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NORTHGATE_AREA COMPREHENSI!E PLAN:

- public agencies. .

INTRODUCTION
HISTORY

Development of aNonhgn:e Agea Compmhcnswc Plan was miﬁa:ui by the
City Conncil in December 1989 1o plan for pmj&led dramatic growth in the
Noxihgate area and to addréss continued deterforaion of traffic congestion.
Creating this Plan provided on opporiunity for residents, business peop!c.
and landowners of the Norhgale area to Shudy emerging ‘growih and o’
shape the futire of tie area. The Plan addresses the period between 1992
and the inftial operations of a rcgiona} high capacity transit system {aﬂcr ’
year 2002).

-

The Northgate Plan is intended 1o manage growk so thal it can p‘row'de an -
oppomlmty for changing the character of the commercial core while enhune-
ing the surrounding single family resghborhoods, It guides public and
private invesiments regarding future Tand use, transportation and opai space
in the Northgate asea. In addition, it offers greater predictability concerning
furure conditions for property owncrs, residents; developers, and City mnd

n

Contributors {0 the Plan. The Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan was
developed by the City of Seaitle Plinning Department staff with the collabo-
ration of the Northgate Advisory Committee. The process included meclings
with community councils, the Noith Seattlé Commission on Growihy busi- -
ness groups, and mopy intercsted individuals, A Preliminary Draft Plan
gmerged from discussions with, and reccommendations of, the Northgawe |
Advisoty Commitiee, City depaiimenits, the Washington State Departmont
of 'l‘mnspo:mxfou. and Metro, Diffcrent points of view were rioled in the
discussion sections of the Draft Plan. The Planning Doepatuneiit staff
incorporated many of thess suggestions into a ravised plan, and the Mayer
forwnrded Thie Mayer's Recominended Northgate Aréa Compreheisive

' Plan to the Seale Cily Council-in May, 1992. The Plan is supplemented by ’

2 Finat Environmental Tmpact Smxmcm {E18], which is available ina
separate document.

The Seatle City Councit held & public hearing on the Mayor's recoramended
Plon on Junc 11, 1982, The Council then waited until an appeal of the EIS
was decided by the City's Hearing Examinér in December of 1992, The City
Council's Growth Policies and Reglonal Affairs {GPRA] Committee
deliberated on the Nonthgate Plan for five momhs, beginning in Janvary,
1993, The GPRA Commistee prepared a “mark-up” version of the Plan,
which showed modifications and amendments proposed by the Commitiee,
The Council held a public hearing on the Committee’s “mark-up” version of
the Pl o June 2, 1993, The Plan was approved as Appendix A to Ordi-
nance 1 16770. Implementation of the Plan was approved in the form of four
ordinances and two reselutions, which can be found on Appendices A-F of
this report. )

Resolution 28753 Revises SCTP Transit & Bjcycls Maps
7/6/93 {Appendiz A) )

o

L



OKTHGATEAR@ QOMPREHENSI\!E ELAN

Raso‘lnuon 28752 Dircction fo City Dchems
746/93 {Appendix B) S

3 "‘Ordmﬁncp 116270 Approves Laﬂd Use & SE?A Pohms
by Jﬁ)?awﬁpﬂndlxm . I e

16?93 (Appcndm D)

Ordmance 1 !6794 Rcrones poruons of Nonhgam
8[iﬂi93 {Appcndm E)

. Ordmaztce 116795 Amcnds and :n!ds new secuons iy Scalite-
. Municipal Code and creates Northpate Overlay District
-ohapter.of the Seattte Municipal Code 8/10493 {Appemdix F)
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BACKGRQUND AND CONTEXT Fon
- THE NGHTHGATE PLAN POLIG[ES

The Vis%on o

- Nonhgme iingbwn [adnaiied as an Urban Ce.mcrm the City's comprehen-

sivis plm’nning brocm. indicating Lhc Clty's comiifiiment o encourage

commurmy with densi commencinl, nmi multi-family’ dcvetapmr:nt atitscore, -
~ surrouided’by o fow dénsity résiduntiad bise, Tn rddition, the City reaffirms

its commilment {0 Nonh;,alc as the home of a dynamic regional shopping
centcr

The visionof Uit Nosthgate Plas is 10 transform o thriving, bllt :
undénititized, avio-oriented office/reail arén into 2 vital, miixed-use center
of Concentrated development suprounted by headihy singlc family nc:ghbor—
hoods, With the impipvements i this plan, the Nerthgate area will become o
place where puople live; work, shop, play and go to school— all within
walking distance, The surrounding single family nei ighborhoods will be
bufféred from the intense development in the core, but will have rcady
aceess 10 the goods, services, and employment located in the’ COIE via 1 rnge
of transportation aliematives including walking, bicycling, trasit and
antomobile. The impmvcé aliernative means of névess, good vehicular and
pedesidian circulation, and enbanced, interesting environment will contribute
1o the cconomic viability of the commercial core, atracting cusiomers,
visiters and employers:

The sixteen policies of The Nosthgaie Area Comprehensive Plan, and the

- implementing ordinances will Jink wyeiher to suppont a vibrutt community:

pood transit service, roads, parks, Jibrardes, play ields, retail shops, open
spaces, pedestrian (acilitics, adequate drainage and a wide vaniety of com-
mugity and Human scrvices.
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* Create o balonce between the
vehicilar and pedestrian modes in.
the éare, The auto domnated
_choracter will be diminished by
" praviding visuol sibmilaiton at
'pzdzuifan scale and creatting safe,
interesting and pleasant pedestrion
conneclions

¥

-

* Dm:aumge sing!c-accupanr
vahieles. Improve transit aceess
berween sthe commerciolf
multifamily core ond surrounding
single fomily neighborkoods, as
well-as the rest of the city and
reglon. Accessible wansir, bicycle
and pedestrian nervorks will
reduce the nzed for mrra-nrca
wips, ©

*« Use thr public rights-of-way fo

reinforce the character and identity

of Nerihgate with special paving,
lighting, landscaping public urt,
signs and a unified neswork of
sidewalks.

* Concenirase office, retail and
nwltifanily development in the
coré aof the Norshguie areq o
create @ fransi-supporiive
enviromment; reduce thé need for
into-area vehicle trips, and
increase she poientiol for
pedesirian interaciion.

= Local streers will be safe from
excessive traffic volumes und
considered an amenity for
pedestrians and bicycles,

The hicart of the Vision can be symmarized in lhrce. kcy c&!cgbncs. u-anspop ¢
mion,ianduscmdepcnspm ' o

Transporiation.” 'i‘mffk: congesiionwas, tﬁc problcm thdt gave bith tothe -

Norhgate: planning progess. The Noithgate ares developed whest ditormobilo
travel was the predominant mode of iansportation. By 1990, travel demand

* had incredsed beyond the capaclty of the street system, Tmfﬁccongcsuon is

moking the arca less attractive for shuppers. visitors and customers who

. support the commaercial core, amt splllovcr traffic is making lhc awen Iess
, aumctivc for rcmlcms, .

: [}
In the past, vehucuinr capamly was inmascd by adding strcet capacily -
by adding Janes or making operationnl i mpmvcmcms 10 allow imfﬁc o ﬂow

. more smoothly. Howover, increased usa of Nosthpate area arterialsby -
. uuough-uafﬁc is expected ns congestion increases on the thiree regional

roadways near the Northgate area {15, Avrora Avenve N, and Lake City -
Way NE). This Jarge latent demand for vegional highway capacity cannot ba
accommodated by capital improvements that increase strect capacity in the ©
Norsthgaie arca. (Any Increase jn sticet capacity wes shown, by the re.mlls
of éamputer modelivig that are reporied in the EIS, w 5be quickly !illad with
even more vehicles than befoie.) Because adding slmctqapamty will not
reduce congestion at Northgate, the number of optiens for addmssmg the
congestion problem is redviced.

One opiion considered was to reduce thé zénmg capum;y for the area ». o i
downzone - o that the Nosthgate area dith not continug 10 grow ad a destin:
tion for mor¢ and more vehicle mps. However, the pnrucnpnnls fnthe
planning process wanted o ma.mtmn Ncnhgnlc o thmmg commem;al
centef.

A second option was chosen, which shows the greatest potential for mitigat-
ing the impacis of traffic congestion in the Nonhgate area al less public and

. private cost: The ndopied option will encourage as many people as possible

to change their mode of travel away from the automobile and to the alterna-
tives of transit, walking and bicycling, This opuon de-emphasizes cost.ly
increases in street capacity.

The tmnstbnmzon viston of the Norhgate Plan focuses on accummodaung
more person-trips miher than move vehicle tips, To accommodate the travel
nctds of o growing population ip the area, the Plan prioritizes pm[au: and
public investment that ereales a lmnsit-supporhvc environment in Northgate
and provides for pedestrian and bicycle travel as well, The Plan recom-
mends public invesuneat in expanded transit serviee from poims east and
west into the Northgate core. Private developers will be required 10 establish
transponation management programs atmed at getting many residents,
employces, and students in new development o use transit, walking or
bicycling as a mode of travel. Ullimately, the Plan assumes major public ’
investment in a regional high capacity iransii system (bus or rail), with a
station Jocated near the concentmied development in the Nérthgate core.

To creste a transit-suppottive eovironment, development in the Northgate
arca must include sale and convenient pedestrian walkways and must place

3
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AN ORDINANCE approving Land Use and SEPA Policies for the Northgme area

WHEREAS. Ordinance 113799, adepted Noveiber 22, 1989, authorized the Planring
Depaniment and the Engindering Dcpmmcm to prcpara a Northgate Area
- Comprehensive Phing- nnd
" WHEREAS, a Dmf; Enwmpmn.nlal {rpaét Sintemcny pultishid in Novcmher 1991 ada
. Final Environmental [mpact Statement published in'June 1992 wers prcpared for the.
Nonhgam Arca Camprehcnsive Plan afd implementing actions; and -

z

‘ WHERE!\S development .-mnvuy in, aha.. Northpaie ared is ocenmng At a fastér pace ;bam

" the amount of growth projecn.d in the Chiy's adopied Land Use Policies, and the

o N existing sireet system is not dusignid to accommodatc the demands of such rapid -

gz'owth and

WHEREAS the Nonhgaw Area Comprehensive Plin iz eonsistent wilh the Frameworl.
Policies of the Comprehcnsive Plan: and.

. WHEREAS. the '\!nnhgam Arca has l:mn identified by the Joint Regional Policy
Committee as o High Capacuv Tmnsu smicn Iocauon for the proposed Regional

., :  Transit PtOjeCIr and

WHERE:\S. Resolution 28629, nominated 10 the wath Management Planaing Council
of King Coun:y. the core of the ‘-Ionhgmr. Overlay Distm.t a$ an urban center;

WHEREAS The Nonbgate Arca Compn.hunswe Plen identiies an uaderlying policy of
coneentrating growih in the core of the Northgate area in 2 manner that-enhances
aceess and mrcul:mm; Tor ped;.stnnns and transit, to reduce retiance on the
suoiobile; and

WHEREAS, the Norhgate Arza Compreheniive Plan encourages the use of the Northgate
Mall as an urban scale, regional shopping center; and

WHEREAS, the City Council reéeived the Mayoi’s Recommended Northgate Area
Comprehensive Plan on May 11, 1992, and conducted public hcnnngs on the
proposed Plan on June 11, 1992 and on June 2, 19931 and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that specificd policies of the Morthgate Area
Comprehensive Plan should be approved as City Land Use Polices or SEPA
Palicies 10 help achieve the goals of the Northgate Plan,

NOW THEREFORE:

BE {T ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 23,16 of the Seawde Munigipal Code 35 amended to add a new

- section which shall be numbersd, tiled, and read as follows:

SMC 23.16.060 Northgate Cverlay District

C-1

1
§
b




' Within the boundarizs shown on Exhibit 23,16 0604, the

- folldwing policies and Impleimentation guidelines from thi, - . - ¢ " .

Northgate Arca Comprchensive Plap {1993), attached, hiereto
a Auachmcm A ahall bz, eopsidemd as prowdcd in SMc
w12:

-,'\J L ,
3 N .f‘_A oL s . I
Po!icy*?. L PLA LUV IR I e T e
lmp!gmmmunn Gu:dchnc Z. l‘ . Remnes :
Polis«yB.,‘,-. o T, &
lmpbmenmunn Gmdelme 3 . Commercial Only Structures in
- - RIC Muliifamily zones
, Policy 4
. lmplcmmanon Guideling <, 12 Density limhis for resideatial only
Ca . & mixed vse in ocmmcrcml
‘ ) zones

Implementation Guideline 4.4t Create a new Midisz zone with ail
eighty live foot height Hmit,

Policy 3,
dplementation Guideline 5.1; Setbacu & bulk prowssnns jor
. - lots abutting zone cdgcs

Pohcy 4. . o

_ lmptemeniation Guideline 6.2; Tmnspanatioh Mandgement Association
Implem::nmmn Guidetine 6.3 Bieycie faciliies
Policy 7. <
Implementation Guideline 7.3: Encourage Tiadsit: Accgss
Policy 8. ' ' _ .
Implementation Guideline 8.1: Pedestrian clrculalion system
Implementation Guideline 8.2 Designate Pedestian Streets
Jmpfememmion Guideline 8.4; Develop Grega Stresls

' Policy 9.
lmplemn.mnnon Guideline 9,2; Permit Cenain Exceptions To Porking

Requiremenis

Imptementation Guideline 9.3: Control the Amount of Susiace Parking

Policy i2,
Implementation Quidetine 12.5:  Open Spacs Fund

Implementation Guideline 12.6: Priocities for open space
Scction 2, 23,16.002B3 of the Seaule Municipal Code from "Midrise” 10 "Bulk,”

is amended 10 read as follows:

+
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: [npprcxlmale!y six -m)m:s)
i

A huiiding width is the same a3 fot'!;.awnse 3 Iaorder to minim!u: the

- -
] -

z: tsoozmmmsp T

This classurcauun allows hmlti*ihnﬁly bousmg ol‘a mcd‘um 0 }arge sale 7.

and fairly high- dénsnty. ' jovjeT elassilications n ihose polices; height
Tirnfis are 37 feci 'of Jessr “Thve; ma?mnm i)eight oF M:dnsc i§'60 fect

ipgeanance of tmik, building racadcs are, required 1o be modulated, with .
ronﬂincs breakmg nccor&ing tu the modulauon pauem of xhc facadc. )

Ground ﬂoar commcmal use inapartienit bmidmos is alfowcﬂ in blocks
" adjacent to healthy commarcial areas (See Polmy 15, !mplemcnlation
'Gn:dehne 3 '

ie ’

Thc huus:ng ty pes 1+ be encouraot.-d mchsde mldns¢ apmrm.nls and 1erraced
hmisiﬂu {Pigure  13)

Lntatimnl cmmn; mmﬁ-:é s

n. A:eas which are ad}anent 10 busingss and comma:.:cnal arcas with
compambie henghl and bulk,

b. - Aseas which are senred by mnjor nm:nals and where transit service is good

T to excellent. and sm:el c:zpacny could absorb The watfic generued by midrise -
dcvelopment .
€. Areas which are in' close -Prgxiﬁ:i:y 0 majer -:mpl;:ymem centers.
4. Areas wiich are in close proximity 1o ppen space and:'mcmtiqnn} facilities.
LR Areas along anerials where wapographic changes either pwwdv: an edge or

- permil a trunsition § in seabe with surmoundings.

1. Flat areas whire the prevmimg buildmg height Is greater than 37 feet or
where, due to a mix of heights, there is 10 height patiern.

2. Areas with mogerae slopes and views obligque of paralie] to the slope where
the height and bulk of existing bulldings have already Jimited or blocked
views from within the muhi-tamily area and wpland areas,

h. Areds with steep slopes nnd views perpendicular to the slope where upland
developments are of sulficient distance or Beight to retain their views ever
new developments up 10 80 Feet high, v

i, Aress where lopographic conditions allow the height of the bundmgs to be

obscwett, Generally, these are sidep slopes 16% or more, with views
perpendicular 10 the slope.

t :c;i!imm! Criterin: Midvise 83’

The 85 huisln limit is iptendad for areas which have been dexinoated in an

=



G SHeeb ‘»"':’ R S A

thigquj § could bmns:l_"

a*"--‘

&

E:A
)] ‘ ﬂm il fgmrq; sqch as tgmgmﬁlc b;ggks lakes, g EQ

PR gvmq.
[3} . Fosgwavs, exﬂreggm, vs, nnd other majoy anterials,
{3y Surest weid apd b_!or;k oricnm!i’gn;'
* Dmnen spaces and sreenhelis.
"Height
60 fzevininiem o 857 ’

(Se2 Polu:y 4 tor full -.xpfanauan of height measirements, arfd refated
puidelimes.)”

Seation 3. Pevsuant to-SMC 25. OS 665{0) (4} and 675(R) {2).c, the
Fottowing polietes. may scrve ns-the basis of grercising substantive SEPA

authomy within the boundaries ol the arza shown on SMC Exhibit
23, 56.060A:

hoplementation Guideline 4.3: Maimain - Proteet Single Famﬂy
N...;nhbcrhoods

Implementation Guideline 8.3: Reduce Pedestzian/ Vehicular
Conflicts

Tmplemenianion Guideline 103 Improve Arterint Operations ahd
Flow

Implemeniation Guideline 10,4 Pratect Local Streets

Ymplementmion Guideline 11,31 Concemraie High Density Near
High Capacity Transit Station
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:-._: Implamcmafion Gu;delmq l'_iu?' ﬁrmm a Pede.smah Eﬁvnmrmt
implemantasion Guideline l!.3: High Capadty 'I‘ransit Qkuion
B Vg e Access:h:h;y 0 Ncighbmhoods

A 'l'mple:ﬁm;iién-éﬁi'ﬂi:fina' M “Rediice Pommia] ﬁunoﬁ‘ Into Thomzon
. oo - m“‘,'_.‘ Fol oo Creek. 4

e

‘ !mp!emenmuon Guidatine. 16 5:  SEPA Cum‘iitic'r'ns *
C Secifon 5, ‘This, ordmance shal! lai.c e.ﬂ'ece and be i m I‘orcc thmy (30) days from
and aﬁcr its passage and sppmval n' appmvnd by The Ma.yar olhmwsc it :han take effect

at zhc Bme i sha!l bccome law :mdcr %he pfuvmons of :he Ciqf Ghauer

-k .
n i

PASSED by the c:ty Couneal lht é \ day of \ l.dbi . 1993 2nd |

© signed by me m npcn sé.mon in :iumennca&mn ol‘ its passage this é day ol
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Leguslatlve H:story of the Cémprehenswe Plan

The Comprehensive Plan was first adopted on July 25, 1994, by Ordinance 117221,

Comprehansive Plan Amendments

Adoption | Ordinance | Naturé uf Amendmanbs ‘
Date. Numbor .
12/12/94 117436 1994 Capital Improvement Program
7/31/95 117735 | 1995 Comprehensive Plan amendments
11/27/95 117906 | Adoption of a new Human Development Element
11/27/95 117915 1995 Six-Year CIP amendments
7/01/96 118197 | Response to {1]2/96 Growth Management Hearlngs Board remand.
Repealed policy L-127 of Ord. 117735
9/23/56 118408 | Addition of Shotefine Master Program to Plan
11/18/96 116388 | 1996 CIP amendments
11/18/96 118389 | 1996 annual amendments
6/16/97 118622 | Policies for the reuse of Sand Polnt Naval Station
9/8/97 118722 | Response to 3/97 GMHB remand
11/13/97 | 118820 | 1997 Six-Year CIP amendments
11/13/97 118821 | 1997 annual amendments; adeition of Cultural Resources element
6/22/98 115047 | Adoption of the Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing/Industrial
Center nelghborhood plan
8fi7/98 119111  |-Adoption of the Crown HiliBatlard nelghborhiood plan
10/26/98 119207 | 2998 annual amendments
11/02/48 119217 | Adoption of the Waliingford nelghborhond plan
11/02/58 119216 | Adoption of the Central Area nelghborhaod plan
11/16/98 119231 | Adoptlon of the Ploneer Square nelghborhood plan
11/16/98 1319230 | Adogtion of the Unlversity nelghborhood plan
11/23/98 119264 1998 Six-Year CIP amendments
12/07/98 119322 | Adoption of the Eastiake nelghborhood plan-
12/14/98 119298 { Adoption of the MLK@Holly nelghborhood plan
12714/98 119267 | Adoption of the Chinatown/International District nelghborhood plan
1/25/99 119356 | Adoption of the South Park neighborhood plan ‘
2/0B/99 119365 | Adoption of the Denny Triangle neighbarhood plan
3/15/99 119401 | Adoption of the South Lake Union nelghborhood plan
3/15/99 110403 | Adoption of the Queen Anne neighborhood pian
322759 118413 | Adoption of the Pike/Pine neighborhood plan
3/22/9% 119412 | Adoptian of the First Hill neighborhood plan
5/10/99 119464 | Adoption of the Belitown neighborhood plan
5/24/99 119475 | Adoption of the Commerclal Core nelghborheod plan
6/07/59 119498 | Adoption of the Capitol Hill nelghborhood plan
7/06/99 119524 | Adoption of the Green Lake nelghborhood plan
7/06/99 119525 | Adoption of the Roosevelt neighborhood plan
7109739 119538 | Adoption of the Aurora Licton nelghborhood plan
7/21/99 119506 | Adoption of the West Seattie Junction nelghborhood plan
8/23/94 119615 | Adoption of the Westwood/Highland Perk neighborhinod plan
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Adoption | Ordinance - Natire/of Amendments
Dﬂtq_ ok Number R [ W . y i .,?;_'“

B8/23/99 119614 | Adoption of the Rainler Beach neighborhood plan

9/07/99 | 119633 | Adoption of the North Nelghbarhoods nelghborhood plan
9/07/9% 119634 [ Adoption of the Morgan Junction neighborhood plan

/27499 119671 | Adoption of the North Rainler neighborhood plan

10/04/95 119685 | Adoption of the Broadview/Bitter Lake/Haller Lake nelghborhood plan
10/04/99 119687 | Adoption of the Fremont naighborhood plan

