Facts and research conclusions about the value of 
building stock preservation in helping to avoid greenhouse gas emissions are noted. 
City departments, such as the Office of Sustainability and Environment, are developing 
other actions that will encourage and require improved performance in existing 
buildings over time. However, those actions are not a part of the action considered in 
this EIS, which is the Comprehensive Plan update.

Analyzing the potential greenhouse benefits of preserving more existing buildings 
was not scoped to be included in this EIS. Such an analysis would require speculation on 
several points, not the least of which would be whether more population growth could 
be accommodated in retrofitted or re-used existing buildings, and how much of the 20-
year growth estimates could be accommodated in that manner. Such an analysis would 
be less suited to the purpose of the EIS, which is oriented toward identifying worst-case 
environmental impacts. See also the response to Comment No. 5, this letter, below.

5.	 Mitigation Strategies. Community character is considered in the EIS through the 
discussion of land use patterns, land use compatibility and height, bulk and scale. It 
is acknowledged that the EIS does not focus on a consideration of impacts that might 
occur in a future scenario where there is greater preservation of existing buildings and 
structures and more sensitive forms of infill development. This is largely because the 
purpose of an EIS is to consider potential significant adverse impacts of the proposal. 
Because preservation of existing structures and patterns of development are unlikely to 
result in significant adverse impacts, the focus of the discussion is on potential impacts 
resulting from new development. Also, the impact analysis assumes continuation of the 
protective policies of historic preservation rules and policies in the City’s codes today, 
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with no expected decrease in the probable level of protectiveness of existing buildings. 
A wide range of buildings are likely eligible to be reviewed for their historic preservation 
merit in the future; the EIS future growth scenario merely assumes the existing 
processes and criteria on historic preservation and landmarking merit would continue 
to be employed as they are today. Proposed comprehensive plan policies related to 
preservation are found throughout the Draft Comprehensive Plan, including the Land 
Use, and Neighborhood Planning elements.

6.	 Housing Affordability and Social Sustainability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability. See also the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use, Housing, Transportation and Neighborhood Planning 
elements for policy guidance related to walkable compact areas.

7.	 Land Use Element. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Historic preservation policy guidance is included in the draft 
Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element. The City’s existing preservation policies and 
regulations will continue to be supported in the updated Comprehensive Plan.

8.	 Preserve Historic and Cultural Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 16	 Housing Development Consortium 
of Seattle-King County

1.	 Planning Efforts. The commenter’s appreciation of Seattle’s efforts to plan for growth 
while advancing equity and the support for the proposed Draft Comprehensive Plan’s 
amendment on use of city surplus land for affordable housing is noted. Regarding 
affordable housing and the City’s Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA), 
see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.

2.	 Mitigation Strategies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Regarding mitigation strategies to address housing affordability 
and displacement, the Draft EIS identifies existing strategies in the mitigation section, 
and the draft Housing Element will guide the development of future mitigation 
strategies, such as those prioritized by HALA. Specific comments addressing home 
ownership, housing affordability, and displacement are addressed in responses to 
Comments #3, 4 and 5, below in this letter.

3.	 Home Ownership. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Housing Element for 
applicable policy guidance. In addition, some policies currently being explored by 
HALA include consideration of options for increasing access to Sharia-compliant loan 
products programs that would prevent displacement of low-income homeowners who 
are experiencing financial hardships (HALA Recommendations, 2015).
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4.	 Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.

5.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which incorporates changes based on the findings of the draft Growth and 
Equity Analysis. Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and Housing 
element include policy guidance that address displacement.

6.	 Closing Comments. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 17	 Interim CDA, and Seattle Chinatown International 
District Preservation and Development Authority

1.	 Chinatown/International District. The comments are noted.

2.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. As described in the Draft EIS, the City of Seattle has 
identified equity as a high priority issue and launched an Equitable Development 
Initiative specifically focused on clear policy guidance for equitable growth and 
development that will be incorporated throughout the Comprehensive Plan. Although a 
fundamental policy issue considered in the Comprehensive Plan, equity is not identified 
as an element of the environment for consideration in an EIS, either in the SEPA Rules 
(WAC 197-11-444) or in Seattle’s SEPA policies and procedures (SMC 25.05.675) The EIS 
environmental analysis is intended to be used by decision-makers in conjunction with 
other policy considerations and documents in making final decisions on proposals.

In recognition of the importance of this issue to citizens, this Final EIS includes 
updated information about the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2.

3.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See Final EIS Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred 
Alternative. This alternative was influenced by the findings and considerations of the 
separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

4.	 Focus growth in high opportunity/low displacement areas. The comment’s 
request for alternative growth strategies and investments to avoid displacement and 
equity impacts is acknowledged. See Chapter 2 for more discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative, which was formulated after publication of the Draft EIS and was guided by 
the findings and considerations of the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

5.	 Displacement. In Draft EIS Section 3.6, the description of displacement includes direct 
displacement, resulting from redevelopment, and displacement as a consequence 
of market forces, in which rising prices may cause residents and businesses to be 
displaced due to lack of affordability, see excerpt below.

As growth continues in Seattle and development accelerates to meet increasing demands 
for housing as well as commercial and retail space, some existing uses are likely to be 
redeveloped to accommodate new growth, creating a potential for displacement of 
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existing homes and businesses. This displacement would occur where there is demolition 
and eviction, as well as where market forces would increase the cost of living or doing 
business to a level that is no longer affordable to certain groups. (Draft EIS page 3.6-20)

For a discussion of updated information in the separate draft Growth and Equity 
Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2. This expanded definition of displacement is used 
in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis and in development of the Preferred 
Alternative and Draft Comprehensive Plan policies.

6.	 Definition of Marginalized Communities. The definition of marginalized communities 
has been expanded to include small businesses. It is also noted that the Draft EIS 
discussed potential displacement impacts on businesses in its analyses on pages 3.6-20 
through 3.6-33, including possible mitigation strategies.

7.	 Displacement. The commenter states that the VMT and GHG emissions are understated 
because low-income households may be displaced to lower-cost suburbs and forced 
to commute by car. While there may be anecdotal information about this displacement 
trend, there is no reliable data that can provide insight to whether displacement occurs 
or where people are being displaced to. A state of the practice model was used to 
estimate GHG emissions from VMT, and this tool did not have evidence of displacement 
with neighboring cities.

Draft EIS Section 3.6 identifies potential mitigation to address potential 
displacement that may result from the alternatives. In addition, see the description of 
the Preferred Alternative in Final EIS Chapter 2, which adjusts growth estimates to 
help address displacement.

8.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Letter No.15, Comment No. 2.

9.	 Closing Comments. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 18	 International Community Health Services

1.	 Access to Opportunity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Chinatown/International District. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 C/ID Neighborhood Plan. Thank you for your suggestion to pursue updates to the 
Chinatown/International District neighborhood plan. The City already has devoted 
resources to neighborhood planning during the Livable South Downtown zoning process, 
which also generated spinoff recommendations and strategies for neighborhood growth. 
Also, the City is also participating in planning work that is evaluating actions to improve 
Little Saigon’s businesses and public spaces, with the Seattle Chinatown International 
District Public Development Authority (SCIDPDA). The Executive is also convening 
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a special task force on public safety and livability topics for this neighborhood. It is 
acknowledged that additional actions can be considered in the future to consider ways 
to direct investments that will make the greatest difference for the community in the 
neighborhood.

Letter No. 19	 Lake City Neighborhood Alliance

1.	 Clarification of Alternatives. Lake City is included as a Hub Urban Village under all 
Draft EIS alternatives, but no boundary expansions of the Lake City Hub Urban Village 
are planned under any of the alternatives. Draft EIS housing growth assumptions for 
Lake City are for 1,400 units under Alternative 1 and 1,000 units under alternatives 2–4. 
For employment, the Draft EIS assumes 1,500 new jobs under Alternative 1, 900 new 
jobs for alternatives 2 and 3 and 1,200 new jobs under Alternative 4. For a description of 
growth assumptions for the Preferred Alternative, see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

2.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. The comment’s variety of factual information and 
perspectives on existing conditions that highlight several challenges and limitations 
relating to Lake City conditions are noted. Planning staff in multiple City departments 
have taken this range of input into consideration as they reviewed and updated the 
equity evaluation framework. Specifically, they have reviewed factors relating to school 
performance and adjusted factors relating to transit, employment and educational 
accessibility, and sidewalk system completeness.

3.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. The comment’s perspectives on lack of sidewalks in 
much of the neighborhood, and distant location to senior centers are acknowledged.

4.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The work that comes out of HALA is consistent with the intent 
of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and will be implemented as appropriate. The 
City Council has created the Council Work Plan for HALA Recommendations, which 
can be found on the City’s website at: http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/
HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf.

5.	 Public Outreach. The commenter’s preference for meetings with the neighborhood 
councils around the city is noted. Regarding public outreach, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Public Outreach.

6.	 Alternative 4 Clarification. Please see the response to Comment No. 1, this letter. 
As noted in the comment, because Lake City is not adjacent to a light rail station or a 
priority transit route, this Hub Village is not projected to accommodate the higher levels 
of growth estimated for the urban villages that are near light rail or priority transit routes.

7.	 Fire Service Impacts. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 21.

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
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8.	 School Impacts. The analysis in this programmatic Draft EIS is meant to provide a 
citywide analysis of the provision of public services over the next twenty years. The 
development of specific facilities will be analyzed and planned for more closely by the 
specific City entity involved in the project—in this case Seattle Public Schools. While the 
Comprehensive Plan will help guide future growth in the City, the District is responsible 
for providing sufficient school space to accommodate enrollment. Additionally, the City 
(SDOT) has an ongoing sidewalk program.

9.	 Parks Impacts. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23 related to the level of 
service standard noted in the Draft EIS. Figure 3.8-11 in the Draft EIS indicates that 
Seattle Parks and Recreation has identified the Lake City Hub Urban Village as an area 
with a gap in usable open space in parts of its area (northern edge and southeast corner).

Seattle Parks and Recreation have several improvements and acquisitions planned 
for the Lake City area. Cedar Park is being renovated with funds from the Parks and 
Green Spaces Levy and will continue to be open to the public during non-school hours 
after the adjacent Cedar Park School is reopened. The shoreline access at NE 130th 
Street is being purchased by the City and will be re-opened to the public. The land 
banked site on 33rd Avenue NE is scheduled for development in 2016.

10.	Capital Facilities Planning. The comment with respect to seeking assurance of funding 
for services, amenities and other investments to address growth-related impacts is 
noted. Please see the response to Letter No. 9, Comment No. 6 for more discussion of 
concurrency policies.

11.	Growth and Equity Analysis. The comments with respect to north-end demographics 
changing substantially since 2010 are noted. Analysis in the EIS contains some 
information and data points for population and housing that are more recent than 
2010. Also, the discussion of relative differences in the alternatives’ proportion of 
assigned growth is forward-looking, assessing the projected growth in the period from 
2015 to 2035. It is agreed that equity assessments should be mindful that demographic 
shifts will continue to occur over time, and that future allocations of city resources will 
have effects in all parts of the city, providing improvements and added service to some 
areas sooner, and some areas later.

12.	Growth and Equity Analysis. Your comments about the Access to Opportunity map are 
acknowledged. Planning staff in multiple City departments have taken these comments 
and others into consideration by revising the equity and access to opportunity analyses 
maps. See the response to Comments No. 2 and 3, this letter.

13.	N 130th Potential Urban Village. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See also the response to Letter No. 9, Comment No. 6.

14.	Growth and Equity Analysis. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis, 
for a discussion of updated information.

15.	Closing Comments. See response to Comment No. 5, this letter.
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Letter No. 20	 Lake2Bay Coalition

1.	 Lake2Bay Corridor. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Housing and Employment data. The authors’ information regarding housing and 
employment growth is noted but has not been reviewed or confirmed through the EIS 
process.

3.	 Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Public Improvements. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Connectivity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 Benefits of Growth in the Central City. The commenter’s information about carbon 
footprints at various locations is noted but has not been reviewed or confirmed through 
the EIS process.

7.	 Water Management Strategies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

8.	 Lake2Bay Benefits. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 21	 Othello Station Community Action Team

1.	 Growth Projections. The EIS considers the potential impacts of the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan, which plans for future growth consistent with the requirements of 
the Growth Management Act and King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). In 
order to test the sensitivity of the 20-year growth estimate, this Final EIS also considers 
the potential impacts of an additional 30,000 housing units by 2035; see Final EIS 
Section 3.1. If different levels of growth occur, the Comprehensive Plan can be 
revised to reflect changes through the regular annual review and amendment cycle.

2.	 Alternative 4 and HALA Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives. 
The work that comes out of HALA is consistent with the intent of the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan and will be implemented as appropriate. The City Council has 
created the Council Work Plan for HALA Recommendations, which can be found on the 
City’s website at: http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/
attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf.

3.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. It should be noted that the Growth and Equity Analysis is a separate 

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
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document from the EIS. The EIS does disclose information developed in the Growth and 
Equity Analysis, in particular in Draft EIS Section 3.5 Population, Employment, Housing 
and in Final EIS Section 4.3.2

4.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

5.	 Small Businesses. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See the response to Comment No. 3, this letter.

7.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 22	 Puget Sound Sage

1.	 Displacement Impacts. The displacement analysis is appropriate for a citywide 
programmatic EIS. Attempting to estimate precise levels of displacement for each 
alternative would be speculative, at best. The Draft EIS determines that displacement 
will differ by alternative and thus can only make a general determination of the location 
and general severity of the displacement. The alternatives analyzed are intended to 
help compare different courses of action and to identify approaches that could create 
the best outcomes, despite the anticipated growth.

Consideration of the relative impacts of displacement was included in the Growth 
and Equity Analysis (a separate document than this EIS), which is being used by the City 
to inform the Comprehensive Plan update. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for information 
on the updated separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

2.	 Population, Housing and Employment Mitigation. Regarding housing affordability 
and population, housing and employment mitigation, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Housing Affordability.

3.	 Modeling Displacement Impacts. See response to Comment No. 1, this letter. The 
alternatives analyzed in this programmatic non-project EIS are intended to help 
compare different courses of action for long-term growth patterns influenced by 
comprehensive planning, and to identify approaches that could create the best 
outcomes, despite the anticipated growth.

While it is possible that future land use actions and growth planning choices could 
lead to future demolition of low-income housing, the implementation of comprehensive 
planning policies and mitigation strategies may help create the opportunity to provide 
an even greater number of affordable units. The City’s conclusions with respect to 
significant adverse impacts, and its discussion of mitigation strategies, reflects the level 
of information that is best suited to this programmatic non-project EIS. The comment’s 
two quotations of SMC 25.05.675.I, of policy background and policy statement portions 
of the SEPA policies and procedures for Housing as an environmental element, are 
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acknowledged. This information is accurate, but it does not generate additional 
analytic obligations for this programmatic EIS. Impacts on particular population 
groups, such as the African American community mentioned, are primarily addressed in 
the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

4.	 Assessment of Displacement Impacts. The Draft EIS recognizes that displacement 
will occur and that it is a challenge associated with affordability impacts. Discussion of 
displacement is found in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, which has the 
specific intent of analyzing impacts on displacement and opportunities that will come 
as a result of Seattle’s 2035 growth strategy. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for updated 
information about the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

5.	 Transportation Impacts of Displacement. The discussion of vehicle ownership and 
displacement effects on the environment is noted.

The comment’s specification that the Draft EIS should be revised to reflect 
displacement effects on residential patterns is noted. This analysis, however, is located 
in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, which has the specific intent of 
analyzing impacts on displacement and opportunities that will come as a result of 
Seattle’s 2035 growth strategy.

The commenter’s finding that high-income residents in the same neighborhood as 
low-income residents are more likely to own and use vehicles despite proximity to an 
equal amount of transit is noted. The opinion that this will result in a net negative off-
set of environmental gains of growth as more low-income residents are displaced and 
forced to buy cars is also noted. More analysis would be needed in order to make this 
determination on an alternative-by-alternative basis, especially given the upcoming 
changes to transit availability. However, the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS are 
intended to help compare these impacts, relatively. For example, alternatives 3 and 
4 are highly transit-focused, and concentrate development in areas where the most 
people have access to multi-modal transportation opportunities. While this does create 
some concerns about displacement and affordability, access to transit and expanded 
transit systems will have a probable net positive effect on the region’s commute 
patterns and environmental conditions.

The point about neighborhoods with good transit having the greatest growth in 
vehicle registration is noted; however, this could be a result of various factors. For 
example, in Capitol Hill and South Lake Union, vehicle registrations are growing rapidly 
because housing units are coming onto the market that never existed before. Some of 
these owners will choose to keep cars at their homes, whether they’re using them to 
commute or not. This change is different than an existing number of households now 
owning more cars than before. The article that is referenced in the comment also states 
that for every 100 adults, there has been a consistent number of vehicles over the last 
decade or so. However, car ownership in these transit rich areas, as mentioned in the 
comment, cannot be directly related to single-person vehicle commuting. In fact, Table 
1 shows increases in carpool, public transit, and bike commuting.
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6.	 GHG Impacts of Displacement. See response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 7.

7.	 Additional Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative builds on Draft 
EIS Alternative 4 while addressing the equity issues raised in this and other public 
comments.

8.	 Growth Assumptions. As described in the Draft EIS, the forecasts of 70,000 housing units 
and 115,000 jobs were prepared by the Washington Office of Financial Management and 
allocated to Seattle through a regional decision-making process. As established in the 
GMA, the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) must guide the allocation of population 
between cities and counties. In King County, this allocation is accomplished through a 
collaborative planning process led by the Growth Management Planning Council (GMPC), 
which consists of elected officials from King County, Seattle, Bellevue, other cities and 
towns in King County, special purpose districts, and the Port of Seattle. The allocation 
process and adopted allocations are documented in the King County Countywide 
Planning Policies. Please see this link for more information about the CPPs and GMPC: 
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth.aspx.

9.	 Family-sized Housing Strategies. The Seattle Planning Commission’s findings and 
action agenda regarding preservation of family-size housing are noted. The purpose 
of the EIS is to review and disclose potential significant adverse impacts of the 
alternatives related to the City’s proposal to update the Comprehensive Plan. The EIS 
also identifies possible mitigation strategies to address significant adverse impacts, but 
does not otherwise propose strategies to achieve any particular policy direction. See 
the draft Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan for policies that support housing 
opportunities for families.

10.	Job Impacts. The EIS provides information about citywide employment by sector and 
distribution of employment by sector in the urban centers and villages. The impact 
analysis describes the potential distribution of employment by sector and the potential 
for displacement of existing businesses. The purpose of the EIS is to review and disclose 
potential significant adverse impacts of the alternatives related to the City’s proposal to 
update the Comprehensive Plan. The EIS also identifies possible mitigation strategies 
to address significant adverse impacts of the proposed action, but does not otherwise 
propose strategies to achieve any particular policy direction. See the draft Economic 
Development Element of the Comprehensive Plan for policies related to employment.

11.	Air Impacts. The finding of a less than significant adverse air quality impact in the 
Draft EIS is based on the potential impacts of the proposed alternative actions. 
As the commenter states, the existing effects of toxic air pollutant emissions are 
geographically disproportionate within the Seattle area as indicated in Figure 3.2-2 
and Figure 3.2-3 of the Draft EIS. This disproportionality is consistent with the 2013 
University of Washington study in the communities of South Park and Georgetown cited 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth.aspx
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by the commenter, which concluded that “Results generally indicated a wide degree of 
variation in pollution levels across the study area.”

The Draft Comprehensive Plan provides policy guidance to guide local land 
use development within specific areas. The Draft Comprehensive Plan alternatives 
considered in the Draft EIS would not result in development of new freeways or specific 
stationary sources of air pollution. Consequently, impact assessment has centered on 
the appropriateness of land use development for each alternative and predominantly 
on the location of residential development and other sensitive land uses. While the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan alternatives include policies addressing growth of industrial in 
existing areas zoned for such uses, the alternatives would not expand areas designated 
for industrial use. The risks from siting of new or intensified industrial sources are within 
the purview of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, which requires screening risk analysis 
of such sources through its Regulation III Article 2, Review of Toxic Air Contaminants.

12.	Graham Street Station and Urban Village. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

13.	Closing Comments. The comments are noted, see responses to comments in the letter.

Letter No. 23	 Seattle Chinatown International District

1.	 Open House Comment Summary. The comments from the open house held by 
the Seattle Chinatown International District on June 4 about the Draft EIS and 
Comprehensive Plan are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 24	 Seattle Green Spaces Coalition

1.	 Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS are appropriate 
for a citywide programmatic EIS and to the applicable element of the environment. 
Mitigation measures are identified in the EIS for situations where a significant adverse 
impact is identified. The mitigation measures include a mix of specific actions, potential 
policy or program recommendations or, where appropriate, identification of the existing 
regulatory and policy framework that would serve to mitigate impacts. For example, to 
address potential business displacement impacts, use of existing tools and programs, 
including Community Development Block grants, New Market Tax Credits, Section 108 
leads, and contracts with community organizations, such as Washington CASH and 
Community Capital Development, is identified as likely aiding mitigation outcomes. 
As an example of a recommended new action the City could take, a noise mitigation 
strategy suggests that the Noise Ordinance could be updated to require best practices for 
noise control such as “quiet” pile-driving technologies and use of cushion blocks.

With respect to Earth and Water, Section 3.1.3 indicates that none of the identified 
impacts are deemed to be significant adverse impacts. And it accurately concludes 
that the continued application of existing policies, review practices and regulations 
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is expected to lead to avoidance or reduction of impacts to environmentally critical 
areas such that significant adverse impacts are not probable. Specific elements of the 
city’s policies and regulations include the Seattle Municipal Code Title 22 (Building and 
Construction Codes), Title 23 (Land Use Code), Title 25 (Environmental Protection and 
Historic Preservation), Chapter 25.09 (Regulations for Environmentally Critical Areas), 
Chapter 23.60A (Shoreline Master Program Regulations), and others. Because of the 
substantive findings, there is not a need to define other mitigation strategies in this 
programmatic EIS.

2.	 Parks Impacts. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23. Also, see Section 3.2 
of this Final EIS for revisions and clarifications that are pertinent to parks and recreation 
topics, including your comments. This clarifies that the findings are concluded to 
represent adverse environmental impacts but not significant adverse impacts. Also, 
the Final EIS (Chapter 2) clarifies the intent to discontinue the quantitative standards 
cited in this comment, and for new guidance to be developed through updates to the 
Park Development Plan. The Park Development Plan will include more analysis and 
indications of City strategies for addressing future needs and possibly topics such as 
potential uses for surplus land.

3.	 Parks Impacts. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23, and the response to 
Comment No. 2, this letter. Further, the City recognizes the public health and other 
benefits of parks and open space. These benefits underlie the City’s efforts to provide 
more and better space where possible.

