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Westwood/Highland Park
COMMUNITY CHARACTER GOAL

WI/HP-G1 A diverse community with two distinct areas, Westwood and Highland Park,

composed of a mix of ((sirgle))_neighborhood residential and multifamily residential areas,

significant public facilities, regional and local commercial businesses, and natural resource

opportunities that together offer a variety of choices for its residents.
* % %
HOUSING GOAL

W/HP-G5 A community with both ((single-family)) neighborhood and multifamily residential

areas and the amenities to support the diverse population.
HOUSING POLICIES

W/HP-P18 Seek to maintain a character and scale in historically single-family areas similar to

existing ((sirgle-family)) neighborhood residential areas.

* * *

Attachment 4: Neighborhood Plans Page 17
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Att 5 — Housing Appendix
Vla

Housing Appendix

Residential Capacity

* * %

* * %

The remaining 25 percent of Seattle’s residential development capacity is in zones that allow

only residential uses—meaning these zones do not allow a mix of residential and commercial

uses. Of this 25 percent, 20 percent is in zones allowing multifamily structures. The remaining 5

percent is in ((strgle-family)) neighborhood residential zones.

Housing Appendix Figure A-1

* sk %

Seattle Residential Development Capacity (Model Estimates)

Residential Development
Capacity (Housing Units)

Share of Total Residential
Development Capacity

TOTAL: 223,713 100%
By Future Land Use

Designation

(Single-famthy)) 10,959 5%
Neighborhood Residential

Multifamily 46,803 21%
Commercial/Mixed-Use 132,439 59%
Downtown 33,512 15%
Major Institution N/A N/A
City-Owned Open Space 0 0%
By Urban Centers/Villages:

Inside Urban Centers 96,862 43%
Downtown 33,512 15%

189



Residential Development
Capacity (Housing Units)

Share of Total Residential
Development Capacity

First Hill/Capitol Hill 19,009 8%
Northgate 10,966 5%
South Lake Union 20,277 9%
Uptown 4,165 2%
University District 8,933 4%
Inside Hub Urban Villages 36,227 16%
Inside Residential Urban 39,386 18%
Villages
Outside Centers and Villages 51,207 23%
Source: Development Capacity Report, DPD, September 2014
* * %
Attachment 5: Housing Appendix Page 2
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Att 6 — Future Land Use Map
Vla

Map A: Future Land Use Map Before Change

Future Land Use Map

Future Land Use Map
_ Urban Center

Hub Urban Village
Residential Urban Village
Manufacturing / Industrial Center
Single Family Residential Areas
Multi-Family Residential Areas
Commercial / Mixed Use Areas
Industrial Areas

Puget
Sound

Major Institutions
Cemetery
Gity-Owned Open Space Vil | B o et s it

of and uses anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan
poficies over the life of this plan.

It is not intended to provide the sole basis for rezones

and cther legslative and quasi-udicial decisions, for which
the decision makers rust iock 1 the Comprebersive Plan

poices and varous implementing rag.laons. *’\

Il |
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Map B: Change to the Future Land Use Map

Future Land Use Map
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Map C: Future Land Use Map after Change

Future Land Use Map
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Lish Whitson
LEG Neighborhood Residential Comprehensive Plan SUM
D1

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
| Legislative | Lish Whitson/206-615-1674 | N/A

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY

Legislation Title:

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending the Comprehensive Plan to
change the name of Single Family areas to Neighborhood Residential areas as part of the 2020-
2021 Comprehensive Plan amendment process.

Summary and background of the Legislation:

This bill would make a series of changes to the Comprehensive Plan to replace the narrow
term “single-family residential area” with the more general term “neighborhood residential area.”
Amendments would be made to the Land Use, Housing, and Parks and Open Space elements, the
Housing Appendix and seventeen neighborhood plans.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM |

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? _ Yes __ X No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS ‘

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget?  Yes X _ No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?
No

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?
No

| 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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Lish Whitson
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b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?

Yes, a public hearing was held in the Land Use and Neighborhoods Committee on July 28,
2021.

c. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?

Yes. Notice was published in the Daily Journal of Commerce.

d. Does this legislation affect a piece of property?

While the proposal would change the name of areas on the Future Land Use Map, no
substantive affects would result from the proposal. Attachment 6 to the bill shows the areas
affected by the name change.

e. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

The proposed bill is intended to be an initial step in addressing the segregation that has
resulted from keeping most of the City’s residential land in single-family land use. The intent
of the bill is to provide a more expansive term for areas currently called single-family in
order to allow for a broader and deeper dialogue regarding the future of the City’s residential
neighborhoods as part of the City’s next major update to the Comprehensive Plan. This
discussion will need to grapple with the racist legacy of single-family zoning and its role in
the displacement of BIPOC households. As part of its work leading the major update, OPCD
is preparing an outreach and engagement plan that will include language access.

f. Climate Change Implications
1. Emissions: Is this legislation likely to increase or decrease carbon emissions in a
material way?
No

2. Resiliency: Will the action(s) proposed by this legislation increase or decrease
Seattle’s resiliency (or ability to adapt) to climate change in a material way? If so,
explain. If it is likely to decrease resiliency in a material way, describe what will or
could be done to mitigate the effects.

No

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s).

Not applicable

List attachments/exhibits below:
None

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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Legislation Text

\ \ SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 0 e i saros
Q I

File #: CB 120154, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to incorporate
changes proposed as part of the 2021 Comprehensive Plan annual amendment process.

WHEREAS, The City of Seattle adopted a Comprehensive Plan through Ordinance 117221 in 1994 and most
recently adopted amendments to its Comprehensive Plan in October 2020 through Ordinance 126186;
and

WHEREAS, the Growth Management Act, chapter 36.70A RCW, authorizes annual amendments to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the adopted procedures in Resolution 31807 provide the process for interested citizens to propose
annual Comprehensive Plan amendments for consideration by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, various parties proposed amendments for consideration during the 2021 annual amendment
process; and

WHEREAS, on September 29, 2020, the City Council considered these proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments and adopted Resolution 31970, directing that City staff further review and analyze certain
proposed amendments; and

WHEREAS, these proposed amendments have been reviewed and analyzed by the Office of Planning and
Community Development and considered by the Council; and

WHEREAS, the City has provided for public participation in the development and review of these proposed

amendments and other changes to comply with the Growth Management Act, including requirements

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 3 Printed on 10/1/2021
powered by Legistar™ 196
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File #: CB 120154, Version: 1

for early and continuous public participation in the development and amendment of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Council has reviewed and considered the Executive’s report and recommendations, public
testimony made at the public hearings, and other pertinent material regarding all the proposed
amendments; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that these amendments to the Comprehensive Plan are consistent with the
Growth Management Act, and will protect and promote the health, safety, and welfare of the general
public, NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The Seattle Comprehensive Plan, last amended by Ordinance 126186, is amended as follows:
A. Amendments to the Future Land Use Map, as shown in Attachment 1 and Attachment 2 to this

ordinance.
B. Amendments to Citywide Planning Growth Strategy Element and Land Use Elements of the

Comprehensive Plan, as shown in Attachment 3 to this ordinance.

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2021, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of ,2021.
President of the City Council
SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 2 of 3 Printed on 10/1/2021

owered by Legistar™
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Approved / returned unsigned / vetoed this day of ,2021.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of ,2021.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - University District Urban Center Future Land Use Map Amendment
Attachment 2 - 130" Street Station Area Future Land Use Map Amendment
Attachment 3 - Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 3 of 3 Printed on 10/1/2021
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment

V1

ATTACHMENT 1 University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment

University District Urban Center FLUM Before Change

N
University District Urban Center Mies
Future Land Use Map 0 D003 005 o1
Before Change Lo 0

-

Future Land Use
I Urban Center

Residential Urban
Village

Single Family
Residential Areas

Multi-Family
Residential Areas

City-Owned Open
L Space
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment

V1

University District Urban Proposed Changes to Urban Center Boundary and Future Land

Use

N
University District Urban Center
Proposed Changes to Miles
Urban Center Boundary and 0 003 005 0.1

Future Land Use

Area to be added to
University District Urban Center

Change Future Land Use from
Muiti-Family Residential Areas to
Urban Center

Future Land Use
I urban Center
Residential Urban
Village
Single Family
Residential Areas

Multi-Family
Residential Areas

City-Owned Open
e Space
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment
Vi