10/11/98 119694 | Adoption of the Columbia City neighborhood plan

10/25/99 119713 | Aduption of the North Beacen Hill nelghbarhood plan
10/25/99 119714 | Adoption of the Admiral nelghborhood plan

11/15/99 119743 | Adoption of the Greenwood/Phinney Ridge neighbarhood plan
11/15/99 119744 {1999 annual amendments

11/22/99 119760 | 1999 Six-Year CIP amendments

12/06/99 11978% | Adoption of the Delridge neighborhood plan

2/07/00 119852 | Adoption of the Georgetown nelghborhood plan

6/12/00 119673 Ad_optlon of the Greater Duwamish Manufacturing/Industriat Center

neighborhood plan
Response to Growth Management Hearings Board remand; Green-

11/13/00 | 120158 | s ohinney Ridge neighborhood plan '
12/11/00 120201 | 2000 five-year Comprehensive Plan review amendments
10/15/01 120563 | 2001 annual amendments

12/09/02 121020 | 2002 annual amendments

12/13/04 121701 | 2004 10-year Update to Comprehensive Plan

10/10/05 121955 | 2005 Anrual Amendments

12/11/06 | 122313 | 2006 Annual Amendrments

12/17/07 122610 | 2007 Annual Amendments

10/27/08 122832 | 2008 Annual Amendments

3/29/10 123267 | 2010 Annual Amendments

4/13/11 123525 | 2011 Annual Amendments

4/10/12 123854 | 2012 Annual Amendments

Resolutions Related to Vision for City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan

Passage’ | Resolition re gisletion
7/25/94 28962 1994 Vislon for the Comprehensive Plan
ae | Updated 1994 Vision to reflect addition of Human Development
11/27/95 BAUS | cjement in Comprehensive Plan [Ord, 117906) _
. Updated Vision to reflect Cultural Resaurces and Environment
12/11/00 30252 elermnents and adoption of neighborhoed plans
12713/04 10727 Updated Vision in cenjunction with the 2004 10-year Update to the

Comprehensive Plan
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Neighborhood Planning Element

discussion | NG3  Develop nelghborhood plans for all areas
| of the city expectad to take significant

Nelghborhood planining Is a way to tallor the com- ' amounts of growth. Such a plan should
prehensive plan and Implement it in areas with ur- ; reflect the neighborhood's history, cher-
ban villages or centers and adopted growth targets. acter, current conditions, needs, values, =)
1t is also a means by which members of any Seattle vislon and goals. Permit other areas 2.
community may participate in planning for the future interested In developing neighborhood &
of their area within the context of the City’s Compre- plans to undertake neighborhood planning. g‘
hensive Plan. In areas not expactad to take significant =

amaunts of growth encourage limited 5
The two phases of nelghborhood planning discussed scopes of work that focus on spacific lasues §‘
in this element are the planning process and subse- or concerns, rather than broad multi-fo- o
quent plan Implementation. cused planning processes. (]
In early 2000, the City concludad a five-year neigh- NG4  Define clearly the role that adaopted neigh- .
borhood planning process. The City took three ac- borhood plan goals and policies, nelghbor-
tions in response to each plan produced [n this pro- hood plan work-plan matrices, and recog- | @
cess. From each plan a set of nelghborhood spécifie nized neighborhood plans play in the City's g
goals and policies were adopted Into the Compre- decislon-making and resource aliocation.
hensive Plan. These goals and policies constitute g
the “adopted” neighborhood plans. The Oty also NG5 Foster collaborative relationships between ~
approved by resolution a work-plan matrix Indicating citizens and the City,
the Intent of the City concerning the Implementation.
of speclfic recommendations from each neighbor- NG6  Bulld strong, effective strategles for
hood plan. Finally, the City recognized by resolution developing and implementing
that sach plan, as submitted to the City, constitutes neighborhood pians
the continuing vision and desires of the community.

NG?  Help to realize the intent of neighborhood

The recognized neighborhoed plans, however, have
not been adoptad as City policy,

(N co=ls

plans for areas that will accommodate the
bulk of the city's growth

1. through adoption into the _
Comprehenslve Plan of Nelghborhood
Plan goals and policles,

NG1 Recognize neighborhood planning and
implementation as critical tools for refining 2. by striving to Implement the work plen
and turning into a reality the vision of the matrix adopted with each plan, and
Comprehensive Pian.
: 3. by recognizing each community’s
NG2  Give all communlty members the opportu- desires, reflected in its proposed

nity to participate in shaping the future of
their neighborhoods.

nelghborhood plan docurment,

g0oe | Kmearep
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phborhood planning element

nei

N2

N3

N4

R policies

N1

The policles in this element are Intended
to guide nelghborhood planning for ar-
eas that are designated through the
Comprehensive Pian to accommodate
significant proportions of Seattla’s growth,
as well as other areas.

Malntain consistency between neighbor-
hood plans and the Comprehensive Pian.
In the event of an Inconsistency between
the comprehensive plan and a propased
nelghborhood pian, consider either amend-
ments to the comprehensive plan which
are conslstent with its core values, or
amendments to the nelghborhiood plan.

Either communilty organizations or the City
may Initiate neighborhood plans with Clty
support, to the extent provided In the Cliy's
annuat budget.

Nelghborhood Plans for Areas with
an Urban Village, Urban Center, or
Manufacturing/Industrial Center:

A. Each neighbathood plan for areas
with an urban village or center
must address the foliowing toplcs:
jand use, transportation, housing,
capital facifities and utilities, Those
undertaking a neighborhood plan may
conclude that the Comprehensive Plan
adequately expresses the vision and
goals of the neighborhood for any of
‘these topics. When this occurs, the
neighborhood plan need only provide
that the corresponding Comprehensive
Pian element constitutes the policy for
the neighborhood plan. In addition,
the development of a neighborhood
plan could indude other eiements
or nelghborhood specific policy
recommendations Important to the
nelghborhood (l.e, Cultural Resources,
Environment, etc.)

Seattle's Comprehensive Plan | Toward a Sustainable Seattle

N5

Nb

B. Each neighborhood plan contalning
urban village or center must:

1, identify the boundaries of the urban
viilage or center In conformance with
the description of urban villages and
centers in this plan

2. describe growth targets for the
affected center or village; and

3, prepare transportation, capital
facilities and utilitles Inventories and
analyses for the designated urban
village or center.

Adopt Into the Comprehensive Plan por-
tions of any nelghborhood or subarea pian
that the City Councll determines should be
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan
and that are conslstent with this plan.

Require that the foliowing be taken into
consideration in establishing future plan-
ning area boundaries:

1. Areas defined by a strong
historical, cultural, geographic, or
business relationships.

2. Natural or built barriers {e.g., I-5,
maijor topography change),

3. Manageable size of arga,
manageablé complexity of Issues for
resources available, :

4, Generally agreed upon
nelghborhoed boundaries.

5, Tha Urban Village Strategy,

6. The appropriateness of the area for the
issues belng addressed In the plan,
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N7

NG

N10

N1l

Ni2

Establish basic guidelines for ¢reating and
updating nelghborhood plans that ensure
an inclusive, collaborative and effective
approach, Provide guidelines for things
such as how to develep public participation
processes, make plans with realistic expec-
tations, and monitor implementation of the
plans over time,

Nelighborhood planning processes and
plans may vary, refiecting the different
characteristics, interests and perspectives
of community members, while meeting

basic guldelines for neighborhood planning,

Encourage collaborative neighborhood
planning that involves simuitaneous
consideration of City and neighborhood
goals and strategles, and includes repre-
sentatives for both the City and neighbor-
hoods working together. '

| neighborhood plan
{ implementation policles

Establish a firm and clear refationship be-
tween the City’s budgeting processes and
adopted neighborhood plans and, using
the biennial budget, demonstrate how the
urban village strategy Is belng cartled ocut.

Assess as part of the City's budget process,
neighborheod plan implementation needs
and resources, taking into consideration

the resuits of implementation activities for

each area and public Input into the
budget process,

Use adopted nelghborhood plan goals
and policies and the Gty's nelghborhood

" plan work plan matrices to help balance
between competing geals in Clty
decisian making and the allocation of bud-
get resources,

Ni3

N14

Congider recommendations from neighbor-
hood plans in the context of Seattle as a
whole. Incorporate such requests inte City
priorltization processes, as appropriate,

for capital expenditures and other decislon
making recognizing the City's legal, admin-
Istrative and fiscal constraints,

When allocating resources to implement
neighborhood plans, at a3 minimum con-
sider the following factors:

s  Where the greatest degree of change
is occurring;

+ Where growth has exceeded cyrrent
infrastructure capacities;

¢ Where there Is a deficit In meeting
setvice levels called for by the
Comprehensive Plan or the expectation
of other Oty pollcies or agency plans;

s Where there is an urban center or
urban village designation;

s Where the neighborhood plan
goals and policies or work plan
matrix have specific priotitized pfan
recommendations endorsed by
the City;

»  Whera resources would help
spur growth In urban centers or
urban villages;

+  Where there are opportunities {o
leverage other resources,
or partnerships;

» Where the resource would address
pricrities of more than one
neighborhood; and

s Where the impact of 2 single, large
activity generator will have detrimental
effects on the Infrasiructure capacities
of the nelighborhood,

yuourae Suruueyd pooyioqySau
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neighborhood plans: Admiral

]
:

N15

M16

N17

Nig

N19

In implementing neighborhood plans,

work with nelghbothood groups to refine
and prioritize recommendations In light

of changing circumstances and consistent
with the adopted goals and poficies of each
neighborhood plan.

Permit the addition of new strategles,
including regulatory changes, through the
nelghborhood plan implementation process
when existing topls are inadequate to meet
Implementation needs.

Suppart and encourage the Incorporation
of cultural elements, such as public art
and historlc resources, In the Implemen-
tation of neighborhood plans. In future
planning efforts, include a broad range of
creative skills to improve the value of the
neighborhood proiects.

Monltor progress toward Implement-

ing Council adopted neighborhood plans
and communicate resuits to City officials,
neighborhood planning participants and
interested cltizens.

Support nelghborhood plan stewardship
with the goat of promoting continued coop-
eration between the Gty and local
neighborhoods In implementing adopted
neighborhood plan goals and polides,
catrying out neighborhood plan work

plan activities and Implementing this
Comprehensive Plan.

These efforts should be directed toward
not only accomphishing spedific projects,
but also toward fostering the abllity of
neighborhoods to Inspire peoaple with the
energy, interest and abliity to work col-
laboratively with the City in implementing
neighborhood plans,

A-Gi

A-G2

A-P1

A-P2

A-P3

A-P4

A-G3

A-G4

Seattle's Comprehensive Plan | Toward a Sustainable Seaitle

Adopted NeighhorhoodPIans

Land use within the residential urban vii-
lage that conforms to Admiral’ s vision of
a neighborhood with a pedestrian orlented
small town atmosphere,

The Admiral neighborhood is predominataly
a single-family housing community.

_ land use policies

Encourage development that conforms with
the neighborhood’ s existing character and
scale, and further promotes a pedestrian-
friengly environment.

Maintain the character and integrity of the
existing single-family zoned areas by main-
taining current single-family 2oning outslde
the urban village on properties meeting the
locational criteria for single-family zones.

Seek to ensure community Invoivement in
land use code changes.

The special L3 and L4 locational criterta
for the evaluation of rezones to the L3 and
L4 designations inside of urban viliages,
shall not apply in the Admiral Residentlal
Urban Village.

- transportation goals

A resldential urban village with an ad-
equate parking supply to serve customers,
residents and employees.

People walk, bicycle or ride buses when
traveling Inside the Admiral neighborhaod.




Northgate

neighbbrhood plans
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8.132

NR-G17 A neighborhood served by a network of
safe streets with amenities for pedestrians
and bicyclists.

NR-G18 Rainier Ave. 5. is a highly functioning muld-
modal "complete street” that serves as the
spine of the Rainier Valley and retains its
existing vistas of Mount Rainier.

NR-G19 Continue to develop Martin Luther King Jr.
Way S. as a “complete street, ™ and part of
the neighborhood's network of sireefs with
amenities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
transit riders.

NR-G20 A transformed Rainler Avenue S, between
S, Bayview St. and Mantin Luther King Jr.
Way S, that functions as a pedestrian-
orlented main street,

- transportation & transit service goals

NR-P36 Promote alternative transportation pro-
grams, such as bicycle commuting, local
hiring, van pools, and translt ridership.

NR-P37 Create seamless pedestrian and bicycle

links within the Town Center, and to the

surrounding community facilities,

NR-P38 Piioritize development of universally acces-

sible routes between the Town Center and

locations such as Lighthouse for the Biind
and Center Park. -

Ensure that standards for new davelop-
ment projects will accommodate a vibrant
pedestrian environment throughout the
Town Center.

NRP38

Enhance access throughou£ the Towi
Center for people of all ages and abllities,

NR-P40

NR-P41 Support actions that Improve the pedes-
trian and transit functions along Ralnier
Avenue S, between 5. Bayview St. and
MLK Jr. Way S. 50 that the section becomes
more of a local maln street for the North

Rainier neighberhood,

Seattle's Comprehensive Plan | Toward a Sustainable Seattle

goals

NG-G1 A place where people live, work,
shop, plan and go to school—all within
walking distance.
NG-G2 A thriving, vital, mixed-use center of
concentrated development surrounded
by healthy single-family nelghborhoods
transformed from an underutilized, auto-
orlented office/retall ares,

land use & housing goals

NG-G3 The surrounding single-family nelghbor-
hoods are buffered from Intense develop-
ment in the core, but have ready access
to the goods, services, and employment
iocated in the core via a range of trans-
portation alternatives induding walking,
bicyciing, transit, and automobiie (the core
area is shown on Map G3),

NG-G4 The most intense and dense development

activity Is concentrated within the core.

NG-G5 Commercial activity outside the core

i3 smaller In scale and allows for a mix

of uses that serve the adjacent

residential neighborhoods.

land use & hous‘ing policles

NG-P1 Encourage development of the coreas a
maijor reglonai activity center for retail,
commercial, office, muitifamlly residential,
and educational uses with densitles suffi-
clent to support transit.

NG-P2  Use land use regulation to cause new

development to locate close to transit stops

end provide good pedestrlan and bleyde
connections throughout the area so thet
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NORTHGATE

Map of the North Core Area within the Northgate Urban Center and Overlay District
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NG-F3

NG-P4

NG-P5

NG-P6

NG-P7

NG-P8

8.134

intra-area vehlcular trips and locally gener-
ated traffic are reduced.

Use a Northgate Overlay District to address
the special characteristics of development
in the area.

Concentrate employment activity where the
infrastructure and transportation system
can best accommodate it.

Promote a mixture of activities
induding commercial and residential
uses In areas that have Neighborhood
Commerclal and Residential Commercial
zoning designations.

Promote additional multifamily housing
opportunities for households of all income
levels to the extent that a compatible scale
and intensity of development can be main-
tained with adjacent single-family areas.

Raduce conflicts between actlvities and
promote a compatible relationship between
different scales of development by maln-
talning a bransition between zones where
significantly different Intensities of develop-
ment are allowed,

Maintain the character and integrity of

the existing single-family zoned areas by
maintaining current single family-zoning an
properties meeting the locational criterta
for single-family zones,

NG-P8.5 Support future potential rezones to higher

Intensity designations In the North Core
Subarea, In consldering such rezones, pay
particular attention to the development of
an environment that ¢reates a network of
pedestrian connections and that encowag-
es pedestrian activity, among other consid-
erations associated with a rezone review.

Seattle's Comprehensive Plan | Toward a Sustainable Seattle

NG-G5

NG-G7

NG-P9

NG-P10

NG-P11

NG-P12

NG-P13

| transportation goals

An economically viable commercial

core with improved alternative means of
access, good vehicular and pedestrtan
circulatlon, and an enhanced, interesting
environment that attracts customers, visi-
tors, and employers.

Medium te high density residential and
employment uses are concentrated within
a 10-minute walk of the transit center,
reducing the number and fength of vehicle
trips and meking travel by foot and bicycle
mare attractive,

transportation policies

Promote the afficlency of the transportation
system by accommodating more person
trips rather than vehicle trips.

Enhance transit service and faciiities to
make it 2 more attractive travel mode
for persons living and working In the
Northgate Area,

Promote pedestrian circulation with an im-
proved street [evel environment by striving
to create pedestrian conhections that are
safe, interesting and pleasant.

Manage parking supply, location and
demand to discourage the use of single oc-
cupant vehicies, and to improve short-term
parking accessiblilty for retall customers,
patlents, and visitors, without undermining
transit or high occupancy vehicls (HOV) us-
age, or detracting from the creation of an
attractive pedestrian environment,

Seek to reduce the Impact of Increases In
traffic volume by limiting conflicts with local
access streets, and improving traffi flow,
circulation and safety, without Increasing
vehicular capacity,




NG-Pi4 Seek to control lmpacts of a high capacity
transit station on surrounding nelghbor-
hoods by emphasizing non-motorized
access, transit supportive land uses, and an
attractive pedestrian environment at and
near the station.

} open space goal

NG-G8 Quallty open space exists in sufficlent
guantity and variety to meet the needs of
workers, shoppers, studants, and visitors,
as well as recreational and natural spaces
for the growing residential population.

Bl oven space policy

NG-P15 Promote a system of open spaces and pe-
destrian connections, to guide acquisition,
location, and development of future open
space and to establish priorities for related
public Improvements.

_ drainage policy

NG-P16 Promote reduction of potential runoff into
Thornton Creek, and encourage restoration
of the Creek to enhance aquatic habitat
and absorb more runoff.

human services & community facilities
| policy

NG-P17 Encourage quality human services for all
segments of the population.

- financing goal

NG-P18 Explore and seek to develop a varlety bf
strategies for financing Impiementation of
these goals and policles.

Seattle's Comprehensive Plan | Toward a Sustainable Seattle

0-Gl

0-G2

0.G3

0-G4

0-P1

Q-p2

land use & housing goals

A neighborhood that offers a broad range
of activities to serve the diverse needs of
the community and to encourage neighbor-
hood sustainability, including residental,
commercial, retail, service, cultural, and
OpEn space uses.

A ngighborhood that supports the broad
economic, cultural and family-size diversity
of this neighborhood by keeping housing
affordable with a bafance of both single-
family and multifamity housing for both
renters and owners,

The core Town Center, around the light rail
station, is economically strong and serves
the multicuitural community who live, work
and shop here.

The Othello Residential Urban Village has
parks, recreational fadilitles, and open
spaces that are designed and programmed
to accommodate users of diverse ages,
Interests and cultures, and that aflow for
informal Interactions of people from differ-
ent cultures,

| land use & housing policles

Encourage dense urban development in
the Town Center In a manner that creates
a vibrant and active commercial district
supportive of the community, along with
residential infill development to increase
the housing supply.

Maintain and augment affordabie housing
1o keep a range of housing prices and unit
sizes and a balance of rental and owner-
occupied housing.

9l
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FACT SHEET |
NAME OF PROPOSAL
Northgate Urban Center Rezone
PROPONENT

Ciy of Seattle |

PROJEGT ﬁES(’:R!P‘ﬁON

The EIS:evaluafes a rangc of alternatives that could modify the zohing for some prOpcm&c
within a portion of the Northgate Urban Center, identified as the study ares, Tocated in Seattle,
Washington, to allow more intensive residential and cornmercial Jand uses. Rezoning could
occur either through legislative area-wide action {Altematives 1 and 2) or through individual
contract rezones of individual properties (Alfernative 3). Other potent:al reldted actions that
could apply to any altemative include possible Seattle Comprehenswe Plan amendmerits;

" Northgate Overlay District amendments within the Seattle Muhicipal Code (SMC) Title 23

(Land Use Code); new gu:dehnss for the right-of-way improvements manual; and amended
Northgatc-spemf ic dcsxgn revicw gmdelmes

The EIS is pmgrammatlc or non—pro;eet in natire and is focused on the broad impacts associated
with the rezone alternatives. Additional environmental review would occur in the future, if
deemed neeessary, in conjunction with review of site-specific project proposals, and/or in
cannection with revisions to standards, guidelines or administrative programs.

LEAD AGENCY .
City of Seattle Department of Planning and Deve]opmem
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL

Diane Sugimura

CONTACT PERSON

Gordon Clowers

Department of Planning and D_evelopment (DPD)
700 5 Avenue, Suite 2000

Seattls, WA 98124-4019

Phone: 206-684-8375

Fax: 206-233-7883

Email: Gordos.Clowers@Seattle.gov
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PENDING APPLICATIONS
» DPD has submitted an application to amend the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 6 eXpress
support for future rezones in the Northgate Urban Center. o

GOVERNMENTAL ACTIONS

The actions associated with the rezonc alternatives could include a legislative rezone of the study
arca by the City Council (Altematives 1 and 2), or individual site-specific {e.g., contract) rezone.
proposals to implement increases in-height and intensity on lands within the study area ' ‘
(Alternative 3). Other potential related aciions described in the EIS include proposed Seattle
Comprehensive Plan amendments; legislative amendments to the text of the Northgite Oveilay
District (in SMC Title 23), inclugding incentive zoning provisions; amended Northgate-speeific
Design Guidelines applicable to Northgate; and potential additions to SDOT”S right-of-way
improvements manual, Legislative actions will be corisidered by the Seattle City Couneil,

This proposal waould nof approve any specific projedts for construction, Individual projects
would recjuire separate review and approval under the requirements of the Seatile Municipal
Code and other applicable regulations. .

AUTHORS AND PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTORS

This EIS hés been prepared under the direction of the Seattle Dapartnient of Planning and
Development (DPD), Research and analysis wete provided by:

Weinman Consulting, LLC: EIS project mariagement and coordination, and Jand use policy
analysis ’ . . ,

ESA Adolfson; Analysis of land use, housing, recreation, aesthetics, water, and plants and
animals; EIS document production.