4.	 Parks Mitigation. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23, the response to 
Comment No. 2, this letter, and Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for description of 
revisions and clarifications to the parks and recreation impact analysis. This EIS 
acknowledges the identified findings as adverse impacts but not significant adverse 
impacts. It is not necessary to indicate proposed mitigation strategies for impacts that 
are adverse but not significant adverse impacts.

5.	 Parks Mitigation. The purpose of an EIS is to disclose information about significant 
adverse impacts to the environment and to identify a range of mitigation measures 
that could address identified significant adverse impacts. Please refer to WAC 197-11-
400. The information in the EIS is intended to be used by decision makers when they 
consider taking an action, which in this case is text and map amendments to the Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan. If taken, this is a legislative decision that will be made by the 
City Council, and the City Council has the discretion to commit to particular mitigation 
measures. The Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI), the lead 
agency for the EIS, can recommend that the City Council adopt a particular course of 
action and/or mitigation measures, but does not have the authority to commit the 
City Council to take a specific action, such as adopting legislation. For these reasons, 
mitigation is presented as a range of measures that the City Council may consider.
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Additionally, the City has a process for disposal of surplus property that is designed 
to take into account many possible City priorities, including open space and recreation, 
housing, and other City service needs.

6.	 Storm Water Impacts. The comment references the summary of the Draft EIS. The 
discussion of drainage is found in Draft EIS Section 3.9 with respect to sewer and 
drainage utilities, and references to related topics are made in Section 3.1, Earth 
and Water Quality, particularly pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-9. Section 3.9 provides a 
description of the existing system, including maps of the separate and combined 
systems, drainage lines, ditch and culvert systems and capacity constrained areas. 
A description of existing management strategies, pertinent to future utility systems’ 
conditions and performance, is provided on pages 3.9-12 through 3.9-14. As discussed 
in this section, existing management practices include requirements for developer-
provided downstream improvements, capital improvements based on identified needs 
independent of development and stormwater code requirements, including on-site 
stormwater management, green infrastructure and other measures.

Draft EIS Section 3.9 concludes that future development could result in increased 
flow and increased demand on drainage system capacity. However, due to existing 
management practices, no significant adverse impacts are identified. Also, refer to Final 
EIS Section 3.2, which includes revisions and clarifications to Draft EIS analyses on 
utility topics.

7.	 Tree Canopy and GHG Emissions. The City of Seattle has a two-for-one replacement 
policy with regard to tree removal that would be applicable to future development 
under the Comprehensive Plan, and has also implemented its 2013 Urban Forest 
Stewardship Plan. It should be noted that while newly planted smaller trees will take 
many years to replace the shade value of mature trees, the sequestration rate is highest 
over the initial 20 years of growth after which carbon in biomass slows with age, and is 
completely offset by losses associated with tree clipping, pruning and occasional death 
(IPCC, 2003).

Also, refer to response to Letter No. 296, Comment No. 4 which addresses mitigation 
measures using buffer zones and filtration with respect to air quality exposures.

8.	 Earth and Water Mitigation. As the commenter notes, there is potential for adverse 
impacts related to disturbance of critical areas resulting from potential development. 
However, the continued application of the City’s existing policies, review practices 
and regulations are concluded to avoid and minimize the potential for such impacts. 
Accordingly, the City is concluding that the overall potential future outcomes are not 
anticipated to be significant adverse impacts. See response to Comment No. 1, this 
letter.

9.	 Shoreline Impacts. The referenced Draft EIS section describes that the Shoreline Master 
Program (SMP) and applicable sections of the Land Use Code (SMC 23.60A) will apply to 
all future development that is proposed within waters of the state, adjacent shorelands 
and associated wetlands, and would mitigate the impacts of planned growth within 
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affected areas under any EIS alternative. In areal terms, the Draft EIS states that the 
largest extent of the City’s shoreline resources are located adjacent to lower density 
residential areas and outside of designated urban villages and a relatively small portion 
of future growth would be planned for these areas. See Draft EIS pages 3.5-9 through 
3.5-10 for the complete discussion and Final EIS Chapter 2 and Section 3.1 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative and its relationship to designated shorelines.

10.	Risk Assessment. As established in WAC 197-11-402, an EIS need only analyze the 
probable adverse impacts that are significant.

11.	Land Use Compatibility. The development regulations contained in Title 23 of the 
Seattle Municipal Code were designed specifically to address the issues raised by this 
comment, including height limits, required setbacks, required landscaping, and buffers 
with surrounding uses. As a result, no additional mitigation measures are necessary.

12.	Tree Canopy. See the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

13.	Open Space. “Development of usable open space within existing parks” refers to 
creating new facilities in areas of parks that are currently not developed for human use, 
such as has occurred at places like Magnuson Park, Discovery Park and others. Also, see 
the response to Letter No. 8, Comments No. 23 and 25.

14.	Expansion Areas for Urban Villages. Urban Villages delineate areas where future 
development is planned to be concentrated. However, uses and development on 
individual properties are still regulated by zoning. While Urban Village boundaries 
would be expanded to include new territory, potentially including existing parks and 
open space, no changes in zoning are proposed for those properties as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update.

If zoning changes were proposed in the future to allow private development on these 
properties, the City would be required to initiate a separate public process at that time.

15.	Climate-friendly City. The EIS contains a review of potential GHG emissions associated 
with each alternative. This analysis is updated for the Preferred Alternative in Final 
EIS Section 3.1. In addition, the Draft Comprehensive Plan identifies the Climate 
Action Plan as an implementing plan that supports the Comprehensive Plan. Additional 
information about the Climate Action Plan may be found at this link: http://www.seattle.
gov/environment/climate-change/climate-action-plan.

Letter No. 25	 Seattle Nature Alliance (1)

1.	 Support for Comments Submitted by Other Organizations. The comment is noted.

2.	 Tree Canopy. See the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

http://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change/climate-action-plan
http://www.seattle.gov/environment/climate-change/climate-action-plan
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3.	 Open Space Goals. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan Open Space Element for 
information about proposed open space goals.

4.	 Expansion Areas for Urban Villages. See the response to Letter No. 24, Comment No. 14.

5.	 Closing Comments. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 26	 Seattle Nature Alliance (2)

1.	 Expansion Areas for Urban Villages. See the response to Letter No. 24, Comment No. 14.

Letter No. 27	 Seattle Neighborhood Greenways

1.	 Multimodal Level of Service. See the response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 2.

2.	 Commute Trips. PSRC’s final 2014 Household Travel Survey data was not released 
in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The new release of data and revised mode share 
estimates have been incorporated into the analysis of all alternatives, including the 
Preferred Alternative, in Final EIS Section 3.1. These estimates include mode share 
for all trip types, not just work trips.

3.	 Alignment with Existing Plans. See the response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.

4.	 Push the Envelope. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Visionary Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative in Final EIS Chapter 2.

Letter No. 28	 South Communities Organizing 
for Racial/Regional Equity

1.	 Unique Features of Southeast Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See the response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 2.
As suggested by the comment, the Preferred Alternative was adjusted based on 

findings of the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. In addition, in recognition 
of the importance of this issue to citizens, this Final EIS includes updated information 
about the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2.

3.	 Timing of Mitigation. See response to Letter No. 24, Comments No. 1 and 5.

4.	 Integrated Mitigation Strategies. The comments are noted. The purpose of an 
EIS is to disclose information about significant impacts to the environment and to 
identify a range of mitigation measures that could address identified impacts. The 
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narrative of how to bring together affordable housing, transit, jobs and investment 
without displacement is part of the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan. See the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan for more information.

5.	 Displacement Impacts. The Draft EIS is a program-level analysis, and attempting to 
estimate precise levels of displacement for each alternative would be speculative, at 
best. The Draft EIS discloses information contained in the separate draft Growth and 
Equity Analysis and determines that displacement will differ by alternative and thus 
can only make a general determination of the location and general severity of the 
displacement. The alternatives analyzed are intended to help compare different courses 
of action and to identify approaches that could create the best outcomes, despite the 
anticipated growth.

6.	 Environmental Impacts of Displacement. See the response to Letter No. 17, Comment 
No. 5.

7.	 Jobs. See the response to Letter No. 22, Comment No. 10.

Letter No. 29	 The Urbanist

1.	 Opening Comments. The comments are noted.

2.	 Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

4.	 Alternatives 3 and 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

5.	 Proposed New Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 30	 Transportation Choices Coalition, Feet First

1.	 Updated Data. The comments are noted. See the responses to specific data comments 
in responses to comments 2–6, this letter.

2.	 Growth Projections. The comment is noted. The Final EIS includes an analysis of a 
scenario derived from the Preferred Alternative that tests the sensitivity of impacts 
identified in the Draft EIS to increased growth levels, beyond what is proposed for the 
Comprehensive Plan. This sensitivity analysis assumes a growth estimate of 100,000 
housing units, compared to the assumption of 70,000 housing units in the Draft EIS. 
Please see Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative and 
Section 3.1 for the sensitivity analysis.
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3.	 Mode Split Analysis. PSRC’s final 2014 Household Travel Survey data was not released 
in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The new release of data and revised mode share 
estimates have been incorporated into the analysis of all alternatives, including the 
Preferred Alternative, in Final EIS Section 3.1.

4.	 PSRC Guidance. With respect to the Draft EIS, the estimates of SOV mode share are 
from the project travel demand model which is based on PSRC’s regional travel model 
with additional detail for Seattle’s land use and transportation system. These results do 
not imply or reflect goals the City is setting.

Final EIS Section 3.1 includes a new multimodal LOS metric using a mode 
share goal that targets a reduction in SOV travel. PSRC is undertaking a major effort to 
release a new type of transportation model that will be more sensitive to multimodal 
transportation options and the impacts on travel choices. This new model, SoundCast, 
is not yet ready for application. Additional information about SoundCast is available at: 
http://www.psrc.org/data/models/abmodel.

5.	 Climate Action Plan. See responses to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.

6.	 Multimodal LOS. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 2.

7.	 Bikeshed and Transitshed Graphics. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 11. 
Although “transitsheds” were not illustrated, access to transit service was considered in 
terms to walking distance to transit stations.

8.	 Show Public Services Availability Within Walksheds, Bikesheds, and Transitsheds 
. Please see the separate Growth and Equity analysis for more information about 
access to services, of which certain amenities and services are a part of two composite 
indices related to “access to opportunity” and displacement risks. The findings in maps 
illustrating those indices help portray varying degrees of mobility and accessibility to 
services and amenities.

9.	 Traffic Safety Data. This is a programmatic Draft EIS addressing area-wide land use 
zoning changes, rather than a project-specific proposal. Since the actual locations and 
sizes of development are unknown at this time, it is speculative to forecast differences 
in future traffic safety.

10.	Pedestrian Master Plan. Your comment is noted. The Pedestrian Master Plan is 
described on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIS.

11.	Coordinated Planning With Schools. Your comments about coordinating planning 
with the School District, including with respect to providing safe accessibility, is 
noted. For other information about school impacts, see the responses to Letter No. 8, 
Comments No. 27 through 32.

12.	Youth Engagement. Your comment is noted.

13.	Graphic Formatting. Your comment is noted.

http://www.psrc.org/data/models/abmodel
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14.	Alternative 4 Preferred but Doesn’t Go Far Enough. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 31	 Westwood-Highland Park Residential Urban 
Village Committee, and Westwood-Roxhill-
Arbor Heights Community Council

1.	 Community Needs: Prioritize This Neighborhood for Investment and Growth. The 
Draft EIS is a citywide programmatic EIS that considers existing conditions, impacts and 
mitigation on a cumulative basis. As a citywide document, it is acknowledged that there 
is limited analysis of each specific urban center or village. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Considerations.

2.	 Alternative 4: Include an Emphasis on this Neighborhood and Invest in 
Improvements More Equitably. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Community Profile. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Historically Inequitable Treatment, Community Needs, Capacity to Grow 
Residentially and Economically. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

5.	 Need for Green, Usable Open Space, and Attention to Improving Schools Facilities 
and Academic Performance. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 Transportation: Need More Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements and Safety. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

7.	 Water: Address Drainage Issues and Safety Issues in Roxhill Park. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

8.	 Neighborhood Vision: More Ownership, Identity, Character, Cultural Diversity, 
Growth With Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

9.	 Consider Neighborhood Needs in Comprehensive Plan and Through Focused City 
Efforts. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

10.	Prioritize Investment in the Neighborhood to Overcome Historic Inequities. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

11.	Specific Proposed Action Opportunities. Your comments on specific strategic actions 
are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 32	 Abendroth, Terry

1.	 Livable City. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Newcomers. The comment is noted.

3.	 Public Input. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

The commenter’s opinion is noted. The outreach for the Comprehensive Plan update 
process has included dozens of meetings over the last few years, as well as surveys 
and other online portals. Seattle’s comprehensive planning team (now within the 
Office of Planning and Community Development) has received several thousand public 
comments from these various outreach modes. Plans for 2016 outreach on important 
citywide planning and growth topics will also include upcoming meetings relating to 
HALA-related implementation initiatives. For more information, see http://2035.seattle.
gov/.

Letter No. 33	 Abolins, Talis

1.	 Density and Perspectives on the Alternatives. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Schools: City Should Facilitate Family-Friendly Housing Near Schools, and 
Collaborate With District to Preserve Land for School Expansion. Your perspectives 
on encouraging the ability of families to live near schools and that the City should more 
actively coordinate to reserve land for future school expansions are noted.

3.	 Advocates for Master Planning and City Cooperative Efforts with Schools. See Final 
EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. The comment 
regarding engagement with the Seattle Public School District, specifically in relation 
to Franklin High School and the North Rainier urban village, is noted. As the City’s 
comprehensive planning effort moves forward, it will continue to engage all City 
Departments and service providers including the Seattle Public Schools.

4.	 Social Equity, Mobility and Education. Your comments are noted. Draft 
Comprehensive Plan policies address access to education in several places, including 
policies GS2.6, T5.8, H5.1, and Goal CW4 and supporting policies. Also, the City is 
continuing to plan in the North Rainier urban village for long-term transit-oriented 
development and infrastructure improvements including transportation system and 
other utility improvements.

5.	 Manage Displacement Risks and Promote Actions Toward Access to Opportunity. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. Please 
also see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis for an updated discussion.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
http://2035.seattle.gov/
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6.	 Affordable, Diverse Neighborhoods that Address Gaps in Provision of Amenities 
and Infrastructure. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. This letter’s attachment referenced in the comment is included as 
Appendix B.6 to this Final EIS.

7.	 Demographics of Growth. The comments are noted. Demographic characteristics 
of Seattle’s population, including recent in-migration trends, comparisons to King 
County trends, age, household size, income and poverty levels, domestic or foreign-
born populations, and race/ethnicity, are discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.6, Population, 
Employment and Housing. This provides general perspective on the possible 
composition of future population growth, which will be used by decision-makers going 
forward in the Comprehensive Plan update process.

8.	 Addressing Critical Problems and Deficits in Capital Planning to Promote 
Livability and Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The attachments referenced in the comment are included Appendix 
B.6 of this Final EIS. Draft Comprehensive Plan goals and policies that address the 
adequate provision of capital facilities include goals and supporting policies TG10, 
CFG1, PG1, CWG7 and UG1.

Letter No. 34	 Allen, Tim

1.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 35	 Allen, Tom

1.	 Need for a New Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 
for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 36	 Allred, Jonathan

1.	 Prefer Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 37	 Anonymous (1)

1.	 Apodments. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 38	 Anonymous (2)

1.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.6 acknowledges the risk of displacement in 
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urban villages in South Seattle and notes that additional discussion of equity and 
displacement can be found in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement and Section 4.3.2, Growth and 
Equity Analysis for updated information.

Letter No. 39	 Anonymous (3)

1.	 Need for a New Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 
for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Recommended New Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 40	 Anonymous (4)

1.	 Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address 
displacement.

Letter No. 41	 Anonymous (5)

1.	 Desire to be a Seattleite is Diminishing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 42	 Anonymous (6)

1.	 Upzone Light Rail Station Areas and Abolish Parking Minimums. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Enable More Attached Dwelling Units. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Set Higher Priority on Multimodal Transportation Improvements. See Final 
EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. The Draft EIS 
Transportation Element describes the City’s recommended priorities for transit and 
walking/biking and provides recommended policy guidance for transit and walking/
biking infrastructure.

Letter No. 43	 Anonymous (7)

1.	 Less Politics and Less Expensive Programs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 44	 Anonymous (8)

1.	 Woodland Park Zoo. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 45	 Anonymous (9)

1.	 Build More Housing for More Affordable Choices. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 46	 Anonymous (10)

1.	 Need for a New Alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 
for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 47	 Anonymous (11)

1.	 Tree Preservation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 48	 Anonymous (12)

1.	 Lack of Confidence in City Planning; Support Equity, Diversity, Affordability, 
Mobility Choice, Pedestrian Safety. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 49	 Anonymous (13)

1.	 Rezone Preference for Beacon Hill near the VA Hospital. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 50	 Anonymous (14)

1.	 Timing. Your comment is noted. As you may know, voter-approved Proposition 1 has 
already added back more than 220,000 hours of bus service to the city’s bus routes.

2.	 Developers Should Pay for Infrastructure. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 51	 Anonymous (15)

1.	 Distribute Density and Preserve Single Family Homes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 52	 Anonymous (16)

1.	 Walkable School Siting and School Choice Policies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 53	 Anonymous (17)

1.	 Strategies for Growth: Prefer Alternative 2 for Growth Until Transportation and 
Infrastructure Catch Up. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Alternatives, and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative.

Letter No. 54	 Anonymous (18)

1.	 Traffic Controls. It is acknowledged that there may be a need for additional traffic 
controls at some intersections as travel demand increases. However, the programmatic 
Draft EIS addresses area-wide land use zoning changes from a cumulative perspective. 
Since the actual location and size of future development is unknown at this time, 
additional location-specific detail of future traffic control improvements would be 
overly speculative. The Seattle Department of Transportation will monitor traffic 
operations through their existing programs and implement changes as needed.

Letter No. 55	 Anonymous (19)

1.	 West Seattle Future Growth Underestimated and Same in All Alternatives. Draft EIS 
Figures 2-8 through 2-13 show that there are no proposed changes to the urban village 
boundaries in West Seattle under alternatives 1, 2 and 3. However, for Alternative 
4, EIS Figures 2-14 and 2-16 show potential expansion of the West Seattle Junction 
Urban Village, shaded in dark orange. Also, the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS 
includes the same urban village boundary change. The City’s planners are aware of 
zoning conditions in the West Seattle Junction vicinity. Varying growth assumptions 
are evaluated for this urban village – ranging from 1,200 up to 3,000 dwelling units, 
and between 600 and 2,500 additional jobs (Alternative 4); see Final EIS Table 2–3 and 
Table 2–4 for housing and employment growth assumptions, respectively, in the urban 
villages. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 56	 Anonymous (20)

1.	 South Seattle: Too Much Density and Displacement, and Request to Curb 
Gentrification. For discussion of equity and displacement, see the separate draft 
Growth and Equity Analysis. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for updates to the separate 
draft Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement.
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Letter No. 57	 Anonymous (21)

1.	 Diversity. The term diversity is used in a variety of contexts in the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan, including demographics and cultural characteristics, employment opportunities, 
built character of neighborhoods, households and housing types, and others.

Letter No. 58	 Anonymous (22)

1.	 Prefer Alternative 3. The comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives 
and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 59	 Anonymous (23)

1.	 All alternatives objectionable. The comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 60	 Anonymous (24)

1.	 Support Small-Scale Infill Ground-Oriented Housing Options. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Housing Element recommended policy guidance related to infill 
housing.

Letter No. 61	 Anonymous (25)

1.	 Locate Growth in Core of Seattle per Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Chapter 2 for a description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Avoid Displacement and Loss of Diversity. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description 
of the Preferred Alternative and Section 4.3.2 for a discussion of updates to the separate 
draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

3.	 Low-Density Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 62	 Anonymous (26)

1.	 Planning Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 63	 Anonymous (27)

1.	 Neighborhood Growth and Density: Allocate Growth to High-Income 
Neighborhoods Too. As shown in EIS tables 2-2 and 2-3, the EIS includes housing and 
employment growth assumptions for all urban centers and villages in Seattle. Please 
see also Final EIS Chapter 2, which describes the Preferred Alternative and identifies 
future growth assumptions for Seattle’s urban villages and centers.

2.	 2nd Ave Bike Lane. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Separated Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Parking Requirements. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Priorities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 West Seattle Bridge. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

7.	 Rent Increase. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

8.	 Create a Planning Department. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. The City has newly designated an Office of Planning and 
Community Development in 2016.

Letter No. 64	 Anonymous (28)

1.	 Tall Buildings, Light and Shadow Impacts. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Development Review. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 65	 Anonymous (29)

1.	 Housing Costs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 66	 Anonymous (30)

1.	 Better Integrate with Region, and Favor Alternative 2. The comments are noted. 
Regarding regional integration, consideration of the larger region is incorporated into 
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the methodology of the EIS, including use of the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 
growth forecasts, regional guidance established through PSRC Vision 2040 and the King 
County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and the PSRC regional transportation 
model. Draft EIS Section 3.7 discusses Vision 2040 and the King County CPPs.

Regarding the alternatives, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 
for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 67	 Anonymous (31)

1.	 Indoor Climbing Gym. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 68	 Anonymous (32)

1.	 Tree Preservation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 69	 Anonymous (33)

1.	 Gentrification and Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement. See also 
Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and Housing element policies 
that address displacement.

Letter No. 70	 Anonymous (34)

1.	 Discourage Families to Live in Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Parklets. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Location of Density in Core Neighborhoods. See FEIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and 
Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, including the future growth 
estimates for all urban centers and villages in the City.

Letter No. 71	 Anonymous (35)

1.	 Recommendations for Equality and Mobility: Progressive Zoning and 
Transportation Policies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Housing Affordability—See Houston’s Example. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.



4–494

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

3.	 Like Houston Example, Enable More Rapid Housing Production. Your comment is 
noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 72	 Anonymous (36)

1.	 Prefer Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Planning Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Homelessness. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 73	 Anonymous (37)

1.	 Survey Format. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 74	 Anonymous (38)

1.	 Mitigate Displacement. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which incorporates measure to minimize displacement. Displacement 
is also addressed in the Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and 
Housing element policies and the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

Letter No. 75	 Anonymous (39)

1.	 Growth Near Light Rail Transit. Draft EIS alternatives 3 and 4 are specifically focused 
around transit service. See also Final EIS Chapter 2, which describes the Preferred 
Alternative.

