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ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, rezoning property by amending the

Official Land Use Map, SMC Chapter 23.32, to implement the Transfer of

Development Credit Provisions in the Denny Triangle in support of the Denny

Triangle Neighborhood Plan.

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the rezoning established by this ordinance will

protect and promote the health, safety and welfare of the general public; will

maintain sufficient capacity for employment growth while creating additional

opportunities for residential development; and will support the recommendations of

the Denny Triangle Urban Center Village Plan.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS

FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Attached to this ordinance is one zoning map, identified as "Exhibit A-l"

which is incorporated herein by reference, The Official Land Use Map, page 109 is

amended to rezone the properties shown on the attached zoning map as "Rezone Area,"

from DMC 240' to DOC 2 300'.

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from and after

its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the Mayor within ton (10)

days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the A~~ day o 1999, and signed by

me in open session in authentication of its passage this La"-day oflamma4ax--l

1999.

Approved by me this

-PrEs-iden~~f the City Counkil

All

day ofFiled by me this

(SEAL)

~
1999.
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"Exhibit A-1"

Page 109 of the Official Land Use Map
Denny Triangle Urban Center Village

Residential Incentive Program Rezone

,DENNY TRIANGLE - Proposed Rezone Area
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CITY OF SEATTLE

JULY1999

EXECUTIVE REPORT

RECOMMENDED INCENTIVE PROGRAM TO ENCOURAGE HOUSING IN THE
DENNY TRIANGLE NEIGHBORHOOD

The Executive is proposing actions to encourage more residential development in the

Denny Triangle neighborhood in Seattle, a key goal of the Denny Triangle

Neighborhood Plan. The components of this proposal are:

Establishing a Transfer of Development Credits program that Would

transfer development credits from
,

Rural King County to the Denny

Triangle and fund amenities recommended in the Denny Triangle

Neighborhood Plan;

11. Changing development standards to facilitate mixed use development

Ill. Rezoning an area along 6
th

and 7
th

Avenues between Lenora and

Blanchard from Downtown Mixed Commercial (DMC) to Downtown Off ice

Core 2 (DOC 2)

BACKGROUND

These recommendations seek, to address multiple goals and result in multiple public

benefits, -Fhe Growth Management Act's basic foundation is to limit growth in

designated Rural and Resource Areas and' encourage development in areas that are

already or can easily be served with public infrastructure. The 1994 King County

Countywide Planning Policies adopted an Urban Growth Area and 13 Urban Centers;

these Urban Centers would be prioritized for investments that would make them more

convenient and functional places to live-. Seattle has five of those Urban centers

(Downtown; University District; First Hill/Capitol Hill; Seattle Center; Northgate) which

wili see 45% of Seattle's expected growth over the twenty years covered by the 1994
Seattle Comprehensive Plan.

The Denny Triangle is one of several urban villages within the Downtown Urban Center;

its neighborhood plan adopted by Council in 1999 listed promoting more housing

opportunities as a key strategy. To make the neighborhood more inviting for residential

development, the plan also recommends important amenities such., as open space and

pedestrian facilities
'

Tile residential target for the twenty years in the Denny Triangle is

3500 new households, and the Neighborhood Plan identified the northeast portion of

the Triangle as the area where housing should be most encouraged. The

neighborhood now has about 1000 housing units, and is characterized by surface

parking lots and a lack of public amenities. The Neighborhood Plan recommended



revising height and other development standards to promote additional development.
This proposal represents a first step in implementing the Neighborhood Plan. Other
recommendations from the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan and Downtown Urban
Center Plan will be reviewed by the City in 2000.

Another key interest of the Denny Triangle neighborhood is the future redevelopment of

the Convention Center Place transit station, which will not be part of the Sound Transit

light rail system. The neighborhood sees the opportunity for additional housing and
open space on the site, along with commercial development. King County, as the
owner of the station, will lead its redevelopment.

Rural Preservation. Since the mid 1980's King County has instituted actions to limit

development in the rural area, including designating resource zones and down zoning
vast areas, However, the pace of development in rural King County continues to

exceed the targets established in the 1994 Countywide Planning Policies, resulting in

more costly service provision and environmental damage, as people drive further

between home and work and habitat is lost. The Countywide Planning Policies and the
1994 King County Comprehensive Plan, both adopted in accordance with the state

Growth Management Act, call for new programs such as the transfer of development
credits to preserve rural land.

The King County Council adopted Ordinance #13274 in October 1998 establishing a
pilot program to transfer development credits from rural and resource property (sending
areas) to urban areas (receiving areas), both in unincorporated King County and in

cities. Because the success of this type of program is tied to having receiving areas
where additional development is desired enough for developers to purchase
development credits, the legislation also called for working with cities to establish

receiving areas for rural development cred its. This would expand the market for

transferring credits, since unincorporaied urban areas are getting smaller as a result of

annexations and incorporations, Havi-ing receiving areas in cities also advances growth
managemem goals by encouraging additional development in cities, and in this case, in

a designated Urban Center.

This Executive Proposal takes advantage of the chance to advance several important
goals at once:

Advance Growth Management Act, Countywide, County and City policies

Implement the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan

Provide resources for amenities in the Denny Triangle
Protect the Rural Area and limit sprawl
Establish a partnership with King County around Convention Center Place
Station ~'edevelopment
Preserve habitat near the Cedar River and Tolt Watersheds
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TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDITS PROGRAM

What is Transfer of Development Credits?

Transfer of Development Credits JDC) is a program that reduces the development
I

potential in the "sending area" and transfers that development opportunity to a

9kreceiving area". The sending area property owner is paid to keep the land

undeveloped, while the receiving area property buys the credit, allowing additional

development beyond what zoning allows in the receiving area.

In this proposal the sending area is rural King County and the receiving area is the

.Denny Triangle neighborhood in Seattle.