Fehy & Peers/Miral: Transportation |

Geomatrix: FAir guality

Hewitt Architects and Mithun Architects: Urban design
LOCATION OF BAGKGROUND DATA

Department of Planning and Development
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000
Seattle, WA 98124-4019
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DATE OF ISSUE

Decetiber 21,2009 |

EXPEGTED DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Action b5 hé Cly Couticil could ocoui in 2010,

AVAILABILITY OF THEDRAFTEIS ~ - ¢

Coptes of the EIS and/ér Nofices of Availability have been distribuied {6 8 mumber of agencies, -
organizations, and individuals as noted in the Distribution List located in Chapter 5. .
Copies of the Final EIS ate available for review at the DPD Public Resource Center located in

Suite 2000 of the Seaitle Municipal Towér in downtown Seattle (700 Fifth Avenue). Copies of
the EIS are also available at the following public libraries:

. Seatt]e Public Library - Central Branch, Northgate Branch, Lake City Branch, Northeast Branch.
Supporting documentation is.also available for review at the DPD Public Resource Center.

Copies of the Final EIS may be purchased for the cost of reproduction. Copies on CD ¢an also be
made available. Inl addition, a copy of the document is available on the DPD web page at
http:f!www_.seait{e.gov/DPD!lemingINoﬁhg_ate_Revitqlizaﬁbnvaén}'iewl.
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Table 1-1, Estimated Growth for Rezone Alterntives

No Action

o 2362 - 324,104 - 858
1A Broad Rezone -~ .

Residential Focus 4,064 1,702 1,023,737 699,633 2m
1B B;ogd ‘Rez"one -

Comnarcial Focus a19 -1,433 3,946,647 3,622,543 | © 10,453
2 Focused Rezone 3,431 1,069 218,321 494216 2,167
3 Urban Design Framework 4,189 1827 054,443 630,339 | 2,528

Noto: All numbers shown, i Lable 1-1 veflect the poteatial net increass in jobs or hiousing, teking into sccount the housing or
business uses that would be replaceil with siew development. The 1ble has been updated since the Draft EIS fo reflect misior
comections 1o caloulations. magnitade of changies is smail and does not affect the conclusions ofthe Drafi BIS.

1.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, neither legislative nor site-specific rezone (e.g., contract
rezone) are assumed to ocour and existing zoning would be retained. Development under the No
Action Aliernative would include a mix of housing and jobs. Growth would be relatively more
dispersed, and may or may not be focused along Northgate Way. The rate and amount of growth
is‘assumed to continue per recent trends and would be consistent with Comprehensive Plan
assumptions. Future development proposals for the large “opportunity parcels” identified in the
Urban Center could possibly go-forward accompanicd by contract rezone proposals, which could
eventually lead to achievement of higher development intensitics. However, the EIS No Action
Alternative considers only what is allowed under curvent zoning.

1.4.2 Alernative 1- Broad Rezone

Under Alternative 1, most properties within the study area would be rezoned by legisiative action
to the nesxt, more intensive zoning classification. For example, Neighborhood Commercial 3
zoned properties with a 65-foot height limit (NC3-65) would be rezoned to include an 85-foot
height limit (NC3-85); and Midrise (MR) zoned properties would be rezoned to NC3 -63 or
NC3-85, which would broaden the range of permitted uses and provide the potential for more
retail activity ih mixcd-use buildings. Exceptions fo this general approach include a maximum
height of 125 feet on a portion of a property currently zoned MR-60, and NC3-85 zoning on a
parcef currently zoned L-4 adjacent 1o the north of the proposed park. No change of zoning
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would occur on pubhc]y—owned pak sites.. Seethe pm_;ect description and altzrnatwe zotiing -
maps in Chapter 2 for greater detall

“To estimate the ;-ange of devdopmént that is pvssxble in zones tbat allow mixeﬂ

dev‘nIOpment, the Broad Rezone Alternative iitlndes two different land use: scenarios one .
emphnslzmg housing, and the other emphasizidg commercial devélopment, The residential focus
scenario (Scmaano :A) assumes that rmxed-use properties.are 75 percent developed for residential
use and 25 percent for- commem:al use, while the commercial focus scenario (Scenario B)
assumigs 20 percent remdenual development and 80 percent cormiercial (60-percent office, 20
percent retail). ‘The Broad Rezone Alternative conid include other uses, including new or
‘expanded hotel uses, restaurants, or entertainment uses, but the combination office and retail.
would generally be expected to contribute more fraffic to the peak hour period than other
commercial uses, and was theréfore used for the traffic analysis.

1.4.3 Alternative 2 - Focused Rezone

Under Altemaﬁvc 2, properties within the study area would also' be rezoned 1o the next; more
intensive zoning classification but the rezones would aceur in‘a more focused area, based on-
traffic considerations and on tha hnundan&s for Urban Centers designated in the Cemprehenswe
Plan. -

Under Altemative 2, propcrt:es west of the I-5 freeway and east of Roosevelt Way NE would not
be rezoned, and the only Lowrise-zoned properties to be rezoned are those adjacent to the
propoesed park: The maximum height of structures allowad in any of the rezoned areas would be
85 feet. See the project description and proposed zoning map in Chapter 2 for full defails on
proposed zoning nnder this altcmahve

1.4.4 Alternative 3 — Urban Design Fraimewdrk

Under Alternative 3, deve]opéd sinde the Draft EIS was published, a sot of rezonies could be
implemented through subsequent “contract rezone” proposals submitied separately by private -
property owners and developers. This alternative would establish ;ntensny and height limits for
potential rezoning; these limits could be documented using the zoning map in the Final EIS,
and/or established pursuant to an ordinance adopted by the City Council. The existing incentive
zoning program (SMC 23.58A), which provides a bonus program for projects greater than 85
feet in height, would be referenced by Land Use Code changes to the Overlay District (SMC
23.71) to be proposed at a later date, and assumed to apply to possible future individual rezone
actions. The rezone area for Allernative 3 is smaller than Alternative 1 but Jarger than
Alternative 2.

The potential zoning designations that could be achieved through contract rezones under
Alternative 3 would allow taller and more intensive buildings on properties in the central portion
of the study area between 1-5 and Roosevelt Way NE compared to the other aliernatives.
However, L-2 and L-3 zoned parcels at the edges of the study arca would not be rezoned; this is
intended to create a buffer and transition to existing single family residential neighborhoods on
the border of the Urban Center.
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1 4.5 Related !mplementaﬁon Actlons

Several other implementation pmgrams are bcmg devcloped to accomphsh a number: of
objectives in Northgate: to mitigate the effects of additional height and mtenslty that would
oceur as a result of rezoning; to accomplish key physical improvements in the Northgate Urban
Center; and to help implement the broader goals of Northgate neighborhood plan policies.
Examples inclade enhanced streets; expanded pedestrian and bicycle networks; additional open
spaces rid improved streetscapes; and éxpanded affordable: htmsmg opportunities. Most of these
strategies would -apply t6 any of the E1S altematives, whether fezoning occurs through legislative
‘action or contract rezones, as well as to the No Acnon Altematwe The related 1mplementaton
actions include the following: . .

s Comprehensive Plan Amendment. One Comprehensrve Plan pohcy wou}d be amendcd and
one policy added-fo express support for ﬁmu'e rezones as a means to achieve Northgate
.objectives. .

»  Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71). Incentive zomng provxsmns specific to Northgate *
would be proposed consistent with the program established in SMC 23.58A. In additiontoa
bonus for the provision of affordeble hopsmg. additional components of a bonus program for.
‘Northgato could include mid-block pedestrian promenades, enhanced pedestiiar amenities,
bicycle improvements, public plazas, childcare facilities and sustainability features. Also;
other revisions to development standards, and authorization of an open space fund, could
decur with amendments to SMC 23.7.

» Northgate Design Guidelines, New and amended design guidelines for Northgate would
_address topics such as pedestrian connections across private property, transit-friendly
improvements, bicycle infrastructure, and compatibility of future development on properties
with edges adjacent to Hubbard Homestead Park.

o $DOT Right-of-Way Improvements Manwal. The manual would be amended by
administrative action to inclnde guidanca for strectscape improvements, including the 3“'
Avenue NE Green Street and potential 8 Avenue NE Green Street.

These regulatory and administrative actions will be proposed independent of the Northgate
rezones and they are not part of the proposal. In part, they are intended to address the effects of
growth in the Urban Center and constitute mitigation measures.

1.5 Elemenis of the Environment

The following elements of the environment are evaloated in the EIS.

Air Quality

Water

Plants and Animals

Land Use

Housing

Height/Bulk/Scale (See Aesthetms section of the EIS)

a4 9 &5 » ¢ @
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Public View Protection (See Aesthetics section of the EIS) -,
Shadows on Open Spaces (See Aesthetics section of the EIS)
Trénsportation T oo .
Parks and Recreation

18 ' Suinmary, of Impacts

The analysis'in this EIS is programpiatic or non-project in nafure, and evaluates arci-wide. -
jmpacts at a general level. The City is following a course of phased environmental review for
actions in Northgate, pursuant to the provisions of WAC 197-11-060(5) and SMC 25.05.060.E.

Futuré non-exempt development proposals will also undergo site-specific environmental review
as required by the State Environmiental Policy Act (SEPA). . :

8.9 @& &

~

Table 1-2, which follows, summarizes the i_dcntiﬂed potential 'advérsc environmental irapacts
associated with the various alternatives, Please refer to the Draft EIS and Chapter 3 of this Final
BIS for further information about these'impacts,
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-

2522 Subamas e -:ff_‘ o ;’ -
Saveral sabarcas have been deﬁned w:thm the overal! smdy ared to aul in the dmcussmn and
analysis in the BIS. Subareas are's comtionly-used téchniquefd# planning and environmerital

" analysis and simplify references to specific locations. The subareas are intended to reflect

factors such as.parcel size, physical Jocation, a@jacent uses and ovérall oonlext Use of p!anmng
subareas will also permit identification of appropriate mitigation measﬁrcs #nd regulatory - -
requ:rements in‘a:fnore discrete manner. 'I‘he subareas aré stwwn 6!1 Flgum 2-1 and are
described in Table 2-1. ‘

Table'2-1. Subavea i)aéfipﬁggss'

. West of 1.5, generally from Corliss Ave on the east 1o
A Meridian Ave and Burke Avo on the west, N, 112% Streﬂ on
the north, and N. 107" Strect in the south

1 Ave NE 10 3 Ave NE, between Normgaxe Way and nosth.

B of NE 114% Street .
c 39 Ave NE to 5™ Ave N, between NE 112 Strest and north |
' _ of NE 114" .
_ | ‘The balance of the study area within the Usban Center along,
D and adjecent to Northgate Way, the north boundary is

; irregnlar

A triangular area between Pinehurst Way on the west and 15"’
E’ AveNE on the east, and hetween INE 113™ Streat oni the south
and 117" Street on the north, cutside the Urbun Cénter -

* Subarea E is not considored appropriste for rezoning under the EIS.alternatives.

This subarea is outside the designated Notthgate Urban Center; the Urban Center boundary
will define the maximum outer boundary of the aréa eligible for either legislative or contract
TEZONES,

2.5,2.3 Growth Assumptions

City of Seattie growth targets for Northgate are shown in Table 2-2, The CTIP and CTIP EIS
were based on the Comprehensive Plan’s adopted 2024 population and employment allocations
for Northgate — an addition of 2,500 households and 4,220 jobs. The CTIP also used Puget
Sound Regional Council (PSRC) forecasts to estimate the traffic implications of growth through
the year 2030. Estimates used for traffic modeling for the CTiP assumed 20,000 total
households and 27,000 jobs in 2030 for the broader Northgate CTIP study area.

The EIS rezone alternatives assume that growth in the study area to 2030 will generally be within
the range identified in Northgate’s household and employment projections, shown in Table 2-2.
One of the intended effects of the Northgate Urban Center Rezone is to attract, focus and
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for the Urban Center as a whole and for mdmduai parcels wand providcd mput to estimates of
the pmbable mnounrand 1ypes of deyelopment thiat, would dccur-in the near, mid and longer
tenng (Heart}and 2007). The analysis also identified some economig jmplications of. nnposlug
public; amcmiy requiremenfs. The market for honsmﬁ in the NOrthgate Urban Cester i stifl -
relatively young, Hg maturity wﬂl ‘be proven bascd on fie sticcess of currgnt mixed-use projects
(e.g-, 507 Northgate arid“THorhton Place). Tn addition, the; economic, recssion'of 200872000
adds uncertainfy to the Northigate real estate market that mirrors tlic city 2s a whle. - In this
environment, the ) pace of rede‘velnpmcnt in Northgate is expected to bé stow In addition, when
ecohomic.fecovery begins, excessive regulatory requirements could furthor delay Northgate’s
transition from ‘an auto-oriented retail destination to a high density mixed-usé, pedestrian~ -
oriented urban center. .

253 kezone Alternatives

The EIS ¢xamines three alternatwes for how the study area could be rezoned 1o further the
vision, objectives and Comprehcnswc Plan and neighborhood planning policies for the Northgate
Urban Center, and different scenarios for the type and form of devclopment that wuld oceur,
Noné of the Draft EIS alternatives was “preferrcd” or proposed. Tn generil, the rézone .
alternatives in the Draft EIS were intended to bracket or “book-end” a wide range of poss:bxlmes
for rezoning, from “no action” to maximum likely intensity, Final EIS Alfernative 3 has been
developed in response to Draft EIS commentary and follow-up analysis, It is net preferred or
proposed 4t this time, however.

Defined broadly, the proposal includes a rezone strategy that would be implemented either
through legislative rezones (as assumed in Alternatives 1 and 2) or through future privately-
initiated “contract rezones™ (as assumed in the Altemative 3). Rezones would help direct and
focus projested growth, particularly housing, at higher densities and intensities of development
in locations within the heart of the Northgate Urban Center. The proposal would help fulil}
Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood planning objectives related to the future growth and

development of a denser, more active and more livable Urban Center environment af Northgate.
A

In addition, as discussed further below, all altematives assume that the City will propose, as

. separate actions, several regulatory programs, including an incentive zoning program, and
revised Northgate Overlay District regulations and design guidelines. These programs would
help to achieve a range of policy objectives for the Urban Center.

Calculations of assumed type and amount of development for each parcel under each altemative
are included in Appendix A. It should be noted that for al] EIS alternatives, some properties that
would be rezoned are not considered Jikely to redevelop by 2030, due to'economic and market
factors, Parcels assumed to redevelop are identified in Appendix A. The amounts of
development considered likely to ocour under No Action and other EIS alternatives are shown in
Table 2-3.
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2.3, Estimated Growth for Rezono Allernatives

Tabl

324,004

4,064 1,702 1,023,737 699,ﬁ31 5711

"

919 ~1,433 3,946,647 3,622,543

l ‘ 10453

‘3,431 . 1,069 818,321 494216 | 2,167 i )
. i

L | . : .

| 4189 | - n827 954,443 630,339 :

! 2,528

Note: AN numbers shown in this table refleot the estimated.potential net increase in jobs or housing, (aking into
account the housing or businesses that would be replaced with new development, The table has been updated since
the Draft EIS 1o reflect minor corrections to calculations. The magnitude of the changes is small and the changes do
not affect the prior conclusions of the Dreft EIS. ) '

2.5.3.1 No Action Alfernative

SEPA requires that an EIS consider the alternative of not taking the proposed action. This,
provides a baseline which other alternatives may be compared to. Taking no action would mean
that rezones would not oceur and existing zoning would be rétained in the near-term. Growth
could still octur under the No Adtion Alternative as permitted by existing regulations.

Existing zoning is shown in Figure 2-3. Development under the No Action Alternative wonld
generally occur as assumed in the Comprehensive Plan and the CTIP, and would include 4 mix
of housing and jobs. No additiona! stimulus for housing would be provided by rezoning, and
housing and job development in Northgate could continue to lag. Growth probably would be
relatively more dispersed, and may or may not be focused along Northgate Way. Northgate Way
could remain an auto-oriented, suburban scale commercial strip. The rate and amount of growth

o
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is assumed tb continue at present levels in 4 manner consmtent w;th Comprchenswe Plan growth
assamptions. It is acknowledged that the large opportunity pareels (Northgate Apartments, The
Court at Northgate and Wallace Phase II) conid proceed as proposals for contract rezones, and
could, therefore, eventually achieve higher development intensitits than currently perm1tted

Howevar, the No Action Altemative cons:ders enly what is allowed under eurrent iwmng

25.32Afternaﬂve 1 Bmad Razone B . - ' }

The Broad Rezone Altcmative (Aitcmatwe isa set of legislative rezones that, wonld oonr
across the fu!l extent of the Northgate Way corridor; from 4ppfoximately Meridian:Avenue.-on
the west to 12" Avenne NE on the east. (Sce the note to Table 2-4. regardmg sub-area E). The

_theme and intent of this rezone approach is to:increase capability for infill devetopment

consistently across the broad study area, This is mgant to ensure that properties are eﬂimentiy
used and not underbuilt when future mazket-driven development occurs. Underbmidzng might
compromise the area’s growth patenﬁal and ihe {ikelihood of devclopmg a walkable and: diverse
Urban Center. - SRR L .

© 4

Iieiumng wnder Alternative 1 is shown in Flguj-e 2-4 and the poterma.l amount of'development

 that could occur is showh in Table 2-3. Table 2-4 describes the zoning changes under the Broad

Rezone for each subarea. All properties within the study area wouldl generally increase one
increment in density or tieight, relative to existing zoning. NC3-65 properties, for example;, would
be rezoned to NC3-85. Also, céftain Midriss (MR)Y zoned prqperties would be rezoned to
Noighborhood Comudercial 3 (NC3), achange that would bmaden the range of permmed nses

-and provide the potential for. more retait actwrty in mixed-use bu:idmgs

Exccptibns to this general approach would beour for several sub-areas, as ‘shown in Table 2-4, 10
reflect parcel size, location; development potential, andfor adjacént land use (e.g., for parcels

. ad_]acent to the proposed park or residential Uses).

‘Fo-account for the range of development that is possible in zones that allow m:xed-uSa (e.z:,
NC3), Alternative'1 inicludes two different land use scenarios ~- one emphasizing housing, and
the other emphasizing commercial development. The résidential.focus scenario (Scenario A)
assumes that mixed-use propertics dare developed 73 percent for residential use and 235 percent for
commercial use, while the commercial focus seenario (Scenario B) assumes 80 percent
commercial (60 percent office, 20 percent retail), and 20 percent residential development. The
broad rezone could include other uses, inéluding new or e.:_cpanded hotel uses, restavrants, or
entertainment uses, but the combination of office and retail would generally be expected to
contribute more traffic to the peak hour period than other uses, and was therefore assumed for
the traffic analysis. ‘ '
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' '-T;ble 2-4 Alternative 1 (Broad Rezone) Zoning Changés

4 E B X faa Y Y B *
One inorease in zoning héightAitensity: for i NC3-65.4nd NC3:40 20nes. NC3-85,
| Lowrise-3 (L-3) and Midrise neg wopld not change P

| The Northgate Apartments jirspariy sould be rézoned N385, and NC3-125 dnd

B .| MR:85. The MR~zoned parcels to-thenorh would remain at MR, and Lovrise 2 (L
'| 2)-z0ned parcels would be reionedio Lowrise3 (L-3). .~ . - -7 -

The Court at Northgate Property woild be rezoned from L4 to NC2:B5t0

encourape housing and sinall scale retall on the strect Jeve) facing the park: The

c parcel 1o lhe sonth of the proposed patk wiguld:be rezoned from NC3-65 to NC3-85,
Midrise (MR) would be applied to the properiies cast of The Courtat Northgate *

proporty. No change wonld occur for the park site, 1-3 purcels would change to

Lowrise- {L-4), and the sole NC3-65 site would changs 1o NC3-85, i

Generally, anc Increase I zoning heighVintensity. NG chaiige would occur for the

D MR parcel adjactyit 1o thig park, and -1 zoned pareels would be zoned L2, 12
zoned parcels would be zoned 1.3, and L~3 parcels would change to L4,

All paroels woyild be fezonéd to Nelghborhood Corimercial 2 with a 40-Fodt height,

E*- | i NC2-40), to matoh the adjacknt zoning to the norfhanit east,
* Note: Subarea E was included fn the soalysfs. but was later found to have been misidentified asan

- aréa that the community dupported including in thie rezone stady. This sub-area.is also ouside the -
designated Urban Center and is not expected 1o be.iscluded in a final.propesal to the City Couinéil.

.

2.5.3.3 Alternative 2: Focused Rezone

The Focused Rezone Alternative (Alternative 2) is-a set of legislative rezones'that would ogour
across a smaller area than Alternative 1, concentrated on properties cast of I-5 and west of
Roosévelt Way, The rezones proposed under Aliemative 2 would-also be 10 Jess intensive zones
than in Alternative 1 in the area between 1-5 and 5™ Aveiive NE. The intent of this rezone
alterpative is to moderately increase capability for infill developiment in key portions of the
Northgate Way corridor. This wouid help achieve Comprchensive Plan and neighborhood
planning objectives similar to Alternative 1 but with a lesser degree of change.

Rezoning under Alternative 2 is shown in Figure 2-5. Table 2-5 summarizes the chahges fo’
zoning under Alternative 2.
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™ g o .

Table 2-5. Alternative 2 (Focised Rezone) Zoning Changes

A Noth:chldedina]tcnmﬁve 4 T C
B The Northgate Apmtmmts pmpeﬁy wouldbc mednc:s-as All otherparc.els
would retain exisnng zoning: - .
© | L4 pnrce!s smmundlngﬁ;s proposed park would be rézoned to MR The parcel to
cC .| the gouth of the proposed park would be rezoned ﬁ'om ’N03 65 to NC3-85. All other
| parcels would rotaln cxisting zohing. ; S
. NC:3-65 would be remncd to NC3~85 Parctls zoned NCS-40 ihal are west of
D Roosevelt Way NE would be rezoned to NC3-65. All Oﬂi.el‘ parce!s wau]d retain |
' e:usting zoning. I
"E Mot included in altermative.