2.	 Single Family Residential Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 76	 Anonymous (40)

1.	 Illustrate or Explain the Alternatives Better. The comments are noted.

2.	 City Should Work with the School District. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Survey Content Could Be Explained Better. The comments are noted.
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Letter No. 77	 Anonymous (41)

1.	 Public Education is Critical. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 78	 Anonymous (42)

1.	 Planning Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Corporation-Free Urban Villages. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 High-Rises and Birds. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Political Preferences. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 79	 Anonymous (43)

1.	 Downtown Density. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 80	 Anonymous (44)

1.	 Plan Deadline and Housing. Regarding the plan deadline, the Comprehensive Plan 
may be amended annually as needed. Regarding housing, See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 81	 Anonymous (45)

1.	 Prefer Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 82	 Anonymous (46)

1.	 Seattle Schools Blog Comments. The commenter’s support for the statements on the 
Seattle Schools blog is noted.

Letter No. 83	 Anonymous (47)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter No. 84	 Anonymous (48)

1.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 85	 Anonymous (49)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 86	 Anonymous (50)

1.	 Highland Park. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 87	 Anonymous (51)

1.	 Social Justice. The commenter’s opinion is noted.

Letter No. 88	 Anonymous (52)

1.	 Public Outreach. Regarding public outreach, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach.

Letter No. 89	 Anonymous (53)

1.	 Displacement. See the response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 5.
For a discussion of updated information in the separate draft Growth and Equity 

Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2.

Letter No. 90	 Anonymous (54)

1.	 Industrial Zoning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 91	 Anonymous (55)

1.	 Rezone Beacon Hill by the VA to Multifamily. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 92	 Anonymous (56)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Need Livable, Equitable Pay and Workable 
Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 93	 Anonymous (57)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: More Jobs, Wages, Housing, 
Transportation, Cultural Center and Health Care. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 94	 Anonymous (58)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Transit-Oriented Development and Jobs 
Near Transit, and More Housing Variety in Lower Density Areas. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 95	 Anonymous (59)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Address Criminalization of Youth and 
Reintegration of Felons. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 96	 Anonymous (60)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Better Government Support of 
Local-Hire Programs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 97	 Anonymous (61)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. Regarding affordable housing 
and displacement, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 98	 Anonymous (62)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: More Schools Funding. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 99	 Anonymous (63)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Develop Job Opportunities, Empower 
Cultural Communities, Housing to Encourage Balance in Resident Population 
Demographics. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 100	 Anonymous (64)

1.	 Equitable Growth in Southeast Seattle: Encourage World Without Racism, 
Sexism and Capitalism. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 101	 Anonymous (65)

1.	 Retain 40% Tree Canopy Goal. See the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

Letter No. 102	 Anonymous (66)

1.	 Solve the Homelessness Problem. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 103	 Anonymous (67)

1.	 Need More Land for Attached Housing, and to Reduce Displacement and 
Segregated Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 104	 Anonymous (68)

1.	 Growth and Equity Analysis. See the response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 2.

2.	 Displacement. See response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 5.

3.	 Historic inequities. The issue of historic inequities is a focus of the separate draft 
Growth and Equity Analysis. Although a fundamental policy issue considered in the 
Comprehensive Plan, equity is not identified as an element of the environment for 
consideration in an EIS, either in the SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-444) or in Seattle’s SEPA 
policies and procedures (SMC 25.05.675) The EIS environmental analysis is intended 
to be used by decision-makers in conjunction with other policy considerations and 
documents, such as the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, in making final 
decisions on proposals.

4.	 Environmental impacts of displacement. See the response to Letter No. 17, Comment 
No. 7.

Letter No. 105	 Anonymous (69)

1.	 Neighborhood Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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2.	 Rail in West Seattle. The EIS assumes only existing and planned transportation 
improvements in the transportation analysis. Because there are no plans for rail service 
to West Seattle during the planning period, the EIS does not include it as an assumption 
in the analysis. Draft EIS Figure 3.7.6 shows the priority bus routes assumed to serve 
West Seattle.

Letter No. 106	 Anonymous (70)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 107	 Anonymous (71)

1.	 Change Lowrise 1 Development Standards. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Build More Centers for Social Services and the Homeless. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability. 
See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Community Well-Being Element for policy 
recommendations that address service needs and access to food and shelter.

3.	 Improve Quality in Light Industrial Districts. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 108	 Anonymous (72)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 109	 Anonymous (73)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 110	 Arnold, Connie

1.	 Affordable Activities for Kids. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Improve Transit Access. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Closing Comments. Your comments are noted.
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Letter No. 111	 Ausink, Donald

1.	 Municipal Rail/Streetcar. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 112	 B., D.

1.	 Light Rail to Ballard and West Seattle. Your comments are noted. The Sound Transit 
ST3 funding package arriving soon for a public vote will address rail service to Ballard 
and West Seattle.

2.	 Transportation and Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 113	 Bachhuber, Eric

1.	 Add Parking in Ballard. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 114	 Bailey, Sally

1.	 Free Transit Service to Work. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 115	 Barber, John

1.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission. The comment supporting the Seattle Urban 
Forestry Commission is noted. See responses to comments in Letter No. 5 in this Final 
EIS.

Letter No. 116	 Bennett, John

1.	 Georgetown. Georgetown is part of the designated Greater Duwamish Manufacturing 
Industrial Center and none of the alternatives include any proposed changes 
to this designation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 117	 Best, Brooke

1.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 2.

2.	 Preservation and GHG Emissions. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 4.

3.	 Preservation and Community Character. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 5.
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4.	 Preservation and Social Sustainability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations. Please see the Draft Comprehensive Plan Land Use, 
Housing, Transportation and Neighborhood Planning elements for policy guidance 
related to walkable compact areas.

5.	 Land Use Element. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Historic preservation is included in the draft Comprehensive 
Plan’s Land Use Element. The City’s existing preservation policies and regulations will 
continue to be supported in the updated Comprehensive Plan.

6.	 Preserve Historic and Cultural Resources. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 118	 Bond, Charles

1.	 Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
As described in the EIS, the proposal anticipates an additional 70,000 housing units 

by 2035. Residential growth would be focused on the City’s urban centers and villages, 
but is expected to occur in all areas of the city. Alternatives 3 and 4 emphasize housing 
near light rail and major transit stations. See also the description of the Preferred 
Alternative in Final EIS Chapter 2, which carries forward the emphasis on focused 
growth around transit stations.

Letter No. 119	 Bonjukian, Scott

1.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Consider Parking Maximums and Other Mobility and Safety Improvements. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan for transportation policy guidance related to parking, safety and 
pedestrian routes.

3.	 Affordable Housing Strategies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

4.	 Business Preservation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.6 discusses the risk of business displacement 
under each alternative.

5.	 Climate Change. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Potential greenhouse gas impacts associated with the Plan are 
discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.2 and in Final EIS Section 3.1 for the Preferred 
Alternative. The Environment Element of the Draft Comprehensive Plan contains 
proposed policy guidance for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and preparing for 
likely impacts of climate change.
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6.	 Closing Comments. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 120	 Boroughs, Joslin

1.	 High Displacement Risk. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Proposed mitigation to address affordability and displacement can be found in 
Draft EIS Section 3.6 and the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, Attachment 
B Equitable Development Measures. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Updates to 
the Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative.

Letter No. 121	 Bostock, Janine

1.	 West Seattle and Ballard Traffic. The traffic analysis in the EIS is based on existing 
traffic conditions compared to projected conditions in 2035. The specific transportation 
analysis method is described in Draft EIS Section 3.7.

Letter No. 122	 Bouse, Judy

1.	 Public Transportation. Your comments are noted.

Letter No. 123	 Boyle, Mike

1.	 New Development and Parking. Your comments are noted.

Letter No. 124	 Boyle, Susan

1.	 Neighborhood Character and Historic Preservation in the Comprehensive Plan. 
Your comments on preserving neighborhood character elements are noted. Also, see 
the response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 7.

2.	 Environmental Analysis. The scope (range of topics studied) of the EIS was defined 
during a scoping process in 2013-2014 that included a lengthy opportunity for 
public comment. The lead agency (Seattle DPD, now SDCI) determined that historic 
preservation was not included in the EIS due to a lack of probable significant adverse 
historic preservation impacts to be generated by the Comprehensive Plan update. 
There will be a continuation of the protective policies of historic preservation rules and 
policies in the City’s codes today, with no expected decrease in the probable level of 
protectiveness of existing buildings. Also see the responses to Letter No. 15, Comments 
2 and 5.

3.	 Closing Comments. The comments are noted.
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Letter No. 125	 Brailey, Jenny

1.	 Introductory Comments. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Affordable Housing and Neighborhood Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

3.	 Empty Storefronts in New Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

4.	 Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. 
The EIS assumes transit service consistent with City of Seattle, King County Metro, 
Community Transit, and Sound Transit plans.

Letter No. 126	 Brick, Andrew

1.	 Limitations on Development in Single-Family Zones. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. Alternatives 3 and 4 and the 
Preferred Alternative include the possibility of changes to existing single family land use 
designations in certain places outside of the urban centers and villages.

2.	 Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 127	 Brown, Koffee

1.	 Displacement and Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.6 acknowledges the risk of displacement in 
urban villages in South Seattle and notes that additional discussion of equity and 
displacement can be found in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. See 
also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement and Section 4.3.2 for updated 
information related to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

Letter No. 128	 Brushwood, Christine

1.	 Want Variety in Urban Village Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. The Draft EIS alternatives assume different 
levels of development in each urban center and village, and differing functions, roles 
and character among them.
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Letter No. 129	 Bryan, Amanda

1.	 Density and Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Proposed Action plans for 70,000 new households through 
2035 and provides development capacity to meet this need. See Final EIS Chapter 2 
for a description of the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 3.1 for a sensitivity analysis 
that evaluates potential impacts if 100,000 new households were to be added to Seattle 
through 2035. The Draft EIS and separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis discuss 
potential risk for displacement and measures to mitigate displacement. The draft 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Housing elements provide recommended policy 
guidance for managing future growth.

2.	 Benefits of Density. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft Comprehensive Plan Capital Facilities Element includes 
recommended policy guidance for location of public services, and the Transportation 
Element for transit investments.

3.	 Design Review and Density Done Right. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 130	 Bryant, Jasmine

1.	 Transit Service. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Draft EIS transportation analysis identifies transportation 
impacts of each of the alternatives, assuming multiple modes of transportation, 
including single-occupant vehicle, transit and bicycle and pedestrian travel. The Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element provides policy guidance for meeting 
mobility needs through multiple transportation options.

Letter No. 131	 Busch, Brandon

1.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 132	 Canamar, Robert

1.	 Enforce Developer Agreements for Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 133	 Caspar, Dianne

1.	 Support for Building New Schools. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.



4–505

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

2.	 Small Grocery Stores. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 134	 Celt, Stephanie

1.	 Equity and Displacement. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement. 
Displacement is also addressed in the Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land 
Use and Housing element policies and the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

Regarding displacement, see the response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 5. For a 
discussion of updated information in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2.

Letter No. 135	 Chang, Albert

1.	 Land Use Impacts. The comments disagreeing with the conclusions in Draft EIS Section 
3.4 are noted. See the responses to Comments No. 2 and 3, this letter.

2.	 Downtown Development Standards. This comment selectively cites Draft EIS text in a 
manner that misrepresents the extent of applicable Land Use Code regulation on future 
development in Downtown. The intent is to reinforce the commenters’ arguments 
about, and objections to, the level of building bulk that is possible, primarily in the 
Downtown Office Core 2 zone (and possibly other zones), and in particular a lack of 
tower separation controls or similar strategies that might achieve greater building 
separation across alleys than the width of the alley itself. This is reflected by the 
property examples cited in the comments and the attached photos. The commenters’ 
opinions and preferences with respect to desiring changes in established City Land 
Use Code regulations are acknowledged. However, this response rebuts a number of 
inaccuracies in argumentative points in the comment.
a.	 Downtown height limits are unlimited in the commercial core: The description of 

existing zoning on Draft EIS page 3.4-12 disclosed this fact that is more accurately 
understood as applying only to the Downtown Office Core 1 (DOC1) zone that is 
present in the main commercial office core of Downtown, and not in the Down-
town Office Core 2 (DOC2) zone or other zones in the Downtown Urban Center. It is 
accompanied by a density limit of 20 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as also disclosed.

b.	 No density limits in Pioneer Square: As was disclosed on Draft EIS page 3.4-12, 
the Pioneer Square neighborhood has comparatively low height limits and no FAR 
density limit. It should be understood that the City’s zoning and policy choices in 
Pioneer Square are intended to allow for and encourage new building bulk char-
acter to be generally compatible with the blocky and lot-line-to-lot-line charac-
ter of many of Pioneer Square’s historic buildings. This strategy thus prescribes 
height limits as one of the primary defining factors of the buildable “envelope” of 
a property. Also, it is understood that other practices to receive permit approval 
include gaining an affirmative recommendation for approval from the Pioneer 
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Square Preservation Board, which reviews applications and advises applicants on 
how development may be accomplished in a fashion compatible with the historic 
neighborhood.

c.	 Residential density exempt from density limit in Downtown, resulting in “few 
of the restrictions intended to mitigate the adverse impacts identified:” In most 
Downtown zones such as DOC2, the definition of the building envelope as well as 
density limits reflects an understanding that residential density is exempt from a 
density limit, and that residential use may fill the building envelope as long as it 
meets other regulatory controls. Such controls include upper-level development 
standards (see SMC 23.49.058, for DOC1, DOC2 and Downtown Mixed Commercial 
zones, for example), which include different maximum lengths of unmodulated 
facades when they are within 15 feet of a street lot line (ranging from 80 feet to 155 
feet, smaller for higher portions of buildings), upper-level façade width limits (145 
feet in certain circumstances), and an average residential growth floor area limit 
per story (12,700 square feet for taller towers in DOC2) paired with a maximum res-
idential floor area of any particular story (16,500 square feet in DOC2). In addition, 
there is an access requirement that development usually must provide two extra 
feet on either side of an alley (which are typically platted at 16 feet) to widen a typi-
cal alley at ground level to 20 feet width. These are only brief explanations of DOC2 
land use regulations or other rules that define what is possible in the design of 
buildings (e.g., defining the “building envelope” and other factors that address the 
building form), and to illustrate that the exemption of residential use density from 
a density limit does not equate to a lack of land use controls on what can be built. 
Also, it should be noted that current “tower spacing” rules for certain DMC zones 
and buildings above 160 feet are described in the Land Use Code (SMC 23.49.058.F) 
as well as other code text that indicates the potential for view corridors, green 
street setbacks, mid-block corridor setbacks, and setbacks if in proximity to the 
Pike Place Market Historical District. Such details are a limited portrayal of Land 
Use Code rules that are the City’s regulatory prescriptions pertaining to height, 
bulk and scale controls.

d.	 Cosmopolitan and Olive 8 photo examples: The photos indicate two examples of 
proximity of buildings across alleys in the DOC2 zone, with primarily residential 
buildings next to primarily commercial buildings. It should be noted that the Olive 
8 building was built after the other adjacent building, e.g., designers and develop-
ers explicitly understood that residential uses would be adjacent across an alley to 
a non-residential building. This is not a case of a newer commercial building creat-
ing a perceived adverse land use impact upon an older residential building.

To sum up, this comment’s suggestion about a lack of effective regulatory controls 
misconstrues factual information about Downtown zoning presented in the Draft EIS.

3.	 Downtown Development Standards. Given the content in the response to Comment 
No. 2, this letter, the comment’s assertions of significant adverse impacts and a lack of 
sufficient mitigation or lack of “mitigating regulations” in the Land Use Code are not 
credible as factual findings for this EIS. The comment inaccurately seeks to justify EIS 
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findings to be made to create an obligation for the City to make zoning amendments 
in selected zones in the Downtown Urban Center. Instead, the EIS record sufficiently 
demonstrates that it has disclosed types of adverse impacts that are expected to occur 
with future growth, and that it has concluded the disclosed impacts are not likely to 
be significant adverse impacts due to the ameliorating effects of the City’s current 
regulations and practices. The City’s regulations themselves are expressions of City 
policy and thus express the public interest about what forms of development may occur 
in zones across the city, including in the Downtown Office Core 2 zone that intentionally 
accommodates amongst the highest levels of height, bulk, and scale of buildings, 
and mixing of land uses of any location in the city. In that land use context, it is not 
surprising that properties are developed in a dense fashion, constrained to the extent 
defined by current Land Use Code regulations. Nor is it surprising that residential uses 
in buildings would be in relatively close proximity to other buildings that either exist or 
could be built in the future.

4.	 Closing Comments: Downtown Residential Density. The commenters’ lack of 
opposition to residential density Downtown, a preference for “density done well,” and a 
request to identify significant adverse impacts and mitigation, are noted.

Letter No. 136	 Cito, Brian

1.	 Local Economy. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.6 describes employment, income and poverty 
trends in Seattle.

2.	 Preserve Industrial Areas. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. All of the alternatives considered in the EIS would preserve the 
Greater Duwamish and Ballard-Interbay-Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center 
designations.

3.	 Homelessness. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Community Well-Being Element that addresses service needs and access to food and 
shelter.

4.	 Affordability for Artists. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan Arts and Culture Element for 
recommended policy guidance relating to support for artists and creative professionals.

Letter No. 137	 Cochrane, Ric

1.	 Support for Alternatives 3 and 4. The comment is noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter No. 138	 Cohen, Jackie

1.	 Neighborhood Improvements. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 139	 Cohn, Steven

1.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and responses to Comments No. 2–6, this letter, below.

2.	 Specific Concerns. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and responses to Comments No. 3–5, this letter, below.

3.	 Boundary Changes. As shown in Draft EIS Table 2-1, existing development capacity is 
the Ballard Hub Urban Village is 5,314 housing units and 5,606 jobs. In the Crown Hill 
Residential Urban Village, existing development capacity is for 1,556 housing units 
and 175 jobs. Because specific boundaries and specific intensities of land use changes 
are not yet determined for the possible expansion areas, capacity information in the 
potential expansion areas is not available. However, there is a City policy preference for 
gradual transitions in zoned intensity, which means zone changes potentially approved 
near low-density zones would predominantly consist of denser residentially-oriented 
zone categories such as Lowrise 1, 2 or 3. Height limit changes are possible in relation to 
those zone changes. The EIS analysis, such as in DEIS section 3.4.2, discloses the kinds 
of impacts anticipated.

4.	 Zoning Changes in Expansion Areas. A change to boundaries in an urban village would 
likely be accompanied by a change in zoning to allow higher density and intensity of 
development, consistent with the intent of the urban villages (also see the response to 
Comment No. 3, this letter). In these areas, the Draft EIS describes potential land use 
impacts as follows:

…areas where the urban villages would be expanded, or where new urban villages 
would be created, are predominantly single-family residential in character, making them 
more sensitive to changes in development intensity and scale. For example, these areas 
may experience more occurrences of slightly sharper transitions in urban form as new, 
more intensive forms, such as townhomes and multi-family apartments, could be built 
alongside existing single family homes and properties. (Draft EIS page 3.4-33)

Draft EIS Figures 3.4-20 and 3.4-22 show potential expansion areas for the Ballard 
and Crown Hill urban villages compared to existing height limits inside and outside of 
the urban village and describes potential impacts to height, bulk and scale as follows:

As these figures show, the areas to be added to the existing urban villages are 
characterized by relatively low building heights and low FAR limits. Over time, height and 
bulk in these areas would increase with additional development, and localized conflicts 
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could occur as the area transitions to a more intense development pattern. (Draft EIS page 
3.4-35)

5.	 Impacts on Infrastructure. The impacts of growth on infrastructure and public services 
are discussed in Draft EIS Sections 3.7 Transportation, 3.8 Public Services and 3.9 
Utilities.

6.	 Increased Capacity and Funding for Infrastructure and Services. Your request 
for a policy supporting more infrastructure and services for urban villages subject 
to expansion is noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. It should be noted that, as described in Draft EIS Chapter 2, 
development capacity is a theoretical estimate of how much new development could 
occur over an unlimited time period. Capacity represents the difference between 
existing development and the estimated amount that could be developed under 
current zoning standards. This contrasts from the planning estimates for growth, 
which are shown in Draft EIS and Final EIS Table 2–3 and Table 2–4. Planning estimates 
for growth represent an estimate for future growth through 2035 based on historical 
trends, market forces and capacity.

Letter No. 140	 Coltrane, Mary

1.	 EIS Analysis. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 1. Regarding public outreach, 
see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach.

2.	 Historic Preservation: Arts & Culture Element? The topic of historic preservation is 
now included in the draft Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element. See response to 
Letter No. 15, Comment No. 7. Regarding community review and other elements of the 
Draft Comprehensive Plan, see the response to Comment No. 1, this letter.

3.	 Environmental Analysis. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 4.

4.	 Closing Comments. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 141	 Colvin, Ansel

1.	 Transit Frequency. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. As noted in the Draft EIS, the City of Seattle Transit Master Plan 
identifies as a goal to expand the Frequent Transit Network, which is composed of 
transit corridors that have, or are recommended for, frequent transit service. This level 
of service is currently defined to encompass routes with average service frequency of 
four trips per hour or better for at least 12 hours six days per week, and an average 
service frequency of at least two trips per hour or better for 18 hours per day on each 
day of the week.
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Letter No. 142	 Connell, Anne and Tim

1.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission Letter. The comments are noted. See the 
comments and responses to Letter No. 5, Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

Letter No. 143	 Connolley, Lisa

1.	 City History and Heritage. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. Regarding housing affordability and displacement, see 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability. Historic preservation is included in the 
Comprehensive Plan as part of the draft Land Use Element. Draft Comprehensive policy 
language is interpreted to maintain or enhance the strength of the City’s commitment 
toward historic preservation purposes

Letter No. 144	 Cook, Jeffrey

1.	 Land Use Patterns. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 145	 Cox, Connie

1.	 Public Outreach. Regarding public outreach, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach.

2.	 Alternatives 3 and 4. The comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives 
and updates to the Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 146	 Cracolici, Jonathan

1.	 Alternative 5 and Urban Village Strategy. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and 
Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 147	 Crane, Paul

1.	 Density and Transportation Planning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 148	 Cutler, David

1.	 Carbon Reduction Target. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.

2.	 GHG Mitigation. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.
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3.	 Leadership in Climate Justice. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5. 
Additionally, the draft Comprehensive Plan provides some direction for the City in 
meeting its goal of being climate neutral by the year 2050, such as Goal EG3 and 
supporting policies.

Letter No. 149	 Dailey, James

1.	 Integration of Transportation Modes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element 
contains recommended policy guidance for integration of bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit modes.

2.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

3.	 Vision 2020. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 150	 Darnell, Joel

1.	 EIS Analysis. The lead agency considers the level of EIS analysis to be appropriate for a 
programmatic area-wide legislative proposal, consistent with the level of detail defined 
for the alternatives. It also includes possible mitigation strategies defined for identified 
significant adverse impacts, which decision-makers can use in evaluating their choices.

2.	 EIS Alternatives Needed More Public Engagement. Your comment is noted. The EIS 
documents public engagement in Chapter 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public 
Outreach.