How will the program be established?

The proposed ~egislation includes the Land Use Code amendments to establish the

program in the Denny'll,riangle. Additional legislation will follow to approve an interlocal

agreement between Seattle and King County that will commit the jurisdictions to:

Certify, purchase and transfer develo.oment credits

Establish the Denny Triangle as a receiving site and adopt development
standards for the program
Agree on goals for the redevelopment of Convention Center Station for

mixed use and open space
4. Monitor and evaluate the program
5. Establish the method for King County investment in amenities in the

Denny Triangle

Prioritize sending sites for transfer to Seattle that are adjacent to the

Cedar River or Toit Watershieds

How is the value of the development credits determined?

The conversion ratio - how a rural credif is translated into extra development in the

receiving area - is based on the value of adding residential units on the receiving site.

The average value of a rural credit is estimated at $ 20,000 per residential unit (an

average of 5 acres of land per dwelling). For every rural credit purchased, an additional

2,000 SF of residential space would be allowed above the height limit of the zone on

the receiving site. There would be different conversion ratios for different receiving

areas. For example, King County is working with other cities to establish receiving

The amount of extra development allowed in -the receiving area by purchasing aareas. :
S,

credit wo-uld likely be different in the Denny Triangle and other cities. Under this

proposal, the City of Seattle will annually review the conversion ratio to ensure that it is

a fair amount.
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1/2 of floor area added
above height limit

1/2 of floor area

added above height
flMit gained through
bonus for public

amenities located in

Denny Triangle

gained through

purchase of TDC
credits to protect

rural lands-in --

King County

Increase height

U'D to 30%
above existing

height limit

Denny Triangle

lilustratlon of Transfer of Development Credits

Have similarprograms worked elsewhere?

i I

King County
contributes to

public amenities

in Denny Triangie

Transfer af Development Credits programs that have rural sending areas in one
jurisdiction and receiving areas in a city have been in operation in Montgomery County,
Maryland and in Boulder County, Colorado. Island County and Thurston County in

Washington also have Transfer of Development Rights programs.

How would the Transfer of Development Credits program work in the rural King
County sending area?

Before a property owner can sell development credits, King County must certify the

property acc.,ording to criteria established in Ordinance #13274. Property designated in

the King County Comprehensive Plan as Agricultural Production District or Rural Forest
District, oi R-ural areas with documented endangered species habitat, open
space/regional trail proximity, or near a wildlife corridor will be prioritized as sending
sites. If a property owner had, for example, 20 acres that is zoned 1 unit per 5 acres,
s/he could sell up to 3 development credits, assuming there is already a residence on
one of the 5 acre parcels. A conservation easement would be placed on the property,

ensuring that it could never be developed.
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The development credit transaction can take place two ways:

1
.

Council will soon consider an ordinance establishing this bank, loihich has

beet-, initially funded with S1.5M from the current budget.

and sell them to the receiving area property owner. The King County

The King County TDC Bank can purchase the rural development credits

Between individuals (assuming the rural property has been certified by

King County)

How would the Transfer of Development Credits Program work in the Denny
Triangle?

Additiona! r
h

P
.:
:

n
111

t - - 1 11 IM, /
,

of heifPit Jmil

-1625

I t I

Illustration of Additional Height Xiowances per Height Limit in the Denny Triangle.

0 Through the proposed legislation, the Denny Triangle would be designated in the

Seattle Land Use Code as a receiving area

0 A developer in the Denny Triangle may increase the height limit of a project byL

purchasing development credits. The building floor area could extend Lip to 30%
above the zoned height limit through the purchase of credits and amenities funding.

(Current height limits in the receiving area are 125% 160% 240' and 300')

" A minimum o-, four credits must be purchased to participate in the prograrn; half the

credits would fund the purchase of !rural development rights and half would fund

amenities in the neighborhood such as Green Street improvements or open space.

(See attachment)

" For every credit, 2,000 square feet of residential space may be added above the

existing height limit. The mirimum amOUni of residential space provided under the

TDC is 8000 square feet.

" The additional residential floor area and height would be allowed within a. residential

or mixed-use structure or in a mixed deveiopment of residential and commercial

structures~ on one site.

" For mixed-use projects, the floor area permitted above the height limit through the

TDC may be for non-residential uses, provided that an equivalent amount residential

use is provided or the si te. Projects Would not be perrri4ted to excee~d current

~density lirnits for non-residential uses.

" Landmark properties could not be demolished to participate in this program.



How would the TDC benefit the public, and specifically residents of the Denny
Triangle?

Present and future generations will benefit from preserving the rural area from
extensive deveinpment and sprawi. To provide a meaningful connection to Seattle

residents, prc.p-e,r11.y near the two Seattle watersheds will be prioritized for having its

development p,~Aar'Lial -transferred to Seattle, further protecting our water supply. King
County will realize savings by having fewer rural housing units to serve, and has agreed
to fund amenities in the receiving area in order to help attract housing to urban centers
and make the neighborhood more ':~vablo. An initial investment of $500,000 is in the
current King County budget for this purpose. This would augment the amenities

funding generated by the TDC transaction as outlined above.

Is the TDC different from Seattle's existing Transfer of Development Rights
Program? Will the programs compete with one another?

Yes to the first question, and No on the second question.

The existing Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program that applies throughout
the Downtown allows extra density for non-residential uses, while this TDC proposal
focuses on extra housing development through increased height. The public benefits

are different for the two programs as welk-the existing TDR program preserves low
income housing, landmark structures and landmark theaters, while the proposed TDC
program preserves rural King County land and provides public amenities for the Denny
Triangle receiving area.