University District Urban Center FLUM After Change

F

University District Urban Center
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Multi-Family
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City-Owned Open
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment
Vi

University District Urban Center Future Land Use Map Proposed Changes
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University District Urban Center
and Changed the Future Land Uss
Designation to Urban Center
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment
Vi

City of Seattle Future Land Use Map
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment
Vi

Growth Strategy Figure 4 Urban Centers, Urban Villages, Manufacturing/Industrial

Centers
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Att 1 - University District Urban Center FLUM Amendment
Vi

Housing Units Built 1995-2014
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Att 2 - 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment
V1

ATTACHMENT 2 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment

Northeast 130" Street FLUM Before Change
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Att 2 - 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment
V1

Northeast 130" Street Proposed Changes to Future Land Use

N
Northeast 130th Street
Proposed Changes to Miles
Future Land Use 0 003 005 0.1

Change Future Land Use from
Single Family Residential Areas to
Commercial / Mixed Use

&
Change Future Land Use from
Single Family Residential Areas to
Multi-Family Residential Areas ME 3281 51
N 127th
s Future Land Use
- Single Family
Residential Areas
o Multi-Family
{ Residential Areas
= Commercial / Mixed
i = Use Areas

_ City-Owned Open
F = Space

ME1DCeL oo 3 x

207



Att 2 - 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment
V1

Northeast 130" Street FLUM After Change
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Att 2 - 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment
V1

130% Street Station Future Land Use Map Proposed Changes
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Att 2 - 130th Street Station Area FLUM Amendment
V1

City of Seattle Future Land Use Map After Change
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Att 3 - Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments
V2

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments

Citywide Planning

3k 3k sk
Growth Strategy
3k 3k sk
Urban Village Strategy
%k 3k %k
POLICIES
%k 3k sk
GS 1.7 Promote levels of density, mixed-uses, and transit improvements in urban

centers and villages, and other residential and commercial areas near future light

rail stations that will support walking, biking, and use of public transportation.

kk ok
Urban Design
k% k
Built Environment
* k%
GS 3.20 Consider taller building heights in key locations to provide visual focus and

define activity centers, such as near light rail stations in urban centers and urban
villages and other residential and commercial areas near future light rail stations.

* k%
Land Use

%k %k k
Multifamily Residential Areas

%k k%

POLICIES

211



Att 3 - Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments

V2

LU 8.4

* %k

Establish evaluation criteria for rezoning land to multifamily designations that
support the urban village strategy and transit-oriented development, create
desirable multifamily residential neighborhoods, maintain compatible scale,
respect views, enhance the streetscape and pedestrian environment, and
achieve an efficient use of the land without major impact on the natural
environment.

* %k %

212



Jim Holmes

OPCD 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Annual Amendments SUM

D1

Department:

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Dept. Contact/Phone:

CBO Contact/Phone:

Office of Planning and
Community Development
(OPCD)

Jim Holmes 206-684-8372

Christie Parker 206-684-5211

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including

amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending the Seattle
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate changes proposed as part of the 2020-2021
Comprehensive Plan annual amendment process.

Summary and background of the Legislation: The legislation amends the Comprehensive
Plan as part of the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Annual Amendment process including an
amendment to the Future Land Use Map to include one half-block fronting on 15" Avenue
NE in the University District Urban Center, a Future Land Use Map to redesignate land from
single-family to Mixed-Use Commercial and Multi-Family residential in the vicinity of the
future 130" Street Sound Transit Station, amend land use policies to provide for the 130"
Street Future Land Use Map Amendment, and amendments to the City’s industrial land use
policies to clarify that industrial land will not be reclassified to a non-industrial land use
category except as part of a major Comprehensive Plan update or as part of a comprehensive
study of industrial land use policies; the amendments also state that the City will work to
develop a comprehensive industrial development plan for the Washington National Guard

Armory.

State law permits the Comprehensive Plan to be amended only once a year. The City Council
has adopted an annual procedure for reviewing suggested amendments in the spring/summer
and adopting a “docketing” resolution that identifies some amendments that should receive
further analysis and consideration. Based on OPCD’s review of those topics, this ordinance is
the Mayor’s recommendation for Council action in 2021.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? __ Yes__x__ No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget?

X No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?

No.

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?

No.

| 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No.
b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?

Yes. The City Council will hold a public hearing before adoption of the ordinance and is
required to give a 30-day public notice for the public hearing.

c. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?

The City Council will publish notice of the public hearing in the Daily Journal of Commerce.
d. Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
Yes. Please see the exhibits and legislation.

e. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

This legislation includes amendments to industrial land use policies that are intended to
ensure long term sustainability of Seattle’s industrial base which generates living wage jobs
that are accessible without a college degree. Other City initiatives to connect BIPOC youth
to these career opportunities are ongoing.

f. Climate Change Implications
1. Emissions: Is this legislation likely to increase or decrease carbon emissions in a
material way?

No. These are non-project actions and will not result in increase or decrease of carbon
emissions in any material way.

2. Resiliency: Will the action(s) proposed by this legislation increase or decrease
Seattle’s resiliency (or ability to adapt) to climate change in a material way? If so,
explain. If it is likely to decrease resiliency in a material way, describe what will or
could be done to mitigate the effects.

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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No.

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s).

Not applicable.

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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Director’s Report and Analysis on the Mayor’s Recommended

Comprehensive Plan 2021 Annual Amendments

©)
Oftice of Planning and Community Development

July 2021
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Director’s Report and Analysis on the Mayor’s Recommended
Comprehensive Plan
2021 Annual Amendments

Section 1 — Introduction

This document describes the Mayor’s recommendations for amending the City’s Comprehensive
Plan, Seattle 2035. The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) permits, with some
exceptions, the City to amend its Comprehensive Plan once a year. As required by the GMA, the
Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan or Plan) includes goals and policies that guide City actions for
managing future population, housing, and employment growth over a 20-year period. The Mayor
recommends adoption of several amendments contained in the City Council Resolution 31970,
which docketed potential amendments for consideration in 2021. The annual amendment process is
described in City Council Resolution 31807 which was adopted on April 23, 2018, and consists of
several phases (with adjusted timing this year due to the COVID-19 pandemic):

e The City Council accepted applications seeking Comprehensive Plan amendments from
April 1, 2020 to May 15, 2020.

e Adoption of a Docketing Resolution. The Council adopted resolution 31896 on September
29, 2020, identifying amendments to be “docketed” for further consideration in the 2020-
2021 cycle. This resolution also included proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments
identified for future consideration by the City Council in previous legislative actions.

e Analysis of proposed amendments by the Office of Planning and Community Development
(OPCD) and the Seattle Planning Commission, with recommendations to the Council for
action on selected amendments. This report constitutes a summary of the analysis
conducted by OPCD and its recommendations to Council.

e Consideration of recommended amendments by the City Council commencing in September
of 2021.

Section 2 — Background on Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan and Amendment
Process

The City first adopted a Comprehensive Plan in 1994 and conducted a major update of the Plan in
2015, extending the Plan’s horizon to 2035, and planning for revised 20-year growth estimates.
GMA requires that all comprehensive plans include seven chapters, or “elements” — land use,
transportation, housing, capital facilities, utilities, parks and open space, and economic development.
GMA also requires that certain cities, including Seattle, have elements in their plans that address
marine container ports. In addition to the required elements, Seattle has chosen to include elements
related to growth strategy, environment, arts and culture, community well-being, community
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engagement, and shorelines in the City’s Plan. Currently the City is preparing to launch a major
update of the Comprehensive Plan with new growth estimates to be adopted in 2024.

Through its annual amendment process, the City has amended the plan nearly every year since it was
first adopted. Unlike the major updates, the annual amendment process does not incorporate new
growth estimates and is narrower in scope.

Section 3 — Docketed Amendments Recommended for Adoption

Based on OPCD’s evaluation, the Mayor recommends the following amendments be adopted into
the City’s Comprehensive Plan:

Future Lland Use Map amendment to expand the University District Urban Center
boundaries to include the half block of adjacent land bounded by 15" Avenue NE to the
east, NE Ravenna Avenue to the north, NE 56" Avenue to the south, and an alley that is the
boundary to the University District Urban Center to the west.

Future Lland Use Map and text amendments changing approximately 8 acres comprising a
one-block area immediately to the east of the future NE 130" Avenue Link light rail station
from single-family residential to multi-family residential and commercial / mixed-use and
amending locational criteria for these land use designations to include areas near transit
stations outside of urban villages.