A poriion of sub«area B would be rezoned to Neighborhood Commermal 3 thh an 85-foot
height limit QNC3-85). L4 zoned pargels in Sub-ates C would be rezoned'to Midrise with a 60
foot height fimit, and the NC3-65 parce] (Northgate North sbnpping center) wonld be rezoned to
NC3-85. Sub-area D would gencrally be zoned dhe same as in Alternative 1 and discussed
above. To help create and mairntain a transition to single-family netghborhoods hordering the
urban cénter/study area, however, thc Lowrise-zpited parcels on the edgc of the study area would
not be rezoned. o )

Sub-area A, located west of 1-5, would not be rezoned in this scenario. Analysis in the CFIP
EIS, and preliminary ‘analysis for this Draft EIS, indicated that the Nortligate WayIMendmn Ave

interséction would decrease in peak hour pcrformanoe 1o LOSF. Analysis in the GTIP indicated

that an additional left turn lane would be needed to improve operations. However, the existing
right-of-way is insufficient and condemnation of property would be required to expand the
intersection. The necessary propesty is developed with a recent structure, and condemnation.
costs would be prohibitive. Improvement to this intersection was not mciuded in the CTIP for

* this reason.

Properties in Sub-Area E, at Pinehurst Way and NE 115" Sireet, would also not be rezoned.

-These praperties are currently outside the Comprehensive Plan’s designated Urban Center.

¥
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2.5.3.4 Final EI8 Alternative 3: Urhan Design Framework

Final EIS Alternative 3 is a set of rezones that are assumed to be' implemented through
subséquent “contract rezone” proposals sibmitted separately by private property owners and
develgpers; a legislative rezone could be cansidered for this alternative; but it is not assumed to
oceur. This alternative assumes intensity and height limits would be established for poténtial
rezoning, and these limits are evaluated in this EIS. Such limits could be.established throngh
referente to the Alternative 3 zoning map inthe FEIS (Figure 2-6) and/or pursuant toa

resolution adopted by the City Council. The existing incentive zonirig program (SMC 23.584), -

. which provides a bonus program for projests greater than' 85 feet in height, would be referenced

by Land Use Code changes to be proposed at-a later dute, and is assumed to apply to zones

established by possible future individual rezorie actions.™ . .

The rezone area for Altemative 3 is simaller than Allernative’l buit larger than Alternative 2.
Alternative 3 includes areas west of 1-5 and extends to Roosevelt Way NE on the east. The
potential zones that could be achieved under Alternative 3 would allow taller'and more intensive
buildings than either Alternatives 1 or 2 on propetties inthie central portion of the study area
betwéen 1-5 and Roosevelt Way NE. The theme-and infent of Alternative 3’s approach is to
concentrate more fiture development potential i this céptral area aitd 10 limit development
potential in other nearby edge arcas, The edge areas are gederally zoned L-2 and L-3 at présent
and would remain unchanged in Altérativé 3 to help-ta create‘gradual transitions in building ‘
height to single family residential neighborhioods adjacent fo the Trbad Center,
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Potential contract rezoning under Final FiS Alternative 3 shown 6n Fxgm'c 2:6'is smnmanzéd iy
Table 2-6.

"ra’iﬂe z‘-’&. A;t'e{jrn'i\ﬁw 3{11%‘:; nfgfgn' Eraﬁ:eivorh Zn'nilig "cimngeé !

Pmpuups west of 15, between N. 112 Strect and N,107° Street, would be fezoned
"t NC3-125.. An sirea West of Méridian 'Ave 4djacent to N, Northgate Wiy vwould be
) remned t0:MR-£0, consistent with the parcel to the south. Parcels cunemﬂy zoned

" L—S on the border of the stuidy. area Wonld not bs rezoned:

Sub-area B would e rezoned using 3 diﬁ‘erant designations, rcﬂecung the context
of this Jarge parcel; NC3-160 would ‘apply to the westari portion of the property,

B ad;acent to £-5; and NC3-125 would apply to'the enstern portion. MR-85 would..

- spply to the northern portiom of the sab-arey. Ea;isﬁng L2 zones o, thenorth, on the .
boundmy of the study ares would not be rezoned.

o An existing L4 zoned pareel north of the hew park wonld be rezoned to MR-SS
h . O ' Other. L4 and NC3-65 zoning south and west of the-park, and L-3 zonmg on the
- nonhem end of sib-area B, would not-be changed, .

NC.'!-GS parcels wonld be rezoned to NC3-85 north of NE 'Ncmhgate Way, and
NC3-125 somh of NE Nosthgate Way, adjacant to.the Northgate Mall, Parcais north
OENE 112 Street cumrently zoned MR-60, L-3 and L-4 would by tozoned MR-85,
1.2 parcels would not be chahged. Onu L-1 pareel would be rezoned 1-2. NC-

D zoned parcdls-ori the block between 3® Ave NE and Roosevelt Way would be

o rozoned to NC3-85, NC3-125 and NG3-65 north of NE Northgate Way and NC3-83
i ) | sonth.of NE Nerthpate Way. L-3 and L-2 zondng would be retained at the north ahd
i : south'boundaiiss of the sub-area. ‘The area east of Ram:evelt Way NE and‘ Pinehuirst
i _ e Way vould ot be rezoned.

] ' I - These parcels are logated outside the designated Urban Center and are not included
! in Allernative 3,

1. The zoning changes lisied in Table 2-6 summarize the maxionm he}ghts and intensities assumed for
future contract rezone proposals and evaluated in the EIS.

In general, compared 10 the other altematives, Final EIS Alternative 3 would create the potential
for taller/more intensive buildings (NC3-125) on a greater number of parcels in sub-areas A, B,
and D. One parcel adjacent to 1-5 in Sub-Area B could be rezoned to NC3-160. However, L-2
and 1.-3 zoned parcels at the edges of the study area would not be rezoned; this is intended to
create a buffer and transition that is more responsive to existing single family residential
neighborhoods on the border of the Urban Center. In Sub-Area C, the Northgate North shopping
center sonth of the new park would retain its existing zoning to avoid potential shadow effects
identificd in the analysis of some of the other alternatives. Parcels located east of Roosevelt
Way NE in Sub-Area D and all of Sub-Area E would not be rezoned in this alternative. The
growth potential created by Final E1S Aliernative 3 is shown in Table 2-3.
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254 ImplementationPrograms . . - . -

The City is developing several implementation programs that would help mitigate the effects of

. additional height ang intensity, accomplish key physical improvements in the Northgate Urban
Cehter and implement the broader goals of the Nosthgate Neighborkood Plan, The improvements
have béen identified in past planning offorts as ,ig‘i’:gp_ortant to.reinforce and impiove the physical

environmont, Examples include:
» Encouraging the realization of énhanced streets, pedestnan and bi;:ycle networks;
« Additional open spaces and jmproved strectscapes jntegrg,t’éd inio public and private
development projects; : o ‘
o Expanded affordable l!oﬁs_i_ﬁ'_g oppg&ﬁhiﬁes.

These implementation tools are part of Jarger, ongoing efforts supporting Northgate revitalization
that are moving forward independent of the Northgate Rezone altematives. They could he
implémented in conjunction with any of the El1S:altematives, including No Action. They would
be achieved through various means, jucluding future possible contract rezone decisions, policy-
setting, design review, revised infrastructure standards, and other public and private actions
related to property development. The progfams would be established threugh both legislative:
and administrative actions, Blements of these progranis, which are still being developed, include
the following: . I :

o The Northgate-specific Design Guidelines would be revised 10 address topics such as
pedestrian connections across private property, fransit-friendly improvements, bicycle
infrastructure, and creating an appropriate transition at the edge adjacent to Hubbard
Honiestead Park. The Guidelines wonid be applied in conjunction with review of future
dévelopment proposals. R ‘ .

e Incentive zoning provisions specific to Northgate would be proposed consistent with the
program established.in SMC 23.58A. In addition to the provision of affordable housing
10 obtain a bonus, additional components of a bonus program for Northgate could include
mid-block pedestrian promenades, enhanced pedestrian amenities, bicycle improvements,
public plazas, childcare facilities.and sustainability features. : : .

» The Northgate Overlay District (SMC 23.71) would be amended to authorize an open
space fund, and revise other development standards. ‘

s SDOT’s righi-of-way improvemerits manuai would be amended administratively to
include guidance for streetscape improvements, incjuding the 3rd Avenue NE Green
Street and potential 8th Avenue NE Green Street.

In addition, a Comprehensive Plan amendment was proposed in 2009 and is currently scheduled
to be considered by the City Council in March 2010, The amendment expresses support for
future rezones as a means to achieve Northgate objectives,
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'CHAPTER 3 ADDIT!ONAL ANALYSIS IMPACTS AND MITIGATIQN
MEASURES FOR ALTERNAT!VE 3 URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

As stated in Chapter 2, the rezonés under mns:demhon would not have any direct effectsort the
envh'onmcm, since they only involve potential changes tG zoning designations and the land use *
code. However, foture development or redevélopment of these sites consistent with the new
zonhig would generate impadts on the énvironment and other resources, and those potential -
finpacts could change as a result of the rezone. T

The affected environmesit section in the Draft EIS (Chapter K)) describes existing condxtmns in
the study area. Those conditions have not changed substantially and that informauon 15 not
repeated in the Final EIS: This section of the Final EIS discusses'only the impacts of Alfernative
3- Urban Design I Framework, destribed in Chapter 2. Impacts of the other xezons alternativés
are’ summarized in Chaptér 1 of this docurhent, and desnrnbed in détailin Chaphcr 4 of the Draft
EIS. : .

For tlic varioits resource areas discussed below uniess spec:ﬁcally stated otherw:se, e impacts
would b& the same across all subareas.

31 Land Use

The land use analysis mcluded in this Final EIS (FEIS) discusses changes in land use expécted to
occur uinder Aliernative 3 and potential impacts associated with these expected Jand use changes.
The analysis focuses primarily on land use conflicts, transitions between zones, and changes in
the overall pattem of fand use. Consistency with applicable policies is also d:scussed

The development assumptions used in this analysis, as for the Draft EIS, were basad on City staff
analysis of typical development in the zones affected and propertics Hkely to redevelop, and on
input from a real estate consulting firm, Heartland, which examiped conditions in the Northgate
area. The assumptions are generalized and are not intended to timit the types of development
that would be allowed. Please refer to Appendix A of the Final EIS for addltional mfermatlon
about development assumptions.

3.1.4 Land Use impacts

3.1.1.1 Alternative 3 - Urban Design Framework

Similar to the other rezone alternatives considered in the Draft EIS, key objectives of Alternative
3 are to concentrate a diverse mix of land uses at increased densities along Northgate Way, in the
heart of the Urban Center, and to increase the development of housing, Concentrating growth in
a compact area in this manner, within walking distance of transit, can reduce individual auto
travel and increase pedestrian travel. The potential to achieve increased development capacity
through rezoning, whether by individual contract rezones or legisiative rezoning, would help to
‘attract development to the Urban Center. Alternative 3, like the other rezone alternatives,
assumes that growth will be attracted primarily from other portions of the larger Northgate area.
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L

The overall development capacity created under Alternative 3 would be very similar to R C:)
Alterative TA. Alternative 3 would créate capacity, for approximately 4,157 new residential - :
units compared to 4,064 under the Broad Rezone Alterpative 1A. Ttw uldresulting . ;. o -
approximately 954,443 squate fect of commercial space and 2,527 jobs; comparedto ¢
approximately 1,023,737 square feet and 2,711 jobs under the Broad Rezone Altemative 1A: As
such, impacts are generally expgcted to be similar as well.. Capacity would increase in-nearly aft
sub-areas telative to the No Action Alternative. Thé major exception wonld bie Subarea C,.

where neither the No Action nor Alternative 3 would create.additional capacity for.commercial .

development, beyond a Yimited amount allowed on the ground floor. in the Midrise zone. Note
that Subarea E is not included in Alternative 3. ) : -

3 " 'The configuration and intensity of potential rezones is different, however. The Alternative3, . 7.
rezones would allow taller and more intensive buildings focused along Northgate Way-in some .
tocations. One site would allow buildings up to 160 fect, and a greater number of parcels could

be developed up fo 125 fect. While buildings of this height would be significantly taller than " -

adjacent buildings, they would not be greater in bulk because of limitations in the applicable NC-
3 zoning designations. Differences between impacts of the alternatives will be more-cvident at
the subarea Jevel, and these differénces are discussed below for individual subareas, While .-
Alterriative 3 assumes that rezoning would occur through individual contract rezone proposals,
rather than through legislative rezones, the land use impact analysis does not distinguish between
these procedures, Development of the identified types and intensities are assumed fo occur

regardlcss of the rezone process used.

v a ey te

Similar to the other EIS alternatives, rezoning would likely result in non-donformities that could { j
Jimit the ability of soime properties to redevelop: Noncanforming buildings can generally remain
as legal structurés, but the land use code places restrictions on how such buildings can ba -
expanded or modified. In the Northgate Rezone Study Area, such non-conformity is most likely
for properties where the zoning would change to NC from a imulti-family designation.

o B s s

: As with the other rezone alternatives , it is possible that growth under Alternative.3 could exceed

the growth targets set for Northgate in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. This could ocour even -

' " without rezoning because the Northgate Urban Center currently has more capacity for
development than is rieeded {0 accommadate the growth target. As noted above, the rezones are
not motivated by a need to increase growth capacity; rather, the intent is to help guide and shape
the location and form of growth in the Urban Center. Development under Alternative:3 may be
somewhat miore likely to exceed growth targets, however, because Altemative 3 could give more
properties an incentive to seek contract rezones to achieve increased development capacity.

-

If growth were to exceed the planning targets, the City may need to reexamine its priorities for
infrastructure to serve the area. However, the growth targets in. the Comprehensive Plan were
based on regional growth trends that are in tum based on long-term regional population change
rates, migration patterns, transportation planning, and employment trends, These trends are not
likely to be altered by chenges in zoning in a small portion of the Northgate Urban Center. Thus
the likelihood that growth in the Northgate planning area would exceed the targets considered in
this analysis is low.
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Under Alterﬁatwe 3, properties cli gible for rezoning would redeirclop with a thix of 75 pércent”

Tesidentinl use and 25 percent commercial use. This scenario would result-in capaoity for anet

increasé of 4,189 residefitial units within the study’area which 48 44 percerit greater than the-
capacity under the No'Action Altetnative, This additional density and residential population- -
when devéloped would likely increase defhand’ for evéryday' goods and services and thus'could -
encourage the growth of businesses to serve the immediaté neighborhood, rather than the - -

.+ destination retail storcs that currently predominate. There would also be an increase in capacity

for commercial developinent, which could accomiodate approximately 2, 527 et new JDbS in
approxlmately 954 443 square feet of net new commercial space.”

According to the maximiim development and growth assumptions for 2024 in his annlysis,
Alternative 3 could result iir 44 percent more new housing uwits i the Noﬂhgate Urban Center
than currently anticipated jr the comprehensive plan: As an indirect résult, one of'the expected
jtpacts is that some areas outside of the Northgate Urban Centei Rezone study area could prow
more slowly than assumed under the No Action Alternative. Additional growth would likely.
réduce demand for multifamily development outs:de of the Northgate Urban Center.

Subsres A. In Subarea A, Alfernative 3 would create capacity for approx:mately 2 percent of
the employment growth-arid 11 percent of the residential growth anticipated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024. Residéntial growth would be similar to that expected urider the
Broad Rezone Alternative 14, but employment growth would be greater (}l vs. 4 percént).

A!temative 3 is generally similar to Alternative 1A in Subarea A and impacts to the overall tand
use paftern are éxpected to be similar and not significant. The major exception is that -
Alternative 3 would allow higher buildings on the lots between Meridian Ave N and Corliss Ave:
N. The NC3-65 and NC3-85 zoned parcels in the center of the sub-area would be rezoned to
NC3-125; much of the increase in density is'assumed to be either residential of hoté] nse.
However, as noted in the DEIS, the property south of Northgate Way is considered unlikely to
redevelop. Therefore, on the lots north of Northgate Way density could be greater than under the
No Action and Alternative 1A. )

" Subarea B. In Subarea B, Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 22 percent of

the employment growth and 35 percent of the residential growth ant:clpated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024, L-2 and MR-60 zoning would remain in place adjaoent toI-5, but
would be replaced with neighborhood commercial (NC3-160 and NC3-125) zoning between 1"
Ave NE and 3™ Ave NE (one of Northgate’s opportunity sites). Altemative 3 would atfow

- greater heights in this area than the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A, and would create

approximately 30 percent more residential capacity and 40 percent more commercia) capacity.

Rezoning would allow a change from a residentia) only to a mixed-use land ‘uée pattern. Mixed- ’

'use development would likely include ground floor commercial that would face adgacent streets

and internal roads. The area adjacent to Hubbard Homestead Park 1o the east of 3 Ave NE- .

" would be rezoned to NC-125, which would allow relatively high (125 feet) mixed itse buildings.

The uses anticipated within the subarea would generally be compatible with the park and
surrounding uses. Some potential would exist for minor conflicts (e.g. noise, odors) from
commercial activities within mixed use developments. Project-specific impacts would be
evaluated at the time of project review.
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' 1 R ' . K . ) AR
Some of the nioxthern postion of the subarea would be rezoned to fom 1-2to MR-85 witha | - - ﬂ
portion remaining -2, This zoning would allow slightly greater densities. However, es stated in '
the DEIS, these parcels are.not expected to redevelop in the next 25 years because existing,

development on these lots isn good condition and the increase in development capacity from

the rezone is not likely significant enough to-encourage redevelopment. Land use changes in this

-portion of Subarea B would be pegligible.

Subarea C. In Subarea C, Alternative 3 would not create any additional capacity for
employment growth. Tt would creafe capacity for approximately 5 petcent of the residential

growth anticipated for the Northgate Urban Center through 2024, however. Total capacity for
zoning in Subarea C consists of low-rise residential (£-3 and L-4) and neighborhood commersial |-
(NC3-65), Under Alternative 3, the L.-3 parcel would remain L-3 and is not considered likely to
redevélop. The Nosthgate North (Target/Best Buy) site would remain zoned NC3-65 and is also
unlikely to redevelop within the time horizon of this analysis. ' ‘

" housing under Alternative'3 would be greater than for all.other rezone alternatives. Existing, |

The northern portion of the existing L-4 zone would be rezoned to MR-85, resulting in an
increase in. the potential number of residential units adjacent to the north boundary of Hubbard
Homestead Park, Litrited ground floor commercial Gses are also allowed within the MR-85
zone, Redevelopment in this zone would likely be Jimited based on the size and condition of the
existing developmsnt, but some infill or expansion would be possible, especially at the
southeastern portion of this zone. ‘

The addition of residential capacity within the subarea would be generally compatible with the
néw park. For The Court at Northgate property (one of Northgaie’s opportunity sites, discussed
in Chapter 2), the design of any specific new development would need to consider potential
iripacts of such development on Hubbard Homestead Park, such as the impacts of an gccess
road, provision for pedestrian movement, and privacy issues related to windows located near -
park areas. The addition of residential uses facing the perk could also be beneficial 1o the park,
by providing natural surveillance of the park. )

Subarea D. In Subarea D Alternative 3 would create capacity for approximately 35 percent of.
the employment growth and 115 percent of the residential growih anticipated for the Northgate
Urban Center through 2024. These percentages are similar to the Broad Rezone Alternative 1A.

Rezoning would result in an averall increase in density and height in this subarea. However,
unlike thé Broad Rezone Alternative, the increase in density would be focused with greater -
height allowances along Northgate Way and west of Roosevelt Way. No zoning changes would

occur for propesties east of Roosevelt Way.

The land use character of this subarea could change substantially as a resuit of rezoning under
any alternative, especially on larger parcels that currently host a large amount of surface parking.
This is particularly trie for Alternative 3, where current allowed heights of 65 and 40 feet could
be increased 1o 125 feet. Mixed-use structures would introduce residential uses into an area
predominated currently by destination retail stores and services. Redevelopment could also add
more neighborhood oriented commercial uses to the mix, rather than merely replacing
destination retail uses. As discussed above, mixed-use development has some potential to
introduce land use conflicts between residents and commercial users, which would needtobe
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" addiossed at the pxo_]ect fevel. In the comext of the overalk land use pattern, these changes sire
generally dofisidered to be positive and not adverse; the impacts of increased height and bulk are
discussed further in subsection 3.3, Aesthetics, - ,

3.1.2. 'Pi'a‘h‘el"aind Policles,

This, sub-sect:on of the Fihal EIS contatns ‘arevised dlscussmn of the relationship ¢ of the
Northgatc Urban Center Rezone altematives to major goals and policies of the C:ty of Séattle
Comprehensive Plan, It has been updated since the Draft EIS to address the impacts of
Altemative 3. The focusison policies that are related to the type, amount, location and form of
growth occwrring in Urban Centers generally and within the Worthgate Urban Center particularly; .
these factors are considered most relevant to the rezone alternatives. In gencral, Altermnative 3 °
and atl.of the rezone altcrnatives would be consistent with applicable policies. A discussion of

- the relationship of growth in the Urban Center to neighborhood plan policies for Aurora-Licton,
Broadview — Bitter Lake — Haller Lake, and to Master Plans for North Seattle Community
Co]lege and Northwest Hospital — js contmm:d in the CTIP Draft BIS (Seattle Daparhnent of
Transportation, 2006}, -

| (::ry of Seafttle Comprehens:ve Plan

Summary: The City of Scattle’s Comprehensive Plan — Towardy a Sustamable Seatt!e containg
goals and policies designed to guide growth within the City for the next 20 years. The '
Comprehensive Plim is comprised of eleven elements and is based upor a development pattern
called the “urban village strategy.” This strategy directs most of the City”s new housthold anid

- employment growth to 2024 (approximately 58 percent of residential growth and 73 percent of
employment growth) into designated urban centers. The Comprehemrve Plan designates six
urban centers, one of which is Northgate. The rezone study area encompasses a portion of the
Northgate Urban Center. Major goals and policies related to urban centers, land use and the
Northpate neighborhood are summarized below.

. Urban Village Efement

* Goal UVG4 —~ Promote deusities, mix of uses, and transportation improvements, that support
walking and use of public transpdrtation, especially within urban centers and urban villages.