A project !n the Denny Triangle could participate in both programs, provided all the

requirern,ents for both programs are n-
'
et. Residential projects in the Triangle are also

efigfbi~,~ to parU.--ipate in Seattle's nem, rvfi.0fifamily Tax Exemption Program, which

provides a vear exem-ribon on proyperty taxes on improvements. Projects receiving
the exemption must provi~e at least 25'01~o, of their units as affordable to households with

incomes of 80% of the median income or below.

Will anyone use this program?

King County reports substantial interest among rural property owners in the program,
and est:mat,:,_~s that there are approximately 300 square miles of rural lands potentially

eligible for pailtk_-Apation in the program, Since the start of the King County program
earlier 1his year, 22 property owners have sul,bmitted requests for certification as

sending sites which tota~ over 1000 acres. K~ng County is working actively with private

property owners and City of Issaquah officials to transfer density from approximately
500 acres of rural forestland.

King County re substantial interest among rural property owners in the program.
To assess the economic and market feasibility of the program in the Denny Triangle,
the City Department of Construction and Land Use and Strategic Planning Office hired
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a development consultant, Maria Barrientos. In interviews with downtown developers,

most reacted favorably to the program, In addition to findings on the market feasibility,

the consultant mport presents recommended changes to development standards that

would reduce regulatory barriers for mixed use projects. It appears that the success of

the TDC program in the. Denny Triangle will depend on providing sufficient flexibility to

enable mixed use pro :
I

. jects to take advan,tage o' the height incentive. This proposal

incorporates the consultant's recomrnendations.

The number of residential projects that would be interested in additional height is

expected to be limited. Projects more likely to be interested in the incentive inClUde:

Commercial buildings willing to accommodate housing on site if the

comrnerciai struCtUre could extend above the existing height limit

A residentiai tower with a smal! floor size may extend above the height

limit to create enough room on the site to accommodate a separate

commercial structure with a larger floor plate (an example is the Arbor

Place development in the Denny Regrade)

To a lesser extent because of the difficulties encountered with this type of

development, projects combining commercial use and housing in the

same structure, with the housing most likely located on the upper floors

(Millennium Tower project is an example).

A summary of the consultant findings is attached, and copies of the full report are

available from the Strategic Planning Office.

How does this proposal to allow height incentives work with the Citizens

Alternative Plan (CAP)?

CAP, which was approved by Seattle voters in 1989, reduced the height limits in

Downtown Off ice Core 1 and 2 zones (DOC1 and DOC2), reduced the density

allowances for office development and established an annual limit of overall office

development in downtown. The purpose was to control the pace of office development

through a metering system. CAP did not address the Downtown Mixed Commercial

(DMC) zone. This TDC proposal affects both DOC2 and DIVIC zones in the Denny

Triangle area only. It does not change density or the pace of office development. The

proposal will allow increasing the height limit in DOC2 above the 300' height limit set by

CAP for projects that develop housing using the rural and amenity credits.

Does this proposal encourage high priced housing?

As noted above, Denny Triangle projects that participate in the TDC program can also

take advantage of incentives offered by the Transfer of Development Rights program
and the Multifamily Tax Exemption Program, which promote low/moderate income

housing. The Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan, recognizing the substantial amount

of subsidized housing that is currently in the neighborhood, calls for more mixed income

housing opportunities.



The major public benefits of this proposed program focus on rural land preservation and
providing public amenities in an Urban Center neighborhood that will Jincrease its

desirability r housing. Affordable housing requirements would make it difficult for

projec!~,, to pai-ticipate in this program, decreasing the public benefits provided. The
cons:-::~'-Iant report did indicate that even for high rise residential projects, units in lower
floors often rent at rents affordable to households with incomes at 80% of median
income (80% of median income for a 2 person household = $38,250).

Will the Denny Triangle's twenty year growth target be increased because of the

proposed Transfer of Development Credits program?

No, It remains 3500 new households between 1994-2014. The new households may
be distributed over fewer projects if a number of developments take part in the program
and are therefore allowed extra height. This would free up more land for other

purposes,

8



11. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The proposed package of amendment's to development standards in the

Downtown Land Use Code is one of three components of the proposal to

establish an incentive program to encou.rage housing development in the Denny

Triangle. Based on interviews with downtown commercial and residential

developers, it appears that the success of the TDC program will depend on

providing sufficient flexibility to enable residential and mixed use projects to take

advantage of the height incentive. 7-he number of residential projects that would

be interested in addifional height is expected to be limited. Pro ects more likely

to be interested in the incentive include:

" commercial buildings willing to accommodate housing on site if the

commercial structure could extend above the height limit,

" a residentia~, lower with a small floor size may extend above the height limit to

create enough room on the site to accommodate a separate commercial

structure with a larger floor plate (Arbor Place is cited as an example), and,

" to a lesser extent-- because of the difficulties with this type of development,

-projects combining commercial use and housing in the same structure, with

the housing most likely located on the top floors (the Millennium Tower

project is an example).

Mixed use development is desirable because it promotes better utilization of

scarce downtown land resources and helps achieve goals for an active, 24 hour

downtown environment by combining uses on the same site that attract people to

an area at different times of the day. A major goal of the Denny Triangle

Neighborhood Plan is to establish a unique, vital mixed use environment:

Land Use LU1. A mixed-use neighborhood that combines commercial

office space, retail sales and services, social and public services, and a
residential population.

To increase potential use of the TDC program and to promote mixed use

development in the Deny Triangle, the following revisions to the Downtown Land
Use Code are recommended to address current development standards that

may constrain the type of mixed use development most likely to engage in the

TDC program.

1. Upper Level Development Standards

Background. Current upper level development standards address access to

light and air and the shadow and wind impacts of. large-scale development.
While commercial projects are subject to a floor area ratio (FAR) limit on density,
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there is no density limit for residential use. Therefore, these standards,
combined with the height limit, are the only controls on the bulk of residential

projects.