Initial amendments to industrial land use policies to implement the Industrial and Maritime
Strategy stakeholder recommendations. The first amendment is to limit future land use map
amendments that remove land for Manufacturing / Industrial Centers (M/ICs) to major
updates of the Comprehensive Plan or as part of a comprehensive study evaluating all
industrial land in Manufacturing / Industrial Centers. The second is to establish the City’s
intent to work with the State of Washington to conduct a master planning process for future
industrial redevelopment of the Interbay National Guard Armory site located in the Ballard-
Interbay-Northend Manufacturing / Industrial Center (BINMIC).
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University District Urban Center Future Land Use Map Amendment

Proposal: Expand the University District Urban Center boundary to include the half block of
adjacent land bounded by 15* Avenue NE to the east, NE Ravenna Avenue to the north, NE 56
Avenue to the south, and an alley that is the boundary to the University District Urban Center to the
west (Exhibit A).

Element: Growth Strategy and Lland Use (Future L.and Use Map)
Submitted by: Katie Kendal on behalf of William Boudigan

Background

The area subject to the proposed Future Land Use Map (FLUM) change is a half block of property
currently designated multi-family residential on the FLUM and zoned LR3. Development on the
land consists of predominantly multi-family structures that front on 15" Avenue NE. Immediately
west of the subject area, properties that are currently part of the University District Urban Center
on the FLUM are zoned LR3 and are developed with a mix of multifamily structures. To the east,
across 15" Avenue NE property is designated multi-family residential on the FLUM and is zoned
LR3(M) except for one parcel at the north end of the block that is designated single-family
residential and zoned SF5000. The block that faces 15" Ave NE south of NE 56™ St is within the
University District Urban Center on the FLUM and is zoned LR3. This area is also predominantly
developed with multi-family structures. To the north, across Ravenna Avenue NE land is
designated multi-family residential on the FLUM and is zoned LR3(M).

Expansion of the University District Urban Center boundary to include the subject area will result in
a slight increase of development capacity above its current designation. Although the zoning will
remain LR3 without a mandatory housing affordability (MHA) suffix, this zone permits heights for
apartments to increase from a height limit of 30 feet outside an urban center to a height of 40 feet if
located in an urban center. Maximum Floor area ratio in this zone for apartments increases from
1.3 outside of an urban Center to 1.5 inside an urban center. The current maximum density of 1
dwelling unit per 800 square feet of lot area for apartments will not change. The applicant is
seeking inclusion of the subject area in the Urban Center to provide future redevelopment options
and will be seeking a contract rezone in the future to add an M suffix to the zoning designation.
With an M suffix, permitted height would increase to 50 feet and permitted FAR would increase to
2.3. Applying an M suffix to the zone means that any future project would need to provide some
affordable housing as part of the development of make a fee contribution to atfordable housing.
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Height and FAR Limits in LR3 Zone

Housing Type/FAR | Current Condition Proposed Condition | Proposed Condition

Limit (outside Urban (inside Urban with future contract
Center with no Center without rezone to add an
MHA suffix) MHA suffix) MHA suffix.

Cottage Housing 22 feet 22 feet 22 feet

Rowhouse or

Townhouse 30 feet 30 feet 50 feet

development

Apartments 30 feet 40 feet 50 feet

Floor Area Ratio 1.2 (except 1.3 for 1.2 (except 1.5 for 2.3
apartments) apartments)

Public Engagement

The applicant has sent notices of this proposal to all addresses within 300 feet of the area subject to
the proposal and asked that comments be sent to OPCD. The notices informed recipients of the
proposed action, directed them to a web site with background information, and provided an
opportunity to comment. This comment period runs concurrent with the SEPA comment period
from July 8 to July 22, 2021.

Analysis

The Comprehensive Plan defines urban centers as the densest Seattle neighborhoods. They act as
both regional centers and local neighborhoods that offer a diverse mix of uses, including housing
and commercial activities. These areas provide a mix of goods, services, and employment for their
residents and surrounding neighborhoods. Properties inside urban centers are generally within .5
miles of frequent transit.

The location of the proposed FLUM change is approximately .5 miles from the new U District
station on the Sound Transit North Link light rail line, with service anticipated in October 2021, and
frequent bus service is provided a half block away on University Way NE.

This FLUM change makes possible increased density (following a contract rezone) that advances the
goals for urban centers. Comprehensive Plan policies that support the proposed FLUM are
addressed in the table below:

Comprehensive Plan Policy Proposed FLUM Amendment
GS 1.2 Encourage investments and activities in | The existing uses and zoning for the subject
urban centers and urban villages that will enable | area are consistent with the residential density

those areas to flourish as compact mixed-use expected for an urban center. This FLUM also
neighborhoods designed to accommodate the | make possible a contract rezone that would
majority of the city’s new jobs and housing. apply an MHA suffix thereby making increased

density possible.
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GS 1.3 Establish boundaries for urban centers,
urban villages, and manufacturing/industrial
centers that reflect existing development
patterns; potential access to services, including
transit; intended community characteristics; and
recognized neighborhood areas.

The development pattern in area subject to the
proposed FLUM change is currently multi-
family residential consistent with an urban
center designation. The area is close to transit
and access to services consistent with an urban
center designation.

GS 1.6 Plan for development in urban centers
and urban villages in ways that will provide all
Seattle households, particularly marginalized
populations, with better access to services,
transit, and educational and employment
opportunities.

The proposed FLUM may result in increased
residential density and housing supply that is
close to services, jobs, educational
opportunities, and frequent transit.

GS 1.7 Promote levels of density, mixed-uses,
and transit improvements in urban centers and
villages that will support walking, biking, and
use of public transportation.

The area subject to the proposed FLUM is well
served by transit, is walkable and bikeable to
major employment and educational
opportunities and commercial services

Recommendation: Amend the Future Land Use Map to expand the boundary of the University
District Urban Center and change the designation from multi-family residential to urban center.
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130 Street Station Future Land Use Map and Text Amendments

Proposal: FLUM and text amendments in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that would affect
property adjacent to the proposed 130” Street Link light rail station (Exhibit B).

Element: Growth Strategy and Land Use (including FLUM)
Submitted by: OPCD
Background

This proposal addresses land use policy to leverage and support the significant regional transit
investment in light rail by encouraging denser, transit-oriented development in an area immediately
adjacent to the proposed 130" Street Link light rail station. The FLUM amendment affects 8.4 acres
immediately east of the station site and is shown in Attachment B. The FLUM amendment changes
the future land use designation of the subject area from single-family residential to multi-family
residential and commercial / mixed-use. Any future development with uses or densities greater than
single family will require a zone change. Text amendments to the Comprehensive Plan extend the
criteria for designating multi-family residential and commercial / mixed-use land uses to station
areas, such as this one, that are outside of urban villages.

In November 2008, voters approved the $17.8 billion Sound Transit 2 (ST2) ballot measure. The
plan includes transit investments in the central Puget Sound region ranging from bus rapid transit
(BRT) to light rail expansion and station access improvements. Among these investments, light rail
will be extended from University of Washington to Lynwood. In 2016 voters approved the $54
billion Sound Transit 3 (ST3) ballot measure to further expand light rail and BRT options. This plan
includes a light rail infill station at 130th Street intended at that time to open in 2031.

In September 2018, the Sound Transit Board approved funding to accelerate preliminary engineering
to determine if the 130th Street Station could be built earlier and open in 2024 with the rest of the
Lynwood Link Extension. In February 2020, the Board reviewed the preliminary engineering and
cost estimates and approved funding to complete the station design and make changes to the
guideway design to accommodate an integrated station at 130th Street. The Board will make a final
decision about completing and opening the 130th Street Station in 2021.

OPCD initiated a station area planning process in 2019 for areas surrounding both the 130" Street
station and light rail and BRT investments along the 145" Street corridor to the north. Station area
planning brings together community members (everyone who lives, works, and visits in the
surrounding neighborhoods) and government agencies to envision future changes for an area
surrounding a future high-capacity transit station. It focuses on the area generally within a half mile
(about a 10-minute walk) of a planned light rail station or a quarter mile (about a 5-minute walk) of a
BRT station. The process also considers broader neighborhood, citywide, and regional needs. This
process includes an analysis of existing conditions, community outreach and engagement, and
coordination with city and other public agencies to develop recommendations for the future station
area.