3.	 Gap Analysis. For applicable elements of the environment, the EIS discusses existing 
and future conditions that may generate environmental impacts, which is consistent 
with the purposes of EISs, per State law. Other types of “gaps” analysis sought by 
this comment may fall outside the scope of this EIS. This does not prevent the EIS 
from evaluating the implications of the alternatives’ projected growth amounts and 
distributions.

4.	 Vagueness of Possible Actions. Your comments regarding possible strategies in Draft 
EIS Table 2-4 are noted. This information discloses the possibility that regulatory 
changes, as yet not defined, could be a complementary step to encourage more growth 
in certain areas under Alternative 2.

5.	 Alternatives. The commenter’s opinion is noted. The EIS analysis, conclusions and 
recommended mitigation measures are intended to provide the public and decision-
makers with environmental information to help inform choices and decisions.
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6.	 Alternative 1. Alternative 1 represents the “No Action Alternative” and is based on 
current land use and zoning designations and development trends over the past 20 
years. It is acknowledged that Alternative 1 does not incorporate emerging trends. The 
SEPA Rules requires all EISs include a no action alternative.

7.	 East-West Travel. The screenline volume-to-capacity evaluation addresses congestion 
impacts on arterial roadways. For this particular case, screenlines 7.11 and 7.12 include 
east-west arterials in the vicinity of Greenwood-Phinney Ridge: N 50th Street and N 65th 
Street across Screenline 7.11 and N 80th Street, N 85th Street, and N 105th Street across 
Screenline 7.12. So, the projected growth pattern is in fact recognized in the analysis. 
Auto volume forecasts for the individual arterials may be found in Table A.4-17 in the 
Draft EIS Transportation Appendix.

Letter No. 151	 Dexheimer, Derek

1.	 Support Alternatives 2 and 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 152	 Dockery, Janet

1.	 Public Involvement. Regarding public involvement, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public 
Outreach.

2.	 Mitigation Strategies. See responses to Letter No. 150, Comment No. 4.

3.	 Comprehensive Plan. The formal comment period on the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
closed on November 20, 2015. However, there will continue to be opportunities for 
public comment on key issues and a public hearing in front of the City Council. See 
http://2035.seattle.gov/ for information on opportunities for public comment.

Letter No. 153	 Dodge, Adam

1.	 Change Approach to Zoning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 154	 Doom, C.

1.	 Over-Accelerated Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 155	 Dorais, David

1.	 Dark Sky Standards. Your comment is noted.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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2.	 Finish Sidewalks and Sewers Where Not Present. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Element for priorities for capital expenditure.

3.	 One Building Cities. Your comment is noted.

4.	 East-West Bus Route Priority as Light Rail Feeders. Your comment is noted.

Letter No. 156	 Dowell, Chris

1.	 EIS Open House. While no additional EIS public hearings were held, additional public 
meetings to review the Draft Comprehensive Plan will occur in 2016. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach.

Letter No. 157	 Down, Adrian

1.	 Homelessness. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability. The Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Housing and Community Well-Being elements contain policy guidance addressing 
homelessness, service needs and access to food and shelter.

Letter No. 158	 Duthweiler, Diane

1.	 Quality of Construction. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 159	 Eddy, Lee

1.	 History, Housing Affordability and Diversity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 160	 Eide, Christopher

1.	 Displacement. Draft EIS Section 3.6 acknowledges the risk of displacement in 
urban villages in South Seattle and notes that additional discussion of equity and 
displacement can be found in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. See 
also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement and Section 4.3.2 for updated 
information related to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

Letter No. 161	 Ellis, Brian

1.	 Alternatives 3 and 4 and Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter No. 162	 Enns, Lisa

1.	 Infill, and Single Family Neighborhoods. Your preference for denser infill 
development in and near single-family neighborhoods is noted. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 163	 Fenno, Greg

1.	 Dense Development and Schools. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. Impacts and mitigation strategies for schools under each 
alternative are discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.8 Public Services.

Letter No. 164	 Fesler, Stephen

1.	 Manage Growth Well. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 165	 Fillius, Jenny (1)

1.	 Bus Parking and Inadequate Loading Zones. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 166	 Fillius, Jenny (2)

1.	 Housing and Bus Access. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 167	 Flatt, Art

1.	 Urban Villages and Excessive Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Growth. The Washington Growth Management Act requires cities, including Seattle, to 
demonstrate adequate capacity to meet projected growth over a 20-year period, in this 
case through 2035. As described in the Draft EIS, the forecasts of 70,000 housing units 
and 115,000 jobs planned for by the Proposed Action were prepared by the Washington 
Office of Financial Management and allocated to Seattle through a regional decision-
making process.

Letter No. 168	 Fleming Jr., Robert M.

1.	 Monorail. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 169	 Fleming, Bob

1.	 Monorail. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 170	 Foedisch, Robert

1.	 Growth. See response to Letter No. 167, Comment No. 2. Your comments are noted. 
The City’s overall growth strategy, which focuses growth in urban centers and villages, 
would continue to guide growth, even if it occurs at a reduced rate.

Letter No. 171	 Foltz, Mark

1.	 Support Transit-Oriented Development and Minimize Displacement. See Final EIS 
sections 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and updates to the 
separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. See also Chapter 2 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement 
risk. Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy, Land Use and Housing elements 
provide recommended policy guidance to reduce and minimize displacement.

Letter No. 172	 Folweiler, David

1.	 Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.8 considers open space impacts under each 
of the alternatives. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan’s Parks and Open Space 
Element for recommended policy guidance.

Letter No. 173	 Fragada, Tony

1.	 Focus on Existing Urban Village Plans and Shared Infrastructure Costs. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 174	 Franzen, Carol

1.	 Development Near Green Lake. Your comments regarding past comments to the City 
on individual development projects are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 175	 Friedman, Gus

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.
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Letter No. 176	 Friesen, Jeremy

1.	 Preference for More New Residential Urban Villages. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. In the alternatives considered in 
the Draft EIS, alternatives 3 and 4 analyze one potential new residential urban village 
that could be located at N 130th/I-5, related to a new potential light rail station. This 
potential new residential urban village is also included as part of a future possible 
outcome in the Preferred Alternative, see Final EIS Chapter 2.

Letter No. 177	 Gale, Kristy

1.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 178	 Gautreau, Gary

1.	 Green Rooftops. Regulatory guidance such as Green Factor requirements 
encourages green rooftops. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Alternatives 3 and 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Seattle Subway West Tunnel. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 179	 Gebert, Matt

1.	 Survey Format. The comment addresses map shading and formatting that are not part 
of the EIS. Neither Alternative 1 nor 2 propose any changes to boundaries of any urban 
center or village, so the maps are identical. The Draft Comprehensive Plan proposes to 
continue forward the urban village strategy and the Draft EIS considers four different 
approaches for carrying forward this strategy, including differing growth distributions.

2.	 Survey Questions. For an overview of the tools used to execute the plan, see Draft EIS 
Chapter 2, which includes a description of potential policy and regulatory tools for each 
alternative and the Draft Comprehensive Plan Introduction, which describes example 
plans, programs and regulations to implement the plan (Draft Comprehensive Plan 
pages 15–16).

Letter No. 180	 Gebremicael, Yemane

1.	 Equitable Growth, Engaging the Public, and Thinking About Sustainability for 
Social, Cultural, Economic, Community Life and Governance. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 181	 Glass, Gabrielle

1.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 182	 Glickstein, Don (1)

1.	 Cumulative Analysis. This programmatic EIS analysis considers potential impacts for 
all elements of the environment from a citywide cumulative perspective. The analysis 
of the impact of existing policies on anticipated growth and the urban villages is partly 
reflected by the findings of Alternative 1, Continue Current Trends (No Action).

2.	 EIS Analysis of Adverse Livability and Density Implications. The comment makes 
assertions and assumptions that represent the commenter’s opinions, most of 
which are only slightly relatable to EIS elements of the environment. Population 
demographics are discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.6 and in the separate draft Growth 
and Equity Analysis. Impacts of the alternatives on public services, including parks/
open space and public safety are discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.8 (see also Final EIS 
Section 3.2 for revisions and clarifications). Potential transportation impacts are 
discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.7. Regarding cumulative impacts, see the response to 
Comment No. 1.

3.	 Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, description of 
the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 183	 Glickstein, Don (2)

1.	 Cumulative Impacts. Regarding cumulative impacts, see the response to Letter No. 
182, Comment No. 1.

Regarding crime, see the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 15. As noted, the 
Seattle Police Department is engaged in an ongoing effort to deploy its resources in the 
most efficient manner possible and to adapt to changing patterns of use and crime.

2.	 Alternative 4. See the response to Letter No. 182, Comments No. 2 and 3.

Letter No. 184	 Glickstein, Don (3)

1.	 Manufacturing Industrial Centers. As described in the Draft EIS, no changes to the 
boundaries or uses in the Manufacturing Industrial Centers (MIC) are proposed under 
any of the alternatives. Employment growth assumptions vary between alternatives, 
but are all well within the capacity estimates, see Draft EIS tables 2-1 and 2-3. Potential 
land use compatibility impacts that may result from future employment growth are 
discussed in Draft EIS Land Use Element Section 3.4. Employment growth under each 
alternative is also discussed in Draft EIS Population and Housing Element Section 
3.6. With respect to internal Comprehensive Plan consistency, Draft EIS Section 3.5 
notes that all alternatives would maintain consistency with the broad objectives of 
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the Comprehensive Plan by continuing and reinforcing the City’s urban village growth 
strategy. No changes are proposed for the designation and uses in the adopted MICs 
and it is reasonable to conclude that they will continue to be consistent with plan 
direction. This includes the Container Port Element, for which no changes are proposed 
in the Draft Comprehensive Plan.

2.	 Family Wage Jobs. Your concerns regarding protecting family wage jobs are noted. The 
Draft EIS Section 3.6 Population, Housing and Employment describe existing household 
income and employment patterns by sector. The impact analysis identifies that there 
is sufficient capacity to accommodate assumed employment growth in the City’s 
urban centers, villages and MICs and notes that transit access, demographic trends 
and market factors are likely to influence which industry sectors located in various 
locations. This is an appropriate level of analysis for a citywide programmatic EIS.

3.	 Transit and Transportation Analysis. At the time of the Draft EIS, the City’s designated 
level of service policy consisted of the screenline methodology to evaluate level 
of service for autos and transit. The Final EIS also includes discussion of proposed 
updated metrics. The Draft EIS uses the City’s designated screenline thresholds, which 
include a threshold benchmark of 1.2 at some locations. The commenter states that the 
Draft EIS shows volume-to-capacity ratios of 1.2 in select corridors, but does not identify 
an impact. This is incorrect; none of the screenlines are forecast to operate at 1.2 or 
above under the EIS alternatives. None of the screenlines are forecast to exceed their 
designated thresholds; therefore, no significant adverse screenline-related impacts are 
identified.

Transit routing assumptions were made based on the City’s Transit Master Plan to 
study how the planned transit network would affect travel patterns. It is true that the 
current funding picture for King County Metro and Sound Transit is in question. However, 
the Draft EIS is a forward-looking document, and assumes the regionally accepted levels 
of future transit as directed by the Seattle Department of Transportation. It should be 
noted what while transit funding fluctuates in the short term, transit funding and service 
over the last 20 years has expanded substantially in the Puget Sound Region.

4.	 Freight Mobility. Because freight operates on the same roadways as general purpose 
traffic, the screenline analysis speaks to freight mobility. In addition, the travel time 
forecasts provided as supplementary data provide information regarding future traffic 
delay, a key factor for freight. The Draft EIS notes that traffic congestion is more difficult 
for freight to navigate and that trucks typically travel at slower speeds than general 
auto traffic. Potential speed and reliability improvements targeted at freight are 
discussed in the mitigation section.

5.	 Land Use and Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan addresses housing 
diversity in the Housing Element. The Draft Capital Facilities, Parks and Open Space 
and Community Well-Being elements address many of the public facilities and services 
mentioned in the comment.
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6.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives.

Letter No. 185	 Glickstein, Don, (4)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives.

Letter No. 186	 Goodman, Jeremy

1.	 Comments on Urban Village Approach and Aurora-Licton Urban Village. See Final 
EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 
3.5 briefly describes existing Comprehensive Plan policy guidance for urban villages. 
Draft Comprehensive Plan Goal GSG2 and supporting policies described recommended 
policy guidance for urban villages. Briefly, the policies address public investment, 
boundaries, coordinated planning for services, infill development, density and intensity 
of development and directing the majority of future growth to center and villages.

2.	 Development Proposal at N 95th Street. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Urban Villages and Less-Walkable Areas. See response to Comment No. 1, this letter, 
above.

4.	 Land Use and Transportation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

5.	 King County Right Size Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

6.	 Proposed Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

7.	 Parking Standards. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

8.	 Seeking Development That Helps the Neighborhood. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 187	 Grembowski, Megan

1.	 Affordable Housing and Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations and updated information on the separate draft Growth 
and Equity Analysis. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative. The issues of affordable housing and displacement are addressed Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.
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Letter No. 188	 Gruen, Deric

1.	 GHG Impacts of Displacement. See response to Letter No.17, Comment No. 7.

Letter No. 189	 Guerin, Keith

1.	 Future Technology. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan addresses new technologies and 
their impact on transportation, energy and employment in the Transportation, Utilities 
and Economic Development elements, respectively.

Letter No. 190	 Gulden, Don

1.	 Observations on Growth Planning. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Observations on Growth Planning. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

4.	 Commentary on Alternatives 1–4. Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 191	 Gyncild, Brie (1)

1.	 Distribute More Growth Outside of Urban Villages and Loosen Single-Family 
Zoning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description 
of the Preferred Alternative. It is acknowledged that the urban village strategy, which 
focuses the majority of future development in centers and villages, is fundamental to 
the City’s approach to the Comprehensive Plan. However, within these centers and 
villages, development character and density/intensity vary greatly. See Draft EIS Figure 
3.4-3 for examples of the different building typologies in each designated center and 
village.

Letter No. 192	 Gyncild, Brie (2)

1.	 Pedestrian Master Plan. The Pedestrian Master Plan was considered in the EIS 
transportation analysis.
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Letter No. 193	 H., Amy

1.	 Diverse Transportation Needs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive Plan Transportation 
Element for policy guidance related to transportation options.

Letter No. 194	 Hall, Andra

1.	 Bikes, Buses and Pedestrian Transportation Modes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan Transportation Element for more information on proposed policy guidance.

Letter No. 195	 Hall, Steve

1.	 Protect Belltown Community Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 196	 Hallstrom, Eileen

1.	 Survey Responsiveness. The comment is noted.

2.	 Downtown Traffic. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Draft EIS transportation analysis considers potential 
transportation impacts on a cumulative citywide basis based on future growth to 
accommodate 115,000 jobs and 70,000 housing units, but does not include an analysis 
of specific development proposals or projects.

3.	 Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Draft EIS identifies open space needs and impacts associated 
with future growth to accommodate 115,000 jobs and 70,000 housing units on a 
cumulative citywide basis, but does not include consideration of specific development or 
open space projects.

Letter No. 197	 Harris, Nancy K.

1.	 Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

2.	 Opposed to Alternatives 3 and 4, McMansions and Multiplexes. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 198	 Heidner, Liz

1.	 Would be Foolish to Overly Restrict Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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2.	 Use Development Standards to Prevent Harm. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Need More Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 199	 Helm, Nancy

1.	 Support Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

2.	 Enable More Accessory Dwelling Units. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 On-street Parking Should Not Always Be Free. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 200	 Henrikson, Lars

1.	 Alternatives are Too Similar. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives. The four 
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS assume the same level of growth, but consider 
different patterns of density and intensity in the city’s urban centers and villages. It is 
acknowledged that the Proposed Action would maintain consistency with the broad 
objectives of the current Comprehensive Plan, continuing and reinforcing the city’s 
urban village strategy.

Letter No. 201	 Herman, G.

1.	 School District Planning. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27. Seattle 
Public Schools forecasts and plans for enrollment through five-year estimates with 
annual updates. Seattle Public Schools is working toward funding identified needs 
through several methods. While the City will continue to coordinate with Seattle Public 
Schools as the Comprehensive Planning Process moves forward, it does not have the 
responsibility of building new schools. If the School District determines that impact fees 
are an appropriate way to fund new schools, the City could work with them to link those 
fees to permit applications.

2.	 School Capacity. See responses to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27 and Comment No. 1, 
this letter.

3.	 Impacts of Growth and Effects Relating to Lack of School Capacity. Your 
perspectives on what might happen after a shortfall in school capacity are noted. As 
described in the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27, the District is engaged in an 
ongoing effort to anticipate future enrollment and plan facilities for it.

4.	 Impacts of Growth. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27.
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5.	 Plan for Growth. See responses to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27 and Comment No. 3, 
this letter.

Letter No. 202	 Hill, Gregory

1.	 Existing Policies LU 59 and LU 60. Please see the response to Letter No. 8, Comment 
No. 4.

2.	 Single Family Zoning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. As described in this Final EIS Chapter 2, alternatives 1 and 2 
would not alter the existing urban village boundaries and alternatives 3 and 4 and 
the Preferred Alternative could result in an expansion of some boundaries as well as a 
possible new urban village at N 130th St/I-5.

3.	 Single Family Zoning. Please see the response to Comment No. 2, this letter. Probable 
effects relating to housing supply and affordability are addressed in Draft EIS Section 
3.6 at a level of analysis appropriate for a citywide programmatic review. Population 
demographics are addressed in Draft EIS Section 3.5 at a level of analysis appropriate 
for a citywide programmatic review. Regarding potential impacts to tree canopy, see 
the response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 1. The commenter’s perspectives on adverse 
effects relative to loss of single-family homes are noted, but analysis to deeper levels of 
detail, as requested, is not required in this programmatic EIS.

4.	 Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. This Comprehensive Plan update proposes to delete policies LU-59 
and LU-60. However, because the same language from those policies remains in the 
Land Use Code, future rezone requests will still be subject to review with the standards 
included in these policies. Therefore, removal of these policies is not expected to 
produce any impacts.

5.	 Urban Village Boundaries. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, including potential urban village expansion areas (the same as Alternative 
4, except with the Fremont expansion area omitted) and the new potential urban 
village. Public outreach related to defining specific boundaries for urban villages 
proposed for expansion is planned for 2016. See http://2035.seattle.gov/ for more 
information.

6.	 Existing Policies LU 59 and LU 60. Please see the response to Letter No. 8, Comment 
No. 4.

Letter No. 203	 Hittman, Suzanne

1.	 Shuttle Bus Service. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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2.	 Downtown Public School. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The City of Seattle works in partnership with the Seattle School 
District, the agency with the direct responsibility and authority for planning for school 
facilities.

Letter No. 204	 Ho, Aric

1.	 Commenter’s Background. The comment is noted.

2.	 Alternatives 3 and 4 Preferred. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Public Engagement. The comment is noted. Please see http://2035.seattle.gov/ for 
more information.

Letter No. 205	 Holland, Mark

1.	 Support the Seattle Urban Forestry Commission Comments. See the comments and 
responses to Letter No. 5, Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

Letter No. 206	 Holt, Sharon

1.	 Amenities and Sidewalks in the Aurora-Licton Springs Urban Village. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Neighborhood Planning. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Development Moratorium for Microhousing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 207	 Hurley, Donald

1.	 Light Rail Transit to West Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. The transportation analysis in the EIS is based on adopted 
plans and policies for future transportation improvements, which do not include 
light rail service to West Seattle during the planning period (although the ST3 funding 
package to be voted on will have this rail project included in it).

Letter No. 208	 James, Nathan

1.	 Alternatives 3 and 4. Your comments supporting several housing strategies are noted. 
As described in the EIS, all of the alternatives assume residential and employment 
growth outside of the designated centers and villages. See Draft EIS Figure 2-7 for 
information about growth inside and outside the designated centers and villages. For 

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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additional information about housing and displacement, see the Draft EIS Section 3.6 
Population, Housing, Employment, the Draft Comprehensive Plan Housing Element, 
and the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

Letter No. 209	 Jarem, Clarissa

1.	 Favor Equitable Housing Strategies, for Low-Income Households and Families. As 
described in the Draft EIS, the City of Seattle has identified equity as a high priority issue 
and launched an Equitable Development Initiative specifically focused on clear policy 
guidance for equitable growth and development that will be incorporated throughout 
the Comprehensive Plan. This Final EIS includes updated information about the 
separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2.

Letter No. 210	 Jenkins, Devon

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Support Elements of Alternative 4, Growth Near Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives.

Letter No. 211	 John, Esther

1.	 Don’t Understand the Plans. The comment is noted. See http://2035.seattle.gov/ for 
additional information.

Letter No. 212	 Johnc12

1.	 Support Plans. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 213	 Johnc936

1.	 Likes Blog Posts. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 214	 Johnson, Darrin

1.	 Regional Perspective. See response to Letter No. 66, Comment No. 1.

2.	 Twelve Ways Transport. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Application for Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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Letter No. 215	 Johnson, Julie

1.	 Remove 22nd Ave NE from the Urban Center. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. None of the alternatives propose to change 
the boundaries of the urban centers.

2.	 Keep the Existing Tree Canopy. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

3.	 22nd Ave NE Development. The comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 216	 Johnston, Terri

1.	 Tree Canopy. See comments and response to Letter No. 5, Seattle Urban Forestry 
Commission.

Letter No. 217	 Jones, Norma and Mike

1.	 Infrastructure and Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan provides recommended policy 
guidance for linking infrastructure, including transportation and growth in the Land 
Use, Capital Facilities and Transportation elements.

2.	 Parks and Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan Parks and Open Space Element 
for recommended policy guidance.

3.	 Alternatives for Fremont are Unacceptable. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

4.	 Rail Service and Growth Patterns. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. EIS alternatives 3 and 4 emphasize new development near 
existing and planned light rail and very good bus service. See also Final EIS Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which similarly focuses growth 
around light rail and bus transit stations.

5.	 EIS Analysis. The proposed action and alternatives considered in the EIS are for an 
update of the Comprehensive Plan, a programmatic citywide policy action. The EIS 
analysis is appropriate for a programmatic area-wide legislative proposal.

Letter No. 218	 Jonson, Richard

1.	 Building Code Amendment for Green Roofs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 219	 Kaku, Brian

1.	 Urban Village Boundaries. The Draft EIS and Draft Comprehensive Plan identify 
potential urban village expansion areas and have not finalized the size or boundaries 
for these potential expansion areas. Public outreach related to defining specific 
boundaries for urban villages proposed for expansion is planned for 2016. See 
http://2035.seattle.gov/ for more information.