The upper level development standards were developed to provide flexibility in

address~~`iq -ile massing of highrise structures. They are an alternative to

requirino continuoussetbacks at specified elevations of a structure--an approach
that was ~,e "acted bc~cause of concerns about producing uniform, "jello-mold"

development and maMng :it

~mpractical to develop "shallow" sites.

As an altc~rn,--.Oive, an area along the street frontages of a site is defined at two
elevations, above the ground plane; one at a heig.ht of 125 feet and the other at a
height o-~ 240 -eet. The extent to which a structure can encroach into these

areas is limited by a specified percentage of coverage allowed. The percentage
varies by the number of street frontages and site size to avoid penalizing smaller
sites (see Code provis!on in attachment A). There has been some confusion
about the coverage a~r--,,as because it is often. assumed that the structure is

prohibited -':'rom exten6ing into these areas, or that the coverage limit applies to

the whole site, when in fact a significant pcortion of the area can ~be covered up to

the street edge.

Lot covei age limit area shaded:

Extension of structures into this area is allowed, but limitmd.

There are no limits on structures in unshaded areas.

Lot
coverage limit area shaded:

Extension of structures into this area is allowed, but limited.

There are no limits cri structures in unshaded areas.

A3=SLL ELMELUND\STRATEGIC PLANNING OFFICE~37614\DENNY TRANGLE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS\OSLIQUES.OOR (8.0) rev, 07119/99

Figure 1: Lot Coverage Limit Area
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On all lots, structures are permitted 100 percent coverage from ground level up
to a height of 125 feet. Structures, or portions of the same structure, with floor

sizes of 15,000 square feet or less above the 125 foot elevation are exempt from

any firrits on coverage above 125 feet. For a number of reasons, these

standards may pose a problem for mixed use development. Since housing is

exempt from FAR limits, mixed use projects can in reality achieve floor area

densities that exceed the FAR :limit established for commercial uses by a

significant amount. For example, the total floor area of the Millennium Tower

project under construction in the DOC 2 zone will exceed the maximum FAR limit

of 10 because the 40 units of housing provided on the upper floors are exempt
from the FAR limit. The combined floor area of all uses would actually be about

12.5 FAR.

The upper level development standards may be flexible enough to accommodate

a commercial building built to the maximum FAR limit, or a residential building

that would not be subject to a density limit, However, the standards may
constrain how both uses are accommodated on the same site, especialiy if they

occupy more than one structure. The standards generally promote shifting the

massing of the Lipper levels of a structure to the interior of a site, especially at

the corners. This was intendod to maximize access to light and air along the

street. However, if tWO StrUCtUres are provided on a site, pushing the upper

f loors of structu res away f rom the street edge tends to crowd I hern. together in

the middle of the site, when it may be more desirable to provide more space
between buildings and maintain greater openness in the middle of the site.

Pre-CAP DOC-2 w/400' height limit Existing DOC-2 w/300'height limit, 10 FAR

all o.,s r.,,-, i e

400'

height limit

240'

coverage limit

elevation

- 125'

coverage limit

elevation

housing exempt L-street levet retail

from FAR limit exempt from FAR limit

n R%r~cing h.ight If,

Ip
t
__

240?

h..m~g -PI ...t 1-1 _ii

~. FAR I.it -pt I- FAR fth

Floor area exemptions increase amount of floor area to be

accommodated on-site, exceeding 10 FAR limit.

b.

a-mmodated on-site, exceedng 10 FAR Init.

ASSoMBILL ELMELUND\STRATEGIC PLANNING OFFICEW61ADENNYTRIANGLE DEVELOPMENT STANDAADS~PRE CAP AND EXISTINCLODR (8.0) -07/19M

Figure 2: Height and setback relationship
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Another factor is the re6;ction in permitted height foilowng the CAP initiative,

The current standards were developed under the assumption that there was no
height limit in DOC 1 and the permitted height limit in most of DOC 2 was 400
-feet. The deve-loPment standards require additional limits on coverage above
240 feet, assum.-ng that towers could stretch to 400 feet or more. Under the
current, lower height limits, buildings now are subject to the t~:ght.er standard for

little gain in height..

It sho.:Udd a'so be noted that projects involving alley vacations create lot sizes that

perrnl; su,~ stantial floor area under existing FAR limits, With much more floor

area than be allowed on sites of one-half block or less, buildings on larger
sites created by alley vacations are more likely to be constrained by the height

limits, reqv-~rfng bulkier buildings to accommodate permitted chargeable floor

area, as wel! as whatever exempted floor space is provided.

Issues with upper level development standards:

Small Sites, The current standards pose no constraints on smaller sites

because projects with floor sizes of 15,000 square feet or less above the 125
foot eievation are exempt from upper level standards. On sites of this size, the

only type of prqject that would use the TDC would either be a residential tower

seeking to
gio, "'aNer, or a single structure connbining uses, with one use located

on top of other, since the site is probably too small for placing uses side by
side or in separate structures.

Moderate-Size Sites. For sites between a quarter block and half block in size (3
to 5 lots), *development choices would be to combine uses in the same structure-

-one on top of the other, separate uses in abutting structures, or, on sites of 4
lots or more, locate uses in separate structures. Given the site sizes, the
commercial FAR limits in both DOC 2 and DMC will probably limit the extent to

which commercial floors would,extend above 240 feet, so the upper level

development standards that kick in above 240 feet would not likely be a big
factor. However, the 120foot maximum facade length established for portions of

the structure above 125 feet in height may pose more of a constraint, since
floors above 125 feet will likely be required to setback 15 feet from the street

property line. Prototypes illustrate that the coverage limits make it difficult to

place buildings side by side or to accommodate separate structures, since the

coverage limit area at the corner of the site makes it necessary to push the
structure to the interior of the site. This means that solutions more like Bay
Vista, with a big floor plate commerr_ia~ base and a housing tower above, would
likely be more workable than an alternative like Arbor Heights, where there are
two separate structures,

Half Block Sites. Half block sites allow uses to be accommodated in separate
structures. However, the coverage limits at the corners push buildings towards
the center of the site, limiting the amount of separation that can be provided

12



between structures. The 40,000 square foot lot size threshold that adjusts the

percentage of coverage permitted in coverage limit areas penalizes half blocks in

the east half of the Denny Triangle, where lot depth is greater, (120 feet),

resulting in half blocks that are 43,200 -square feet in area.