Public Engagement
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OPCD has worked closely with community stakeholders throughout this planning process. Key
public engagement milestones include:

e March 2019 - an open house and online survey to identify issues and gather ideas from the
community

e September 2019 — a community workshop (in-person and online) to consider different
patterns of future growth in the station area

e September 2020 — a public hearing for docketing potential amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan

e June to October 2020 — a series of four online Community Conversations to share
information and solicit feedback on various planning topics: Vision, Mobility, Zoning &
TOD, Affordable Housing & Livability

e January 2021 - Online Open House for the Draft Plan

In January of 2021 OPCD released the Draft 130th and 145th Station Area Plan for public
comment (130th and 145th Station Area Planning - OPCD | seattle.gov ). A short-term
recommendation included in this plan is to implement a FLUM change and rezone for the area
adjacent to the 130™ Street station while continuing to study a broader set of FLUM changes and
rezones for the full station area. This short-term action would encourage transition of key parcels
directly adjacent to the station from existing single-family use to transit supportive, higher density
residential and commercial uses.

Analysis

The proposed FLUM amendment includes 8.4 acres of land immediately east of the proposed
stationThis site is developed with a church and administrative office and several single-family
residences. Taken together, the location adjacent to a future light rail station and relatively low-
density development means this location is a significant transit-oriented development opportunity.

Existing Comprehensive Plan land use policies are supportive of the kind of transit supportive
development proposed here, but current restrict such use designations to urban centers and villages.
Currently, this area does not meet Comprehensive Plan policies for the multi-family residential and
mixed-use commercial land use designations. Proposed policy text amendments, which accompany
the FLUM change, would expand the criteria for these land use designations to include areas near
any transit station, including outside of urban centers and villages. Currently no other existing or
proposed transit station is located outside of an urban center or village. It is possible, that in the
future the location of the 130™ station will support designation of the atea as an urban village.

OPCD recommends the following text changes to policies in the Growth Strategy and Land Use
elements as indicated (proposed changes are undetlined):

e GS 1.7 Promote levels of density, mixed-uses, and transit improvements in urban centers

and villages, and other residential and commercial areas near future light rail stations that will
support walking, biking, and use of public transportation.
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e S 3.20 Consider taller building heights in key locations to provide visual focus and define
activity centers, such as near light rail stations in urban centers and urban villages and other
residential and commercial areas near future light rail stations.

e LU 8.4 Establish evaluation criteria for rezoning land to multifamily designations that
support the urban village strategy and transit-oriented development, create desirable
multifamily residential neighborhoods, maintain compatible scale, respect views, enhance the
streetscape and pedestrian environment, and achieve an efficient use of the land without
major impact on the natural environment.

The above amendments to Comprehensive Plan policies are necessary to facilitate the FLUM
amendment.

Recommendation: Adopt the 130" Station Area FLUM amendment and related text amendments.

10
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Industrial Land Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Proposal: Amend industrial land use goals and policies for Seattle’s industrial land.
Element: Land Use

Submitted by: OPCD

Background

In December 2019, the Mayor launched the Seattle Industrial and Maritime Strategy initiative to
strengthen and support Seattle’s industrial and maritime sectors and the living wage jobs they
provide. This is a comprehensive strategy that addresses land use, workforce development,
transportation, and public safety. Guided by neighborhood and citywide stakeholders (see public
engagement section, below) this strategy includes a mix of near-term and long-term implementation
actions across City departments.

The majority of Seattle’s industrial lands are in designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers (M/IC),
a designation in the City’ Comprehensive Plan and a regional designation of the Puget Sound
Regional Council and the King County Comprehensive Plan. This designation provides strong land
use protections and places strict limits on the types of non-industrial land uses permitted. The
Industry and Maritime Strategy land use goals focus on industrial land in the M/ICs by providing a
policy framework that meets the needs of future industry, responds to emerging opportunities such
as planned light rail stations, and also enhances protections for these industrial lands.

These proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments represent the first of two implementation
actions of the Industry and Maritime Strategy relating to land use. Following completion of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2022, OPCD will propose amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan creating a new industrial land use framework and an ordinance that
implements this framework by amending the zoning map and revising development regulations.

Public Engagement

The planning process for the Industry and Maritime Strategy was guided by several stakeholder
groups appointed by the Mayor that reflect the range of interests in supporting Seattle’s industrial
and maritime sectors. Four neighborhood stakeholder groups (Ballard, Interbay, SODO, and
Georgetown/South Patk) brought forward neighborhood specific concerns and ideas relating to the
four strategy categories listed above. The composition of these groups includes industrial
businesses, developers, and neighborhood residents. A citywide stakeholder group brought forward
citywide concerns and ideas relating to the strategy categories and synthesized the input of the
neighborhood stakeholders. This process concluded in May of 2021 with stakeholders approving a
set of 11 specific strategies.

Proposed Amendments and Analysis
Two Comprehensive Plan text amendments are recommended for adoption in 2021:

1. A new policy that limits any FLUM amendment that takes land out of a Manufacturing /
Industrial Center (M/IC) to either be adopted as part of a major update (which is currently
set for every 8 years)to the City’s Comprehensive Plan or as the result of a comprehensive

11
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study of industrial lands that evaluates changes to industrial land designations within the
context of the overall policy objectives for and supply of the City’s industrial land in M/ICs.

2. A new policy that signals the City’s intent to consider any changes in land use on the
Washington State National Guard Armory in Ballard-Interbay-Northend M/IC (BINMIC)
amd the WOSCA site in the Greater Duwamish M/IC through a master planning process
for industrial redevelopment of these sites.

1. Limits on FLUM amendments

In recent years, several annual amendment proposals have sought to remove land from M/ICs.
Industrial land is finite in supply and consideration of any one proposal to remove land from an
M/IC should occur through a comprehensive review of the city’s industrial land use needs. These
amendments include a new policy to establish higher thresholds for when such an amendment can
be considered:

.U 10.3 Ensure predictability and permanence for industrial activities in industrial areas by
limiting removal of land from a designated manufacturing / industrial center. There

should be no reclassification of industrial land to a non-industrial land use category
except as part of a City-initiated comprehensive study and review of industrial land
use policies or as part of a major update to the Comprehensive Plan.

There are a number of M/ICs in the Puget Sound region, designated by the Puget Sound Regional
Council, based on specific criteria including land use, zoning, and employment in industrial sectors.
These industrial centers are found throughout the Puget Sound region and vary somewhat in their
mix of uses. In recent years annual amendment applications to remove land from M/ICs, while not
adopted, have sent a signal that land use designations in the M/ICs can change. This contributes to
the kind of speculative market pressure on industrial lands that results in industrial land uses being
priced out of their locations or disincentivizing investment in new industrial uses. This policy will
advance the current goal of preserving industrial land for industrial use and send a clear market
signal that will deter the type of speculation that deters investments in industrial activity.

2. Interbay Armory and the WOSCA site

The Washington National Guard Armory site currently owned by the State of Washington is home
to a National Guard readiness center and is intended to provide a base for emergency response
throughout the greater Seattle area. The site, however, consists primarily of fill material and is
subject to severe liquefaction in the event of a major earthquake. For this reason, the National
Guard is seeking relocation and the State will explore reuse of this site to partially finance the
Guard’s relocation. The State commissioned a study to evaluate alternative redevelopment scenarios
including residential/commercial, residential/industrial, and all industrial alternatives. The State is
considering establishing a public development authority to facilitate relocation of the National

Guard and the sale/redevelopment of the Armory site.

12
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The Armory site is approximately 25 acres in size bounded by the BNSF railroad to the west and
south, Armory Way to the north, and a strip of commercial uses parallel to 15th Avenue West to the
east. Currently this area is zoned IG1 and is within the boundaries of the BINMIC. The Armory site
represents an important redevelopment opportunity, not just because of its size and proximity to
industrial infrastructure such as freight corridors and proximity to port facilities (T91 and
Fisherman’s Terminal), but also because of its proximity to future light rail stations that are within
walking distance of the site. These factors combined (size, location, access to light rail) and the fact
that it is under single ownership mean that redevelopment could advance the goals of the Industrial

and Maritime Strategy in significant ways.