Letter No. 220	 Kasperzyk, Davidya

1.	 Historic Resources. See response to Letter No. 15, Comments No. 2, 5, and 7.

Letter No. 221	 Keller, Kathryn

1.	 Want to Understand More About EIS Mitigation. The proposed action and alternatives 
considered in the EIS are for an update of the Comprehensive Plan, a programmatic 
citywide policy action rather than a specific regulation. Mitigation measures identified 
in the Draft EIS are appropriate for a citywide programmatic EIS and to the applicable 
element of the environment. Mitigation measures identified in the EIS include a mix of 
specific actions, potential policy or program recommendations or, where appropriate, 
identification of the existing regulatory and policy framework that would serve to 
mitigate impacts. An evaluation of the balance of costs and benefits are a policy 
decision that would occur through a public decision-making process by the City 
Council. See also the response to Comment No. 1, Letter No. 24.

2.	 Gentle Growth, Investment Toward a Healthy Community, For Existing Residents 
as First Priority. The EIS identifies existing gaps in infrastructure capacity and services 
in sections 3.7 Transportation, 3.8 Public Services, and 3.9 Utilities. The EIS Is forward-
looking and identified impacts and mitigation are based on future growth, rather than 
existing conditions.

3.	 Stop Displacement, With Jobs and Education Aimed to Help Existing Residents. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also 
responses to comments 1 and 2, this letter.

4.	 More Funding and Improvements in Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

5.	 Natural Environment: Tree Canopy and Runoff Control. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Environment Element for recommended policy guidance on these topics.

6.	 Managed Queue Approach. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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Letter No. 222	 Kelley, Debra

1.	 Safe Access to Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 223	 Kelly, Thomas

1.	 Open Space. The EIS uses the Seattle Parks and Recreation’s definition of parks and 
open space. The commenter’s preference for a different definition is noted. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission Letter. See the comments and response to Letter 
No. 5, Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

3.	 Environmentally Critical Areas. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations. See also Draft EIS Section 3.1 Earth and Water Quality for a 
discussion of the impacts of the alternatives on environmentally critical areas.

Letter No. 224	 Kiley, Barbara

1.	 Enforce Regulations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 225	 Kirschner, Bryan (1)

1.	 Online Open House. The comment is noted.

2.	 Too Much Single Family Residential Zoning to Accomplish Actual Affordability. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Plan is Overly Optimistic. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Please see also the Draft Comprehensive Plan for recommended 
policies to manage growth.

Letter No. 226	 Kirschner, Bryan (1)

1.	 Support Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

2.	 Oppose Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives. The separate draft 
Growth and Equity Analysis provides an assessment of the potential impacts of each 
alternative on displacement.

3.	 Favor Broader Range of Housing types, for Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.
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4.	 Alternative 4: Don’t Cater to the Single Family Homeowner Lobbying. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, Alternatives.

Letter No. 227	 Kirsh, Andrew

1.	 Environmental Analysis. See response to Letter No. 15, Comments No. 2 and 7.

2.	 Historic Preservation: Arts & Culture Element? Historic preservation is now 
addressed in the draft Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element. See response to Letter 
No. 15, Comment No. 7.

3.	 Environmental Analysis. See responses to Letter No. 15, Comments No. 3 and 4.

4.	 Preservation and Adaptive Reuse. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

5.	 Historic Preservation and Community Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

6.	 Value of Older Buildings. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

7.	 Tree Canopy. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

8.	 Street Setbacks. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 228	 Kirsis, Lori

1.	 Alternatives. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives. In the EIS, Alternative 1 is 
considered a “No Action Alternative.” As such it serves as a baseline for comparison with 
the action alternatives. A no action alternative is required by the State Environmental 
Policy Act in EISs. Alternative 1 also represents a continuation of strategies toward 
growth management used in the past twenty years.

Letter No. 229	 Klemisch, Stephen

1.	 Transportation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.7 describes existing conditions and impacts of 
the alternatives on mobility and travel time. Recommended policy guidance for the 
transportation system can be found in the Draft Comprehensive Plan Transportation 
Element.
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Letter No. 230	 Klingele, Rick

1.	 Environmental Analysis. The EIS addresses potential citywide land use and policy 
amendments, and its content is appropriate for a programmatic area-wide proposal, 
per SEPA. The EIS analysis is cumulative in nature, considering impacts and identifying 
potential mitigation from a citywide perspective.

Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS are appropriate for a citywide 
programmatic EIS and to the applicable element of the environment. Mitigation 
measures identified in the EIS include a mix of specific actions, potential policy or 
program recommendations or, where appropriate, identification of the existing 
regulatory and policy framework that would serve to mitigate impacts.

2.	 Impact Analysis. The comment seeks to quantify likelihoods and risks or error 
factors for a variety of different scenarios under each alternative. The EIS quantifies 
information where reliable data is available, such as the analysis of transportation 
impacts based on the City’s transportation model. In other cases, reliable data is 
not available, or there is not necessarily a strictly quantitative basis for evaluations, 
and use of quantitative estimates would be speculative and potentially misleading. 
In those cases, the EIS relies on qualitative and comparative discussion to highlight 
the differences between alternatives. While the mathematics in the comment are 
an interesting but unproven construct, the purpose of the EIS is not to explore 
mathematical predictions of risk or potential variations in relation to future growth 
outcomes. Rather it is to assess and disclose the potential SEPA environmental impacts 
pertaining to broad policy guidance and choices in the Comprehensive Plan that could 
influence future growth patterns. These are analyzed according to defined alternatives 
for which an assumed, probable pattern of future growth is postulated. Final EIS 
Section 3.1 also includes a sensitivity analysis that considers potential impacts of a 
scenario derived from the Preferred Alternative, which studies possible consequences if 
100,000 new housing units are assumed, instead of the 70,000 units of growth assumed 
in the Proposed Action.

3.	 Plan Administration. The comment is noted. Plan administration and implementation 
are discussed in the introduction to the Draft Comprehensive Plan. This discussion 
includes implementation, defining and measuring success, and updating the plan. In 
addition, Draft Comprehensive Plan Growth Strategy Goal 1 (GSG1) and supporting 
policies provide recommended policy guidance for public engagement.

4.	 Public Engagement and Growth Forecasts. Your comments are noted. Regarding 
public engagement, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach. Regarding growth 
forecasts, the EIS analyzes the 20-year cumulative impact of the city’s established 
2035 growth target. The analysis does not make assumptions about whether the 
growth occurs at a constant rate or through periods of slower and faster growth. The 
cumulative EIS analysis is not affected by the rate of growth and, because reliable 
data is not available, such an assumption would be speculative. The comment does 
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not substantiate a clear link between a shortfall in public accountability and possible 
economic instability that would lead to boom and bust cycles.

5.	 Public Engagement and Infrastructure Investment Patterns. Regarding public 
engagement, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach. Regarding mitigation, see 
response to Comment No. 1, this letter. An evaluation of the balance of costs and 
benefits of mitigation, and similar weighing of policy completeness and effectiveness, 
are policy evaluation matters that would be considered by the City Council in its public 
decision-making process on the Comprehensive Plan update.

6.	 Fees and Transaction Taxes for Revenue and Economic Stability. Your comments are 
noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

7.	 Urban Centers and Villages. The comment suggests setting growth allotments 
according to available development capacity. Draft EIS Table 2-1 identifies the housing 
and employment capacity for each urban center and village. Development capacity 
represents the difference between the amount of development on the land today 
and the estimated amount that could be built under current zoning. The differing 
development patterns in the urban centers and villages are discussed in Draft EIS 
Section 3.6 Land Use; see Draft EIS Figure 3.4-3 and accompanying discussion.

8.	 Noise. The comment references Draft EIS Section 3.5 (Relationship to Plans and 
Policies), but appears to be addressing text in Draft EIS Section 3.3 (Noise). The 
comment is an excerpt of a sentence. The complete sentence reads as follows:

However, while the impacts of additional noise would not be discernible from background 
noise levels, all of the alternatives would worsen noise levels that in some areas are 
already above noise levels considered healthy for residents and other sensitive uses.” 
(Draft EIS page 3.3-14)

The intent of the statement is to say that all of the alternatives would impact noise 
levels, although to a degree that would not be discernible from background noise 
levels. This, together with the fact that mitigation is identified to address impacts, is 
the rationale for the conclusion that the alternatives would not result in a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact. Noise levels are elevated in some areas in the city for 
a variety of reasons unrelated to Comprehensive Plan policies, including historic 
development patterns pre-dating city comprehensive planning and decisions by other 
agencies that impact Seattle, such as decisions related to airports.

9.	 Growth Outside of Urban Centers. The referenced statement is based on the growth 
assumptions for each alternative, as described in Draft EIS Chapter 2. Based on the 
growth assumptions and compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 2 designates 
the greatest amount of growth to the urban centers and villages and the least amount 
of growth to the areas outside of the urban centers and villages.

10.	Police. The referenced comment is based on an statement earlier in the discussion of 
impacts to police services, which reads as follows:
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Population and job growth are not automatically presumed to cause a citywide increase 
in reported crime. Past trends show an overall decline in violent and property crime even 
when Seattle’s population was growing. A myriad of other factors are known to affect the 
volume and type of crime (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2013):

•	 Population density and degree of urbanization
•	 Variations in composition of the population, particularly youth concentration
•	 Stability of the population, especially mobility, commuting patterns and transience
•	 Modes of transportation and highway system
•	 Economic conditions, including median income, poverty level and job availability
•	 Cultural factors, including education, recreation and religion
•	 Family conditions, especially divorce and family cohesiveness
•	 Climate
•	 Effective strength of law enforcement agencies
•	 Administrative and investigative emphases of law enforcement
•	 Policies of other components of the criminal justice system (i.e., prosecutorial, 

judicial, correctional and probational)
•	 Prevalent attitudes toward crime
•	 Crime reporting practices of the local population (Draft EIS pages 3.8-25–26)

The citation for this discussion is shown as the Federal Bureau of Investigation, FBI 
Releases 2012 Crime Statistics, September 16, 2013.

11.	Fire Protection. The Fire Department is equipped to address fires in high-rise buildings 
as well as lower scale buildings. The Building Code includes requirements that address 
all types of buildings to protect life and safety of occupants. Changes in building type 
within the range that could result from comprehensive plan changes are therefore 
not expected to result in significantly different risks or to significantly affect Fire 
Department operations.

12.	Parks LOS. The citywide Parks Level of Service goals provide a broad framework for the 
amount of open space the City would like to provide for its citizens. These goals and the 
gap analysis that was performed based on them, allows a finer grained understanding 
of which neighborhoods have good distributions of open space and which have gaps 
in service. It is noted that the proposed Comprehensive Plan would discontinue 
the quantitative goals discussed in the Draft EIS analysis, and that the Seattle Parks 
Department will develop new goals and/or standards in its Parks Development Plan to 
be updated starting in 2016.

13.	Schools. Regarding school capacity, see responses to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27 and 
Letter No. 8, Comment No. 31.

Regarding displacement, see response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 5.

14.	Draft Growth and Equity Analysis. The comment addresses possible accessibility 
barriers to area businesses, for both customers and employees. The comment does 
not substantiate why or how the City’s policies have contributed to such barriers. It 
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is agreed that maintaining and improving accessibility in an equitable fashion is a 
preferred objective of the City’s policies.

15.	EIS Analysis. The EIS analyzes defined alternatives for which assumed, probable 
patterns of future growth are postulated, which in total represent an analysis of a range 
of possible environmental impacts that could occur in differing levels across the city. 
This helps to fulfill the requirements of SEPA environmental review. See http://2035.
seattle.gov/ for more information on the contents of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. 
Also, see the responses to Comments No. 2-14, this letter.

Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS are appropriate for a citywide 
programmatic EIS and to the applicable elements of the environment. Mitigation 
measures identified in the EIS include a mix of specific actions, potential policy or 
program recommendations or, where appropriate, identification of the existing 
regulatory and policy framework that would serve to mitigate significant adverse 
impacts to the extent identified in this EIS.

Letter No. 231	 Koch, Mary

1.	 Traffic and Bicycles. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Parking Standards and Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Enforce Building Codes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 232	 Kwok, Dave

1.	 Equity Analysis. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for updates related to the separate draft 
Growth and Equity Analysis. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative, which is informed by findings of the separate draft Growth and 
Equity Analysis.

Letter No. 233	 Lamb, Peter

1.	 Bicycles and Development Regulations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 234	 Langhans, Aileen

1.	 Introductory Comments. The comments are noted.

2.	 Single Family Neighborhoods. The Draft Comprehensive Plan (see http://2035.seattle.
gov/) contains goals and policies that address single-family residential areas (goal 

http://2035.seattle.gov/
http://2035.seattle.gov/
http://2035.seattle.gov/
http://2035.seattle.gov/
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LU8 and twelve associated policies), indicating the degree of protectiveness afforded 
to single-family areas. The status of conceptual neighborhood conservation district 
legislation is unknown. The potential consistency of such a strategy would depend on 
details that are not known to be defined at this time.

3.	 Development Capacity. The citation does not suggest that future development 
projects will all reach their full capacity. Rather, it suggests that underdeveloped 
properties would be places where infill development is likely to occur in the future. “Full 
capacity” refers to the maximum amount of development allowed in a given area under 
the density limits established by zoning. Many areas of Seattle, including portions of the 
urban centers discussed in the EIS, are not developed to the maximum height or density 
allowed by current zoning. While such development is not considered temporary, the 
owners of these properties are legally allowed to develop to the full capacity under 
zoning. The EIS assumes that many of these property owners will eventually decide to 
redevelop their properties due to economic forces and rising property values. However, 
it is not anticipated or assumed that all buildings will eventually reach maximum height 
and bulk.

4.	 Definitions.
•	 “Compatibility” and “Incompatibility” refer to issues of potential land use-

related conflicts or spillover effects that can arise when land uses of different 
types are located near each other. The location of industrial uses immediately 
next to single-family residential uses, as a hypothetical example, could create 
impacts of odor or noise that could suggest adverse effect on a neighboring 
property that contributes to findings of incompatibility between such uses.

•	 “Transitions” refer to how permissible land uses, building height levels, and 
densities change across and between areas. For example, a zoning map may 
define layers of zones with gradual stepdowns in permissible height and density 
in order to achieve transitions in land use intensity between an area that allows 
high-rise office development and a nearby single-family neighborhood.

•	 “Use restrictions” refer to the practice of specifying what land use is allowed or 
prohibited in a particular zone.

•	 “Proximity” refers to the distance between things.
•	 “Adverse impact” refers to a possible negative effect as a result of a particular 

action. Whether something is a significant adverse impact depends on locational 
context and intensity. To be significant, SEPA Rules define that there needs 
to be a reasonable likelihood of more than a moderate adverse impact on 
environmental quality.

•	 “Intensity” of land use refers to its density or degree of use.
•	 “Potential” refers to something considered possible to occur, as opposed to 

something that is known or guaranteed to occur.
The excerpted text describes a possible land use impact. The text further states that the 
city’s existing land use regulations would address and reduce many of the impacts.
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5.	 Building Height. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Regarding the bolded text in the comment quotation, it should 
be noted that the purpose of the EIS is to identify adverse (negative) impacts and 
applicable mitigation. The bolded sentence in the comment quotation is intended to 
disclose a possible adverse impact and is not intended to imply that the impact cannot 
be addressed or controlled.

6.	 Views. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. 
Draft EIS Section 3.4.2 describes the specific policies and regulations that protect public 
views.

7.	 Historic Preservation. The topic of historic preservation is included in the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element. Draft Comprehensive policy language is 
intended to maintain or enhance the strength of the City’s commitment toward historic 
preservation purposes. The City’s existing preservation policies and regulations will 
continue to be supported in the updated Comprehensive Plan. See also the responses 
to comments in Letter No. 15, Historic Seattle.

8.	 SEPA Infill Exemption. The commenter’s opinion about the proposed SEPA Infill 
Exemption is noted. Development review processes afford opportunity for public 
comment other than the SEPA review process.

9.	 SEPA Infill Exemption. See response to Comment No. 8, this letter. The commenter’s 
opinion that the Comprehensive Plan should make reference to specific codes and 
regulations is noted. Page 16 of the Draft Comprehensive Plan provides examples of 
implementing plans, codes, programs and initiatives. While not exhaustive, this list is 
representative of the major implementing tools for the Comprehensive Plan.

10.	Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives. The referenced statement from 
the EIS is a disclosure of possible adverse impacts of Alternative 1, not a statement of 
the City’s policy preference.

11.	LU 59 and LU 60. Your comments are noted. The citation is self-explanatory. See the 
response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 4.

12.	Alternative 3. The intention of the referenced text is that each type of urban village 
(centers, hub, residential) would be designated by a different color on the Future Land 
Use Map. Accompanying land use policies would be tailored to describe the type and 
intensity of development allowed in each type of urban village.

13.	Alternative 4. Draft EIS Section 3.4 Land Use describes the potential impacts of growth 
in the expanded urban village areas identified in Alternative 4. Current strategies such as 
neighborhood-specific design guidelines aid in achieving variety in future development.

14.	Mitigation Strategies. The referenced mitigation strategy addresses the existing low 
density areas that are located in potential urban village expansion areas and would be 
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impacted should there be a decision to expand the boundaries to include these areas. 
The commenter’s opinions about this potential impact are noted.

15.	Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. This section of the EIS discloses that 
additional growth will unavoidably lead to a generalized increase in building height, 
bulk and development intensity over time. However, because existing regulations and 
other related strategies can mitigate these impacts, no significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts are expected.

16.	Seattle Public Schools. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

17.	Design Standards. See Draft Comprehensive Plan Neighborhood Element 
recommended policy guidance. In general, this element seeks to support and 
continue neighborhood planning, such as occurred in the University District. The Draft 
Comprehensive Plan does not require that identical zoning and design standards apply 
citywide. The alternatives in the U District EIS were developed to be consistent with 
the citywide Comprehensive Plan Update assumptions about the University District. 
For this reason, future actions based on the EIS are expected to be consistent with the 
updated Comprehensive Plan.

18.	Policies H18 and H19. The excerpted policies are taken from the existing 
Comprehensive Plan. For the Draft Comprehensive Plan (see http://2035.seattle.gov/), 
these policy objectives are captured, in revised wording, in Housing Goal 4 and related 
policies including Policy HG4.8.

19.	Key Directions: Art and Culture. The commenter’s opinion about the text describing 
Arts and Culture goals is noted.

20.	Closing Comments: Eleven Comprehensive Plan Recommendations. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 235	 LaRose, Philip

1.	 Alternatives Maps. The referenced maps show the urban center and village boundaries 
for each alternative. The maps are the same because no changes to urban center or 
village boundaries are proposed under alternatives 1 and 2.

Letter No. 236	 Larsen, Tom

1.	 EIS Commenting. The comment does not identify what necessary information is not 
provided in the EIS. The EIS comment period ran from May 4 2015 to June 17 2015. This 
exceeded the 30-day minimum standard established by the SEPA Rules.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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Letter No. 237	 Lau, Betty

1.	 Chinatown International District. It is acknowledged that the official name is the 
Chinatown International District.

2.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement risk.

Letter No. 238	 Lavassar, Dan

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address 
displacement.

Letter No. 239	 Leighty, Carl

1.	 Environmental Stewardship and Race and Social Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Prefer Alternative 2, or Alternative 1. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and 
Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 240	 Leon, Carl

1.	 Interstate 5 (I-5). See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Existing conditions on I-5 are summarized in Draft EIS Table 3.7-5 
and future conditions are summarized in Draft EIS Table 3.7-7.

2.	 Parking Requirements. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Interstate 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 241	 Letourneau, Peter

1.	 Population Size. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 242	 Lewis, Melinda

1.	 Favor Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter No. 243	 Littlefield, Ron

1.	 Interested in Civic Engagement. Your comments are noted. Please see http://2035.
seattle.gov/resources for more information on our processes.

Letter No. 244	 Louis, Mary

1.	 Development Capacity. It is not the City’s stated goal that all development in the 
urban centers or villages will reach the maximum height and bulk allowed. As described 
in Draft EIS Chapter 2, development capacity is a theoretical estimate of how much new 
development could occur over an unlimited time period. It represents a comparison 
between the amount of development that is on the land today and the likely amount 
that could be built under current zoning. It is used as a measure to determine whether 
anticipated growth levels under each alternative are feasible to accommodate.

2.	 Historic Preservation. See the response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 7.

3.	 Housing and Development Character. See the response to Letter No. 234, Comment 
No. 18.

4.	 Neighborhood Conservation Districts. See the response to Letter No. 234, Comment 
No. 2

5.	 Policies LU 59 and LU 60. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 4.

6.	 Land Use Mitigation Strategies. Your comment objecting to the cited land use 
mitigation strategies and significant unavoidable adverse impact findings is noted.

Letter No. 245	 Lubarsky, Zachary

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5, Add More Urban Villages, and Protect Vulnerable 
Populations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 246	 Lucio, Jessica

1.	 Pioneer Square. Note that Pioneer Square is part of the Downtown Urban Center. 
The comment refers to existing zoning, for which no changes are proposed. Zoning in 
Pioneer Square mostly has maximum heights of 120 feet or 100 feet; new development 
is subject to Pioneer Square Preservation Board review. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

http://2035.seattle.gov/
http://2035.seattle.gov/
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Letter No. 247	 Lund, Garry

1.	 Locational Preferences. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 248	 M., F.

1.	 Objections to a Range of Environmental Impacts. The comment, which cites concern 
about environmentally critical areas, but also comments on a wide variety of other 
potential livability impacts, is noted.

2.	 Marginalized Populations and City Services. See the response to Comment No. 1, this 
letter.

Letter No. 249	 Mack, Eden

1.	 School Impacts. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27.

2.	 Cooperative Planning For School Facilities. See the response to Letter No. 8, 
Comment No. 28.

3.	 Building Excellence Program (BEX) IV Capacity. See the response to Letter No. 8, 
Comment No. 27.

4.	 School Locational Needs. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27.

5.	 Universal Preschool Program. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 32.

Letter No. 250	 MacKinnon, Roberta

1.	 EIS Analysis. Some of the comments refer to the “plan” but appear to be addressing 
the EIS. The Draft Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Future Land Use Map, and 
other content in the Plan establish land use designations and goals and policies. Land 
use designations are implemented by zoning designations.

Regarding public outreach, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Public Outreach, and 
http://2035.seattle.gov/resources for more information about public outreach, 
including public engagement efforts during the period when EIS alternatives were being 
developed.

Regarding the adoption date, note that the public review process for the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan will continue into 2016, with a final City action on the Plan 
anticipated in late 2016.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIS is vague, no information is 
provided identifying specific concerns or questions. The EIS analysis is appropriate for a 
programmatic area-wide legislative proposal.

2.	 Alternatives Development. See the response to Comment No. 1, this letter.

http://2035.seattle.gov/resources
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3.	 Gaps Analysis. For applicable elements of the environment, the Draft EIS evaluated 
existing conditions and disclosed pertinent information.