Full Block Sites. The issues for full block sites are similar to those of half block

sites; though generally there is more flexibility is siting structures on large, deep
sites, However, there is concern about promoting alley vacations through

provisions that make full block development especially attractive.

Recommendations-

While additional height gained through the TDC program will allow taller, more
slender structures, relieving some of the constraints posed by the upper level

standards, the follow:ng proposals are recommended to further promote mixed

use development by allowing greater flexibility in siting more than one structure

on a development lot.

Amend the upper-level development standards for DOC 2 (23.49.078) and DIVIC

(23.49.136) to increase flexibility in the application of coverage limits as follows:

Exceptions to upper level coverage limits. Where height is allowed above

240 feet (DOC 2 300' and DMC 240'), exempt portions of structures between

240 feet and 300 feet in heiaht from the upper level lot coverage limits that

"kick in" at the 240' elevation. These standards were developed to address

bulk conditions prior to CAP when there was no heightlimit in DOC 1 and
'

the

height limit in DOC 2 was 400 feet (the height limit was lowered to 300 feet

under CAP). The limited amount of additional height now allowed above 240

feet does not warrant furtfier setback provisions.

This provision would also ensure that projects engaging in the TDC program
in the DMC 240' zone, which currently is not subject to coverage limits above

240 feet, would continue to be exempt up to 300 feet, Development in DOC
2 and DIVIC 240 extending above 300 feet would be subject to the limits

established at 240 f eet, since the greater height allowed offsets the

constraints of the coverage limits.

Adjust lot size thresholds that determine the percentage of coverage

permitted in the lot coverage limit area. Because of different platting

patterns in the Denny Triangle, half block sites on blocks east of Westlake

Avenue are subject to stricter standards than those west of Westlake
Avenue. East of Westlake, lorf.'s are 120 feet deep, so the area of a half block

is 43,200 square feet. West of Westlake, lot depth is 108 feet, so the area of

a half block is 38,880 square feet. In the Code, the threshold for adjusting

the percentages for limiting coverage is 40,000 square feet, so the half blocks

13



just over 40,000 square feet are subject to much tighter controls (permitted

coverage drops from 40 percent to 20 percent on the larger sites).

Since half block sites present opportunities for mixed use development in

separate structures, adjust the threshold to 45,000 square feet in the Denny
Triandie, This could be an exception that applies only to mixed use projects
that inc,:ude housing.

Relax coverage limits above 125 feet for development that is

significantly less bulky than allowed on the floors closest to street level,

Currently, 100 per cent lot coverage is permitted for structures 125 feet in

height or less. Projects that respond to upper level development standards

by maxi-nizP-ig rloor area in the lower elevations are likely to be perceived as

extremely bu'~ky. To encourage a more oper, street level environment and
permit cweater se.paraflo,n 1-;ef.weer'. towersion the same site, allow increased

coveraqe~ at higher eievations wher there is substantially less coverage than
allowed for portions of the structure(s) less than 125 feet tall, or there is a
significant amount of open space on the site,

For sites that are 45,000 square feet in size or less, the permitted coverage
would be increased from 40 percent to 50 percent if at least 25 percent of the

total;site a."aa was occupied by open space and/or structures no higher than
35 feet. '7he same coverage i.-Icrease would be allowed if at least 50 percent
of the site aree, was occupied bY open space and/or structures no taller than
65 feet. For la.-ger sites (grea~er ~han 45,000 square feet), the permitted
coveragewould ;:Pcrease from 20 percent to 25 percent under the same
conditions.

This provision would create an incentive for projects to provide open space in

return for increased flexibility in siting towers. However, it also would permit
base str; ~ctu res up to 35 feet or 65 feet in height to accommodate street

levefl, ~. etai~ and service uses and maintain a well-defined street edge, where
appropriate.

Comparison with proposal in June 1999 Draft. The following are changes
made in response to comments on the review of the draft June proposal and
further staff analysis:

In the draft proposal, the exemption from upper level coverage requirements
rsonf at the, 240 ool e~~evation was recommended for structures up to 312 feet

in height. :~-u 11~-?-nt recommendation is for structures up to 300 feet in

heighL Thic, dkaf- prnposal was also open to whether this exception would be
limited to projeds using the TDC program or apply to all development. The
current proposa.; ~;rnits the exception to projects engaging in the TDC
program.

.
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" The provision to allow increased coverage above 125 feet for projects with

limited coverage closer to street level has been developed in more detail.

" The proposal for increasing the lot size that establishes the threshold

triggering more restrictive coverage limits is new.

" Piroposals to exempt residential structures from upper level development
standards or to exernpl residential struCtUres from these standards when
there is more than one structure on a site have been dropped because they

are determined to be unnecessary. Under current provisions, all structures

on a site with floor sizes less than 15,000 square feet above a. height of 125

feet are already exempt from. lot coverage limits. Since 15,000 square feet is

a iarge floor size for a residential tower, this exemption d1lows adequate
flexibility for both residential development and mixed use development on
sites with more than one StrUCtUre. The current recommendations continue

to include an exemption of floor area shared by residential and non-

residential uses in calculating permitted FAR (see item 3 below).