The Washington-Oregon Shippers Cooperative Association ( WOSCA) site is currently owned by
the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and was used for construction and
staging for SR99 replacement. The site is at the north end of the Greater Duwamish M/IC, adjacent
to T46 to the west and 1% Avenue to the east. The site will be surplused by the State. The WOSCA
site is approximately 4.2 acres in size, about 120 feet deep by about 1,375 feet long. The WOSCA
site is currently zoned IC-65. In recent years proposals for this site have included industrial use,
office development permitted by current zoning, and introduction of a broad range of uses including
open space, residential, and retail. Both sites are within designated Manufacturing Industrial

Centets.

The proposed amendments include a policy to establish the City’s preferred approach to future

redevelopment of these sites:

LU 10.24 Recognize the unique development opportunities that the Washington National
Guard Armory in the BINMIC and the WOSCA site in the Greater Duwamish MIC
represent. Work with the State of Washington and Washington State Department of

Transportation or other future owners of these sites to develop a comprehensive

redevelopment that reflects its location within a manufacturing / industrial center.

Goals for these plans include features such as green infrastructure, district energy

and waste management programs, and workforce equity commitments.

Recommendation: Adopt the proposed industrial land use policies.

13
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Section 4 — Docketed Amendments Analyzed and not Recommended at this
Time.

Trees
Element: Land Use, Environment
Submitted by: City Council

Proposed Amendment: The City received two applications to amend policies related trees, tree
protection, and urban forest canopy, in the Comprehensive Plan. While similar to amendment
applications that were considered and either not approved or not docketed in previous years, these
were docketed by the City Council for consideration by the executive.

In consultation with the Urban Forestry Commission, Office of Sustainability and the Environment
and Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI) review of policies in the
Comprehensive Plan related to trees and urban forests, to identify opportunities to better support
the urban tree canopy. In developing recommendations, the Executive should consider whether
there are any changes proposed in the amendment petitions listed in subsections 5(C) and 5(I) of
this resolution, that would be appropriate to be included in the Comprehensive Plan. Following
consultations with OSE and SDCI, OPCD does not recommend these amendments for adoption at
this time.

OPCD is working with OSE, SDCI, and the Urban Forestry Commission to update the City’s
Urban Forestry Plan which takes a comprehensive look at programs and policies that will expand
and sustain Seattle’s urban forest. Following final adoption of the Urban Forestry Plan, OPCD will
work with OSE and the Urban Forestry Commission to identify how the plan can be supported by
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as part of the 2024 major update.

Consistent with docket, OPCD analyzed each of element of the amendment applications referenced
in the Council resolution for consideration in 2021. Below are specific items in each of the
proposals and OPCD’s reason for not recommending adoption currently.

The following three policy amendments were from a 2020 Comprehensive Plan amendment
proposal received from Chris Lehman:

. LU 5.6: Establish setbacks in residential areas assaeeded to allow for the preservation or
planting of large trees; for adequate light, air, and ground-level open space; to help provide
privacy; to promote public health and urban wildlife; for compatibility with the existing
development pattern; and to separate residential uses from more intensive uses.

Analysis: Setback regulations are not an appropriate approach to preserving or planting large
trees. Setbacks may make it more difficult to preserve large trees since preservation often
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requires the flexibility to push development capacity away from where a large tree is already
located (which may not be a setback). Similarly, larger setbacks could make it more difficult
to accommodate new trees on other parts of the property. For example, larger side or front
setbacks could push development toward rear yards which may be a better place to preserve
or plant large trees.

. LU 5.7: Employ development standards in residential zones that address the use of the
ground level of new development sites to fit with existing patterns of landscaping, especially
front yards in single-family residential areas, yard areas in every multifamily lot, and to

encourage permeable surfaces and vegetation.

Analysis: Multifamily zones do not have yard requirements and instead have setbacks. Side
and rear yards for multifamily lots reduce flexibility to achieve intended development
capacities. As part of the major update OPCD will consider ways to support tree canopy in
multifamily neighborhoods.

. LU 5.8: Establish tree and landscaping requirements that preserve and enhance the City’s
physical and aesthetic character and recognize the value of trees and landscaping in
addressing public health, urban wildlife, stormwater management, pollution reduction, heat
island mitigation, and other issues.

Analysis: This statement is consistent with existing city policy and does not provide
additional policy direction. Contribution of trees to public health and urban wildlife will be
addressed in the major update in 2024 that incorporates recommendations of the Urban
Forestry Master Plan.

The following 2020 amendment proposals were submitted by David Moehring.

Environment Element

e Amend Policy E1.2 to “Strive to increase citywide tree canopy coverage
to 40% over time following 2018 recommendations in policy and codes
made by Seattle’s Urban Forestty Commission.”

Analysis: This proposed language does not clarify or improve existing
policy language. It is not appropriate for Comprehensive Plan polices
to cite or reference 2018 recommendations when they may be updated
or replaced within the 20-year planning period.

Transportation Element

15

230



T.4.5 to state: “Enhance the public street tree canopy and landscaping in the street right-of
way. Similarly, require citywide environmental accountability of the owners and developers

of private property to enhance the yards with tree canopy and landscaping facing the street.”

Analysis: It is inappropriate to establish policies for development of private property in the
Transportation element. Requiring accountability for any action is not appropriate for the
Comprehensive Plan and instead should be reflected in development regulations.

Amend Seattle’s Title 23 and Title 25 codes to require for new property developments “at
least a 400 square foot contiguous planting area of at least 10 feet in any direction for which

to plant one or more drought resistant trees considered native to Washington.”

Analysis: This is regulatory language that is inappropriate for the Comprehensive Plan but
may be appropriate in the Seattle Municipal Code.

Parks and Open Space Element

e Policy P3.3 Enhance wildlife habitats by restoring urban forests and expanding the tree
canopy on City-owned and privately-owned land.
Analysis: This section explicitly pertains to park property so it would be inappropriate to
add policies about private property in this chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.
Glossary
[ ]

Urban Forest: The trees and lower-growing plants (of at least 8-feet in mature growth
height) that are found on public and private property within the city. This includes
developed parks and natural areas, as well as the trees along streets and within yards of

privately-owned properties /redundant already encompasses vards in private ownership.

Analysis: The “urban forest” is defined by the City and most other organizations as
including lower-growing plants that are less than 8 feet in height. These lower-growing
plants are an important part of the larger ecological system. Consequently, the proposed
changes would be inconsistent with these definitions and would limit the scope of our urban
forestry work.

16
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Section 5 — Docketed Amendments not Analyzed, No Recommendation at this
Time.

There are several proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments that were docketed by Council in
Resolution 31970 but have not been analyzed by OPCD and for which OPCD is not making any
recommendation at this time. Each is briefly described below, with an explanation of why OPCD
has not analyzed the proposal as part of the 2020-2021 annual amendment cycle.

West Seattle Bridge

Element: Land Use and Transportation
Submitted by: City Council

Proposed amendment: West Seattle Bridge. In consultation with the Seattle Department of
Transportation and the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI), review of the
Transportation and Land Use Elements to assess whether any changes should be made due to the
closure of the West Seattle Bridge.

Reason for not analyzing: At the time this amendment was docketed the timeline for replacing or
repairing the West Seattle Bridge was unknown. It was possible replacement could take up to 10
years and this would result in substantial impacts to West Seattle. The intent of the proposed
amendment was to identify opportunities to strengthen Comprehensive Plan policies that might
support this City’s long-term mitigation of these impacts. Following adoption of the docketing
resolution (Resolution 31970) it was announced that the West Seattle Bridge would be repaired and
returned to service in 2022. OPCD did not see a need to conduct the review described in docketing
resolution because of the relatively short period between adoption of any potential amendments and
return of the bridge to service.

Alternative Name for Single-Family Zones

Element: L.and Use
Submitted by: City Council

Proposed Amendment: Recommend an alternative name for single-family zones, such as
Neighborhood Residential, and propose Comprehensive Plan amendments to implement this
change, as appropriate.

Reason for not analyzing: Given the potential relationship to other policies, level of analysis, and
level of public engagement necessary, this proposal is more appropriately addressed through the
major update to the Comprehensive Plan in 2024.

Fossil Fuels and Public Health

Element: Environment, Land Use, or Utilities Elements

Proposed Amendment: The Council requests that OPCD, in consultation with the Seattle
Department of Construction and Inspections, the Office of Sustainability, and the Environmental
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Justice Committee, draft, evaluate, undertake environmental review, and provide recommendations
of potential amendments to the Environment, L.and Use, or Utilities Elements that would clarify the
City’s intent to protect the public health and meet its climate goals by limiting fossil fuel productions
and storage.