4.	 Vague Action Statements. Although the comment does not identify where the 
referenced terms are used, they appear in slightly different wording in Draft EIS Chapter 
2, Description of the Proposal and Alternatives. Draft EIS Table 2-4 provides examples 
of possible implementing actions for the alternatives, which include “tools for zoning 
flexibility” and “other growth incentive tools or program to attract new buildings” and 
“public investments to aid livability and attract development.” Because the details of 
these specific types of implementing measures have not yet been identified and could 
be developed through further planning processes, these terms are used to generally 
describe how supplemental supporting strategies could be adopted to encourage 
growth patterns advocated by the alternatives. As appropriate, they would be subject 
to further SEPA review, and public review and decision making processes.

5.	 Alternatives Comparison. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The EIS provides an analysis that compares alternatives on a variety 
of measures and discloses their similarities and differences in probable effects.

Letter No. 251	 Marshall, Kate

1.	 Sidewalks in Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Building Setbacks and Landscaping Like in Portland’s Pearl District. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Retain Neighborhood Character With Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 252	 Martin, Dottie

1.	 Seattle is Losing Its Character, and Impacts of Amazon. Your comments are noted.

2.	 Gentrification. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Draft EIS Section 3.6 Population, Employment, Housing and the 
separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis address displacement. See also Final EIS 
Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates 
to help address displacement.

3.	 Amazon Not Being Supportive to Community. Your comments are noted.
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Letter No. 253	 Mas, Charles

1.	 City Should Collect Impact Fees for Schools, Build Sidewalks, Add Police Patrols 
for Childrens’ Safety. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 254	 McDougall, Connie

1.	 Transit Service from Ballard is Too Full. In the past year, over 220,000 hours of bus 
service within the city has been added by King County Metro. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 255	 Melvin, Linda

1.	 Possible Ballard Transit Station Location at 14th/Market. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. The specific location of a future 
transit station in Ballard will be determined through a separate public process.

Letter No. 256	 Miller, Robin

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 257	 Mitchell, Ben

1.	 Draft EIS Outreach. The comment is noted.

2.	 Support Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Support Race and Social Equity Findings. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. The assessment of Alternative 4 with respect 
to the risk for displacement was prepared through the separate draft Growth and Equity 
Analysis. See Final EIS Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement risk.

4.	 Growth and Equity, Alternative 4, and Unlocking Swaths of Single Family Land for 
Densification. Your comments are noted. See response to Comment No. 2, this letter.

Letter No. 258	 Mitchell, Daniel

1.	 Alternatives 3 and 4 Preferred Given Importance of Transit-Oriented Development. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred 
Alternative.



4–542

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

Letter No. 259	 Moore, Julia

1.	 Include Equity Analysis in EIS. See response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 2.

2.	 Economic Displacement. See response to Letter No. 89, Comment No. 1

3.	 New Growth Alternative: Increase Growth to Use 100% of Capacity in High 
Opportunity/Low Displacement Risk Neighborhoods. The comment is noted. See 
Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which incorporates 
findings of the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis in determining future growth 
allocations to the urban centers and villages.

4.	 Displacement and GHG Emissions. See response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 7.

Letter No. 260	 Moreau, Paul

1.	 Improve Mass Transit and Other Transportation Systems. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 261	 Morrill, Richard

1.	 Growth Assumptions. Professor Morrill’s comments describe a number of reasonable 
assumptions or estimations of potential population growth amounts and possible 
(although speculative) magnitudes of effects relating to displacement of housing or 
businesses with future growth.

2.	 Alternatives: Slightly Prefer Alternative 1 to Alternative 3. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Affordable Housing. The comments about prospects for successfully addressing 
affordable housing needs are noted. Efforts associated with the Housing Affordability 
and Livability Agenda could address these concerns. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 262	 Morris, Arvia

1.	 GHG Emissions. This topic has been addressed in this EIS. See responses to Letter No. 
24, Comment No. 15 and to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.

Letter No. 263	 Morrison, Patrick

1.	 Growth Patterns: Ruin the Entire City. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 1.

2.	 2nd Ave Bike Lane and Auto Traffic. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 2.

3.	 Prefer Separated Transit. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 3.
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4.	 Parking Requirements. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 4.

5.	 Priorities Other than Bicycles. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 5.

6.	 Need Another West Seattle Bridge. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 6.

7.	 Create a Planning Department. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 8.

8.	 Rent Increase. See response to Letter No. 63, Comment No. 7.

Letter No. 264	 Mucik, Rhys

1.	 Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

2.	 Light Rail. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Eliminate Metered Merging. These comments relate to issues that are not under the 
City’s jurisdiction, but are noted for consideration.

Letter No. 265	 Nelson, Shannon

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 266	 Nicolae, Roxana

1.	 Tree Canopy. See the comments and responses to Letter No. 5.

Letter No. 267	 Nissen, Anna

1.	 Ideology. The EIS conducts a programmatic environmental analysis of the Proposed 
Action and four alternatives intended to achieve the objectives identified in Draft EIS 
Chapter 2. No specific ideology is assumed.

Regarding the reference to LU 59 and LU 60, see response to Letter No. 8, Comment 
No. 4.

2.	 Housing Preservation and Affordability. The Draft EIS analyzes the impact of each 
of the four alternatives on housing affordability and mitigation to help address the 
identified impacts. Housing preservation is identified as a possible mitigation strategy. 
Regarding the reference to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis.

3.	 Land Use Impacts. The commenter’s opinion is noted. The city’s adopted regulations 
are intended to address the potential land use compatibility impacts identified in the 
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EIS and it is reasonable to conclude that these regulations would adequately mitigate 
impacts.

4.	 Housing Growth Target. The residential growth target is established through a process 
mandated by the Washington Growth Management Act. See response to Letter No. 9, 
Comment No. 1.

5.	 Environmental Objectives. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Regarding the deadline for comments, additional public meetings 
to review the Draft Comprehensive Plan will occur in 2016. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Public Outreach.

6.	 Policy Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 268	 Noone, I.M.

1.	 Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 269	 Oldfin, Thomas

1.	 Growth Distribution and Displacement. See the Final EIS Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative, which incorporates findings of the separate 
draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

The comment asserts that the displacement risk maps in the separate draft Growth 
and Equity Analysis are flawed. However, no additional information is provided. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for information about updates to the separate draft Growth and 
Equity Analysis.

2.	 Transportation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Alternatives. The commenter asserts that the alternatives are inadequate, but does 
not provide any additional information. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and 
Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 270	 Olds, Jonathan (1)

1.	 Address Shortage of Commercial Services in Multifamily Areas. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Element for recommended policies related to commercial uses in 
multifamily areas.
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Letter No. 271	 Olds, Jonathan (2)

1.	 GHG Emissions: Address With More Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Improvements. 
Your comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 27, Comment No. 3 and to Letter 
No. 7, Comment No. 5.

2.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 272	 Oliver, Pike

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 273	 Olson, Leanne

1.	 Support Historic Seattle Comments. See the comments and response in Letter No. 15, 
Historic Seattle.

2.	 Livable City. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 274	 Onesty, Dawn

1.	 Housing, Transportation, and Homelessness Policy Recommendations. See Final 
EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 275	 Osaki, David

1.	 Questionable Viability of the Aurora-Licton Springs Neighborhood as Urban Village. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Neighborhood Development Toward More Mixed Uses and Sufficient Pedestrian 
Connections is Lacking. The commenter’s assessment of economic and community 
development qualities of the Aurora-Licton Springs neighborhood is noted.

3.	 Lack of Growth of Neighborhood-Serving Commercial Services and Provision of 
Safer Pedestrian Linkages. The commenter’s assessment that these commercial 
services are essential for a well-functioning urban village, as well as safe pedestrian 
facilities along and across Aurora Avenue, is noted.

4.	 Self-Storage Development Proposal Not Supportive of Urban Village Strategy, and 
Land Use Codes Shouldn’t Allow This Use in This Urban Village. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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5.	 Pedestrians and Economic Development Deterred by Frequent Illegal Activities. 
The commenter’s assessment of detrimental conditions in the neighborhood is noted.

6.	 Lack of Pedestrian Character Perpetuates an Automobile-Oriented Character; Real 
Estate Market Has Not Responded With Supportive Development. The commenter’s 
assessment of pedestrian character and real estate conditions in the Aurora-Licton 
neighborhood is noted.

7.	 Parking Requirements. The commenter’s perspective on low parking requirements 
and lack of pedestrian accessibility to services is noted.

8.	 Lack of Neighborhood-Specific Design Guidelines Leads to Lack of Progress 
Toward Neighborhood Plan Vision. The commenter’s perspective on design review 
shortcomings and likely failure to achieve the neighborhood vision is noted.

9.	 Analysis of Individual Residential Urban Villages. The proposed action and 
alternatives considered in the EIS are for an update of the Comprehensive Plan, a 
programmatic citywide policy action. The EIS makes no assumptions about similarities 
or differences in character of individual urban villages, nor do the conclusions rely on 
a presumption that urban villages are the same. The commenter’s perspectives on 
seeking analysis of individual neighborhoods’ prospects for future growth supportive of 
an urban village vision are noted. This type of analysis is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
Further, if an EIS analysis was undertaken as requested, it would not automatically need 
to assume that supportive development would fail to occur, although the commenter’s 
perspective is understood. Another kind of future study outside this EIS, if undertaken, 
could diagnose why the neighborhood is experiencing challenges and prescribe 
proactive strategies for solutions.

10.	Alternatives 1 and 2 are Problematic, Because They Don’t Recognize Issues Such 
as Those About Aurora-Licton’s Viability as an Urban Village; and Alternative 
1 Proposes Greater Amount of Residential Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3,2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

11.	Aurora Licton Springs Recommendations: Conduct a Broad Array of Additional 
Studies With Respect to Neighborhood Plan, Zoning, Development Prospects, 
Design Guidelines, and Capital Investment Priorities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Neighborhood Planning Element provides proposed policy guidance for future 
neighborhood planning.

Letter No. 276	 Owens, Robert

1.	 Creative Spirit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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2.	 In Future, Still a Need for Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Seattle’s Future Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 277	 Oxman, Michael

1.	 Continue the 40% Tree Canopy Goal. See Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

Letter No. 278	 Parda, Don

1.	 Residential Development Will Need Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 279	 Patterson, Merle

1.	 Floating Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 280	 Pearsall, Matthew

1.	 Growth Outside of Urban Villages: Lack of Change in Single Family Areas Will 
Further Stratify Residential Patterns. All of the alternatives identify a portion of 
growth that would be guided toward the areas outside of the urban villages. Depending 
on Draft EIS alternative, residential growth outside of the urban villages could range 
from 6% to 23%. The area outside of the urban villages has adequate capacity to absorb 
growth under any alternative. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Consider Land Use Changes for Non-Industrial Uses in Georgetown and South Park. 
Your comments are noted. The Proposed Action does not include any changes to the 
designated Greater Duwamish Manufacturing Industrial Center.

Letter No. 281	 Pederson, Marvin

1.	 Future Policy Direction is Not Workable. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 282	 Perkins, John and Weaver, Julene

1.	 Spread Development to Single Family Areas. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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2.	 Preserve Affordable Rents and Avoid Displacement. Note that the EIS and the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan are two different documents. The Draft Comprehensive Plan 
identifies recommended policy guidance for the City in the areas of land use, housing, 
public services and other topics. The EIS evaluates potential adverse impacts of the four 
growth alternatives on the built and natural environment and recommends mitigation 
strategies for City Council decision making. See Draft EIS Chapter 2 for a discussion 
of the respective roles of the EIS and Comprehensive Plan. Regarding housing 
affordability, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing Affordability.

3.	 Modernize the Landlord/Tenant/City Relationship. Your comments are noted. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

4.	 Project-Level SEPA Checklist for a Ravenna Project Illustrates a Conflict of Interest. 
For individual development reviews, it is the reviewing planner’s responsibility to 
review, edit and seek more information if necessary from the applicant with respect 
to the contents of the SEPA Checklist. The planner also subsequently evaluates the 
proposal for its environmental impacts in a SEPA Determination that is part of a 
development decision. This process enables the City to exercise its discretion and 
identify development impacts and mitigation for impacts independently of the 
applicant. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 283	 Persak, John

1.	 Deficiencies of Alternatives. The comment identifies several concerns related to the 
EIS alternatives and their relationship to future execution of City policies in light of 
perceived current problems. Responses to selected topics are noted below:

•	 Commercial Impacts. The EIS analysis reflects consideration of future 
commercial and employment uses, including in land use, transportation, 
demand for public services and air and noise analyses. The Manufacturing 
Industrial Centers (MICs) are included in the analysis, although it is 
acknowledged that no changes to the MIC boundaries are proposed.

•	 Impact Analysis. The analyses of impacts are based on a comparison for forecast 
conditions under each alternative, compared to existing conditions. Where 
available, quantitative data is used, such as in the transportation and GHG 
analyses. In other cases, the analysis is qualitative and comparative.

Letter No. 284	 Letter 284	 Portzer, John

1.	 Future Policy Directions: Need More Parking and More Infrastructure, Moratorium 
on Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 285	 Prinz, Pat

1.	 Ravenna Woods. Although this area near University of Washington might in some 
fashion be identified as part of the University District Urban Center in the EIS or other 
document, the City has no known intention to affect development capabilities on the 
identified “Ravenna Woods” parcels near the Burke-Gilman Trail.

Letter No. 286	 Quinn, Ken

1.	 Compliments for the Modern Outreach Communication Channels. The comment is 
noted.

Letter No. 287	 Quirindongo, Rico

1.	 Reinforce Goals of the Climate Action Plan. See responses to Letter No. 7, Comment 
No. 5.

2.	 Creative Ideas for Affordable Housing Funding. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

3.	 Need for Access to Public Services. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations. See also Draft EIS Chapter 3.8 for an evaluation of the 
impacts of the four alternatives on public service delivery.

4.	 Adjust Efforts to Address Homelessness. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

5.	 Incentivize Equitable Housing in “Downtown Feeder Neighborhoods.” See Final 
EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing 
Affordability. See also the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

6.	 Green Infrastructure Loop on Western Avenue and Alaskan Way. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

7.	 Support Alternative 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

8.	 Task Force of Non-Profits to Advance the Race and Social Justice Initiative Aims. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Growth and Equity Analysis.

9.	 Downtown School, and Improve Quality of Education Services in Urban Schools. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 288	 Randels, Robin

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter No. 289	 Ravanpay, Ali

1.	 Introductory Comments. The commenter’s opinions are noted.

2.	 Learn from Other Large Cities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Address Transportation Better. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 290	 Reichlin, Kanani

1.	 Affordable Housing for Low-Income and Moderate-Income Workforce Households. 
See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and 
Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 291	 Reuter, Rebecca

1.	 Alternative 3, Focusing Growth in Transit Areas and Urban Villages. See Final EIS 
Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 292	 Robinson, Chris

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 293	 Rodda, Bryce

1.	 Affordable Housing, Change Zoning in Single-Family Areas. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 294	 Roehr, Christian

1.	 Reply to Comments. This Final EIS provides a reply to all comments provided in the 
Draft EIS.

2.	 Alternative Review, Prefer Alternative 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and 
Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Harmonize Residential and Employment Growth With Urban Villages, Not Just 
Boutiques and Restaurants. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative. The Proposed Action considered in the EIS 
assumes growth targets of 70,000 housing units and 115,000 jobs. See Draft EIS Chapter 
2 for description of growth assumptions and Section 3.6 for a discussion of population, 
employment and housing.
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4.	 Big-Picture Advice on Addressing Growth and Sustainability. Your comments are 
noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the 
Preferred Alternative.

5.	 Closing Comments. The comments are noted. See http://2035.seattle.gov/ for 
additional public outreach opportunities related to Seattle 2035.

Letter No. 295	 Roth, Arlene

1.	 Seattle Nature Alliance Comments. See comments and responses to Letter No. 25, 
Seattle Nature Alliance.

2.	 Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. For recommended open space policy guidance, see the Parks and 
Open Space Element in the Draft Comprehensive Plan.

3.	 Expansion Areas. See response to Letter No. 24, Comment No. 14. It is not the intention 
of the City to direct growth to Ravenna Park, despite the shading of a potential 
expansion area defined for Roosevelt Urban Village in Draft EIS Figure 3.4-16.

4.	 Nature Friendly Plan. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 296	 Ruby, Mike

1.	 Introductory Comments. Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS, as cited, does include description 
of the alternative actions that are evaluated in the EIS. So does Section 2.1 of the Draft 
EIS, most notably text on pages 2-1 through 2-5. From the overview:

“The City is considering text and map amendments to the Seattle Comprehensive Plan that 
would influence the manner and distribution of projected growth of 70,000 housing units 
and 115,000 jobs in Seattle through 2035, and that would influence the manner in which the 
City conducts its operations to promote and achieve other goals such as those related to 
public health, safety, welfare, service delivery, environmental sustainability and equity.”

This is followed by other summarized descriptions of changes. Given its interest in 
identifying potential impacts upon the environment, much of the EIS was oriented to 
evaluating the effects of growth distributions that vary among the alternatives, but 
which also included discussion about how certain proposed land use policy changes 
could affect the contents of the Future Land Use Map, or could affect potential for 
rezones, or could affect how growth estimates are defined and implemented. These and 
other possible changes are also discussed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIS, Relationship 
to Plans, Policies and Regulations. Regarding mitigation strategies, per SEPA Rules, 
they are defined to pertain to identified significant adverse impacts and not for any or 
all non-significant adverse impacts. See Letter No. 24, Comments 1 and 5 regarding 
mitigation, and the responses to Comments No. 4 and 11, this letter.

http://2035.seattle.gov/


4–552

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

2.	 Timing of Draft EIS and Draft Comprehensive Plan. The commenter’s difficulty in 
understanding the nature of the proposed action is noted. Preliminary draft versions of 
all policy edits were not included in the Draft EIS. However, as noted in the response to 
Comment No. 1, this letter, the Draft EIS did include a substantive and accurate range of 
information throughout Chapter 2 that characterized the nature of the Comprehensive 
Plan update, including the alternatives for growth distribution and the span of other 
changes that were proposed. This included reference to and analysis of the policy 
changes that could have the most substantive potential to lead to adverse impacts 
upon the natural and built environments, such as key aspects relating to land use and 
urban village policies. The commenter may review the entire Draft Comprehensive Plan 
at http://2035.seattle.gov/, for which a separate review period, comment period, and 
public outreach was conducted in the second half of 2015. Please also see response to 
Letter No. 2, Comment No. 1, and other updates to the EIS analysis in earlier chapters of 
this Final EIS.

3.	 Climate Change. See response to Letter No. 7, Comment No. 5.

4.	 Air Quality. The commenter references the WAC 170-460 standard of 10 in one million 
excess cancer risks. While this standard is appropriate for assessment of individual 
sources of TAPs, it is not a useful or realistic standard for cumulative exposures. The 
10 in one million excess cancer risk in the WAC 170-460 applies to a single stationary 
source seeking an air quality permit through the appropriate regional air quality 
agency. The permitting process has no authority over localized mobile source emissions 
such as diesel vehicles. Further, within industrial areas, it is likely that multiple 
stationary sources may exist near each other and result in cumulative risks exceeding 
10 in one million. Air quality districts that have developed a 100 in one million 
cumulative criterion have done so as reflective of air quality in a “pristine” National 
Seashore environment, reflecting the air quality that the U.S. Park Service identifies as 
a Class I Park and wilderness area. Consequently, even such pristine areas as National 
Seashores can have a sizeable background cancer risk, largely due to cumulative global 
atmospheric transport.

With regard to the efficiency rating of filtration systems identified as mitigation, a 
range of filtration efficiencies was identified in acknowledgments that the degree of 
reduction required will vary by location and to avoid a one-size-fits-all approach. The 
buffer zone identified in the Draft EIS to address Toxic Air Pollutant exposure impacts is 
explicitly cited by the Washington State Department of Health as the areas of greatest 
impact from major highways. The mitigation measure has been revised to include MERV 
13 efficiencies within the range. It should be noted that recent research (LBL, 2013) 
has indicated that installation of MERV 16 filters in residential applications can result 
in increased flow resistance, lower system airflows and increase duct pressure that 
leads to increased air leakage for ducts. These filtration levels are only recommended 
for design-build situations for hospitals and schools. The text on page 3.2-5 has been 
revised to state that “all areas of Washington State are in attainment with the federal 
2012 PM2.5 standards.” Additionally, Draft EIS Table 3.2-2 has been updated to include 

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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the most recently available monitoring data. See Final EIS Section 3.2, Revisions and 
Clarifications.

5.	 Noise. Variances from the requirements of the Noise Control Ordinance are evaluated 
on an individual basis, are generally granted only for short durations, and are subject to 
other limits to avoid significant impacts. Noise variances for major projects are allowed 
for longer periods and are subject to project level SEPA review. The review process for 
evaluating and setting conditions for those projects includes assessing cumulative 
effects, project duration, conditions that require night work, and other factors. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts from noise variances can be avoided or limited through 
individual project review such that significant impacts are not expected.

6.	 Urban Village Land Use Designations. The commenter’s skepticism about land use 
impact findings is noted. Regarding the simplification of the urban village land use 
designations, see response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 11. Regarding the use of the 
SEPA Infill Exemption, see response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 3. Regarding the 
identification of significant unavoidable adverse impacts and mitigation strategies, see 
Letter No. 8, Comment No. 7.

7.	 Single Family Rezone Process. See response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 4.

8.	 Tree Canopy. See response to all comments in Letter No. 5.

9.	 Transportation Analysis. The commenter notes that there are only minimal 
differences in screenline results among the four alternatives, which is an overly 
broad generalization. The vast majority of future travel demand is dictated by the 
“background traffic,” i.e. traffic generated by existing development, both locally and 
regionally. Moreover, the screenline methodology aggregates volumes across multiple 
arterials, which can obscure variation among individual roadways.

The commenter cites travel time findings but states that no travel time impacts are 
found, based on Draft EIS Table 3.7-8 which broadly summarizes magnitudes of impacts 
but does not actually state anything about travel time impacts. Table 3.7-8 is clarified to 
indicate that the findings relate to whether “significant adverse impacts” are found in 
the DEIS analysis, but still does not discuss travel time impacts. To clarify, travel times 
are not used to determine impacts; they are provided for informational purposes only, 
and the City has no standards for travel time between locations.

The City is in the process of developing a proposal for an impact fee program 
for transportation, but there is no obligation for this EIS to estimate the amounts of 
revenue that could be generated.