Policy UVI — Promote the growth of urban villages as compact mmed—use neighborhoods in -
order to support walking and transit use; and to provide services and employment close to
residences. ‘ -

Goal UVG6 — Accommodate planned levels of househoid and employment growth.
Depending on the characteristics of each area, establish concentrations of employment and
housing at varying densities and with varying mixes of uses,

Goal UVGS — Accomodate the City’s existing and futare housing nceds through
maintenance of existing residential neighborhoods and the creation of new residentjal
neighborhoods...
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. CGoal UVGYUse] limited Jand resources mors efficiently and pursue a development pattern
- . that is more economically sound, by encouraging infill developmenton vacantand
underufilized sites, particutarly within urban villages. T

Goal UVG10—Maximize the benefit of public investment in jnfrastructure and serviées, and
deliver those services more equitably, by focusing new infrastructure and services, as well as

maintenance and improvements to existing infrastructure and services, in areas expected to

see additional growth, and by focusing growth in areas with sufficient infrastructure and |
services to sﬁppprt’-tpat growith, : o ' '

&

U¥G11 — Collaborate with the comintmity in planning for the future. .

UVG16 - Provide parks and open spaces tﬁat are accessible to urban villages to enhancethe :

- vabilify of urban villages, tc help shape the overall development pattern, and to enrich the
character of each village. ~ ' C 2

UVG17 —Guide public and private activities to achieve the fanction, character, amount of
growth, intensity of activify, arid scale of development of each urban villige consistent with
its-urban village designation and adopted neighborhood plan. :

. UVG35— Achieve growth in urban centers. . that is consistent with the 20-year residential
| . and employment growth targets... ' _ s

UFG36 — Achieve development within vrban villages at a pace appropriate to current |
‘ conditions in the area. .

- r_‘&m‘
i
el

l Policy UVG40 ~ Use 20-year growth targets for urban villages as a tool for planning for the
_ - growth that may copur. Use these targets asa guide for City plans for development and -

] infrastructure provision. Recognize that the growth farget§ do not represent the maximum

i amount of growth that could occur in 2 village...

Discussion:

All of the rezone alternatives are intended to allow a modest increase in density within the rezone
ared, to encourage a broader mix of uses on selected parcels, and to help focus a greater amount
of Northgate’s prowth within the commercial core of the Urban Center. Accommodating growth
in this Jocation and in this manner would be consistent with the City’s Urban Village strategy.
Higher densities would be focnsed in a relatively compact area that is adjacent to.existing and
planned regional transit facilities, and within walking distance of a wide range of retail and
community services. (UVG4, UV1)

With or without rezoning, the Urban Center has sufficient zoned development capacity to
accommodate Nosthgate’s population and employment targets. Rezoning, in conjunction with
the City’s adopted incentive zoning program, is intended to stimulate the production of housing —
which is Jagging behind growth in jobs within the Urban Center {(UVG6, UVGB). As indicated
in Table 2-3, Alternative 3 would provide the greatest potential for additional residential units
among the rezone alternatives. '
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The rezorie is-also intended to stimblate redevelopment of underuljlized parcels adjacent o -
Nortligate Way ~ including seyefal large “opportunity sites” - as a nigans to increase densities
and uise existing Jand resources more efficiently. Focusing growth within this ar¢a along
Northgate Way within the Urban Center would lso use existing Jafrastructure mote efficiently.
‘The Northgate CTIP includes numerous planned hinprovements that are designed to support
Northgate’s plapnied grawth, move people safely and efficiently, reduce drive-along travel, and
piotect residential neighborhoods.” (UVGY, UVG10) Altemative 3 identifies several additional

 regulatory changes and programs that would reduce drive-alorie travel and promote pedestrian

activity.

As noted in the Project Description (B.5), the rezone is based ofi concepts artienlated by 2.
comininity design charrette, one of whicli-was to consider increasing density and height in the
Northgate Way corridor. (UVG11) Alternative 3 was déveloped in response to issues identified
in the Draft EIS and preferences articulated at a community, workshop in November 2008, and
the continued planning efforts of the City staff. '

Construction of Hubbard Homestead Park commenced in Noverbér, 2009 on the former Metro
patk-and-ride lot, located along Northgate Way between 3" and 5° Avenues. This parcel is
strategically Jocated within the commercial coré of the Noxthgate Urban Center. The EIS
evaluates potential impacts to park use of this site in connection with land use changes and*
possible shadows (UVGI6). ' -

The Urban Center Rezone is intended to guide a portion of Northgate’s future growth to the
Northgate Way corridor. This refotusing of growih would increase the intensity of activity and
scale of development, and would broaden the mix of uses within the study area, The EIS
explores alternatives for accomplishing those objectives consistent with City policy. (UVG17)

Based on real estate matket information that was used to belp inform the rezone alternatives, and
based on evaluation of properties considered likely to develop in the-study area over time,
growth within Northgate. as a result of rezoning, whether by legislative action or individual
contract rezones, is anticipated to remain within the current 20-year growth targets (UVG35).
Refer to Final EIS Tables 2-2 and 2-3 for applicable growth targets and estimates, respectively.

'As discussed in the LIS, hm;vcver, it is also possible that the stimulus provided by the rezone

could attract a greater than anticipated amount of growth, or accelerate the rate of growth
(UVG36). It is assumed that the City would identify this sitvation, if it occurred, through its
ongoing monitoring of city-wide growth. In general, the Comprehensive Plan’s growth targets

are intended to be used as guides and do not establish Jimits. (L/VG40) If a significant

discrepancy betiween adopted growth targets and the rate or amount of growth did oceur, the City
could amend the Comprehensive Plan to adjust Northgate’s targets, and propose necessary
changes to capital facility plans. '

Land Use Elsment

LU3 - Establish rezone gvaluation criteria and procedures to guide decisions about zones that
will provide the best matéh for the characteristics of an area and will most clearly further
City poals. ‘
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LUS - 1, Consider, through neighborhood planning processes, recommcndations for the
revision,of zoning to better reflect community preférences for the developutent of an
aren, provided that consistency between the zoning and this Plan is maintained.

" Consider pelevant goals and policies in adopjed neighborhood plans when eviliating
arezose proposal. ;

. 2, Seek opporiunities to incorporate incentive programs for development of housing
affordable to lower-income households into legislative rezones or changes in
development regulations that increase development potential. C

J 3, Consider development regulations that condition higher-density development on
the provision of public bénefits when such public benefits will help mitigete impacts -
of develppment afiributable to ingredsed development potential.

L7100 —Use a range of high-density multi-family zones in desirable pedestrian-oriented
- urban neighborhoods with access to regional transit, a broad range of services and amenities
and access fo employment to:

« Bncourage housing development of a medium fo large scale with heights greater than
those in Lowrise zones; ' :

s Accommodate larger scale stractures while maintaining the livability of these -
" gommunities, including measures which minimize the appearance of bulk;

£,
E
b

s Allow high-density residential development in urban centers...

LUIDS — Designate as mixed-use commercial areas, existing areas that provide locations for
accommodating the employment, service, retail and housing needs of Seattle’s existing and .
future population. Alow for a wide range in the character and function of individual areas

. consistent with the urban village strategy.

Discassion:
The EIS rezone alternatives are assessing the potential effects of applying various zones and
increases in intensity to help determine how best to satisfy the City’s adlopted zoning criteria and
accomplish the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. General fezone criteria are set forth in
SMC23.34.008 and include, but are not limited to, the following:
s providing sufficieni capacity in Urban Centers to accommodate adopted growth targets;
» closely matching the locational criteria for the proposed zoning designation;

e examining previous and potential zoning changes in and around the rezoned area;

e minimizing the effect of more intensive zones on Jess intensive zones through gradual
transitions, including heights; ‘
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P . usmg pliysical birffers e.., natural fédtures, fréoways aind artenals, opcn Bpace) to -
' separate dlffsrent s and intensmes of developient; and -

*

» considering physxcal buffers and p!atted lot lines when estabhshmg zonmg bonndanes,
and orienting commercial uses to'face eachi other and awdy ﬁ'om adjacent residential
areas.

Other general rezoning principles which should be considered int;lude:.,
" » . possible negative and positive impacts from rezonmg to' heusing, public services,

environmental resources, pedestrian safety, employment and the character of areas with
architectural or hlstonc value;

» shorp]ina views and access;
» anticipated service capacities of the area (streets, transit, parking and utilities);
s the presence of changed circumstances, which is not reqﬁired for a rezone;

» the presence of critical areas; and

= the purpose and boundaries of any apphcable zonmg overlay dlStl'wt

All of the rezone alternatives except No Action would increase dﬂvelopment capacity on affected
properties within the rezone study area (along the Northgate Way cumdor), that is a stated
objective of the City’s actioh. The increase in capac;ty “for the various alternatives is shown in

i Table 2-3. The relationship of the alternatives to zoning locational criteria is discussed further .

* below. TheEIS discussion of Land Use pattems acknowledges that the rezone could potentially

j ! stimulate addmonal growth through legislative or contract rezones and/or through market forces.

‘ It also discusses compatibility between uses of different intensity; the rezone aItematwcs

't generally incorporate transitions bétween zones of different intensity, Pinal EIS Alfernative 3

: directly addresses transition issues, and would reduce potential impucts to residential properties,
assoctated with the other rezone alternatives. Natural physical buffers and critical areas arg
either not present or not extensive in the study area. Commercial uses would generally be
oriented to Northgate Way and away from lower dcnslty residential uses along the boundary of
the study area. In reference to.other general rezoning principles, the EIS evaluates the potential
impacts of the rezone alternatives to those elements of the environment included in the EIS

sCOpe.

As noted prevzous!y, the proposed rezone study area was developed with the input of the
Northgate Stakeholders Group. Direction from the community design charrette and Stakeholder

. Advice Memo — specifically to focus additional growth along Northgate Way and to consider
building heights up to 125 feet — was used to guide initial rezone alternatives. (LUS) Aliernative
3 is responsive to issues identified in the Draft EIS and at 2 community workshop held in
November, 2008, as well as follow up planning analysis by City staff, All EIS alternatives
asswine implementation of the City’s adopted incentive zoning program in conjunction with
future rezones.
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‘The rezone gltematives include application of high-density multi-Fumily andmixed-uge

commeroial designations. An additional increment of developmeit. would be guided to the
Northgate Way cortidor; overal, Urban Center growth is expected 1o remain within the

Northgate growih targets. Previons ElSs prepared for the Comprehensive Plan, Northgate

" Neighborhood (NACP) and CTIP have not identified deficiencies in infrastructure or service

capacity within the Urban Center.

Northgate Neighborhood Goals and Policles -
Sumgnary: Policies: from the 1993 Northgate Area Comprehensive Plan (NACP) arc-now ;

Jnerporated into the Seattle Comprehensive Plan’s Neighborhood Plan element, The Northgate

policies are designed to transform the Northgate area into a thejving mixed-use center of - -
concentrated development and to support a vibrant community that containg good transit service,
roads, parks, libraries, play fields, retail shops, open spaces, pedestrian facilities, adequate

drainage and several community and humnan services.

ﬁfG—Gﬁ — A place where people live, work, shop, play and go to school — all within walking
distance. 3 ;

NG-G2—-A thriviﬁg, vital, mixed-use center of concentrated development surrounded by
healthy single-family neighborhoods transformed fron an underutilized, auto-oriented
office/retail area. .

Discussionz -

To varying degrecs, the rezone alternatives are all intended to modestly increase the intensity of
development, and the amount of residential-development, véeurring within the Northgste Urban
Center. Thesé changes would promote a greater local balance of population and employment.

Recent City-initiated projects — such as the library, park and community center - have provided
somie important elements of a balanced, self-sufficient community.. Currently, the Northgate

" Way corridor is predominantly fow-rise in scale and auto-oriented in character. A preater

diversity of more intensive land uses would further the goal of creating a vital, mixed-use center.
Rezoning would, overall, assist and continue the desired transformation of the Urban Center.
'(NG-G1, NG-G2) Alternative 3 would create the fargest potential for additional residentia) units
and would help to achieve a relative balance of population and employment.

Land Use & Housing

Goal NG-G3 - The surrounding single-family neighborhoods are buffered from intense

. development in the core, but have ready access to the goods, services, and employment
Jocated in the core via a range of transportation alternatives including walking, bicyeling,
transit, and automobile. k

NG-G4 — The most intense and dense development is concentrated within the core.
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" NG-P1 = Bnéourage development of the coré a8 & major fegional activity cexiter forretail,
commercial; office, multifimily resiﬂpniia!, and eduicational uses with densities siifficient to
support transit. - . : o : R

NG-P2 - Use land use regulation to cause new development to locate close to transit stops -
and provide good pedestrian and bicycle connestions thronghout the area so that intra-area
vehicular trips and locally generated traffic are reduced, =+ o .
NG-P4 — Concentrate employment activity where the infrastructure and transportation system
can best accommodate it. ,

NG-P5 - Promote a mixiure of actii}itit_es inﬂud';ﬁg cbmmex:c_ial»zand xesid‘e.ntial uses in éreas_ -,
that have Neighborhood Commercial and Residential Commercial zoning designations.

NG-P6 - Promote additional multi-family housing opportunities for houséholds of all income
levels to the extent that a compatible scale and intensity of development can be maintained
with. adjacent single family areas..

NG-P7 —Reduce contlicts between activities and promote a compatible refationship between
different scales of developiment by maintaining a transition between zones where :
significantly different intensities of development are allowed:

NG-P8 — Meintain the character and integrity of existing single family areas by majntaining
current single family zoning. : ) Co
Discussion:

The rezone study area is located within the commercial core of the designated Northgate' Urban
Center, with the exception of the parcels along Pinehurst Way NE (in Alternative 1). Rezoning
would encourage more intensive redevelopment of commercial and multi-family uses withina

* portion of the Urban Center core (NG-G4, NG-P1, NG-P5). One objective of the rezone is to

encourage more multi-family housing in the Urban Center, and to provide a beiter balance to )
employment activity, (NG-P6) Alternative 3 would provide more capacity for added housing

and a better balance of uses relative to the other rezone alternatives, The permitted intensity of

development wonld step down on the borders of the study area to provide a transition and buffer
for adjacent singie family neighborhoods. (NG-G3, NG-P7) The transition would be more
pronounced in Alternative 3 compared to the other alternatives. The EIS sectionson Land Use
and Aesthetics discuss potential conflicts and incompatibilities as a result of increasing the
intensity of land use. (NG-P7) None of the rezone alternatives propose any changes to existing
single family zoning, and no significant impacts to adjacent single family neighborhoods is.’
anticipated (NG-P8}

The Urban Center core; including the rezone area, is located within walking distance of existing
and planned transit facilities. The Northgate CTIP includes a balanced program of multi-modal
transportation system improvements which are intended to provide options to and reduce drive-
alone trips. Alternative 3 includes an assumed emphasis on pedestrian travel. This would be
accomplished through regulatory changes and-other programs; these programs could be applied
to any rezone scenario. The transportation analysis in this E1S indicates that CTIP improvements
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oan acoommodate Alternative 2 (ooused Rezone) and Alternative 3 (Urban Design Framework):
without significant reduction in Jovel of service, but Alternative 1 (Broad Rezone) if built out
. would generate significant impacts on some intersections (NG-P4). L

Transportation '
_ NG-G6— An economically viable commercial core with improved-alternative means of
aceess, good vehicular and pedestrian circulation, and an énhanced, interesting environment
. . that attracts customes, Visitors, and employers. ' : oo

NG-G7 - Medium- to high—den'siiy residentiat and employment uscs are concentrated within

& 10-minute walk-of the transit center, reducing the mu_nbe'r and length of vehicle tripsand  ©

* making travel by foot and bicyele more attractive.

NG-P17 — Proiiote pedestrian ¢irculation with an improved street Jeve! environment by
striving to create pedéstrian cornections that are safe, interesting and pleasant.

Discussion:

Alternative 3 would be consistent-with the Comprchensive Plan’s Northgate Transportation
policies. Please refer to the discussion in the CTIP Draft EIS (City of Seattle, 2006). '

Open Space

NG-P15 - Promote a system of open spaces and pedestrian connections, to guide acquisition,
Jocation and development of future open space and to establish priorities for related public
. improvements. ' -

* Discussion:

The City is constructing Hubbard Homestead Park on the former Metro park-and-ride facility
located between 3"? Ave. and 5 Ave., adjacent to Northgate Way. It wili provide a significant
open space in the Urban Center. The CTIP includes séveral capital projects that are intended to
jmprove pedestrian connections within the Urban Center (SDOT, 2006). The City's adopted
incentive zoning program allows a portion of the zoning bonus for projects higher than 85 feetto
be achieved through provision of open space, and this approach is also likely to be implemented
through future rezones in this Northgate rezone sty dy area. (NG-P15) ‘

Financing

NG-P18 - Explore and seek to develop a variety of strategics for financing implementation
of these goals and policies. .

Discussion:

o

As described in Chapter 2, the City has adopted an incentive program that potentially applies to
rezones city-wide, including in this Northgate rezone study aréa. It provides a meansto
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pncoufa‘gc provision of affordable hou.;;ing, open space and other amenities; Which would help

achieve the Comprehiensive Plan’s Northgate goals and policies. " A separate program has defined
a Voluntary Transportation Mitigation Payment Program (VTMPP) for Northpate to help fund
needed transportation‘improvements.: ‘

3.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Devélopinent under Alternative 3 would be consistent with the overall Jand use pattern -
encoraged for the Urban Center by the policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Although the
degree of change could be substantial in some sulvareas, no significant adverse impacls to land °
use have been jdentified; therefore,no mitigation measures are required. The Seattle Municipal
Code includes measures that would provide potential mitigation for some noise ahd odor
impaots, both during construction and operation of development. Noise and odor impacis
resulting from conflicting land uses — such as residential uses Jocated in close proximity to
commercial activities - would be further contrclled through environmental review of individual.
projects, by examining specific uses, locations, project designs, and other fagtors that ae béyond
the sdope of this analysis. o o ‘ .

3.1.4  Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts .

Anticipafed land use impacts would be largely mitigated by land use regulations, and no
significant incompatibilities between uses are expected. Similarly, no inconsistencies with
adopted policies have been identified. Therefore, no significant unavoidable land use impacts
‘are anticipated under Alternative 3.

L3

3.2 Housing

Alternative 3 has the largest potential increase in housing among the EIS alternatives - 4,189
new housing units overall, and 1,827 units more than No Action. The increase would be only
incrementally greater (125 more units) than Allemnative 1A, and would affect the same existing
housing as Altemative 1A. Therefore, impacts on housing would be generally the same as those
described for Alternative 1A in the Draft EIS. Please see the Drail EIS for discussion of those
impacts and mitigation measures. :

3.3 Aesthetics

The elements of the visval environment considered in this analysis include:
s Overall visval character
e Streetscape character
» Protected scenic views

s Light and glare

4
*
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s Bulkand _scalé of buildings
. Tfansitjbn.iﬁ- scale between different zones
«  Shade and shadows-

The first four of these are considered together for the study area as'a whiole. ‘The'height, bulk,
and scale of bpildings allowed and the scale transitions betwéen zones are aoalyzed by subarea.
Finally, shade and shadow impacts are discussed by subarea, with specific attention to potential
effects on Elubbard Homestead Park. ' N -

331 Impacts -
Overall visual q{:afacter .

During the construction period associated with any new development or redevelopment, there
would be temporary impacts to the visual environment, including thé presence of construction
equipment within the study area, stockpiled materials at the sites, and worker vehicles. Rezoning
or the incentive for iridividual contract rezones could have the effect of speeding up the rate of
redevelopment in the study ares, resulting in construction impiacts thiat are concentrated in a
shorter period of time as well as closer together. These short term impacts ate not expected to be.
significant, but would be further evaluated in detail as part of environmental review for each -
project. o . '

Incremental redevelopment of the study area is ongoing and is expecied to be accelerated by any
of the rezone alternatives, with most new projects taking advantage of the maximum size of
building allowed by the Land Use Code. Alternative 3 would allow taller buildings relative to
the other alternatives and could create a somewhat. greater incentive for devélopment. This
wonld result in greater bulk and scale of buildings, and decreases in the amount of open Space,
landscaped area, and area dedicated to surface parking. As redevelopment occurs over time,
small buildings and parking areas would be replaced with larger buildings, which could affect.
the transition in scale from higher intensity zones to adjacent low intensity zones, such as
between multifamily zones and single family zones. As a result of redevelopment, existing
lawns and parking areas would be largely replaced by multistory structures, and streets would be
folly developed with sidewalks, streetlights, and street trees. Overall, the study area would
evolve from its existing Jargely suburban character to a more urban character.

Among the alternatives considered in the EIS, Alternative 3 could produce the tallest structures.
However, it would not include upzoning of lower density land on the perimeter of the study area,
s0 the immediate transitions to the single family zones would remain largely the same as under
the No Action Alternative. The greatest difference under Alternative 3 would be-seen along NE
Northgate Way, where buildings could be up to 100 feet taller than currently allowed in the area

closest to the east side of I-5. The transition in building heights from the single-family and

Lowrise zones to the zones allowing the tallest buildings would still include incremental steps in
allowable height. However, contrasts in height would be more pronounced under the Alternative
3 since the tallest height limit would be 160 feet, as shown in Figure 3-1.
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Northgate Urban Center Rezone Final EIS

.

Streetscape character

For #] alternatives évaluaiéd in thé EIS, uiany new streetscapes would includé storeffont . :
windows; lighted signage, street tices, limited landscaping along sidewatks and around buildings,
and more pedestrian-oriented amenities along streets. Alternative 3 also encourages pedestrian
pathways that would break up the large blocks of the area and would create additional storefront
opportunities in some developments: The concentrated and more intensive development

proposed under Alternative 3, along with implemeitation programs designed to.provide -
streetscape improvements and amenities, coizld result in the highest lovel of strect Tovel -
pedestrian activity. : '

Protected Scém’c Views

As described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, there are no protected scenic views that would be
adversely affected by Alternative 3 or any of the alternatives. The only protected view available
from the study area.is of Mount Rainier from the southbound lanes 6£1-5. Due to topography,
-that view would not be blocked by any structures within the study area.