Reason for not analyzing: The level of analysis to effectively identify and evaluate potential
amendments does not align with OPCD work plan and staffing capacity currently. Work to propose
and evaluate such amendments is more appropriate for the major update to the Comprehensive Plan
in 2024

South Park Urban Village Designation

Element: Growth Strategy
Submitted by: City Council

Proposed Amendment: Assess how the South Park neighborhood meets the criteria for Urban
Village designation and provide a report to Council.

Reason for not analyzing: The City will be adopting a major update to the Comprehensive Plan in
2024. As part of the update, OPCD expects to review the Urban Village strategy. Whether the South
Park neighborhood should continue to be designated as an Urban Village is more appropriately
addressed as part of this more comprehensive work.
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University District Urban Center FLUM

University District Urban Center
Proposed Changes to Miles

Urban Center Boundary and 0 003 005 0.1

Future Land Use

-Area t6 be éd;iea to
University District Urban Center

| Change Future Land Use from
/' Multi-Family Residential Areas to
‘/ 4 Urban Center

Future Land Use
B urban Center

Residential Urban
Village
Single Family
Residential Areas
Multi-Family
Residential Areas
City-Owned Open
— Space

Ic&:y of Seatde
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Exhibit B

130" Street Station FLUM

N
Northeast 130th Street
Proposed Changes to Miles
Future Land Use 0 003 005 0.1

Change Future Land Use from
Single Family Residential Areas to
Commercial | Mixed Use

Change Future Land Use from
Single Family Residential Areas to
Multi-Family Residential Areas

“
L

- Future Land Use
Single Family
Residential Areas
Multi-Family
126th St Residential Areas
Commercial / Mixed
= Use Areas
: City-Owned Open
2 [ Space
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\ \ SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL 0 e, Wi 08
Q I

File #: CB 120149, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending maximum size of use limits and minimum
parking requirements for indoor sports and recreation uses; amending Sections 23.50.027 and 23.54.015
of the Seattle Municipal Code.

WHEREAS, indoor sports and recreation facilities are venues that provide opportunities to community
members for recreation, health, and community-building, and can support the space needs of
organizations that provide a cultural value to Seattle; and

WHEREAS, Comprehensive Plan policies for Manufacturing Industrial Centers (MIC) seek to encourage
economic activity and development in Seattle’s industrial areas by supporting the retention and
expansion of existing industrial businesses and by providing opportunities for the creation of new
businesses consistent with the character of industrial areas; and

WHEREAS, indoor sports and recreation facilities have characteristics that allow them to be relatively
compatible with an industrial context compared to uses such as housing and customer-serving retail; and

WHEREAS, limiting criteria are an integrated part of this legislation and would limit the potential location of
indoor sports and recreation facilities exceeding 10,000 square feet to areas with lower potential to
disrupt industrial uses and would limit the potential number of such facilities; and

WHEREAS, indoor sports and recreation facilities are differentiated from spectator sports facilities that would
draw crowds, and no change to existing regulations concerning spectator sports facilities in industrially-

zoned areas is proposed; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 10 Printed on 10/1/2021
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Section 1. Section 23.50.027 of the Seattle Municipal Code, last amended by Ordinance 124172, is
amended as follows:
23.50.027 Maximum size of nonindustrial use
A. Applicability
1. Except as otherwise provided in this Section 23.50.027, the maximum size of use limits on
gross floor area specified in Table A for 23.50.027 apply to principal uses on a lot, and apply separately to the
categories of uses. The total gross floor area occupied by uses limited under Table A for 23.50.027 shall not
exceed 2.5 times the area of the lot in an IG1, IG2, IB, or IC zone.
2.The combined square footage of any one business establishment located on more than one lot
is subject to the size limitations on non-industrial uses specified ((en)) in Table A for 23.50.027.
3. The maximum size of use limits in Table A for 23.50.027 do not apply to the area identified in
Exhibit A for 23.50.027. In that area no single non-office use listed in Table A for 23.50.027 may exceed 50,000

square feet in size.

Table A for 23.50.027 Size of ((UseLimits)) use limits in Industrial ((Zenes)) zones
Uses ((Subjeet|]IG1 1G2 1B IC ((Outside)) [IC ((Within))
subject to ((Si4 outside the |within the
Limits)) size lil Duwamish MI|Duwamish MI|
Animal ((Sheltd10,000 sq. 10,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. |N.S.L., except
shelters and (( |ft. sq. ft. ft. 75,000 sq. ft. in
Kennels)) kenn| 85-160 zone
Drinking 3,000 sq. 3,000 sq. IN.S.L. IN.S.L. IN.S.L.
establishments?ft. ft.
Entertainment*|10,000 sq. 10,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. |N.S.L., except
ft. *** sq. ft. ft. 75,000 sq. ft. in
ok 85-160 zone
Lodging ((Hses10,000 sq. 10,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. [N.S.L., except
uses™* ft. sq. ft. ft. 75,000 sq. ft. in
85-160 zone
SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 2 of 10 Printed on 10/1/2021
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Medical ((Serv{10,000 sq. 10,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. [N.S.L., except

services™ ft. sq. ft. ft. 75,000 sq. ft. in
85-160 zone

Office 10,000 sq. 25,000 100,000 N.S.L. IN.S.L.

ft. sq. ft. sq. ft.
Restaurants 5,000 sq. 5,000 sq. IN.S.L. N.S.L. N.S.L.
ft. ft.

Retail ((Sales; (10,000 sq. 25,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. |N.S.L., except

Major Durableqit. sq. ft. ft. 30,000 sq. ft. in

sales, major 85-160 zone

durables

Sales and (( 10,000 sq. 25,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. |N.S.L.

Services. ft. sq. ft. ft.

Atttomotive))

services, autom|

Sales and (( 10,000 sq. 25,000 75,000 sq. 75,000 sq. ft. |N.S.L., except

Services. Genedft. sq. ft. ft. 30,000 sq. ft. in

services, generg 85-160 zone

Key for Table A for 23.50.027 N.S.L. = No ((Stze-Eimit)) size limit * Where permitted under |

size limit for brew pubs applies to that portion of the pub that is not used for brewing purposes

sports and recreation is 50,000 sq. ft. for lots meeting the criteria of subsection 23.50.027 H.

* %k 3k

H. The maximum size limit for indoor sports and recreation is 50,000 square feet for lots in the IG1 and

1G2 zones that meet all of the following conditions:

1. Located in the Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center (BINMIC):

2. Located 500 feet or more from a shoreline;

3. Located within 300 feet of land zoned either Neighborhood Commercial (NC) or Seattle

Mixed (SM);

4. Located within 1/4 mile of a public park with active recreation use such as sports fields or

sports courts: and

5. Not located within 1 mile of another indoor sports and recreation use in the BINMIC that

Printed on 10/1/2021
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exceeds 25.000 square feet in size.

was last amended by Ordinance 126287, is amended as follows:

23.54.015 Required parking and maximum parking limits

k %k ok

Section 2. Table A for 23.54.015 for Section 23.54.015 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which section

Table A for 23.54.015 Required ((Parking
)) parking for ((Nen-residential Uses
Other-ThanInstitutiens)) non-residential
uses other than institutions

Use Minimum
parking
required

I. General Non-residential Uses (other

than institutions)

A. AGRICULTURAL USES ! 1 space for
each 2,000
square feet

B. COMMERCIAL USES

B.1. Animal shelters and kennels 1 space for eac

2000 square fe

B.2. Eating and drinking establishments 1 space for ea
square feet
B.3. Entertainment ((Yses)) uses, general, except as For public assg
noted below 2 areas: 1 space
each 8 fixed s¢|
1 space for eac
square feet of |
assembly area
containing fixe
seats
B.3.a. Adult cabarets 1 space for eag
B.3.b. Sports and recreation uses 2 |1 space for eaq
B.4. Food processing and craft work 1 space for eaq
2,000 square f
B.5. Laboratories, research and development 1 space for eag

1,500 square f{
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Page 4 of 10

Printed on 10/1/2021

owered by Legistar™
’ v 240


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: CB 120149, Version: 1

B.6.

Lodging uses

1 space for eac
rooms; For beg
breakfast facili
single-family ¢
multifamily zo
space for each
dwelling unit, |
space for each
guest rooms

B.7.

Medical services

1 space for eac
square feet

B.S.

Offices

1 space for eac|
1,000 square f{

B.9.