2. Open Space Requirements

To meet land use and open space goals of the Denny Triangle Plan, it is

desirable to promote the comprehensive network of residential amenities

identified in the following neighborhood plan policy:

Land Use, P3. Support creation of "residential enclaves" of

predominantly residential development along key green street couplets
and 9th and Terry Avenues and Bell and Blanchard Street identifiable as

Tesidential neighborhoods by small parks, improved streetscapes, retail

functions and transportation improvements that support neighborhood

residents and employees alike.

The current open space requirement for residential use downtown is established

as a percentage of the gross floor area in residential use. Without a specific

density limit on residential use in downtown zones, the height limit, bulk limits,

and open space requirements are relied upon to maintain an appropriate

intensity of development. However, the current requirement may be too

constraining to accommodate the larger scale of residential projects encouraged
through the TDC program, as we I as the higher densities of both housing and
commercial activity desired in rnixed use development.

The chart in Attachment B identif ies the open space requirements for various

development prototypes. In most instances, the area of open space required for

the residential portion of a project alone exceeds 50 per cent of the lot area,

often, by a substantial amount. By comparison, in Highrise Multifamily

Residen,~ial Zones (HR), the quantity of open space required is limited to 50

percent of the lot area. The open space requirement for non-residential uses

developed to the maximum FAR limit on'the prototype sites rarely exceeds 20

percent of the site area.
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When this req:iire.meni 's considered in light of the objective to encourage mixed
use, it poses an CWen greater conslrair't, A mixed use project would need to

meet open spa,-Ce requirernents for both the commercial floor area (in office

projects Over 85~000 square feet) and the residential use (for residential projects
over 20 units), Mixed use prototypps show open space area requirements

exceeding 7E~ percent the site area.

Recommendations-

Exempt residential floor area gained through participation in TCD program
from open space requirement. To gain additional floor area above the height
limit thro:..,g:~~ :he : DC program, developers contribute to a fund for public

amenities i;- lhe. Denny Triangle, suct... as Grepin Street improvements or open
space acquisition. Payment into this amenit 'und should substitute for the

requirement that otherwise would apply under the provisions for common
recreation area (23.49.026).

Expand the "ollowing, existing options in the Denny Triangle that allow open
space r.~~r.-~u~rements to be met off-site:

Major office projects. Clarify/expand provisions that allow off-site public

open space or pa; Y
rnpnt in, lieu -,omeet neq:-Jred open space on-site to include

irnorovernems, ~o de~~igna+c-,~d G~reen SStreets, regardless of whether the project

Green Street. Include exceptions to the standard
for a rn:~-~i 'm:~ rl

camt~qcuous open space area of 5,000 square feet (2149~009)
for Greeni Sileet improvements.

General area requirements for residential uses; B. Common Recreation
Area (23.49,026). Amend item S. 7. ("For lots abutting designated street

parks Streets), up to fifty percen: '50%) of the common recreation

area requ~-c~f, nnnt may be met through pwl~cipatjon in the development of the

strect par~, (Green Street)."), to permit sites in the Denny Triangle not

abutting de,_::,:gnated Green Streets, but within easy walking distance, to use
this option.

Cap the open space requirement for residential use so that the required
amount would not exceed a specified percentage of the lot area. Given the

higher der~sities of develoPment enccouraged downtown and the desire to

prorroile development, resident'a~ use should not be subject to an
open space exceeding th~-7A estabiishedl for highrise residential

neigh borheao's o_::-%Vde of downtown. Limit the common recreation area

requiremen~ for residential use in a on'r-narily residential project to an amount thatL

does rirA exceed 50 percent of the ::ot area. As an incentive for mixed use, the

percf.:~Wl,ag,a. would be redu:ced to 35 percent. A mixed use project would be

16



defined as one having at least 20 residential units and 85,000 square feet of

non-residential floor area (or the base FAR?), excluding parking area.

Establish Landscaping Requirements. To promote a street environment with

a more residential character, apply the standards for landscaping the sidewalk

area established for the DIVIR zone (23.49.162, F Landscaping Requirements).

Limit this action to DMC zones, where housing is expected to be concentrated,

and allow Green Street improvements to satisfy this requirement for sites

abutting designated Green Streets.

Establish setbacks to achieve minimum sidewalk widths on Denny Triangle

Green Streets, As redevelopment occurs on sites abutting Green Streets, a
modest setback requirement to accommodate additional sidewalk space and/or

landscaping would assist in reinforcing the, desired Green Street character.

While the Downtown "Ofode esiablishes minimurn sidewalk widths for other

streets according to the pedestrian designation, the standard for Green Streets is

identified as "variable. The presumption was that individual Green Street Plans

would identify what the requirements would be. In the absence of these plans,

there has been no specific standard to apply,

Based on the initial concept design for Denny Triangle Green Streets, a

minimum sidewalk width of 18 feet is proposed. Existing sidewalk widths are 12

feet in this area. The Green Street design would typically increase this

dimension to 16 feet by extending the sidewalk and planting strips about four

feet into the street right-of-way, leaving an additional 2 foot setback to be

provided along the street frontage oil the abutting lot. This setback area would

accommodate additional landscaping or extend the sidewalk area, and would be

eligible for applicable public benefit features bonuses and could contribute to the

project's required open space.

Comparison with proposal in June 1999 Draft. The following changes
respond to comments following the review of the draf-IL,June proposal, as well as

staff analysis:

An analysis of development prototypes revealed additional concerns related

to open space requirements related to the type of mixed use and large scale

residential development anticipated in the Denny Triangle. To address these

concerns, the current proposal is to exempt residential floor area gained

through the TDC program from the existing common recreation area

requirement, Under the provisions of the TDC program, adding floor area

above the height limit requires contributions to public amenities in the

neighborhood that substitute for the on-site requirement that would otherwise

apply.