10.	Sidewalks. The pedestrian network is described on Page 3.7-1 to 3.7-2 on the DEIS, 
and highlights the lack of sidewalks north of NE 85th Street. The section also notes 
that the Pedestrian Master Plan identifies many areas north of NE 85th Street with high 
priority “along the roadway” (i.e. sidewalk) improvements needed. SDOT will continue 
to pursue these improvements through their Sidewalk Development Program, which 
currently relies on the City’s transportation levy for funding.
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11.	Parks and Open Space Mitigation. The commenter requests detailed analysis of 
park acquisition costs and possible impact fee programs. Such analyses are being 
conducted by the Parks Department as part of its planning and implementation duties 
such as updating the Park Development Plan in 2016, but that type of analysis is outside 
the scope of this EIS. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS are appropriate 
for a citywide programmatic EIS and to the applicable element of the environment. 
Mitigation measures identified in the EIS include a mix of specific actions, potential 
policy or program recommendations or, where appropriate, identification of the 
existing regulatory and policy framework that would serve to mitigate impacts. See 
Section 3.2 of this Final EIS for revisions and clarifications to the impact analysis for 
parks, recreation and open space.

12.	Container Port Element. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS notes that the Container Port 
Element is part of the Comprehensive Plan. As shown in the Draft Comprehensive Plan, 
no changes to the Container Port Element are proposed. See http://www.seattle.gov/
dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2294968.pdf.

13.	Aesthetics: Push Design Review Processes to More Effectively Reject Bad Design. 
Your comment is noted.

14.	Favor Alternative 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

15.	Implementation: Impact Fees, Moratoria, or Other Effective Carrots and Sticks to 
Influence Growth Where Preferred. Your comments are noted.

Letter No. 297	 Sandercock, Maria

1.	 Prefer Alternative 3. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 298	 Schwartz, Dick

1.	 Endless Growth is Not a Good Policy. The alternatives considered in the Draft EIS are 
based on a 20-year planning horizon for future housing and employment growth. As 
described in the Draft EIS, these population forecasts were prepared by the Washington 
Office of Financial Management and allocated to individual cities through a regional 
decision-making process. The growth assumptions considered in the EIS are consistent 
with guidance provided by the Growth Management Act, the Puget Sound Regional 
Council Vision 2040, and the King County Countywide Planning Policies.

Letter No. 299	 Letter 299	 Schweinberger, Sylvia

1.	 Need Adequate Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2294968.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2294968.pdf
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2.	 Charge Development Fees to Fund Amenities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 300	 Shapiro, JP

1.	 Prefer Alternative 4 or the Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Planning Principles for Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 301	 Sharp, Nicholas

1.	 Land Use and Transportation Growth Pressures. Alternatives 3, 4, and the Preferred 
Alternative in particular seek to focus highest densities close to existing and planned 
transportation improvements. See Draft EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the 
alternatives and Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Impacts of Bicycles on Bus Lanes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

3.	 A Need for Parking. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Planned Parenthood. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Policy Response Times. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Police services are discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.8.

Letter No. 302	 Shaw, Russell

1.	 Favor Alternative 2. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 303	 Shera, Sydney

1.	 Support for Density, Especially Near Rail Stations. See the response to Letter No. 
301, Comment No. 1.

2.	 Need a Conversation about Density. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Encourage Small Houses, More Efficient Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 304	 Sheridan, Mimi

1.	 Historic Preservation in the Comprehensive Plan. Historic preservation has not been 
abandoned by the proposed Comprehensive Plan. See the response to Letter No. 15, 
Comment No. 7.

2.	 EIS Analysis. This EIS does not conclude that only SEPA policies provide sufficient 
historic resource protection. As noted in the response to Comment No. 1, this letter, 
the City is not proposing any change to policy or regulatory support for historic 
preservation. As part of the scoping process for the EIS, the City considered the 
potential for significant adverse impacts to historic resources resulting from the 
Proposed Action and concluded that the existing regulatory framework provides and 
will continue to provide sufficient processes and protections for evaluating landmarks 
and providing protection for historic resources. For this reason, historic preservation 
was not included in the Scope for this EIS.

3.	 Historic Preservation in the Comprehensive Plan. See response to Comments No. 1 
and 2, this letter.

Letter No. 305	 Siegelbaum, Heidi

1.	 Growth Targets. Seattle 2035 is planning for an additional 70,000 housing units by 
2035. The purpose of the EIS is to compare alternative growth scenarios that meet this 
target, identify impacts and support informed decision-making to manage anticipated 
growth.

2.	 Development and Adverse Effects on Tree Retention, Water, Fish and Livability. 
Your comments are noted. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission Letter. See comments and responses to Letter 
No. 5, Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

Letter No. 306	 Singler, Joan

1.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 7.

Letter No. 307	 Skaftun, Emily

1.	 What Happens if We Are Wrong About Growth Impacts? Your comments are noted. 
The City will continue to monitor growth and its effects to gauge whether future actions 
to adjust strategies may be needed.
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Letter No. 308	 Smith, Clayton

1.	 Support Alternative 4 With Anti-Displacement and Pro-Housing Affordability 
Strategies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a description 
of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 309	 Smith, David

1.	 Advancing Transportation Technology. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. The Draft Comprehensive Plan addresses 
new technologies and their impact on transportation, energy and employment in the 
Transportation, Utilities and Economic Development elements, respectively.

Letter No. 310	 Smith609

1.	 Blog. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 311	 Smolar, Dee

1.	 Transportation and Housing Policy Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 312	 Stacishin, Liza (1)

1.	 Promoting Othello Light Rail Station Area as Excellent Neighborhood Center. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 313	 Stacishin, Liza (2)

1.	 Promoting Thoughtful Neighborhood Planning and Transportation Planning to 
Enhance Vibrancy and Healthy Community in the Othello Neighborhood. Your 
comments are noted.

2.	 Planning Goals for 2035. Your comments promoting beneficial land use and 
transportation planning actions for Othello are noted.

Letter No. 314	 Staeheli, Margaret

1.	 Need a Finer-Grain Alternative With Increased Housing in Low Density Areas. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred 
Alternative.

2.	 Mitigation is Too Vague. See responses to Letter No. 24, Comments No. 1 and 5.
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3.	 Any Better Approach to Effectively Directing Growth?. Your comments seeking better 
planning frameworks to evaluate and direct growth more effectively are noted.

4.	 Urban Forest Stewardship Plan. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

5.	 Draft EIS Table 2-4. The potential use of rezones, zoning flexibility, growth incentive 
tools or program, or other kinds of public investments to aid livability and attract 
development are strategies that are generally applicable to alternatives 2, 3 and 4. Of 
course, depending on the particular location’s size, condition or characteristics, the 
exact nature of such tools’ applications could vary.

6.	 Scope of EIS Review: Consider Trees. A scoping period was conducted prior to the 
writing of this EIS. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 1.

7.	 Transportation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. The EIS transportation analysis addresses all modes of 
transportation and is considered to have more than sufficient detail for a citywide 
cumulative programmatic action.

8.	 Tree and Vegetation Protection and Canopy Effects Not Addressed in Earth & Water 
Quality Section. Page 3.1-5 discloses the potential for improper tree cutting or other 
illegal vegetation management as potential impacts post-construction that could 
contribute to adverse impacts on earth and water quality.

9.	 Mitigation. The EIS discloses the potential for adverse spillover effects that generally 
relate to land use compatibility. The use of adopted regulations, processes and 
practices to mitigate impacts such as addressing noise complaints or other nuisances, 
is appropriate mitigation. These measures have been adopted by the city to address 
potential impacts of development and are therefore documented as applicable 
mitigation in the EIS.

10.	Invest More Time in Understanding Impacts and Planning the Details. Consideration 
of the updated Comprehensive Plan began in 2013 and is expected to conclude in 2016. 
There has been a continued public conversation of comprehensive plan issues over the 
course of this time period. See http://2035.seattle.gov/ for more information.

Letter No. 315	 Stahl, Mike

1.	 No Variances From Rules in Future Development Review; Avoid Seattle as a 
Haven for the Wealthy. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Support Transit and Automobile Drivers as Well. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Strong City. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://2035.seattle.gov/


4–559

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

4.	 Loss of Character. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 316	 Stern, Robby

1.	 Introductory Comments: Housing, Transportation, Social Services. The comments 
are noted.

2.	 Draft Comprehensive Plan Comments: Affordable Housing, Good Transportation, 
Open Spaces, Development Fees. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 317	 Stetkiewicz, Chris

1.	 Transportation and Air Quality. As described in the analysis in the Draft EIS, stricter 
automobile fuel economy, emission control, and fuel composition regulations that will 
be implemented by the US EPA over the life of the Comprehensive Plan are expected 
to result in lower overall emissions despite growth in vehicle miles traveled and other 
increases in emissions from development within the city.

2.	 Public Schools. See the response to Letter No. 19, Comment No. 8.

3.	 Parks and Open Space. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23.

Letter No. 318	 Stevens, Don

1.	 Yogi Berra. The comment is noted.

Letter No. 319	 Stevens, Odessa

1.	 Regional Coordination. Your comments are noted. Coordination among cities in 
the Puget Sound region occurs primarily through the Puget Sound Regional Council 
(PSRC), an agency with the mission of providing for coordinated regional planning for 
transportation, growth management and economic development. The PSRC’s Vision 
2040 is the regional growth strategy and Transportation 2040 is the regional long-range 
transportation plan.

2.	 Housing Costs. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 320	 Stewart, Jackie

1.	 Survey Question. The comment about survey question 8 is noted.
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Letter No. 321	 Suni, Eric

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 322	 Sutherland, Loretta

1.	 Urban Village Transportation Connections. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

3.	 Family-Friendly Housing and Urban Villages. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

4.	 Definition of Walkable. In the Draft EIS, a walkshed is identified as the distance that 
can be walked in 20 minutes. It is acknowledged that a comfortable walking distance 
varies between individuals.

Letter No. 323	 Taylor, Holly

1.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Letter No. 15, Comment No. 7.

Letter No. 324	 Taylor, Patrick

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 325	 Thompson, Thor

1.	 Policy Preferences: Parking, Police, Broadband, Rent-Equity. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 326	 Thorp, Daniel

1.	 Light Rail Service North-South. Light rail service is planned to reach Northgate by 
2021, and Lynnwood by 2023. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 327	 Tobin, Carol

1.	 Comprehensive Plan Does Not Address Neighborhood Planning, Economic 
Development, Urban Design, Cultural Resources, or Historic Preservation. See 
response to Letter No. 15, Comments No. 1 and 7.
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2.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Comment No. 1, this letter.

3.	 Historic Preservation as Environmental Stewardship. See the responses to Letter No. 
15, Comments No. 3 and 4.

4.	 Historic Preservation. See response to Comment No. 1, this letter.

Letter No. 328	 Turnbull, Cass

1.	 Objectivity. The EIS has been prepared in a manner consistent with state and 
local SEPA rules and procedures. Although the commenter asserts a general lack of 
objectivity, no specific information is provided. Based on its review, the City concludes 
that the EIS is an objective analysis, consistent with all SEPA requirements.

2.	 Lack of Specificity and Conflicts in Goals Versus Actions. The purpose of the EIS is 
to disclose impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on elements of the natural 
and built environment, rather than to propose goals or implementation measure to 
achieve goals. It is noted here that the cited proposal to reduce the tree canopy goal 
has been deleted from the Draft Comprehensive Plan, thereby eliminating one potential 
conflict in goals versus actions.

As described in the Draft Comprehensive Plan, “The plan is a framework with a 
strong purpose. Yet since it provides guidance for a 20-year timespan, it does not 
prescribe specific solutions for the most part.” (Draft Comprehensive Plan, page 15). 
The Draft Comprehensive Plan describes that the City will implement the Plan through 
development regulations and functional plans (which do include more goals and more 
specific action strategies). It also provides examples of implementing actions and 
information about the relationship between city plans and implementing measures.

3.	 Tree Canopy and Open Space Goals. See responses to Letter No. 5, comments 2 and 3.

4.	 EIS Analysis. See the response to Comment No. 1, this letter. This email has been 
included as part of the record of comments on the Draft EIS and is used by the City as 
part of the decision-making process in the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Letter No. 329	 Turnbull, John

1.	 Focus Growth in Transit Centers, Avoid Displacement, Provide for Economic 
and Social Justice. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 330	 Van Cleve, Janice

1.	 Assumptions. The commenter’s assumptions about the future are noted.

2.	 Future Vision. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 331	 Vanderpool, Scott

1.	 Cars and Bicycles. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

2.	 Taxes and Fees. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Motorcycles, Scooters and Mopeds. See response to Comment No. 1, this letter.

4.	 Eastside HOV Lanes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Problems in Ways of Achieving Reduced SOV Use. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 332	 Vayda, Genevieve

1.	 Light Pollution. The City of Seattle contains light levels consistent with an urbanized 
environment and the proposed action does not propose any new uses or development 
types that are likely to result in significantly increased light levels. In addition, the 
City’s development regulations provide buffers and other standards intended to ensure 
that light and glare impacts on sensitive uses, such as residential development, are 
minimized. For these reasons, an analysis of light impacts was not included in the EIS.

2.	 Barbecues and Lighter Fluid. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Tree Protection. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 2.

4.	 Bonfires. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

5.	 Tree Canopy. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

6.	 Implementation Actions. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

7.	 Climate Change. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 333	 Wadsworth, Benj

1.	 Loosen Restrictions on Accessory Dwelling Units. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 334	 Warner, Richard

1.	 Tree Canopy. See response to Letter No. 5, Comment No. 3.

Letter No. 335	 Watras, Alicia

1.	 More Separated Bicycle Lanes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Technological Developments of the Car. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Night Life. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. Regarding light pollution, see Letter No. 332, Comment No. 1.

Letter No. 336	 Way, Thaisa

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 337	 Weatbrook, Catherine

1.	 Lack of Variety in Alternatives, Displacement Will Occur. The alternatives represent 
a range of alternative approaches to accommodating anticipated growth of 70,000 
housing units and 115,000 jobs by 2035. Draft EIS Section 3.6 acknowledges the risk of 
displacement in certain urban villages and notes that additional discussion of equity 
and displacement can be found in the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. 
See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help address displacement and Section 4.3.2 for updated 
information related to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

2.	 Need Commitment to Livability Features With Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Incomplete Work. The Final EIS includes responses to all comments, a description of 
the Preferred Alternative, analysis of the Preferred Alternative and a sensitivity analysis 
of the potential impacts of increased residential growth and corrections/revisions to the 
analysis.

Letter No. 338	 Weissman, Jeffrey

1.	 Density Near Light Rail. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 339	 Welch, Sarah

1.	 Acquire New Open Space, Don’t Use Sleight of Hand in Counting. See response 
to Letter No. 8, Comments No. 23 and 25 regarding open space LOS standards and 
conversions of space for other recreational uses. The commenter is correct in pointing 
out that reprogramming existing City owned park or open space lands does not increase 
the overall quantity of park land. The mitigation measure was intended to indicate that 
where specific types of open space are lacking, such conversions could help to meet 
specific neighborhood recreational needs. It is also important to acknowledge that 
Seattle Park and Recreation has a mission that includes providing for multiple uses 
of City-owned parks and open space. In planning for parks the City has to determine 
what its priorities are in a specific location. Comprehensive Plan goals do not imply 
that natural areas should all be considered for conversion, but that in some cases, 
conversions may help alleviate a deficiency in a specific type of recreational use in a 
specific urban village.

2.	 Tree Canopy. Your comments are noted. See comments and responses to Letter No. 5.

Letter No. 340	 Whalen, David

1.	 Prefer Alternatives 3 and 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Prevent Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Growth and Affordability. See Final EIS Section 3.1, which contains a sensitivity 
analysis that considers impacts of a scenario derived from the Preferred Alternative if 
100,000 new housing units of growth occurs instead of 70,000 units.

4.	 Neighborhood Character and Building Aesthetics. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 341	 Wheeler, Charles

1.	 Schedule for Plan Implementation. See http://2035.seattle.gov/resources for more 
information about implementation timelines for this Plan and other efforts such as 
actions for the Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda.

Letter No. 342	 Whisner, Jack

1.	 Development Market Needs to Respond to Realize Development. Your comments are 
noted.

http://2035.seattle.gov/resources
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2.	 Prefer More Growth: In Nodes, Linear Patterns, in Lower Density Areas, to Aid 
Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations. See Final EIS Section 3.1, which contains a sensitivity analysis 
that considers impacts of a scenario derived from the Preferred Alternative if 100,000 
new housing units of growth occurs instead of 70,000 units.

Letter No. 343	 Williams, Ruth

1.	 Seattle Urban Forestry Commission Letter. See comments and response to Letter No. 
5, Seattle Urban Forestry Commission.

Letter No. 344	 Wilson, John Arthur (1)

1.	 Comprehensive Plan Amendment. This commenter has proposed the described 
actions in this letter to be part of the annual Comprehensive Plan amendment process, 
and it is being considered in that process, not in this particular Comprehensive Plan 
update action.

Letter No. 345	 Wilson, John Arthur (2)

1.	 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application. See response to Letter No. 344, 
Comment No. 1.

Letter No. 346	 Wong, Michael

1.	 Alternatives 3 and 4 Would Lead to Displacement Impacts. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative.

2.	 Prefer Alternatives 1 and 2, and Investing in Infrastructure for Underserved 
Residents. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, Description of the 
Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 347	 Zeng, Lu

1.	 Should Not be Like San Francisco: Rezone for More Housing, and Provide Transit 
for Better Road Efficiencies. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 348	 (No Last Name), Andrew

1.	 Zone Changes All Over the City for Different Housing Types. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 349	 (No Last Name), Annie

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 350	 (No Last Name), Betsy

1.	 Website Version of Draft EIS. The comment is noted.

2.	 More Open Space in Multi-Family Areas. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

3.	 Transit Service to Large Parks. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

4.	  Plans and Codes for More Usable Open Spaces for All People. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 351	 (No Last Name), Cary

1.	 More ADUs and Row Houses Are Favored. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 More Transit Service Via Rail. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 352	 (No Last Name), Charles

1.	 Schedule. See response to Letter No. 341, Comment No. 1.

Letter No. 353	 (No Last Name), Chris

1.	 Affordable Housing and Favor Transit Oriented Development. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 354	 (No Last Name), Connie

1.	 Favor Transit Oriented Development But Avoid Displacement of Marginalized 
Populations. See Final EIS Chapter 2, Description of the Preferred Alternative, which 
adjusts growth estimates to help reduce displacement.

Letter No. 355	 (No Last Name), Daniel

1.	 Density and Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations and Housing Affordability.
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Letter No. 356	 (No Last Name), Gary

1.	 Green Roofs. See the response to Letter No. 178, Comment No. 1.

2.	 Favor Alternatives 3 and 4. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

3.	 Seattle Subway West Tunnel. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 357	 (No Last Name), Jeff

1.	 South Seattle Low Income Housing. See Final EIS Chapter 2, Description of the 
Preferred Alternative, which adjust growth estimates to help reduce displacement.

Letter No. 358	 (No Last Name), Jenny

1.	 Speeding Cars. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 359	 (No Last Name), Laura

1.	 City Service Standard. The Draft EIS describes the City’s adopted level of service 
standards for transportation in Section 3.7, pages 3.7-17 through -20. The Draft 
Comprehensive Plan describes level of service standards and recommended policy 
guidance on page 91.

Letter No. 360	 (No Last Name), M.

1.	 Single Family Neighborhood Preservation. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Job Growth Priorities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

3.	 Reducing Reliance on Cars. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

4.	 Increase School Capacity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

5.	 Open Space Amenities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

6.	 Race and Social Equity. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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7.	 Core Values. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

8.	 Alternatives. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 361	 (No Last Name), Peter

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2, 
Description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 362	 (No Last Name), Rita

1.	 Strongly Encourage Housing Ownership. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the Draft EIS Housing Element for 
recommended policy guidance related to home ownership and housing diversity.

Letter No. 363	 (No Last Name), Roxana

1.	 Tree Canopy. See comments and responses to Letter No. 5.

Letter No. 364	 (No Last Name), Sharon

1.	 West Seattle Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 365	 (No Last Name),Shipra

1.	 Need Transportation Improvements in Central Area. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, 
General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 366	 (No Last Name), Trevor

1.	 Transit Oriented Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

2.	 Zoning and Transportation Improvements for Social Equity and Mobility. See 
Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also the 
Draft Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element for recommended policy guidance 
addressing transportation mobility.

3.	 Tax Code. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Note: Letters No. 367 through No. 438 were provided through social media. They include letters 
containing multiple comments from different persons as part of online discussions. For this 
reason, the letters are provided in chronological order rather than alphabetical order.

Letter No. 367	 @SEAsouthern

1.	 Population Numbers. The King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) set growth 
targets for all jurisdictions in the county, based on state growth projections. The city’s 
Draft Comprehensive Plan is consistent with state and regional guidance and uses the 
CPP growth targets.

Letter No. 368	 @MikeLindblom

1.	 Lack of Excitement. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 369	 Zach Lubarsky

1.	 Bad Job on Options. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 370	 @djterasaki

1.	 Graham Street Station not Pictured. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 371	 @OverlakeAlumni

1.	 Sustainable Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 372	 Billy King

1.	 Too Late. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 373	 Brian Stewart

1.	 Crappies in Lakes. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 374	 David Whalen (1)

1.	 Allow Upzoning to Prevent Displacement. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 375	 @davidcutler_sea

1.	 Alternative 4. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 376	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 376.1	 Noah Miname

1.	 Don’t Yuppify Pike Place Market. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 376.2	 David Whalen (2)

1.	 Meaning of Yuppify. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 376.3	 Gary Theo Schultz (1)

1.	 Yuppification Example. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 376.4	 Jeff Nissen (1)

1.	 Seattle will be Underwater by 2035. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 376.5	 Hugo Hamerlinck

1.	 Chase Bank vs. Greek Restaurant in Fremont. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 376.6	 Gary Theo Schultz (2)

1.	 Old World Charm. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 377	 David Sucher

1.	 All Alternatives Are the Same. As described in the Draft EIS, each alternative 
emphasizes different patterns of projected future growth and intensity of development 
among the urban centers, urban villages and transit-related areas. Some of the 
alternatives would result in reduced impacts, compared to the No Action Alternative.

Letter No. 378	 @bruteforceblog (1)

1.	 Open Up the Single Family Zones. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.
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Letter No. 379	 @ bruteforceblog (2)

1.	 Best Way to Address Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 380	 @ MaishaBarnett

1.	 People First Design. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 381	 John Paul DeGennaro

1.	 Keep the Culture Alive. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Proposed mitigation to address affordability and displacement can be found in Draft 
EIS Section 3.6. Also, see the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, Attachment 
B about Equitable Development Measures. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Updates 
to the Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred 
Alternative.