Sales and services, automotive

1 space for eac
2,000 square f{

B.10.

Sales and services, general, except as noted below

1 space for eaq
square feet

B.10.a. Pet ((Payeare-Centers ¥ daycare centers*

1 space for eaq
staff member, |
loading and un

Sales and services, heavy

1 space for eaq
2,000 square f{

B.12.

Sales and services, marine

1 space for eac
2,000 square fq

C. HIGH IMPACT USES

1 space for
each 2,000
square feet

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL
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D.

LIVE-WORK UNITS

0 spaces for
units with
1,500 square
feet or less;

1 space for
each unit
greater than
1,500 square
feet; 1 space
for each unit
greater than
2,500 square
feet, plus the
parking that
would be
required for
any non-
residential
activity
classified as
a principal
use

MANUFACTURING USES

1 space for
each 2,000
square feet

STORAGE USES

1 space for
each 2,000
square feet

TRANSITIONAL ENCAMPMENT INTERIM USE

1 space for
every
vehicle used
as shelter;
plus 1 space
for each 2
staff
members on
-site at peak
staffing
times

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

H.1.

Cargo terminals

1 space for eac
2,000 square f{

H.2.

Parking and moorage

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL
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H.2.a. Flexible-use pgNone
H.2.b. Towing servicdNone
H.2.c. Boat moorage |1 space for eac|
H.2.d. Dry storage of|1 space for eaq
H.3. Passenger terminals 1 space for eaq
square feet of
waiting area
H.4. Rail transit facilities [None
H.5. Transportation facilities, air 1 space for eac|
square feet of
waiting area
H.6. Vehicle storage and maintenance uses 1 space for eaq
2,000 square f{
L. UTILITIES 1 space for
each 2,000

square feet

I1. Non-residential Use Requirements for
Specific Areas

J. [Non-residential uses in urban centers or the Station Area Overlay INo
District(*)3 minimum
requirement
K. [Non-residential uses in urban villages that are not within an urban [No
center or the Station Area Overlay District, if the non-residential minimum
use is located within a frequent transit service area((-*))2 requirement
L. [Non-residential uses permitted in MR and HR zones pursuant to [No
Section 23.45.504((z)) minimum
requirement
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Footnotes for Table A for 23.54.015 ! No
parking is required for urban farms or
community gardens in residential zones. 2
Required parking for spectator sports
facilities or exhibition halls must be
available when the facility or exhibition hall
is in use. A facility shall be considered to be
"in use" during the period beginning three
hours before an event is scheduled to begin
and ending one hour after a scheduled event
is expected to end. For sports events of
variable or uncertain duration, the expected
event length shall be the average length of
the events of the same type for which the
most recent data are available, provided it is
within the past five years. During an
inaugural season, or for nonrecurring events,
the best available good faith estimate of
event duration will be used. A facility will
not be deemed to be "in use" by virtue of the
fact that administrative or maintenance
personnel are present. The Director may
reduce the required parking for any event
when projected attendance for a spectator
sports facility is certified to be 50 percent or
less of the facility's seating capacity, to an
amount not less than that required for the
certified projected attendance, at the rate of
one space for each ten fixed seats of certified
projected attendance. An application for
reduction and the certification shall be
submitted to the Director at least 15 days
prior to the event. When the event is one of a
series of similar events, such certification
may be submitted for the entire series 15
days prior to the first event in the series. If
the Director finds that a certification of
projected attendance of 50 percent or less of
the seating capacity is based on satisfactory
evidence such as past attendance at similar
events or advance ticket sales, the Director
shall, within 15 days of such submittal,
notify the facility operator that a reduced
parking requirement has been approved, with
any conditions deemed appropriate by the
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[D1rector to ensure adequacy ot parking it
expected attendance should change. The
parking requirement reduction may be
applied for only if the goals of the facility's
Transportation Management Plan are
otherwise being met. The Director may
revoke or modify a parking requirement
reduction approval during a series, if
projected attendance is exceeded. * For
indoor sports and recreation uses that exceed
25,000 square feet in size in the Ballard
Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial
Center, the minimum requirement is 1 space

for each 2,000 square feet. (®#The amount
of required parking is calculated based on the
maximum number of staff or animals the
center is designed to accommodate. (43 The
general minimum requirements of Part [ of
Table A for 23.54.015 are superseded to the
extent that a use, structure, or development
qualifies for either a greater or a lesser

minimum parking requirement (which may
include no requirement) under any other
provision. To the extent that a non-residential
use fits within more than one line in Table A
for 23.54.015, the least of the applicable
minimum parking requirements applies. The
different parking requirements listed for
certain categories of non-residential uses
shall not be construed to create separate uses
for purposes of any requirements related to
establishing or changing a use under this
Title 23.

Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2021, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of ,2021.
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President of the City Council

Approved / returned unsigned / vetoed this day of ,2021.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of ,2021.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)
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SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
Office of Planning and Geoff Wentlandt Christie Parker
Community Development 206-683-0111 206-684-5211

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending maximum size
of use limits and minimum parking requirements for indoor sports and recreation uses; amending
Sections 23.50.027 and 23.54.015 of the Seattle Municipal Code.

Summary and background of the Legislation:

This legislation increases the maximum allowable size of indoor sports and recreation facilities
from 10,000 square feet to up to 50,000 square feet. The legislation also amends minimum
parking requirements to decrease the amount of required parking for indoor sports and recreation
facilities that exceed 25,000 sg. ft. in size; the legislation changes the parking requirement from 1
space per 500 square feet to 1 space per 2,000 square feet. These changes apply only on lots that
are located in the Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center (BINMIC) and
meet other criteria, such as being located 500 or more feet from a shoreline and located within
300 feet of land zoned either Neighborhood Commercial or Seattle Mixed.

The current 10,000 square foot maximum size limit for indoor sports and recreation uses in
Industrial General zones is too small to accommodate certain facilities such as indoor sports
courts or indoor sports fields. The legislation allows new, relatively larger indoor sports and
recreation facilities under limiting conditions that minimize adverse impacts on surrounding
industrial areas and limit the number of instances when a larger-sized indoor sports and
recreation facility could be constructed. The legislation is intended to support sports and
recreation opportunities in the city.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM |

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? _ Yes __ X __No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS \

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? _ Yes X _No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term, or long-term costs?
No. The legislation could allow one or more new, relatively larger indoor sports and
recreation facilities that would be built and operated by a private entity.

Template last revised: December 1, 2020
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Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?
Not implementing this legislation could marginally reduce the likelihood of one or more
indoor sports and recreation facilities being constructed in the city.

. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?

The legislation would affect the Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI).
However, the code amendment would not change the complexity of permit reviews, affect
permit processes, or change zoning maps. The only impact to SDCI is the time required for
initial communication of the code change for general awareness.

Is a public hearing required for this legislation?
Yes. A public hearing is expected to be held in 2021.

Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
Publication is required in the Daily Journal of Commerce.

Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
The legislation will apply to certain properties zoned General Industrial in the Ballard
Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center (BINMIC).

Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

This legislation could provide for the creation of one or more indoor sports and recreation
facilities that have the potential for supporting sports activities that have important cultural
connection in the BIPOC community. For example, over 70% of the players in the Women’s
National Basketball Association are Black women and the Seattle Storm provides a model of
success for community members, including girls and boys.

Climate Change Implications

1. Emissions: Is this legislation likely to increase or decrease carbon emissions in a
material way?
No.

2. Resiliency: Will the action(s) proposed by this legislation increase or decrease
Seattle’s resiliency (or ability to adapt) to climate change in a material way? If so,
explain. If it is likely to decrease resiliency in a material way, describe what will or
could be done to mitigate the effects.

No.

If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What

are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s)?

2
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No new initiative or major programmatic expansion is proposed.
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ﬁls Seattle

Code Amendments for Indoor Sports and Recreation

Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD)
Director’s Report and Recommendation
July, 2021
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Proposal Overview

The Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) is proposing to amend the Land
Use Code, SMC Title 23 to permit indoor sports and recreation uses up to a maximum size of 50,000 sg.
ft. in Industrial General (IG) zones on lots in the Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial
Center (BINMIC) that meet criteria limiting eligible geographic locations. The current maximum size of
use for indoor sports and recreation facilities is 10,000 sqg. ft. in the 1G zones. The proposal would also
amend minimum parking requirements to decrease the amount of required parking from 1 space per 500
sg. ft., to 1 space per 2,000 sg. ft. for indoor sports and recreation facilities that exceed 25,000 sg. ft. in
size in the BINMIC. Indoor sports and recreation facilities are differentiated from spectator sports
facilities (which would draw crowds) and regulations limiting spectator sports facilities would be
unchanged by this proposal.