Light and Glare

Under any ofthe altematives in the EIS, including Alternative 3, development of new buildings
could contribute new sources of light and glare. Light sovrces would include night lighting,
storefront lighting, and interior building lights visible through windows at night, and vehicle
headlights. Although these light sources would increase, none of these sources is expected to
cause significant adverse impacts bécause the study aréa.already has many of these types of
lights and future project design review processes could set Jimits on light/glare innew

: development. In some cases, replacing a lighted parking lot with a building may decrease the

f ' level of glare from exterior lighting. . :
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. Norihigate Urbah Center Rezone Findl EIS

Subarea € Subarea C is lotated'to the north of NE Northgate Way between 3rd Avenus NE to
the west and Sth Avenue NE to the east. The approximately 3-acre Hubbard Homestead Park is
being developed on the north side of NE 112th Street within the central portion of the subayea:
The zoning changes proposed.under Alfernative 3 would increase the allowsble building heights
and density otily for the properties immeliafely to the north of thie'pirk.” Uider' Altetriative 3
201ing, the patk wdnld-have neighboring structures with potential heights o up to 85 feet to the
east and fibrth. “The 63-Foot stritcture on the south side of the park is relatively new and is
approximately the maximum height allowed by its NC3-65 zone, It is considered unlikely to
redevelop in tlie 20- 16 '25-year tite frame considered for this analysis. Utider Altérnative 3,
Hew stiictures to the west of fhe park could rise as high as 123 feet, but thiésé new buildings
would only marginally increase the minor shading impacts on the proposed park compared to the

Broad Rezorie Altemative. -

The site immediately north of the'park is not separated from neighboring parcels by aroad, as it
& on all other sides. ‘In this arca, the zoning would change from L-4, which allows for building
heights tp 1o 37 feet, typically for townhouse and apartment building vses, to MR-85, The
northernmost section of Subarea C would retain its current L-3 Zoning designation and provide a
. scaled transition between the MR-85 zone to the south and the SF-7200 zone to the north of
Subarea C, : ' : :

Subarea D, The Jargest of the siubarcas, Subarea D is bisected by NE Northgate Way and
extends ffom Sth Avenue NE to 12th Avenue NE. Most of the aréa’s currently zoned for
neighborhood commercial uses with allowable building heights ranging from 40 feet (NC3-40) '
to 85 feet (NC3:85). The area also includes some Lowrise zoned properties. Zoning changes
allowed undér Alternative 3 would permit increases in building heights (maximum of 125 fect)
and density along the NE Northgate Way corridor and-across the majdrity of the subarea.

; . ' v . + .

The most substantial change in building height would occur in the eentral and southwestern
portions of the subarea where the proposed zoning would be NC3-85 and NC3-125. These
zoning changes woulit aliow height limits in these arcas to increase by 45 fest to 85 feet
compared o existing zoning. This change would have the greatest impact along the north
central, south central, and eastern sections of Subarea D, where significantly faller buildings
would abut L-3 and NC3-40 zones. Where the NC3-125 zones abut L-3 zones, the difference in
building height could be as great as 95 feet. South of NE Northgate Way, this pronounced
change in scalé would occur where 8™ Avenue NE scparates the two zones, but the width of the -
* street would help ameliorate the coptrast in heights. North of Northgate Way, the properties with
this pronounced zone height difference abut'one another and therefore the impacts would be
potentially greater. The L-3 and NC-40 zones retained within the subarea would provide a
transition in scale between the tallest buildings allowed under Alternative 3 and the nearby single
family residential zones.

The north edge of Subarea D along NE 113th Street is currently zoned L-1, allowing 235-foot
building heights typically as townhouse type development, could be rezoned to L-2, which also
allows 25-foot building heights. It is not anticipated that this change would have any significant
impacts on the single family zone (SF-7200) on the north side of NE 113th Street, but would
allow for slightly denser townhouse development on these lots.
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Subarea €. Under Alternative 3, the only change {)mposed ifi‘Subiaréa C is for the arch
jmmediately north of the proposed park which could be rezoned from L4 to MR-85. ‘This

represents an increase in allowable height-from 37 feet to 83 feet; an inbreaseof 48 feet, In- -
tertis of shiadows; this Would create the-greatestimipact duiring the shortér winter days on il

properties imiediately neighboring any buildings built to the ﬁ‘S-foot'max‘ixﬁuni‘. _

Alttiough the parcels zoned single-family (SF-7200) 0 the north and northeast of the proposed -
MR-85 zone could be impacted by shadows, they dre adjacent to the site driveway for The Court
at Northgate condominium complex, which is not-considered likely to be redeveloped due to the'
size and condition of the building. It is more likely that the rezone would result in & new
building and/of an addition to the existing Courtat Northgate ‘building on its south or southwest
side, nearest the park, which potentially conld cast shadows on the 1.-3 zoned properties to the
north, - ' SRCE : ' .

-Snbareéu_ D. Subarea D would see height limit increases rax;giﬁg from ﬁs‘to 85 feet with the

heights of the tallest buildings reaching 125 feet. The proposed NE3-125 zones within Subarca
D area that are Jocated south of NE Nosthgate Way would cast shadows on the streetand on
other simildr scale buildings to the north and would not cause significant impacts. The NC3-125
zohe north of NE Northgate Way would abut an L-3 zone and an' NC3-65 zone an the north, and
the MR-85 zone would also abut an L-3 zone. Shadow impacts on the L-3 zonecould be
significant if the massing of a §5-foot or 125-foot tall stmeture were located immediately to the
south. ‘This impact could be minimized through the Desigd Review pracess by prioritizing
preservation of solar access for adjecent properties. In Subarea B; 1o shadow impacts to single
family zones ate anticipated. - o e -

Subarea E. Alternative 3 does not include changes in zoning to Subarea E, and therefore no
changes in shadow impacts would result.

3.3.2 WNitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were described in the Draft EIS, and would be applicable to
impacts generated under any alternative, including Alternative 3 impacis as discussed above.
Potential mitigation for long term aesthetic impacts would be addressed through the SEPA and
Design Review processes for individual projects. Measures to address site-specific impacts
could include:

» provision of additional setbacks;

»  limiting the height of a portion of a building to improve the transition between zones;

«  uging materials and landscaping to soften abrupt transitions in the character of
development, such as when a commercial building abuts a Jower density residential
zone; and ..

= providing urban streetscape amenities to create a unified character of development
among varied uses.

The Draft Northgate Open Space and Pedestrian Connections Plan suggests a number of
streetscape improvements that would help to ensure a pleasant walking environment and balance
safety and aesthetic considerations. Encouraging mid-block open space and circulation routes to
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" Advice #11

" Date:, November 24, 2009 C

To: . Mayor Greg Nickels and Members of the Seatfle City Conncit

From: Ron LaFayette, Chair, on Behalf of the Northgate Stakeholders Group

Subject: STAKEHOLDERS ADVICE #11 CONCERNING THE PROPOSED -

NORTHGATE WAY REZONE & URBAN DESIGN STRATEGY

'The Northgate Stakeholders Gronp was created by City Council Resolution 30642 1o,
among other things; provide advice to the City on the City’s plarining effforts to éncourage
growth and development in Northgate. In that role, the Stakeholders Group has taken great
interest in the City’s efforts in the area along and around Northgate Way beginning with a

 *planining workshop in December 2006, A subcormittee of Stakeholders recently worked

together with City staff to shape detailed elements of the City’s Northgate rezone and urbdn
design strategy which is the subject of this Memorandum. =~ . o

The Stakcholders have also been involved in the planning and design of Hubbard
Homestead Park at NE 112% street, a 3.7 acre new park which is currently under construction.
This significant public investment provides a rare opportunity to coordinate public and private
development opportunitics, which are a key step in-the continued revitalization of the Northgate
Urban Center. Tn order to move this work forward, Stakcholders also believe it is essential to
work with the.City to advance the principles outlined by the Stakcholders in previous
recommendations. :

Transportation investment it this redeveloping area continues to be of the highest ‘
pricrity. In Advice #9 (July 6, 2006), Stakeholders commented on ¢ritical issues related to the
implementation of the CTIP, which creates & blueprint for large-scale additional transportation
investments throughout the Northgale area. Central among these issues is the importance of
continued progress and City funding to implement all priority CTIP investments. In Advice #10
(April 26, 2007), Stakcholders noted that increasing density in the urban center is a critical element
in achieving Northgate revitalization and endorsed the City’s plan to study and propose changes in
zoning to accommedate more density. In doing so, the Stakeholders reiterated that the CTIP
investments are “nothing less than essential in managing the Increascd density of the area.”

The Northgate Stakehoiders Group believes that incréasing density in the urban
center is a critical element in achieving Nerthgate revitalization and that the character of
that new development, particularly the pedestrian environment, and continued progress on
transportation improvements prioritized in the CTIP arve equally critical, Therefore, the
Northgate Stakeholders Group endorses the following elements of a rezone and urban
design strategy for the North Core Area of the Northgate Urban Cenfer, The City of
Seattle should implement all of the following as a single coordinated strategy. You will note
that we have included two alternatives for #7 as the group was split on this clement of the
strategy: '
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; Compre?lbensn;e Plan Anmendment for Northgate ~ add a néw polidyfo the N’onhgaté

Neighborhood Plan element of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to “Support future potennal

_ rezones to higher intensity designations in the North Core snbarea, In consndermg such |
‘fezones, pay particuler sttention to the developnieiit of din environtient that creafes & network

of pedestrian connections and that encourages pedéstrian actwity, among other -

‘considerations associated with a rezone review.”
. Rezone Alternative — The Rezone Environmental Impacis Statement studied a “No Action”

alternative and three alternatives for zoning classiﬁcat_ions within the North Core subrea of
the Northgate Urban Center. Alternative 3 in the Final Rezone EIS provides for acceptable
heights and zoning classifications and provides for adequate transitions to less intensive

residential zones on the edgés of and cutside the North Core subarea (see-dttached

Alternative 3 zoning map), The Stakeholders endorse thisasa set of maximum heights and
zoning classifications for the North Core subarea.

. Revised Northgate Dmgn Guidelines — adopt revised Nurthgate Urban Center and Overlay

District Design Guidelines that provide design guidance on important nefghborhood
characteristics such as strectscapes; landscaped, publicly accessible interior bloek pedestrian .
conneétions; and building and property edges where new development abuts public park
land. These new design guidelines will help developers and the community to implement

important elements of the Nérthgate Plan as they relate to particular development sites.
. Sireeftscape Plans —~ adopt streetscape concept plans consistent with those presented to the

Stakeholders on 11/23/2009 into the City's Right of Way: Improvement Manual forthe
desngnated 3™ Ave NE Green Street from NE Northgate Way to NE 115" Stand fora
proposed 8™ Ave NE Green Street from NE 105 St to approximately NE 113% St, These

‘ streetscape plans, if implemented at the time of riew development, will help ¢reate an .

environment that encourages pedestrian activity and hielps achieve the goal of creating an
alternative to single occupancy vehicle trips w:ﬁun the community. We would note,
however, that Green Street i 1mprovc:mcms on 3™ Ave NE should not worsen traffic probtams
between NE Northgate Way and NE 112" 8, These problems deserve the City’s attention in
their own right, including addressing them through intersection improvemems in CTI?
projects E4 and EA.

- Voluntary Traffic Mitigation Payment Program — adopt a Voluntary Traffic Mitigation

Payment Program apphcahle within Northgate to'broaden the available opt:ons‘to address
transportdtion impacts in Northgate, improve the efﬁcnency of mitigation options in Northgate, and
prioritize implementation of projects identified in the CTIP.- We applaud this voluntary Program as a
way to help generate funds for the Jmp] ementation of CTIP projects. We encuurage the City to zet the
fees at an amount that is reasonable in that it provides some revenués but at the same tinie
incentivizes developers to use it. In addition, the City will need to secure resources to implement
CTIP projects and to pay for the portion of CTIP projects 1.hat are not the resuit of traffic impacts of
new development impacts.

. Bonus Program — if Incentive Zoning is applied to the North Core subarea, create a bonus
-program that allows developers to achieve bonus development through the provision of 1)

landscaped, publicly accessible interior block pedestrian connections; 2) additional open
space; 3) green street sethacks; and/or 4) affordable housing, In addition, the base height in a
65 foot zone should be increased to 70 feet - the maximum for wood fraime under the fire
code. MR zoning on the Mullally site should be increased to NC3-65 without applying
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incentive zomng under the fire code lmnts. Incentwe Zoning could be applied over these
heights if the Council decxdes to do so.

7. Leg:slahve Rezone, Supported by 12 (71%) of Stakeholders in Attendance’:

" Legislatively rezone the North Core subarea tonsistent with Rezone Altemative 3 studled in
the FEIS, while accepting elements #1-6 as complementary strategies. Future projects will
be reviewed for conformance with revised Northgate Design Guidelines and streetscape |
plans adopted in the Right of Way-Impravement Manual and will be subject to incentive
zoning or othier mieans of achieving bonus development. While'some of the Stakeholders
would rather the City provide the potential for additional growth in the Notth Core subarea
by encouraging individval Contract Rezones, we support a Logislative Rezone to provide a
stronger incentive for redevelopment by reducing cost, risk and uncertainty for property

) ownerfdevelepers In supperting the Legislative Rezone, we assume the City will also
require incentive zoning or other means of achieving bonus development for any height and
density bonus prowded by the rezone. However, the City should be cautious in its
implementation of incentive zoning, recopnizing that higher fees require development of less
affordable residences, all things being equal.

7. Contract Rezones - Minority Position for item #7 above. Supported by 5 (29%) of
- Stakeholders in attendance”: Encourage and support Contract Rezones in the North Core
subatea that are consistent with the elements of this strategy outlined in #'s 1-6 above,

Recognizing that Contract Rezones can add time, cost and uncertainty to the Jand use process

we urge the City to expedite the land use process for Contract Rezone proposals that are

consistent with the elements of this strategy. While some of the Stakeholders would rather
* the City provide the potential for additional growth in the North Core subarea threugh a

Legislative Rezone, a majority support a'smooth coniract rezone process that:

o . Allows individual developer/property owners to select.the zoning designations that best
apply to their development program within the zoriing envelope studied in the Final
Environmental Impact Statemerit;

» Allows the City to budget for its share of CTIP improveiments as individual development
proposals are made so that transportation infrastructure is improved in a timely manner .
‘that is coordinated with the needs generated by additional development; and

» Requires develapers to demonstrate how their development proposals respond io
important characteristics desired for the Northgate Urban Center described | in the
elements of the urban design strategy outlined in #°s 1-6 above.

8, New EIS: We request a more broad EIS that encompasses the entire Northgate Urban
Center. Light rail will be open at the end of the next development cycle, so the time has
come for us to take a comprehensive look at Northpate and decide how land use policies -
should be changed to best take advantage of the multi-billion doliar investment we have,
made in light rail. .

! Legistative Rezone supported by: Jerry Owens, Licton Springs Community Council rep; Velva Maye, Haller
Lake Community Council rep; John Lombard, Thomton Creck Alliance rep; Kevin Wallace, owner of 3 acres or
more rep; Colleen Mills, Multi-family developer rep; Shawn Olsen, At-large member; Marilyn Firloite, Al-large
member; Ront LaFayetie, North Seattle Community College rep, Bruce Kieser, Nonh Seattle Cemmumty Council
alt; Tony Nastansky, Business outside the mali rep, Sandra Morgan, Senior Housing alt,

* Comtract Rezone supported by: David Miller, Maple Leaf Community Council rep; Sue Geving, Haller lake
Community Council alt; Loma Mrachek, Pinehutst Community Council rep; Rence Staton, Pinehurst Communrity
Council alt; Jan Brucker, Thornton Cregk Legal Defense Fund alt,
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Urban Center / Village Residential Growth Report

Through 3rd Quarter
Finaled Permits {Net New Units Built by Year Finaled) Progress Toward Targets
Growth i . Growth: Target % of Y% of
Urban Center / Village 95 95 97 98 99 00 01 D02 03 04 1995 ©5 08 07 08 ©09 10 11 12 13 1M4 2005 2005- Target Permit Targetws
2004 9114 2014 2024  Met Issued® permitted
Belltown 75 1 1 87" 502 572 636 4920 292 13! 3,097 116 441 -t 387 509 34 2 8% 415 594 2,869 ¢ 4,700 61% 1,599 5%
Derny Trizngle . =31 20 -1 366 65 55 474 50 3 522 587 323 49 654 2,192, : 3,600 73% 1,174 1i2%
Commnercial Core . . 3 & 447 136 301 45 -1 63 uZ 1,032 1117 0 119 142 i3 3 208 -1 622 300 207% -1 207%
Pionser Square -1 1 15 6 10 20 93 144 112 130 1 26 269 . 1,000 27% 558 83%
Chinatown-International District 30 80 172 25 269 76 57 709 186 1 1 121 1 -1 27 ’ 336 : 1,000 34% 131 47%
Downtown Urban Center 78 18 543 441 511 918 1316 1,060 357 214 5456 277 749 652 508 1,638 541 3 -37 L3064 393 6,288 10,008 §3% 3461 97%
Capitol Hill 41 84 &2 14 43 i 111 28 32 74 307 88 170 62 149 17 401 12 302 137 157 1495 , 1,600 150% 538 202%
Pike/Pine 46 -6 25 56 75 25 209 160 1 34]) 223 33 21 143 179 28 264 179 519 1,391 500 265% 1,648 540%
First HEl1 93 84 5 206 T 4340 -21 3G -57 64 313 2 48 229 1 <122 £05 ! 1,200 wa_e\u 275 5%
12th Avenue 57 2 45 36 253 168 1I% 1356 2 -1 837 & &9 S. 11 104 255 21 <16 475 7oL 68% 175 93%
Mm_.m” Hifl/Capitol Hill Urtan 237 86 82 19 371 247 430 393 201 74 2,305 67 451 127 239 484 682 -5 1,050 336 538 3,966 3,500 113% 2,626 188%
enter :
Ravenna 3 21 ils 2 146 285 <78 127 1 3 153 . ; 430 34% 5 35%
University Carapus =12 -6 -1 -4 23 -1 249 [ 2 255 g WA 24 NFA
University District Northwest 2 38 152 4 184 45 G 96 18 5 353 135 18 139 141 229 3 ] ~31 335 148 1,i81 2,000 59% 935 106%
University Community -10 39 167 4 299 46 9 9% 160 5 1E 135 18 139 6L 456 -3 319 .wh 337 15F 1,390 m 2,456 5% 964 104%
Urban Center : :
Northgate 32 15 106 6 28 12 17 170 5 2 -1 P 6% & 3 2 8 15 762 { 2,500 30% 272 A%
South Lake Union ] -56 40 &9 3 3P -5 70 162 602 151 614 97 738 89 88¢9 501 3,076 8,000 38% o2 50%
Uptown 23 18 o] 2 62 235 192 . 157 133 11 4993 § 212 94 173 320 46 207 Ho.m 483 313 1981 1,000 196% 649 26i%

* Permit isstied, final inspection net complated, may be under construction, pre-
construction, or complete awaiting final inspection.

Friday, Ostober 03, 2014
Source: PPD Permit Data Warehouse Building Construction Permits . Page 1of 3




Finaled Permits (Net New Units Built by Year Finaled) : Progress Toward Targets

Growth Growth: Target % of . % of
Urban Center / Village 95 96 97 98 99 00 07T 02 03 04 1995- 05 06 07 08 09 10 41 12 13 4/14- 2005~  2005- Target Permit Targetws
2004 9/14 2014 2024  Met Issued® permitted
Batlard ) 25 64 14 13 63 20 223 23 39 19 680 33 86 70 602 294 298 18 81 572 415 2471 1,060 247% 1,105 I58%
Bitter Lake Village 3 183 7 4 1 3 5 2 208 4 4 4350 35 26 473 .3 177 1,174 : 300 147% 1 147%
Fremont 9 15 14 i6 28 5 55 22 g 27 189 146 15 4 61 42 25 19 164 50 =7 519 508 104% 397 183%
Lzke City 16 2 44 3 44 105 244 79 63 500 35 28 16 228 86 14 91 -4 11 2 523 N 900 38% 159 80%
M, Baker . 10 1 33 43 5 12 1¢ 6 11 215 344 183 1 22 35 19 13 72 -3 12 132 510 , 00 57% 7 65%

West Seattle Junctien 4 22 27 75 76 4 1 12 117 41 329 48 20 73 13 172 6 198 33 68 136 787 ! 700 112% 1,678 266%

23rd & Union-Jackson 200 42 40 33 3% 97 97 173 33 198 772 10 4% 63 198 305 121 57 9 96 LIS7 ¢ 656 175% 24 209%
Admiral L6 5 3 18 8% 27 68 2 214 w7 4 16 7% w0s © 200 53% 1 54%
Aurors-Licton Springs 312 6 57 61 35 18 48 33 45 393 88 42 94 0S4 133 12 37 i3 90 27 580 500 118% 36 125%
Columbia City 3 6 2z 7 % 12 13 2 0 28 74195 3% 63 119 8O- 107 53 309 49 37 1046 $00 151% 361 176%
Crown Hill § w10 0 1 4 1 -2 43 18 12 o 1 3 Post 9 86 150 4% 55 56%
Eastlake 77 14 64 18 75 3 35 12 4 11 33 34 17 -4 & 55 206 11 14 12 28 59 250 216% 51 1%
Green Lake t ¢ o 1 M4 1 5 s 1 17 2 7 5§ 3 1§ 11 s 1 200 7 297 608 250 245% s 261%
Gireenwoad-Phinney Ridge o 4 33 030 3 W -1 181 27 M6 0 a1 773 101 1 -1 6 18 400 47% 23 52%
Othello 201 5 8 215 & $2 29 16 195 772 42 & S8 55 50 13 385 7 - 17 s 1% s 139%
Madison-Miller 6 3 1 8 2 41 36 3 I55 64 460 259 3 N 13 16 11 11 150 164 25 691 500 138% . 106 159%
Morgan Junction 1o1g 5 0z v 1 12 & 2 % 8 2 14 46 T 3 11 3001 a2 1| 20 64% 51 90%
North Beacon Hill 10 s 1 4 1 13 3 18 3 & 2 8 13 27 15 9 30 9 8. 40 1% 3 3%
Upper Queen Anne 2 38 W0 7 - 7 14 -1 82 4 6 -5 27 64 57 100 188 200 94% 08 148%
Rainier Beach -6z 4t 14 ¢ 1 8 4 % 5 8 . 20 6 3 1 22 1 16 e 3% 35 9%

* Permit issued, final inspection not completed, may be under construction, pre- ,
construction, or complete awaiting final inspection. .