Letter No. 382	 Up and Coming

1.	 Stop Complaining and Do Something. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 383	 Kyrtin

1.	 Scenarios for Controlling Housing Market Rates. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 384	 MF1986

1.	 More Density, More Retail, More Public Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 385	 bif

1.	 Artists Moving Out of Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 386	 Wallingfordian

1.	 You are Destroying Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 387	 Maple Leafer

1.	 Tax Real Estate Developers and Owners. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 388	 Greenwood neighbor

1.	 Housing and Traffic. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 389	 How Much is Enough

1.	 Stabilize our Population. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 390	 UR

1.	 City is a Job and Transportation Snob. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 391	 malinda lewis

1.	 Clean Earth and Compassionate State. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 392	 Mileg67

1.	 Traffic and Housing Affordability. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Letter No. 393	 Cass Turnbull

1.	 Green Space and Trees are Public Infrastructure. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 394	 @jgoold13

1.	 NHL. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 395	 @HERNANDOstax

1.	 Like Blade Runner. The comments are noted.
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Letter No. 396	 @SHJ_Kamishibai

1.	 About 20 Pounds Heavier. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 397	 Allison Agostinelli

1.	 Loss of Neighborhood Identities and Culture. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 398	 John Bannion

1.	 Develop Progressive and Effective Problem-Solving Policies. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 399	 prudentequity

1.	 Investing in the Stock Market. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 400	 Letter 400	 @bruteforceblog (3)

1.	 Opposite Track City Needs to Take. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 401	 Don Perera

1.	 U.S. Population Increases. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 402	 John Barber

1.	 Parks and Open Space Element. The Draft Comprehensive Plan contains a Parks and 
Open Space Element.

Letter No. 403	 Sovann Nem

1.	 I Love Seattle. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 404	 Ken Thomas

1.	 We Must Raise our Voices. The comments are noted.



4–574

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

Letter No. 405	 @WillSeattle (1)

1.	 Plan for 2.5 Times the Current Population. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 406	 @WillSeattle (2)

1.	 Upzone Wallingford Along Arterial Blocks. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 407	 Lisa Connolley

1.	 Jean Darsie. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 408	 Jeff Nissen (2)

1.	 Seattle Will be Underwater in 2035. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 409	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 409.1	 @SNGreenways (1)

1.	 Transportation Level of Service and Parking. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 409.2	 @SNGreenways (2)

1.	 Walksheds. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 409.3	 @GlenBikes

1.	 90 Minute Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 410	 @bruteforceblog (4)

1.	 Upzone Single Family Neighborhoods. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 411	 @Nick_Etheredge (1)

1.	 Attitude of this Plan. The comments are noted.
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Letter No. 412	 @Nick_Etheredge (2)

1.	 Decrease Car Use. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 413	 @Nick_Etheredge (3)

1.	 Improve Walksheds. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 414	 @NEGreenways

1.	 Miles of Bicycle Facilities. The number of miles of bicycle facilities listed in the DEIS 
is based on city data on transportation facilities. Figure 3.7-4 in the Draft EIS shows a 
recent map of existing bicycle facilities.

Letter No. 415	 Tom Mullen

1.	 Build Outside Seattle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 416	 Hillary Pittard

1.	 Boredom. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 417	 Susan Renee Mason Laskowska

1.	 Freedom Act. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 418	 @AngelaKBoyd

1.	 Make Room for Affordable Homes. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 419	 Donna Hartmann-Miller

1.	 Costs to Quality of Life Amenities. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 420	 @bruteforceblog (5)

1.	 Plan Enriches Homeowners/Landlords. The comments are noted.



4–576

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

Letter No. 421	 @GordonOfSeattle (1)

1.	 Plan for the Missing Middle. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 422	 @seabikeblog

1.	 We Need More than Just Townhouses. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 423	 @Seattle_Tourism

1.	 Love to Read the Results. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 424	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 424.1	 @asclepiusgal

1.	 Outdoor Fitness Equipment. See City of Seattle Parks Department response in Letter 
No. 425.2.

Letter No. 424.2	 @SeattleParks

1.	 Response to @asclepiusgal. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 425	 @andrewgmac (1)

1.	 Benefits of Restoring Ecosystem Services. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 426	 Denise Dahn

1.	 Comment Box. The comments are noted. The survey for the Draft EIS is closed.

Letter No. 427	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 427.1	 @bruteforceblog (6)

1.	 Plans are Inadequate. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 427.2	 @cruickshank (1)

1.	 Agreement with @bruteforceblog. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 427.3	 @bruteforceblog (7)

1.	 80 Percent of City Closed Off from Development. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 427.4	 @cruickshank (2)

1.	 Plan Allows Too Much Growth. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and 
Policy Recommendations.

Letter No. 428	 @andrewgmac (2)

1.	 Start Building Communities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 429	 @GordonOfSeattle

1.	 Car Emissions. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

Letter No. 430	 Mark Olinger

1.	 Smellscape. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 431	 Jack Whisner

1.	 Zoning and Electric Transit. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 432	 Dave Duwel

1.	 Agree. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 433	 @andrewgmac (2)

1.	 Start Building Communities. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.
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Letter No. 434	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 434.1	 @Nick_Etheredge (4)

1.	 Seattle 2035 and HALA. The work that comes out of HALA is consistent with the intent 
of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and will be implemented as appropriate. The 
City Council has created the Council Work Plan for HALA Recommendations, which 
can be found on the City’s website at: http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/
HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf.

Letter No. 434.2	 @Nick_Etheredge (5)

1.	 Seattle 2035 and HALA. The comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 434.1.

Letter No. 434.3	 @UrbanistOrg (2)

1.	 Response to @Nick_Etheredge. The comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 
434.1.

Letter No. 434.4	 @UrbanistOrg (3)

1.	 Response to @Nick_Etheredge. The comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 
434.1.

Letter No. 434.5	 @UrbanistOrg (4)

1.	 Response to @Nick_Etheredge. The comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 
434.1.

Letter No. 434.6	 @UrbanistOrg (5)

1.	 Response to @Nick_Etheredge. The comments are noted. See response to Letter No. 
434.1.

Letter No. 434.7	 @UrbanistOrg (6)

1.	 Outdoor Response to @Nick_Etheredge. The comments are noted. See response to 
Letter No. 434.1.

Letter No. 435	 @SNGreenways (3)

1.	 Strong Towns. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
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Letter No. 436	 Note: Online discussion with multiple commenters.

Letter No. 436.1	 @UrbanistOrg (7)

1.	 Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 436.2	 @UrbanistOrg (8)

1.	 Let the City Know How you Feel. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 436.3	 @mjgiarlo

1.	 Prefer Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 436.4	 @eldang

1.	 Prefer Urbanist Alternative 5. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Alternatives and Chapter 
2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.

Letter No. 437	 @bruteforceblog (8)

1.	 Berlin’s Single Family Zone. The comments are noted.

Letter No. 438	 Letter 438	 @feetfirst_wa

1.	 Partnering to Bring City Stories. The comments are noted.
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4.3.2	 Responses to Comments on Commonly Raised Issues

Many of the public comments touched upon common themes or issues. Rather than repeat-
ing the response to each of these comments, responses to these frequently raised issues 
have been grouped according to the headings, below.

GENERAL COMMENTS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Many comments suggest proposed possible policy directions, express opinions about city 
operations and administration and share thoughts on the city’s overall character and direc-
tion. While these comments raise policy issues for consideration as part of the comprehen-
sive plan update, they do not put forward questions or comments about the EIS analysis 
that warrant additional detailed responses.

Some comments also describe zoning and development preferences or regulatory concerns 
city wide and for specific neighborhoods and locations. The proposed action and alterna-
tives considered in the EIS are for an update of the Comprehensive Plan, a programmatic 
citywide policy action that does not include specific development projects or regulations.

Unless noted in the specific response, these comments do not substantially question or 
address the EIS alternatives or analysis. All general comments and policy recommendations 
are noted for city consideration and are not further evaluated or discussed in this EIS.

ALTERNATIVES

Some comments express support or opposition to the alternatives described in the Draft 
EIS. Some comments also state their support for an alternative known as “Alternative 5.” 
The term “Alternative 5” was coined in a June 16, 2015 article in The Urbanist.1 The Urban-
ist’s Alternative 5 is generally described as seeking to spread growth to a wide swath of the 
city in order to prevent large-scale displacement and pairing high density development with 
high quality transit. However, no formal description of Alternative 5 has been prepared. All 
comments received on the alternatives, including Alternative 5, are noted for city consider-
ation. See Final EIS Chapter 2, which describes the Preferred Alternative.

GROWTH AND EQUITY ANALYSIS

Since publication of the Draft EIS, City staff have worked to refine the draft Equity and 
Growth Analysis. Results are available in an updated report that is linked at http://
www.2035.seattle.gov/resources. Minor adjustments were made to several indicators and in 
some cases, newer data was used. Examples included more refined ways of measuring dis-
tance to employment opportunities, updated transportation system (new light rail access to 
University of Washington for example), updated median rent data, and a measure of linguis-
tic isolation (relating to English-speaking abilities that may vary between members of the 

1	 https://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/16/support-alternative-5-for-seattle-2035/#

http://www.2035.seattle.gov/resources
http://www.2035.seattle.gov/resources
https://www.theurbanist.org/2015/06/16/support-alternative-5-for-seattle-2035/#
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same family). Also, a measure of sidewalk system completeness was added. These slight 
changes in methodologies provide for a more accurate level of findings, but they do not 
result in major adjustments to the findings presented at the time of Draft EIS publication.

The additional work has also led to the development of a proposed Equitable Development 
Implementation Plan (EDIP), which identifies near-term investments in anti-displacement 
strategies that the City can use to ensure equitable growth in neighborhoods with high dis-
placement risk and low access to opportunity.

The Comprehensive Plan’s 20-year vision for an equitable Seattle will require a meaningful 
and early commitment to equity, not waiting until 2035. This EDIP is part of that commit-
ment. Its objectives are to:

•	 Support the Mayor’s vision to create an equitable city and to eliminate 
institutionalized racism.

•	 Clearly articulate the race and social equity position of the Mayor’s Comprehensive 
Plan and 20 year Growth Strategy and to coordinate and integrate this significant 
body of work.

•	 Create a road map to race and social equity through new systems within the City to 
address inequities and translating the Equity and Growth Analysis into action that 
can be advanced concurrently with the Comprehensive Plan.

•	 Identify targeted strategies including programs, policies and public investments 
for areas of the city with high-risk of displacement, and increase access to high 
opportunity areas for marginalized populations.

•	 Create systemic change that coordinates policy, planning, programs, budgeting 
and public investments around an equitable development framework that goes 
beyond individual transactions and focuses on transformational action to change the 
systems that disadvantage marginalized communities.

•	 Propose an implementation structure that includes race and social equity 
fully incorporated in all four components: leadership, staff capacity, internal 
accountability, and external accountability.

•	 Resource the leadership of marginalized communities so that their race and 
social equity expertise can inform, implement and steward the City’s equitable 
development.

•	 Identify financial resources to implement the strategies.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

Some comments express concern for limited or inadequate public outreach conducted 
during the Comprehensive Plan update process. For the Draft EIS, one public hearing was 
held at City Hall and live-streamed on-line on May 27. In addition, an online-open house for 
the Draft EIS was held over a 45-day period. Public comment was invited during this same 
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45-day period via the online open house, email, US postal mail, social media, and verbal 
comment at the public hearing on May 27.

In addition, public outreach for the Draft Comprehensive Plan has included a wide variety 
of events. Outreach to the community for the Draft Comprehensive Plan release occurred 
in multiple sectors of the city in fall 2015. The outreach for the Comprehensive Plan update 
process has included dozens of meetings over the last few years, and has solicited input 
through surveys and other online portals. OPCD has received several thousand public com-
ments from these various outreach modes. Plans for 2016 outreach on important citywide 
planning and growth topics will also include upcoming meetings relating to HALA-related 
implementation initiatives, see http://2035.seattle.gov/.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

The issues of affordable housing and displacement are addressed in Draft EIS Section 3.6 
(and clarifications in Section 3.2 of this Final EIS), in the analysis for the Preferred Alter-
native (FEIS Section 3.1), and the Draft Comprehensive Plan Housing Element. Draft EIS 
Section 3.6 includes a discussion of affordable housing, existing conditions, potential im-
pacts of the alternatives, and possible mitigating measures. The Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Housing Element contains recommended policy guidance for affordable housing. Other 
discussion on these topics occurs in the separate Growth and Equity Analysis.

Displacement can be a result of increasing affordability challenges as new and more expen-
sive housing is developed. Although strategies to avoid affordability challenges of all types 
will be considered and implemented, the Draft EIS concludes that some impacts on afford-
ability will be unavoidable, regardless of alternative as a result of the significant growth 
that Seattle anticipates over the next 20 years. The Preferred Alternative has been shaped 
in response to the concerns identified on displacement potential and housing affordability 
concerns. Mitigations that are put in place will also contribute to alleviating the impacts of 
affordability issues (including displacement) but will not be able to reduce them completely.

Several comments express concern over housing affordability and how effective the existing 
mitigation strategies will be in addressing the affordability challenges, as well as concern 
about whether HALA and the Race and Social Justice Initiative will be able to achieve goals 
for tenant protection and low-income housing preservation. The Draft Comprehensive 
Plan lays out goals and policies that address these issues through creating a framework for 
action. Although the Draft Comprehensive Plan does not contain regulations or programs 
specifically, its intent is to support those strategies that will accomplish Seattle’s goals for a 
city that does have a “robust housing agenda” and can achieve those goals by 2035. While 
some comments call for identification of specific strategies to create inclusive and afford-
able housing, the Draft Comprehensive Plan is the policy document that guides specific 
actions (such as those identified by HALA). The Draft Comprehensive Plan will specifically 
address concerns of housing affordability through draft Goal HG5, which is to “advance the 
opportunity for households of all income levels to live affordably in Seattle and reduce over 

http://2035.seattle.gov/
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time the unmet housing needs of extremely low-, very low- and low- income households in 
Seattle.” Draft policies H5.1–H5.23 support the stated goal of HG5. Draft goals HG1 through 
HG3, together with the implementation of proposed supporting policies, will also contrib-
ute to mitigating the impacts of growth and affordability challenges.

In conjunction with those strategies that already exist, the City is actively working on 
strategies that will help mitigate those adverse impacts on housing affordability that are of 
concern. Some of the potential strategies already identified by the HALA committee would:

•	 Increase the number of rent and income restricted units for households at or below 
60 percent of Area Median Income while increasing the supply and diversity of 
housing options;

•	 Implement programs and policies to preserve existing affordable housing, focusing 
on neighborhoods with those most at risk of displacement;

•	 Consider programs and policies that will reduce barriers for those with insufficient or 
inconsistent incomes, or those with criminal records, to seek housing;

•	 Consider programs that would assist homeowners in remaining in their homes or 
programs to help residents buy when they cannot access conventional mortgages; 
and

•	 Streamline existing project review programs and permitting (HALA 
Recommendations, 2015).

The work that comes out of the City’s Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA) 
is likely to be consistent with the intent of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and will 
be implemented as appropriate after future decision-making actions. The City Council 
has created the Council Work Plan for HALA Recommendations, which can be found on 
the City’s website at: http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/
attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf.

4.3.3	 Public Hearing Responses

Section 4.3.3 of this Final EIS contains responses to public comments provided on the Draft 
EIS during the May 27, 2015 public hearing. Each comment provided at the public hearing is 
provided a response.

Distinct comments are numbered in the margin of the hearing transcript in Section 4.2 on 
page 4–383. Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a re-
sponse that indicates the comment is noted. Comments that address substantive EIS issues 
are responded to with an explanation of the issue, a correction or other applicable reply.

http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/HousingAffordability/attachments/Reso.-31609---HALA-Work-Plan-Attachment-A.pdf
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Responses to Public Hearing� MAY 27, 2015

1.	 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The comments are noted. Please see the response to 
Letter No. 119, Comment No. 5.

2.	 Open Space. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 23.

3.	 Environmental Stewardship. With respect to environmental stewardship, Section 
3.1.3 of the Draft EIS indicates that none of the identified impacts of the proposal on 
earth and water resources are deemed to be significant adverse impacts. It concludes 
that the continued application of existing policies, review practices and regulations 
is expected to lead to avoidance or reduction of impacts to environmentally critical 
areas such that significant adverse impacts are not probable. Specific elements of the 
city’s policies and regulations include the Seattle Municipal Code Title 22 (Building and 
Construction Codes), Title 23 (Land Use Code), Title 25 (Environmental Protection and 
Historic Preservation), Chapter 25.09 (Regulations for Environmentally Critical Areas), 
Chapter 23.60A (Shoreline Master Program Regulations), and others. Because of the 
substantive findings, there is not a need to define other mitigation strategies in this 
programmatic EIS. Additionally, the draft Comprehensive Plan Environment Element 
provides recommended policy guidance for environmental stewardship.

4.	 EIS Should Consider Development Capacity. The comments are noted. Please see the 
response to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 1.

5.	 Incorporate Equity Analysis into EIS. The comments are noted. Please see the 
response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 5.

6.	 Environmental Impacts of Displacement. The comments are noted. Please see the 
response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 7.

7.	 Timing of Mitigation for Displacement. The comments are noted. Please see the 
response to Letter No. 24, Comments No. 1 and 5.

8.	 Cumulative Impacts of Displacement. See response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 
7. See also Final EIS Chapter 2 for a description of the Preferred Alternative and 
Section 4.3.2 for information on the updated separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis.

9.	 Public Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

10.	Discovery Park. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

11.	Bus Service. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

12.	Places that have Already Exceeded their Growth Targets. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations. See also Draft Comprehensive 



4–585

FACT SHEET
1.	 SUMMARY
2.	 ALTERNATIVES
3.	 ANALYSIS
4.	 COMMENTS
APPENDICES

4.3  Responses

Seattle Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS May 5, 2016

Plan Goal GSG3, supporting policies and Growth Strategy figures 2 and 3 for the 
City’s recommended approach to growth estimates for urban centers, villages and 
manufacturing/industrial centers.

13.	Public Meeting Materials. The comments are noted.

14.	Aging in Place. The comments are noted. The separate draft Growth and Equity 
Analysis considers displacement holistically and does not distinguish between residents 
of different ages in assessing potential for displacement. For a discussion of updates 
to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2. For 
recommended policies addressing housing and vulnerable populations, see the Draft 
Housing Element in the Draft Comprehensive Plan policies.

15.	Public Meeting Materials. The comments are noted.

16.	Transportation Services. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

17.	Let the Youth Know. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

18.	Limit on How Much Rent Should Be. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

19.	Sensitivity Analysis. The comments are noted. Please see Final EIS Section 3.1.2 for a 
discussion of the sensitivity analysis.

20.	Less Dependence on Transit. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

21.	Open Space. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

22.	Unmitigatible Impacts. The commenter incorrectly states that the summary to the 
Draft EIS does not identify any unmitigable impacts. See page 1-21 of the Draft EIS.

The commenter also questions whether existing regulations can mitigate for 
growth. If any additional growth is to be allowed at all beyond current conditions, 
localized increases in density and building intensity are inevitable. As a result, the City 
has adopted development regulations, design standards and a design review process 
that assist in avoiding or mitigating the effects associated with future new growth. 
Though the commenter may not agree that these measures have been properly applied 
by the City in the past, they have been adopted for that purpose and are therefore 
documented as relevant mitigation strategies in the EIS.

The EIS is a citywide programmatic document that considers impacts and mitigation 
on a cumulative basis. As a citywide document, it is acknowledged that analysis of 
neighborhood-level impacts is limited.
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23.	Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita. Using vehicle miles traveled per capita as a measure 
of transportation conditions is an established practice in the field of transportation 
planning and is one of multiple metrics used to evaluate transportation conclusions. 
These include the City’s adopted level of service standards, travel time, mode share and 
average trip length. See Draft EIS Section 3.7 for additional discussion of metrics.

24.	Better Explanation of Level of Service and Screenlines. At the time of the Draft EIS, 
the City’s designated level of service policy consisted of the screenline methodology to 
evaluate level of service for autos and transit. The Final EIS includes updated metrics, 
see Appendix B.3 and Final EIS Section 3.1, Preferred Alternative and Sensitivity 
Analysis.

25.	Pike Place Preservation and Development Authority Market Front Project 
Committee. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

26.	Ensure that there is Affordable Housing. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations and Housing Affordability.

Proposed mitigation to address affordability and displacement can be found in 
Draft EIS Section 3.6 and the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis, Attachment B 
Equitable Development Measures. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2 for updates to the 
separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative.

27.	Land Use Code. The Draft EIS states that the City will continue to utilize its existing 
land use code, design review process and guidelines, and Urban Design Frameworks 
to regulate new development. The Draft EIS also lists potential additional mitigation, 
such as zoning code amendments to address transitions between urban villages and 
surrounding areas (page 3.4-36).

28.	Overlay District for the Waterfront. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments 
and Policy Recommendations.

29.	School Facilities. See the responses to Letter No. 8, Comment No. 27 and Letter No. 8, 
Comment No. 31.

30.	Student Growth Outside Urban Centers. See the response to Letter No. 8, Comment 
No. 27.

31.	Requirement for City and District Cooperative Planning. See the response to Letter 
No. 8, Comment No. 28.

32.	Impact of Removing Trees. See the responses to comments in Letter No. 5.

33.	Tree Impact Analysis. See the responses to comments in Letter No. 5.

34.	Include the Equity Analysis in the Draft EIS. The comments are noted. Please see the 
response to Letter No. 17, Comment No. 2.
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35.	Support for Comments made by Ubax Gardheere at Public Meeting. The comments 
are noted, see the responses to Public Hearing Comments 5 through 8.

36.	Social, Cultural and Political Ramifications of Displacement. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

37.	Land Degradation Due to Tree Cutting. The comments are noted.

38.	Tree Impact Analysis. See the responses to comments in Letter No. 5.

39.	Tree Canopy is Part of our Infrastructure. See the responses to comments in Letter 
No. 5.

40.	Best Placement and Type of Tree Canopy. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

41.	Support for Comments made by Cindy Barker at Public Meeting. The comments are 
noted, see the response to Public Hearing Comment 4.

42.	Growth, Affordable Housing and Displacement. For discussion of displacement, 
see the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis. See also Final EIS Section 4.3.2 
for updates to the separate draft Growth and Equity Analysis and Chapter 2 for a 
description of the Preferred Alternative, which adjusts growth estimates to help address 
displacement. Regarding affordable housing, see Final EIS Section 4.3.2, Housing 
Affordability.

43.	Consider Students in EIS and 2035 Plan. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

44.	Edible Trees. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

45.	Rent Prices. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General Comments and Policy 
Recommendations.

46.	Climate and City Environmental Management. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

47.	Challenges Facing a Long-term Plan for Seattle are Enormous. The comments are 
noted.

48.	Support for High Density and Natural Gas in the Bus System. See Final EIS Section 
4.3.2, General Comments and Policy Recommendations.

49.	Development of Good Environments for Families. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.

50.	Regional Growth and Affordability Coordination. See Final EIS Section 4.3.2, General 
Comments and Policy Recommendations.
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