An upper limit or "cap" would also be established on the amount of common
recreation area required for residential use, with a further reduction for mixed
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use projects that include space that can be shared by both project employees
and residents. These changes replace the June draft.propusa: that would
have limited the open space requirement to either the commercial open
space requirement or the residential corn?T'an recreation requirement,
whichever was greater, provided that the space was accessible to all project

occupants.

The draft prc.posal called for establishing a minimum sidewalk width of 18
feet along Green Streets in the Denny Triangle, Because of the variation in

how far sidewalks would be extended into the street right-of-way, there would
be some urcertainf~,, about the exact setback requirement on specific sites,

and some s'.4es wouid be sub;ect to deoper setbacks than others, The
decision ~o a more predictable option by establishing a uniform
setback rc--,quirern-3nt that would apply to all sites and, as a landscaped area,
would rerrain under private control of the property owners.

The curront proposal incorporates a landscaping provision that applies in

Denny Reglra'lc/','Befl~~own residential zones. Under this provision, landscaping- ,
c

must be provided in the sidewalk area, in addition to the standard

requirement for streat trees. The requirement is limited to the DMC zone,
where most resideniial development is expe.,cted to occur and where the

Denny Triangle plar calls for establishir%c...I "..-asidential enclaves."

3. Additional Exemptions from FAR Calculations.

Sectior,.,.~,,, 23.49.068.C for DOC 2 and 23-49-124.C for DIVIC identify areas that

are exemot fiom the base and maximum FAR callCuiations, To promote mixed
use projects, It-he following additional exemptions are proposed:

Exempt floor area shared by non-residential and residential uses.
Where residen~:al and commercial uses are combined in the same building,
Lhero may be some floor area that is either used exclusively for the residential

portion of the project or shared by the commercial and residential occupants
(lobby area, stair towers, elevator cores, etc.), including area occupied by
residentia' e~evaios and stair weils psassing through lower commercial floors

ms 'ho-us':ng O'bove. To enICOL:ra~ge mixed use within the same structure,

Uri ~11a~::e_r site-s, flh,is boor area is proposed to be exempt from
FAR Furthern-lare, 'Lhe area of the shared space would not be
includiod in calculations o'~ ~Ioor sizes used to determine whether 11he project
meets the 15,000 square ~'oot threshold for exemption from upper level

development standards, These actions will help minimize disincentives for

including housing in a mixed use structure.

Exempt floor area for shared parking above grade. Currently, any parking
acce~~.Y,)ry to re,~dential use and not exneeding

: g the ratio of one space per unit

is exenipt from f;:oor area calculations when provided above grade (long-term
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employee parking located above grade is subject to FAR limits in DOC 2). In

mixed use projects where shared parking is provided--commuter parking by

day for employees used as parking for residents in the evening--the shared

parking area would be exempt form FAR calculations.

Comparison with proposal in June 1999 Draft. No changes from the June

proposal.

4. Code Clarifications

The following Code amendments are recommended to clarify provisions in the

Code that relate to the TDC proposal. These changes
I

were not identified in the

June draft proposal.

Structure Height. Section 23.49.008 of the Code includes provisions related to

height limits within downtown zones. An additional provision is added to allow for

the exception to current height limits in the Denny Triangle under the Transfer of

Development Credit Program. Furthermore, language added to implement the

Citizen Alternative Plan (CAP) initiative is proposed to be deleted. This language
addressed discrepancies created when CAP was adopted between the new

height limits established under CAP for the Downtown Retail Core zone, the

Downtown'Off ice Core 1 zone, and the Downtown Office Core 2 zone and the

height designations for these zones on the Official Land Use Maps in the Code.

Since that time, the Official Land Use Maps have been revised to reflect the

height limits that were established under CAP and continue to apply. Since the

discrepancy has been rectified, these provisions are no longer necessary.

Upper Level Development Standards. For the Downtown Office Core 1,

Downtown Off ice Core 2, and Downtown Mixed Commercial zones, Sections

23.49.058, 23.49.078, and 23.49.136 address upper level development
standards. Each of these Sections includes a provision specifying that upper
level development standards only apply to "structures in which any floor size

above an elevation of one hundred twenty-five feet (125) above the sidewalk

exceeds fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet in size,"

The review of upper level development standards and likely impacts on mixed

use development in the Denny Triangle raised the issue of how this provision

applied to lots occupied by more than one structure, or to portions of the same
structure on a lot where floors above 125 feet in height were 15,000 square feet

or less. The interpretation was that each structure or portions of a structure on a
lot with a floor size of 15,000 square feet or less above 125 feet in height would

be exempt from the upper level development standards. An amendment is

proposed to reflect this interpretation of the existing provision.

19



APPENDIX A, DENNY TRIANGLE TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT
PROTOTYPES

The following prototypes represent development possible under existing

develop t standards in DOC 2 and DMC zones. They are presented to

illustrate how development standards might influence the form of the type of

mixed use projects that could potentially take advantage of the TDC program
and to identify what constraints they may present for this type of development.
The open space chart in Appendix B identifies the open space requirements
associated wif.ri therse protol*ypes, keyed to the identification number in the upper
left hand corner.
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APPENDIX B: OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR DENNY TRIANGLE TDC
PROTOTYPES

prototy site size non-res. non- res. res. total exempt total reqmt.

pe floor res. floor reqmt. reqmt. TDC floor w/ TDC
area reqmt area area from floor area

(% site (% of residential exempt
area) site open

(% area) space (% of site

site reqmt area)

area)--

,tal

ls:te-q less t~~-3n I '5'C"O".0 squace feet (2 ots c,,~ less) a-re exernpl frrjrn ::pper le-ve~ deve'
.