Friday, October 03, 2014
Source: BPD Permit Data Warshouse Buliding Construction Permits ‘ Page2of 3




Finaled Permits (Net New Units Built by Year Finaled) Progress Toward Targets

Growth Growth: Target % of % of
Urban Center / Village 95 9 97 98 99 00 07 02 03 04 1995- 05 .06 O7 08 09 10 11 12 13 1/14- 2005-. 2005- Target PEMil Targetw
2004 9114 2014 | 2024  Met Issued” permitted
Roogsevelt 1 1 o 52 2 Q 5 3 64 [ 0 30 2 2 1 5 -1 24 111 330 150 132% 446 310%
South Park [ 13 -1 6 15 6 16 12 9 i6 8 14 17 6 11 20 25 o7 3 103 250 41% 7 44%
Wallingford 11 46 1198 20 47 18 12 55 «i 407 4 4 49 56 47 3 7 5 121 0 406 400 102% 157 141%

16 34 3 16 26 8 i 4 0 175 4 44% -15 40%
6%

Westwood-Highland Park 8 22 9 7 56 -50 48 17 27

Centers
Total Inside Villages 594 625 1,391 1471 1,991
Total Quiside Villages 576 498 592 621 708 1,119 480 711 763 770 6,838 1,001 860 812 1,061 1,090 843 638 508 16 1233 P‘:mm 7570 122% 1,508 143%

2281 3336 2,550 1797 1441 17517 2117 2,021 2,837 2,891 5903 2751 1497 2,167 5118 3454 30797 + 32430 T8% 13,582 113%

GRAND TOTAL 1,170 1,123 1,983 2,092 Z,699 3408 3816 3301 2,560 2211 24355 3,118 2,881 3,649 3952 6,993 3,634 2,136 2,675 6,283 4,689 40010 | 47,000 85% 15,190 | § e

* Permit issued, final inspection not completed, may be under construction, pre-
construction, or complete awaiting final inspection. 3

Friday, October 08, 2014
Page 3 of 3

Source: DPD Permit Data Warehouse Building Construction Permits
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Summary

As part of the update to the Comprehensive Plan {Seattle 2035), DPD estimates development capacity
on a citywide basis, by zoning category, and within urban centers, villages and manufacturing/
industrial centers {MICs). Seattle's development capacity analysis does not predict market demand,
or how much or how quickly development will occur in coming years. The analysisonly evaluates
the supply that could eventually be produced, Based on current zoning, DPD estimates that the city
has development capacity to add abaut 224,000 housing units and 232,000 jobs, a sufficient amount
to accommodate the 70,000 households and 115,000 Jobs the Countywide Planning Policies assign
to Seattle for the next 20 years. About 77% of the housing capacity and 78% of the jobs capacity are
within an urban center, hub urban village or residential urban village. An additional 16% of the jobs
capacity is within manufacturing and industrial centers, The Downtown Urban.Center has the most
development capacity for growth- over 33,000 housing units and 52,000 jobs.

Seattle Has Adequate Capacity to Grow
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Background

State and regional agencles estimate that Seattle will add 70,000 housing units (120,000 people) and
115,000 jobs between now and 2035 - an increase of 20% population and 23% in jobs. In response,
the City is updating Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan (Plan) to shape that growth in a way that builds on
our strengths and character as a city, The Plan is a 20-year vision and roadmap for Seattle’s future to
guide important City decisions and investments, Enacted by the state legislature in 1990, the state
Growth Management Act {GMA) requires the City to have a comprehensive plan and to review that
plan on a regular schedule. The City uses a variety of data to study trends and evaluate policies fo
plan for future growth as part of the update process. Development capacity is one such analysis.

What is Development Capacity?

Development capacity, also referred to as zoned
development capacity or zoned capacity, is an
estimate of how much new development could

occur theoretically over an unlimited time period.

It represents the difference between the amount of
development on the land today and the likely amount
that could be built under current zoning. Because
the city has many different zones, there are specific
assumptions for each zone. Residential development
capacity is expressed in number of units and non-
residential development capacity is expressed as
number of jobs.

How does development capacity _
relate to the 20-year growth targets in
the Comprehensive Plan?

The Comprehensive Plan contains citywide growth
targets for housing and jobs that could be added over
20 years, The plan also apportions that growth to each
urban center and village. Generally, targets for centers
and villages are established so that they don’t exceed
80% of the existing capacity in those places.

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 3
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i. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The future vision for Northgate is as expressed
in its 1993 neighborhood plan: to “transform a
thriving, but underutilized auto-oriented office/
retail area into a vital, mixed-use center of
concentrated development surrounded by healthy
single family neighborhoods.” The neighborhood
plan encompasses all facets of Northgate’s future,
fareseeing:

® a3 denser community with many residents
and diverse housing opportunities

= 3 network of parks and recreational
amenities

= more community services

& more small local-serving businesses

= 3 healthy and sustainable setfing
emphasizing natural environmental
values; and

#  3transportation system that ideally serves
users of all kinds — walkers, bicyclists,
transit riders and motorists.

By gaining several new amenities in the last decade
— library, community center, parks, streetscape
improvements, drainage channel, and improved
transit service frequency — Northgate has become
a more livable and attractive place for residents
and businesses. The City has continued to assist
through a number of planning efforts that have
defined design guidelines, future transportation
investments, and other initiatives supporting
future growth and realization of the vision,

v NORTHGATE URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

This Urban Design Framework {UDOF} defines.a
road map of strategies and recommendations for
continued progress toward the Urban Center’s
transformation. It evaluates the top priorities far
future growth and recommends several trban
design improvements that will be great amenities
promoting livability, a better environment and
a well-functioning community.  All of these
actions will directly support the accomplishing of
Northgate’s neighborhood plan vision, especially
in:
= creating a denser and vibrant mixed-use,
mixed-inceme transit-priented community
near the Sound Transit {ST) Link and Metro
Transit station; .

= improving mobility and quality of facilities
for pedestrians, transit riders, and
bicyclists; and

»  aiding the transformation from an
automobile-oriented district to a better
living environment throughaout the Urban
Center

Among the numerous benefits of a transit-oriented
development approach will be:

® Increased transit system ridership and
improved personal maobility

m  Healthier, more walkable and livable
communities supporied by fecused
investments

= Contributes to energy conservation and
climate initiatives

v {ogwer transporniation cost burdens on
households

This UDF will be used to express the preferred vision

and design priorities for the future development
of the Link transit station subarea. As well, further
discussion and coordination with King County,
Sound Transit and other agencies will inform how

the vision can be realized, by influencing designs for
future development and balancing transportation
operational needs.



Findings

This Urban Design Framework (UDF) guides future
actions that will help realize the vision identified
in Northgate’s 1993 neighborhood plan, calling
for dramatic growth and transformation of the
commercial core into a Hvable, walkable, dense
urban center.

The UDF recommends both general and specific
actions that the City will seek to implement, to
achieve goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan,
the neighborhood plan, and related objectives to
improve Northgate as a livable and well-served
Urban Center. ’

These include actions that suppori: future transit-
oriented development (TOD) with high-quality
public places, next to the Link transit station;
enhanced transit services and operations; and
investments to improve pedestrian and bicycling
mobility and safety.

These can transform the Urban Center to a better
living environment, enhance transit accessibility,
and overcome difficulties posed by the presence of
Interstate 5 as a barrier within the neighborhood,
and the large “superblock” road configurations.

INTRODUCTION

NORTHGATE URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK
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Flanning Purpose, Process, and Guiding Principles

in the last 20 years since the Northgate Plan was
adopted, much has happened — including a series
of investments in public parks, facilities, streets
and sidewalks, transit service, and a number of
newer commercial investments and residential
developments that are gradually transforming the
Urban Center. Also, Link light rail is now under
construction and service will begin in 2021,

This UDF provides a chance to review the
neighborhood planning objectives as they
relate to today's circumstances, and better
define and illustrate strategies for continuing
the transformation. Topics such as how
neighborhood environments support  public
health, livability and sociat equity — all referenced
by the original Northgate planning — are now
even more prominent in present-day city planning
perspectives. Regional planning efforts and federal
funding have helped motivate this current effort,
to ensure that everyone is doing as much as we
can to achieve high-quality neighborhoods in
places that are designated growth centers and will
be well-served by major transit systems.

To those ends, the City has conducied a preliminary
Urban Design Study in 2011/12, and conducted
expanded public outreach in 2012/13 to study
options and gain feedback about how future
growth can best be shaped.

2 ! NORTHGATE LRBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

Land Use Pianning and Growth Principles

The most important “big themes” and priorities
that have been identified for achieving Northgate’s
vision, reflected in this UDF, are:

= Defining a compelling vision for the
development of the Link station area
district with a dense and attractive
combination of residential and commercial
land uses, and amenities and public spaces
that are safe, active and successful.

Accomplishing 2  socially  diverse
community with affordable housing, and
amenities and services that better serve
residents’ needs and make a livable place.

= Accomplishing a targeted set of
pedestrian, bicycle-oriented and transit
improvements that will enhance mobility,
comfort and safety for all users across the
Urban Center.

s Ensuring transportation mebility options
and transit services are well-integrated
and efficiently available to serve 'the
neighborhoaod.

¥ Enhancing the main corridors (Northgate
Way, 5th Ave NE and Meridian Ave N}, and
transforming Northgate’s “superblocks”
throughout the Urban Center to become
healthier, human-scaled and livabie
mixed-use districts.

Urban Design Principles

The most important urban design principles that
will help improve the urban environment are:

*=  Providing landscaping, amenity and -
accessibility enhancements along  key
corridors to - improve mobility and
aesthetic quality.

m |ncorporating generous public spaces,
amenities and art in future development.

= Accomplishing a network of pedestrian-
ariented connections across the Urban
Center that will help to break up,
“superblocks.”

= Siting and designing buildings to reinforce
the pedestrian realm.

* Including environmental  sustainable
design features in future development,

s Ensuring and enhanting transit service
frequency and reliability.




Conceptual Framework

The UDF design recommendations are organized
according to a hierarchy of three geographic scales:

1. Northgate Urban Center:
The Urban Center scale captures area-wide

issues, including strategies for linkages between
Northgate’s subareas, housing and livability.

NN {

- Figure 1.1 - Hierarchy of three scales of analysis

2. Northgate Subareas:

The Subarea scale explores Northgate’s Urban
Center in three parts, which allows a closer look
at the roles and development patterns in each of
these districts.
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3. Northgate Superblocks:

The Superblock discussions ilustrate existing
issues and the future potential within several
superblocks across the Urban Center. Similarly, a
case study examines the future redevelopment
potential within King County’s Park and Ride lot
south of the mali.
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" FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the Matter of the Application of

: CF 311240
JENNIFER GRANT on behafof .
NORTHGATE PLAZALLC, & T&M JENNL?P
for a rezone for property DPD Reference:
located at 11200 1% Avenue NE : 3006101

Introduction

Jepnifer Grant, on behalf of Northgate Plazs, LLC and T&M Jenn, LP, applied for a
rezone of propexty located at 11200 1% Avemie NE from Midrise (multifamily) zoning to
Neighborhood Commicrcial 3 zoning with an 85-foot height limit. The Dircctor of the
Depariment of Planning and Development (Director of -Department) issued a report
recommending that the rezone be spproved with conditions. The Director's teport-
included adogtion of an existing environmental impact statement (BIS) and issuance of an
' Addendum to the EIS pursuant to SEPA (Addendum). Appeals of the adequacy of the
environmental documents were dismissed in & Hearing Examiner decision fssved in
consolidated cases MUP-12-007, MUP-12-008 and MUP.12-009. The Applicant’s
appeal of a condition imposed pursuant to SEPA was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction in
MUP-12-0]10. ‘

A hearing on the rezone application was held before the Heaing Examiner (Examiner)
on Fune 26, and July 6, 2012, The Applicant/Owners were represcated by Melody B,
MéeCutcheon, attomey-at-law; and the Director was represented by Shelley Balser, Senior
Land Use Plammer, and CHfF Portman, Principal Land Use Planmer, The record was held
open for the Examiner’s site visit and closed on July 23, 2012,

¥or purposes of this recommendation, all section numbers efer o the Seatile Municipal
Code (SMC or Code) unless otherwiss indicated. Having considered the evidence in the
récord, the Examiner enters the following findings of fact, conclusions and
recommendafion on the rezone appliontion.

Findings of Fact
Site and Vicinity

1._The rezone site is composed of two parcels. One is approximately 7.86 acre In sizo
and developed with low density, one- and two-story multi-family housing called “The
Northgate Apartments,” which was constructed in 1951, The other is approximately one-
half acra in size and developed with two single-family residences and one duplex.




CF 3112440
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2. The207 tnits at the Northgate Apattments all rent at levels affordable to those making
50% to 60% of the median income level ay defined by the United States Depariment of
Housing and Urban Development. All ate nearing the end of their lifespan md require
frequent repair to maintain them as rental wnits. The main utility systems for some of the

* buildings are falling.

3, The propery is located in the novthern part of the Northgate Urban Center, within the
Northgate District Overlay. Zoning 1o the north is Midrisé (MR), then Lowrise-2 (L-2),
and then Single-family. Those propeties are developed with one- to six-story residential
gtructures. To tha south is NE Northgate Way and then the Northgate Mall, which is
zoned Neighborhood Corunercial 3 with an 85 foot heijzht limit (NC3-83), To the eastis
31d Avenue NE and then a swath of property with four difforent zoning designations: 1)
the property located on the noxth side of Norihpate Way is zoned NC3-65 and doveloped
with the Target/Best Buy complex; 2) north of that ls L-4-zoned property that is
developed with Hubbard Homestead Park, multifamily residential stuctures and small
comanercial structures; 3) further north is L-3-zoned property developed with small
commercial snd sipgle-family  struchures; and 4) then single<family zoning and
development, Ta the west is 1* Avenue NFE and the Interstate 5 freeway and on-ramps.
West of the fresway is NC3-65 zoning and development on the south and I.-2 zoning snd
development on the north. .

4. The sile is flat, as arc surrounding areas, and there are no Envirénmenially Critical
Arcas on or near it. _

$. The predominant scale of development in the area in terms of building width and
dopth js Neighborhood Commercial. The Midrise scale, with buildings no wider than
150 feet, and filling no more than 75 petcent of the lot depth, is seen in only one
multifamily structure-to the north of the site, A multifamily structure directly north is
447 fect wide and 222 feet deep, a multifamily structure to the northeast is 283 feet wide
and 233 feet deep, and the Target/Best Buy complex is 290 feet wide and 274 feet deep.
See Exhibit 6.

6. Neatby open space includes Hubbard Homestead Park, Northgate Park approximately
six blocks to the southeast, and several other parks to the north, east, southeast and

. gouthwest, all within approximately 10 blocks of the site. Two elementary schools and

North Seattte Community College are located nearby.

7. The site has excellent transit servico, There is frequent bus service along NE
Northgate Way, and tho site is Tocated approximately one-half mile north of the existing

. Northigate Transit Center and the site of the future Northgato Light Rail Station, which is

expected 1o open in app@oxhnately 2020. -

8. NE Noxthgate Way is classified a3 a principal arterial, 1% Avenue NE is classified as a
collestor arterial, and 3™ Avenue NE is classified a3 & non-arterial access sireel. Area
parking consists of structured parking, surface parking and limited on-strest parking,
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9. ‘The Norihgate Coordinated Transportation Investment Plun (CTIP) is identified as a
ngomprehensive, prioritized program. of transportation improvements thal would be
nceded to  accommodate  Northgate's projected 2030 growth- cmployment anid
houscholds.” Exhibit 15 at 4-51. The BIS indicates that tnstallation of the improvements
listed in the CTIP will bo adequate mitigation for traffic from future development of the
entire Northgate Urban Center Rezone area, including the subject property. Exhibit 9 at
3-44 1o 3-46. .

Zoning History

10. The Director found no evidence of recent zoning changes in the immediate area. The
zoning histery of the site i5 ag follows: '

1947 — Second Residence District, Area District A (R2-4)
19503 — RM zone (Multiple Residence)
1982 — MR (Midrise Multi-family)

Ngighborhioed Plan

11. In evaluating & rezone proposal, consideration is to be given to those parts of a
neighborhood plan that have been adopted by the City Council, with particular attention
given to any adopted policies that guide future rezones. SMC 23.34.008.D.

12. The site is located within what is called the “North Core Subarea” of the Urban
Center, Comprohensive Plan (Plan) at 8,136, The adopted portions of the Northgate
Neighborhood Plan include policies that yelute to rozones, NG-P7 calls for yeducing
conflicts between activities and promoting a compatible relationship between different
seales of development by maintaining a transition between zones that allow significantly
difforent intensities of development. NG-P8 stesscs maintaining the character and
integrity of exisling single-famify-zoncd areas by maintalning thet zoning on properties
that meet the single-family locational critetia, NG-P-8.3 calls for suppoxting future
pulential rezones to ‘higher intensity designations in the North Core Subares and indicates
that in considering such rezoncs, particular attention should be paid to creating a network
of pedesirian connections and encouraging pedestrian activity, NG-G7 calls for medivm
to high density residential and employment uses concentrated within a 10-minute walk of
the iransit center.

Proposal

13, The Applicants seek a rezone of the subject properly ftom MR to NC3-83. Neo
development proposal is aspociated with the rezone application.
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Public Comment

14. The Director received wrltten public comments in xesponse 1o the notice of the
rézone proposal and the notice of availability of the RIS Addemdum. Exkibit 24. The
Examiner hesrd testimony from five members of the public and received additional
wriiten comments, See Exhibits 1, 10, 19, 21 and 22, ;

15. Comments supporting the Tezone cited the site's suitability to receive additional
growth and its proximity to future light rail, as well as the rezone’s consistency with the
City's planning initiatives in the Northgate Urban Center. Comments in opposition raised

concerns about the potentlal loss of affordable housing in light-of the fact that the Code's
incesntive zoning provisions on affordable housing that apply in the MR zone but not in
the NC zone, Otber concarns included traffic and parking, the pedestiian environment,
encroachment of commercial zoning into residential aveas, potential shadows on adjacent
properties, reduction in open space, water runcif, the need for a contract rezone, and the

pesception that the proposal does not meet several rezone eriterla.
Director’s Review

16. The Director reviewed the proposal, the public comments and the SEPA documents
and fssued a report recommending approval of the rezone with conditiona.

17. The Director’s Recommended Conditions 1 and 2 are rezone conditions that address
the provision of affordable housing in conjunction with development of the site. Exhibit
» at 33. The Dirccior noted that the Plan includes a policy (H30) stating that the Clty's
shate of affordable housing needs should be addressed by planning for specific
percentages of expected housing to be affordable to those at certain established income
levels. Exhibit 2 st 12, Citing the EiS, the Director also noted that the intent of the
~ Northgate Urban Center Rezone was to provide affordable housing and open space
thtough zoning regulations in the Land Use Code. The Director observed that while MR
zoning is subject to incentive zoning provisions to gain additional floor area ratio (FAR),
{hese incentive do not apply in the proposed NC zone. Exhibit 2 at 13. However, the
Director recognized that a developer would have the option to build to the base FAR
under MR. zoning without providing any affordable housing units, a scenario that eould
result in affordable housing units falling short of what is envisloned for utban comers.
Exhibit 2 at 16. - ) :

18. The Director analyzed the poteatial impact of the proposed rezoane on low-income
housing and concluded that it woild allow inoreased development potential of 638,820
square feet (a 41% increase from the existing maximum FAR under MR zoning) without
requising any mitigation of impacts to affordable housing: Exhibit 2 at 16. On the basis
of Plan Policy 30 and the IS, the Director recorumended impasing two conditions to
" Thtigaie the impacts of the propoged’ ¥ézone devélaprent potential on’ the Teed for”
affordable housing near transit hubs, Exhibit2 at 16-17. : ‘
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19, The Director’s recominended Condition 1 would require that prior to issuance of the
building permit, the Applicant must "demonstrate that & minimum of 5% of the proposed
floor wren in each building permit is designed ag housing affordable to households
making up to 80% of the King County median income, ot 3% of the proposed floor ares
is designated as housing affordable 1o households making up to 50% of King County
median income." Exhibit 2 417 and 33, Recommended Condition 2 would require that
“prior to issuance of a MUP; the applicant provides DPD with a signed Memorandum of
Agresment between the applicant and the Office of Housing which defines the details for
implementing a 3-5% affordable housing requirement. At a minimum, this agreement
shall include a 50 year termi of affordability for the required affordable housing." Exhibit

2 at 17 and 33.

20, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) determined that water capacity in the arca is sufficient
for the current and proposed zoning, Exhibits 27, 33 and 34, SPU did not require a full
wastewater sysfem capacity analysis at the rezone stage, bud stuted that no development
would be permitted under the rezone unless the enelysis was done and any necessaty
additional infrastructute wag built or otherwise committed at that time. Exhibit 26. The
Director’s Recommended Condition 3 is a rezone condition that responds to SPU's
requirements. Exhibit2 at 19 and 33. :

21. The Director analyzed the rezone’s height, bulk and seale impacts pursuant t SEPA.
Bxhibit 2 at 29-33, The EIS addressed height, bulk and scale impacts for the Northgate
Urbat Center Rezone, including the fact that midrise zoning teguires building setbacks
from the street and sidewalk Jines, whereas NC3 zoning does not, Section 11D of the
Addendum disousses the height, bulk and scale impects of the proposed rezone and
includes three options for mitigating those impacts along the northem portion of the
rezone site, the only edge that dogs not ubut a street, Ses, Addendom at 13 and 15-18.
Option 3 was developed and suggusted by thie Applicants/Owners and is labeled the “23-
foot Modulated Bavelope™. It Is described in detall in the Addendum and includes
setbacks from the northern, western and eastern property lines, in addition o the
maximum required by the NC3-85 zone, as well as upper level setbacka above 55 feet,
Byhibit 3 2t 17, : '

22. The Director determined thiat massing Option 3 would be sufficient to mitigate the
proposed rezone's probable shadow irapacts on residential property to the north and the
park to the northeast. These Impacts weré disclosed in Section ILE of the Addendum at
1 3'44- :

29 The Dircctor also determined tha Option 3 "appears to provide adequate mitigation
for the potential impacts of additional height, bulk and seale of the rezone, for the
property to the north and the Park o the noribenst”, Exhibit 2 at 33. In addition, the
Director noted the likelihood that any development on the rezone site would be required
‘torsuismit to-design ‘review; wituh would inclide consideration of height; balk wod-seude
impacts.! The Director’s Recommended Condition 4 is a SEPA condition that would

1 The threshold for design review in NC zones Is four dwelling units,
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_ require future development of the site to be consistent with the mitigation described in
Section ILD of the Addendum for massing Option 3, Bxhibit 2 at 332

24, The Ditector noted that in MR zones, maximum ‘building widths and depths provide
witigation of potential building bulk impacts, whereas NC3-85 zones have no paaximnm
building width or depth requirements. The Director’s Report states that removal of a
maximum building width requirement through the proposed rezone would resolt in
"potential® adverse height bulk and scale impocts, and that when combined with the
additional FAR and height, "the potential impact could be significant”, Exhibit 2 at 31
(cmphasis added). On this basis, the Director secommended Condition 5, a SEPA
condition that would requite any futuee development to be consistent with maximum
building width and depth requirenents applicable to Midrise zones, with the exception of
allowing a continuous strset wall on NE Northgaté Way. Exhibit 2 at 33 :

35, At the hearing, the Director asked the Examiner o consider whether Recommended
Condition 5 was truly needed to mitigate the rezone’s beight bulk end scale impacts.