Background and Purpose

The current 10,000 sg. ft. maximum size limit for indoor sports and recreation uses in Industrial General
zones is too small to accommodate certain facilities such as indoor sports courts or indoor sports fields.
The amendment is proposed to allow new relatively larger indoor sports and recreation facilities under
limiting conditions that would minimize adverse impacts on a surrounding industrial area and would limit
the number of instances when a larger-sized indoor sports and recreation facility could be created. The
proposal is intended to support sports and recreation opportunities in the city, which provide important
recreational, health, and cultural benefits to the public. The proposal would allow indoor sports and
recreation facilities up to a size of 50,000 sq. ft.

Examples of the type of sports courts that could be created that would typically exceed 10,000 sqg. ft. and
be less than 50,000 sg. ft. include basketball/volleyball gyms, indoor soccer fields, indoor hockey rink,
bowling alley, etc. One potential entity that could apply to construct an indoor sports and recreation
facility is the Seattle Storm professional women’s basketball team. The Seattle Storm has expressed
interest to the City in funding and building its own practice facility. The Storm is one of Seattle’s most
accomplished professional sports teams of all time and provides a model of success for athletes of all ages
including girls and boys. Several of Seattle’s men’s professional sports teams have been supported
directly by the City, County, and State to construct expensive new stadiums.

Indoor sports and recreation facilities can be used for a variety of sports and purposes. Such facilities
provide space for recreation, training, camps, and youth development activities. One of the limiting
criteria discussed below, would target the location of indoor sports and recreation facilities using this code
amendment close to other public parks with active recreation uses. This would allow for functional
clusters of recreational activities that could support a variety of camps, competitions, and training
opportunities.

Limiting Conditions and Parking

The code amendment would allow a maximum size of use for indoor sports and recreation uses up to
50,000 sq. ft. only under several strict limiting conditions. The conditions are intended to align the
proposal with policy objectives and limit the potential for adverse impacts on surrounding industrial

1
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areas. The limiting conditions are listed below with a discussion of the rationale for each. All conditions
would have to be met for a lot to be eligible for the relatively larger-sized indoor sports and recreation
facility.

Must be located in the Ballard-Interbay-North End Manufacturing Industrial Center (BINMIC).
The BINMIC already contains a greater variety of mixed uses than the Duwamish / MIC and the proposed
use would be relatively compatible with the already-varied mix. The BINMIC is much smaller than the
Duwamish MIC in size, with a gross acreage of 879 acres. A 2018 study found that, excluding rail yards,
51% of BINMIC parcels were in industrial use and 49% were other uses.

Must be within 300’ of an existing Settle Mixed or Neighborhood Commercial zone.

Locating a non-industrial use near the edge of a manufacturing / industrial center is likely to be less
disruptive to industrial uses and activities. NC and SM zones are found in urban villages and other dense
urban areas next to or outside of MICs. NC and SM zones typically have more complete non-motorized
transportation networks and transit service than large contiguous areas of industrial land. NC and SM
zones also provide other services such as grocery stores that could serve the needs of patrons of an indoor
sports and recreation facility.

Must be within ¥ mile of a Seattle Park with active recreational uses (courts, ball fields etc.).
The larger-sized indoor sports and recreation use would complement other existing recreational activities
in the area, facilitating coordinated activities such as sports camps.

Must not be within 500’ of the shoreline.

Seattle’s policies for industrial lands give a very high priority to preserve shoreline-proximate areas for
maritime activity. This criterion would avoid creating pressure to convert lands with access to water to
sports and recreation. The city’s shoreline master program applies within 200’ of shorelines. The
proposal would provide a much larger 500 buffer from shorelines.

May not be located within one mile of another increased-size indoor sports and recreation facility.
The criterion would not allow an indoor sports and recreation facility exceeding 10,000 sqg. ft. if it is
within one mile of an existing sports and recreation facility in an Industrial General zone that exceeds
25,000 sq. ft. in size. The effect of this provision would be that no more than one increased size facility
could be built in a one-mile radius. This precludes a proliferation that could displace industrial activities.

Map of potentially eligible areas

A map analysis of the eligible locations is provided below. Solid blue areas are the only eligible
locations. Light/transparent blue areas are the candidate Industrial General zones in the BINMIC.
Hatched areas are ineligible because they are within 500’ of a shoreline.

If a facility were built in one of the eligible areas, the limit prohibiting another indoor sports and
recreation use larger than 10,000 sg. ft. in size within one milewould rule out other eligible areas such that
a second facility would be prevented. The solid blue patch west of the BNSF rail tracks is not practically
an eligible site because it is owned by BNSF and is part of their rail yard which will not change. There
are approximately 45 total tax parcels that would be eligible (in solid blue areas). According to this
preliminary analysis, no other locations citywide would qualify.

Parking
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The proposal would also amend minimum parking requirements to decrease the amount of required
parking from 1 space per 500 sq. ft., to 1 space per 2,000 sg. ft. for indoor sports and recreation facilities
that exceed 25,000 sg. ft. in size in the BINMIC. The intent of this change is to limit the amount of
parking that would be required to encourage access to indoor sports and recreation facilities by transit or
non-motorized alternative to drive alone trips. The eligible areas map identifies potentially eligible
locations that are close to transit service on 15" Ave. and close to potential future light rail stations. If a
maximum sized 50,000 sq. ft. indoor sports and recreation facility were constructed, a minimum of 25
parking stalls would be required to be provided.
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Map of Potentially Eligible Areas
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Consistency and Compatibility

OPCD considered the proposal’s consistency with comprehensive plan polices and compatibility with
nearby land uses. The proposal could facilitate the future development of one or more indoor sports and
recreation facilities exceeding 10,000 sg. ft., but less than 50,000 sq. ft. in size in the BINMIC, which
may appear to potentially contravene with certain comprehensive plan language to the extent that the
proposal facilitates the introduction of increased non-industrial activities — in the form of indoor sports
and recreation — into a designated MIC. (i.e. LU 10.2, and LU 10.1.). The proposal, however, would
facilitate only one or two facilities and is consistent with other policies concerning recreation and
arts/culture and on balance does not create a conflict.

Regional and city policies suggest that amounts of non-industrial activity and some non-industrial uses
are allowable in MICs. PSRC’s criteria for MIC designation acknowledge that half of the employment in
a MIC may be non-industrial and that 25% of zoned areas do not have to be zoned for core industrial
uses. City policies LU 10.10 and 10.28 address limiting commercial uses, specifically referencing office
and retail as uses that should be limited in MICs. The proposal would facilitate a sports and recreation
use, which is not a retail or office use.

Some non-industrial activities can be compatible with industrial uses or compatibility with an industrial
character. Indoor sports and recreation facilities have the potential for compatibility with the character
and function of an industrial area for several reasons. Recreation uses are noisy and not sensitive to noise
impacts. Space and design requirements for sports and recreation facilities call for large structures with
high clearances and large open bays similar to industrial structures. Such structures provide potential for
reuse over time with either industrial or recreation uses. Indoor recreation uses have a relatively lower
intensity of visitation and activity patterns by patrons and employees compared to retail or office uses.
Indoor sports and recreation facilities are differentiated from spectator sports facilities (which would draw
crowds) and regulations limiting spectator sports facilities would be unchanged by this proposal.

Policies from the Parks and Open Space chapter of the comprehensive plan are also relevant, including P
G1 that calls for providing a variety of outdoor and indoor spaces throughout the city for all people to
play, learn, contemplate, and build community and P 2.3, which calls for establishing partnerships with
public and private organizations to supplement recreational programming that supports residents’ needs
and interests. To the extent that the proposal would facilitate creation of one or more relatively large
indoor sports and recreation facilities, it would support these goals for recreation. Spaces for indoor
recreation could also support the city’s goals for equity and inclusion, since such facilities have potential
to provide recreational opportunities for members of communities of color and women.

Recommendation

After a review of background information, including the State Environmental Policy Act checklist and
Determination of Non-Significance, OPCD recommends legislation to adopt the proposed code changes.
The code changes would support City objectives concerning recreation while including limiting
conditions adequate to minimize potential adverse impacts to industrial uses in the vicinity of potentially
eligible areas.
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