Proposed Condition on Affordable Housing

26, After the prehearing conference in this case, the Applicant, two of the parties who
hed filed SEPA appeals related to the rezone application (the Seattle Displacement .
Coalition and the Maple Leaf Communtty Council), and the Dircetor, assisted by the City
Attorney's Office, entered into mediation ont the issue of addressing the proposed rezone's

impacts on effordable housing. The mediation resulted in a seitlement agreement,

77, At the hearing, the parties to the mediation presented the Bxaminer with an "Agreed
Condition on Affordable Housing for Hearing Examiner Rézons Praceeding” {Agreed
Condition), Exhibit 20, They asked that if the Bxaminer recommended approval of the
proposed rezone, the Exeiviner also vegammend that the Agreed Condition be imposed
on the rezone instead of recommended conditions 1 and 2 in the Director’s Report,
Exhibit 2.

28. Tho Agreed Condition requires that the Applicant/Qwners make part of the site
available for lease, for & minimum of 75 years, with no lease payments due for a
minimum of 20 years, to allow a low-income housing developer to construct 66 rental
units that would be restricted for 50 years 0 households with incornes at or below 50% of
the median income level, and preseribes criteria for the housing., The Agreed Condition
also provides that the Apphicant/Owners may charge rents discounted by a prescribed
percentage to the lessee during the next 20 years, “with rents prohibited from reaching
market level until 41 years from the start of the lease. The Agreed Condition makes
provision for a payment in liew of muking he land available for lease if the
Applicant/Owners are unable fo reach agresment with an acceptable lessee for the
* affordable housing on w8 §its, i #ddition 1o thé affordable housing or paymint, the
Agreed Condition requires the Applicant/Owners to allow an additional 10 percent of

2 e Addendum Seetlon is misstated a3 “E* in Exhibit 2.
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tesidential units developed on the site, in excess of 660 units, to be affordable to
households with incomes at or below 80% of the median income Jevel. Exhibit 20.

29,  Although they had submitted comments opposing the rezone application,
representatives of the Senttle Displacement Coalition -and the Maple Leaf Community
Council each festified that their organizations support the rezone if the Agreed Condition
is imposed in place of the Director's tecoramended conditions 1 and 2. See Exhibits 21

and 22.
Applicable Law

30. SMC 23.34.008.A requites thet the zoned capacity for urban villages be no fess than
125% of tho growth targets adopted in the Comprehensive Plan for the village. For
residential urban villages taken as 2 whole, the zoned capagity must be within the density
ranges established in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

31, SMC 23.34.024.A prescribes the function of the MR zone as “providing
concenfrations of housing in desirable, pedestrian-oriented urban neighborheods with
conventent gccess to regional transit stations” and where a "mix of activity provides
convenient ‘aceess to a full range of residential services end amenitfies” as well as
“opportunities for people to live within walking distance of employment.”, '

33, SMC 23.34.024 provides the relevant locational criteria for the MR zone in terms of
“Threshold Conditions” and “Other Criteria” The Threshold Conditions provide that the
only properties that may be considered for MR zoning are those already zoned MR, those
in areas already developed predominantly to MR intensity, and those within an wrban
. center or urban villags where a neighborhood plan was adopted or gmeénded by the
Council after January 1, 1995 and indicates that the area is apptopriate for MR zoning.

33. The relevant “Other Ctiteria® for Midrise zoning provide that the designation is most
appropriate in areas “generally characterized by” properties that are: 1} “adjacent o
business and commercial areas with vomparabla height and bulk”; 2) "in arcas that are
served by major arterials and where trazsit service is good 1o excellent and street capacity
could absorb tho tiaffic gemerated by midrise dovelopment”; 3) "iti arcas in close
proximity to majot employment centers”; 4) in aroas in close proximity to open space mid
recreational facilities™; 5) Min areas along arlerials where topographic changes ... provide
an edge or permit & transition in scale and suxroundings"; 6) "in flat asens where the
prevailing structure helght is greater than 37 feet® or "there is no esteblished height
pattern”; and 7) in atess characterized by varicus levels of slope with specific view
" conditions, '

34, SMC 23.34.072 addresses designation of commercial zones. It discourages
enciodchiment of comrnsroial development into residential arcas and encourages compact,
concentrated commercial areas or nodes over diffuse, sprawling commercial areas, and
tho preservation and improvement of existing commercial areas.
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35. SMC 23.34.078.A states that the NC3 =zone functions to “support ot encourage a
pedestrian-oriented shopping district thet serves the surrounding neighborhood and 4
larger community, citywide; or regional clientele; that incorporates offices, business
support services, and residences that are compatiblo with the retail character of the area™;
and where it Is possible to achieve a "varlely of sizes and types of retail and other
commersial businesses at street level,” “[clontinuous storefronts or residences built to the
front ot Tine," "[s]hoppers can drive to the area, but walk around from store to store,” and
“[¢]ransit is an important means of access.”

36. SMC 23.34.078.B provides locational criteria for the NC3 zorie and states that the
designation is "most appropriate on land that is generally characterized by the following
conditions; 1. The primary business district in an urban center or hub urban village; 2.
Served by [a] ptincipal arterial; 3, Separated from low-density residential areas by
physical edges, less-ntensive commercial areas or more-intense residential areas; [and] 4.
Excellent transit service.”

37, SMC 23.34,009 prescribes oriteria for a rezone that includes consideration of height
firaits in commercial zones, Height limits are to be "consistent with the type and scale of
developuent jitended for the zone,” considering the “demand for permitted goods and
seivices and the potential for displacement of proferred uses." They are also to "reinfoice
the natural topography of the aren and it surroutdings,” considering the fikelihood of
view blockage. Height limits cstablished by curtent zoning are 10 be considered, and
pemmitted height Limits are to be "compatible with the predominant height aud scale of
existing development, particularly where existing devélopment is & good measure of the
arca's overall development potential” They are to be "compatible with actusl and zoned
heights in sutrounding areas,” and are to provide a "gradusl transition in height and scalo
and level of activity between zones" unless major physical buffers are present.

38, Under SMC 23.34.007.C, compliance with the requizements of Chapter 23.34 SMC
constitutey consistency with the Comprehensive Plan for purposes of reviewing proposed
rezones. ‘Thus, Plan goals and policies are not separately reviewed. .

39, SMC 23.34.007 provides that the applicable sections of Chupter 23.34 SMC on
rezones are to be weighed and balanced together to determine the most appropriate zone
ang height designation, In addition, the zone function statements aroto be used "to assess
the likelihood that the area proposed o be zezoned would function as intended.” BMC
23.34.007.A. "No single eriterion ... shall be apptied as an absolute requirement or test of
the appropriateness of a zonc designation ... unless a provision indicates the intent to
constitute a requitement...” SMC 23.34.007.B. The general xézone criteria, including
“zoning principles,” are set forthin SMC 23.34.008.

40, The most appropriate zone designation is the one "for which the provisions for
designation of the zone type and the looational criteria for the specific zone satch the
characteristics of the area to be rezoned better than ay other zone designation,* SMC
23.34.008.B. :
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Conclusions

1. The Hearifig Examiner has jurisdictien over this matter pursuant to SMC 23.76.052.

Capacity and Density

2. The proposed rezone satisfics SMC 23.34.008.A, as it would increase the zoncd
capacity of the Northgate Urban Center, and the capacity would be consistent with the
density establishied by the Urban Villago Appendix in the Comprehensive Plan,

MR, Zone

3. The siteis consistent with the function of the MR zone. The area provides a
concentration of multifamily housing with commekcial developmient on the cast, south °
and west that provides convenient aceess to a full range of services and amenities, as well
as opportunities for employment. The site also has convenient access to regional teansit,
The arca is not presently pedestrian friendly due to large block sizes, busy traffic; wide
arterials, and the Interstate 5 freeway and on ramps that constitute a barrier to' the west,
However, pedestrian improvements aze in process, and more aze planned for the area.

4. The site meets most of the locational criteria for the MR zone, Because it is already
zoned MR, it meets'the threshold conditions for MR zoning. It is not designated as an
environmentalfy criticel aren. It is adjacent 1o the Northgate commercial corridor, which
jncludes structures of comparable height and bulk; is served by NE Northgate Way, a
major atterial included within the CTIP; and is located within a 10 minute walk of the
existing transit station and future light rail station, The Northgate Urban Center-provides
many jobs and is designated for future growth as an employment center, The site is
within close proximity to Ciiy parks and within a 10 to 15 minute walk of the Northgate
Commuinity Center. The area is one where a gradunl transition between single-family
areas and miore intensive MR or NC zones is appropriate and presently exists. Although
the site is adjacent to two arterials, it is also relatively flat, without topographic changes
to provide an edge or transition in scale. There is also no true established height pattern,
with existing structures ranging ftom one 10 seven stories in height.

Designation of Comamercial Areas

S, The proposed rezons is from a residential zone to a commercial zone and could be
considered an encroachment into residential aress. However, the change would be
consistent with the pattern of zoning and development in the immediate vicinity,
particularly that slong NE Northgute Way. The proposal would not conflict with the
preferred configurationand edge protection of residential zones established in SMC
23.34.010 and .011. Tt would constitute a Jogical extension of the existing concentration
of cominercial uses along NE Northgate Way and wonld enhuice the comddor by
ailowing for the increased variety of cornmercial uses that Is permitted in the NC3 zone.
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NC3 Zone

6. The site is a good match for the function of the NC3 zone, The shopping district
along NR Northgate Way across from and adjacent to the site, serves the surrounding
neighborhood as well as a laxger community and, to some extent, a citywide and reglonal
clientele. Pedesirian activity is increasingly busy, with three crosswalks located adjacent
to the site, The district is sufficiently large to provide comparison shopping for a wide
range of goods and services, aud the atea incorporates offices, business support services
and residences, all withia one-quarter mile of the site. Shoppers can drive to the arca
and, with the increasing number of pedestrian amenitics, walk from store ta store despite
the area’s historical auto orientation.. There is a variety of sizes and types of retail and
other commerelal businesses at strect level, and more recent developinents are achicving
continuous storefronts built to the front lot line, Transit is a very important rmeans of
access, with frequent busses on adjacent arterials, a major Transit Center within 0 10

minute walk, and s Light Rail station anticipated to open in approximately 2020,

7. The site also meets the locational criteria for NC3 zoning. It is located within the
area's primary business distriot, which is within an urban center. ‘As noted, it is served by
NE Northgate Way, a principal atterial with frequent transit service, and the Transit
Center ig a 10 minute walk away. The site is separated from low-density residential drens
by MR zoning on the north; and by a street and public park on the northeast,

" Height Limits

8. A helght Hmit of 85 feet is consistent with the type and scale of development intended
for the NC3 zohe. See Table A for SMC 23.47A.004 (permitted uses i commercial
zones). Purther, making provision for additional residetitial units above a retail base
promotes inoreased donsity within the Usban Center that is consistent withi the Plan and
the City’s Northgate planning initiatives, and supports the pedestrian-oriented shopping
sren along NE Norihgate Way. Thére-1s no evidence of 8 potential for displacement of
preferred Uses bs o result of Incrensed height at this site. The BIS and Addendum indicate
that displacement of the existing single-family use of the site is likely whether or not it
retains its MR zoning and height, , '

9, As noted, the topography in the aven js flat, so there is no opportunity for height limits
to reinforce natural topography. There is a potential that development at 85 feet will
block private, tomritorial views from multifamily residential stractures to the north, but it
is fikely that these views would alsa be blocked by development to allowed heights indér
the existing MR zoning.

10. As also noted, there is no predominent height and scale in the area With the
exception of single-family development within single-family zones, structures sange from
one to seven stoties in helpbt regerdiess of Zoning designation. The height and scale of

mush of the existing development s not a good measwre of the aren's overall

- development potential, particularly along NE Northgate Way.
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11. An 85-foot height limit would match the 85-foot limit across NE Northgate Way to
the south of the site, and the rezone would retain the existing gradual transition in heights
and scalés. MR zoning norih of the site would provide a buffer between the rezone site
and LR? zoning and development. NC3-65 zoning would be located to the east and west
of the site, and 3rd Avenue NE and the park would buffer residential development fo, the
wortheast, The Neighborhood Plan does not include specific beight recommendaiions

but, as noted above, Policy NG-P8.5 supports rezones to higher intensity designations in
the North Core Sibures, which includes the rezone site. :

Precedential Effect

12. Becanse the Neighborhood Plan encourages higher intensity designations within the
Urban Core Subares, the owners of other property within the Subarea may pursue
upzones, as well. This would result more from the City’s Northgate Usban Rezone
Stratagy than from any precedentisl effect of the preposed rezone,

Relationship to Neighborhood Plan

13. The proposed rezons would be consistent with the adopted Neighborhood Plan, It
would maintsin the existing transition between zones that allow significantly different
and intensities of development (NG-P7), maintain the character end integrity of existing
single-family zones (NG-P8), and intrease the potential for-increased residential density
and employment vses within a 10 minute walk of the Translt Center (NG-G7). The
proposal would also' implement NG-P8.5, which supports rezones 3o higher intensity
designations in the North Corg Subarea, °

Zoning Principles

14, The zoning principles listed in SMC 23.34.008.E ate generally aimed at buffering
less intensive zones from more intensive zones, if possible. As noted, the proposed
rozone would leave existing zoning teansitions in the area intact. Parcels to the north
zoned MR and developed with multifanily structures buffer lowsise zoning and
development located for the north, To the west, the I3 frecway and on ramp creato an
effective barrier between the subject property and properties to the west, Properties to
the east and south are zoned NC, and the site would be effectively clustered with
commercial uses looated on these propertics, although separated from themby a pringipal
arterial in one case and a nion-arterial access street in the other, Like the existing zoning,
the proposud sezone would follow platted lot lines, and would result in existing and
polentlal commercial uses facing each other actoss the street and facing awny from
adjacent residential nses to the north, o

Impact Evahuation.

13. The proposed rezone would have a positive impact on housing by providing
additional capacity for new dwelling units within the Urban Center,
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16, As to impacts on low income housing, the Examiner adopts the Director's analysis in
Exhibit 2 at 11-16, It is clear from that analysis that the proposed rezone would have
negative impacts on lov-income housing, This is duc primarily to the fact that in the

NC3 zonic, provigion of affordable housing is not required to gain additionnl FAR, as it is

in the MR zone. Further, the City's SEPA policy on housing requires only compliance
with the City's ordinance on housing relocation assistance. See SMC 25.05.675.L Given
1his regulatory framework, the Director relied on Plan policies and language in the FEIS
1o recomment conditions requiring that the Applicani/Owners provide some low-income
replacement housing when the subject site is developed, However, the Agreed Condition
is superior to DPD's proposed Conditions 1 and 2 because it provides certainty as to the
number of units that will be provided and the time period in which they wiil be
cobstcucted. I also ensures that the truly low-income units, available to those at or below
50% of the median income level, will actually be constructed. Exhibit 20; Testimony of
Piori, '

17. Development of the site to either the existing MR zoning or the proposed NC3-85
zoning would require additional public services.

13. Noise at the site would be typical of that generated by neighborhood commereial and
residential activities and would be unlikely to approach existing noise levels attributable
to the -5 freeway, Any development of the site would be subject to Federal, State and
City emission contro} requirements. Development undar MR or NC3-85 zoning would
likely resuit in similar amounts of impervious surface, and stormwaler collection and
miagagement would. be required to conform to City standards in any event, mpacts on

‘flora and fauna would also be similar under the MR and NC3-85 zones, except that

vegetation requiretments for future development would be reduced from .5 Green Factor
to .3 Qreen Fagtor, There would be no noticeable changes to glare, odor, epergy, or
private views impacts as a result of a rozone from MR to NC3-R5. Potential development -
of the site under NC3-85 zoning would result in additional shadows on multifamily
developmenit to the north and the paik fo tho northeast. As noted, the Dirostor
determined pursuant to SEPA that the use of massing Option 3 would provide sufficient

.mitigation for these impacts,

(9. There is no indication in the record that fiture development vnder the proposed
zoning would have 2 negative impact on pedesirian safety. It is likely that pedestrian
safety would be improved-by street improverents that would be required of future
development. o .

20. Considering the additional variety of commercial uses permitted under the NC3
zong, the propased rezone may oreate additional employment opportunities in the area,

21. Thete are no wearby historic landmarks or historic overlays, and the Landmatks
Preservation Board determined that the existing structures on the site were unlikely to
meet standards for designation as historic landmarks.
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92, There is no manufacturing activity in the area, and there ate no shorelines visible or
accessible at, ot near the site.

23, The Dircotor reviewed the proposed rezone's transportation impacts pursuant to
SEPA. Development-level impacts cannol be analyzed at this point, as there is no
assoclated development proposal, The Direotor determined that the site is within the area
analyzed in the FIS and that the proposed rezong is within the range of actions and
impacts ovalwated in the EIS. The Dicector also reiterated that the improvements listed in
the CTIP are expected to be adequate mitigation for future development traffic in the
aren; including the subject site.

24, As noted, the Direstor recommended a rezone condition prohibiting development at
the-subject site prior to SPU's approval of the sewer systetn engineering apalysis and any
1equired infrastricture improvements. :

5. The record does not show a suffivient basis under SEPA to impose the additional
requircment in the Director’s Recommended Condition 5, which would limit building
width and depth to that allowed in MR zones with the exception of NE Northgaie Way.
Further, such a requiretment could eliminate some of the more [ikely uses for the westem
part of the property, such as a lasge hotel, and are at odds with the predominant scale of
development within the Immediate strrounding area. In any cage, the significant setbacks -
and upper-level setbacks provided by massing Option 3, together with design review of
development proposals under the new "Northgate Urban Center and Qverlay Disteiet
Deslgn Guidelines," wonld provide sufficient raitigation for the height, bulk and scale
impacts of the proposed rezone.

Changed Circumstances

26, Changed circumstances. are not required before a rezons may be approved, and they
are to be considered only as they relats to clements or conditions included in the criteria
for the relevant zone and/or overlay designation.

27. Since the most recent zoning chionge in 1982; ihe City's has adopted tho 1994
Comprehensive Plan, designating the Northgate Urban Center, and has adopted a 2024
growth target o£ 2,500 additional houscholds for the Urban Center, Tt has also engaged in
s concerted planing effort to improve the physical and pedestrian environment in the
Urban Center and recently adopted a new neighborhood planning policy to foster tegones
within the North-Core Subaren, Further, the Transit Center was estublished since the last
zoning change, and the area for the planned Light Reil station was designated. Asa
result of these actions, the Urban Center, and the North Cpre Subarea in partivular, bas
increasingly developed into a pedestrian-oriented shopping district that serves the
neighborhood aswell as a larges community, andt an ares that incorporates offices,
buginess support services and residences compatible with the retall character of the avea,
‘These qualify as changed circumstances and support the requested rezong.
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Overay District

28. The proposed rezonc upholds the purpose of the Northgate Overlay Distriet, which is
fo: *A, Create an environment in the Northgate Area that i3 more amenable to pedestrians
and supportive of commercial development; and B. To protect the residential charagter of
the residential neighborhood; and C. Support the use of Northgate as a regional high-
capacity transportation center.* 8MC 23.71.002.

29, Weighing and balancing the applicable sections of Ch&éter 23.34 SMC together, the
most appropriate zone and height designation for the site is NC3-85,

Recommendation

‘The Hearing Examiner recommends that the City Couneil APPROVE the requested rezone
subject to the following conditions:

1, Affordable housing impacts shall be mitipated 83 provided in Exhibit 20, the
Agreed Condition 'on Affordable Housing for Hearing Examiner Rezone
Procecding,

2. No development will be permitted at the subject property prior to Seattle Public
Utilities* approval of a sewer system engineering analysis and any required
infrastroeture improvements,

3. Fuiure deveiopmcnt shall be consistent with the mitigation described in massing
Option 3 in Section LD of the “Addendwm to the Northgate Urban Canter
Rezone Final Environmental Tmapact Statement for Rezone of 11200 1** Avenue
N.E. and 11205 3™ Avenug N.E. from the Midrise to Neighbothood Commercial
385’ dated November, 2011.

Entered this 27" day of Tuly, 2012.
e & o

Suec A, Tanner
Hearing Examiner

CONCERNING FURTHER REVIEW

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person seckmg to appeal a Hearing
Examiner’s recommendation to consul{ appropriate Code sections to
_.determine applicable rights and responsibilities.

Pursuant to SMC 23.76,054, any person substantially affected by a recommendation of
the Hercing Examiner may submit an appeal of the recommendation in writing to the City
. Coungil, The appeal maust be submitied within fourteen (14) calendar days following the
" date of the issuance of the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner, and be uddressed
to: .