L .. - .-,~C-Prnent

mail sites

Quarter block sites (3 lots)

3L1 3 lots

DMC (21,600

240 f

151 ~200

sf

i3L1 1 3 lots

DOC 2 ::(21,600 1

300 sf"

I
2 1

6, 000

sf

Moderat sites (4 lots)

41-1 4 lots

DMC (25,920
1

180,000

1240 sf) sf
~

4L1 1 4 lots 259,200

DOC 2 1 (25,920

300 sf)

4L2 4 lots

DIVIC (25,920 Os
240

41-2 4 lots

DOC 2 (25,920 0 sf

300 sf)

41-3 4 lots

DMC (25,920 180,000

240 sf) sf

3,024- 198,00 9,900 12,924 -3,150 sf
ii 9,774 st

sf 0 Sf sf Sf 6,750 sf
1 (45%)

(14%) (46%) (60%) (31%) i

4,320 243,00 12,150 16,470 -4,050 sf 12,420 sf

Sf 0 S sf Sf 8,100 sf (58%)

(20%) (56%) (76%) (38%)

3,600 199,68 9,984 13;584 -2, 184 sf 4,0 0 s

0 Sf
I

Sf sf 7,800 sf 1(44%)

4.%) : (39%) (52%) (30%)

5,184 249,60 12,480 17~664 -2,808 sf 14,856 sf

sf 0 sf Sf
I

sf 9,672 sf (57%)
2 0'-~, (48%) 1 (68%) (37%)

518,40 25,920 25,920 -5,670 sf 20,250 sf

0 sf 0 sf sf Sf 20,250 sf (78%)

(100%) (100%) (78%)

32,400 32,400 -7,290 sf 25,110 SO

0 sf 648,00 sf Sf 25,110 sf (97%)
0 sf (125%) (125%) (97%)

3,600 354,20 17,710 21,310 -5,390 sf 19,520 sf

Sf 0 si sf sf 15,920 sf (75%)
(14%) (68%) (82%) (61%)

B-1



4L3 Us F
DOC 2 (?5,920 259,200 5,184

_420M
,

1

21,035 26,219 -6,615 24,788
300 sf) sf 0 sf sf sf 19,604 sf (96%)

(20%) 31%) 10 1 -/o (76%)
41_4

DIVIC

4 lote~ 201,060
f

4,032

f

1288,00 14~400 18,432 -3,150 sf 15,282sf

24

s s 0 sf sf sf 11 250 sf (53%)
0 (14%) (50%) (64%) (39%)

4 L4 i0ts

2 8

4 -88'000 So 360,00 18,000 23,760 -4,050 sf 19,710 sf

DOIC 2
,

8 0o( S Sf 0 Sf sf sf 13,950 sf (68%)
300 sf) (20%) (63%) (83%)
4L5 4 lots -2,835 st

DMIC (2 5,9 2 f,) 180,000 3,600 2,99,20 12,960 16,560 10,125 sf 13,1725 sf

240 Sf) sf Sf 0 Sf sf sf (39%) (53%)
(14%) (64%)

4L5 4
-3,645

DOC 2 (25, 9 20' 259~200 15,184 324,00 16,200 21,384 12,555 sf 17,739
300 S;) Si -If 0 sf S; Sf sf (68%)

%) (63%) (83%) (48%)

prototy site size non-res. non- res. res. total exempt tota-

---

I-reqmt.
Pe floor res. floor reqmt. reqmt. TDC floor w/ TDC

area reqmt area area from floor area

(% site (% of residential exempt
area) site open

(% area) space (% of site

site reqmt area)

area)

Half bloc k

1/2 blk 1 6 lots

DOC 2 (43,200 43'12,000 8; 16 4,0 400,00 20,000 28,640 -4,500 sf 24,140 sf

300 sf) 0 sf Sf sf 15,500 sf (56%)

_ _ -`

(20%) (46%) (66%) (36%)

i/2 bIk 2 r5lots

DMC (38,880 271
,

160 5,443 426,88 21,344 26,787 -4,669 sf, 22 118 sT

240 sf) sf sf 0 sf sf Sf 16,675 sf

,

(57%)
_ - _ __ (14%) -(55%) (69%) _(43%)
i/2 blk 2 i~ Iots

DOC 2
1 (38,880 388,800 7,966 533,60 26,680 34,646 -6,003 sf 28,63 sf

300
1 sf) St sf

1

0 sf Sf sf 20,677 sf (74%)
. ...........

I

....
1
(20%) 1 (6 9, 01%)

-
(8 9 %) (53%)

B-Z



--------- ---

Full b ock sites

Full 12 lots 835,20 16,704 281,00 14,050 30,754 -14,050 sf 16,704 sf

block and 0 sf sf, 0 Sf sf sf 0 (20%)

DOC 2 alley (20%) (17%) (37%) (0%)

300 83,520

sf

Assumptions

Number of residential floors accommodated under following heights:

390' = 40 residential floors

300' = 31 residential floors

312' = 32 residential floors

240' = 25 residential floors
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III PROPOSED REZONE FOR THE DENNY TRIANGLE URBAN CENTER
VILLAGE

The proposed rezone is one of three components of the proposal to establish an
incentive program to encourage housing development in the Denny Triangle

neighborhood. This Section presents the rezone analysis supporting the proposal.

ULNNY THIANULE - Proposed Rezone Area
I T

ri
DMC 240 to DOC 2 300

@ IM City of Seame ;L-~~
H H- -.- - -'.- . - - 0 2 1 b 8 10

Proposal
Rezone one full block and

one half-block between
Lenora to Blanchard Streets,

along the, east side of Sixth

Avenue and both., sides of the

block alonQ Seven Avenue,
from Downtown Mixed

Comniercial 240 QMC 240)

to Downtown Office Core 2

3005 (DOC 21/300)

The rezone is proposed to implement the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan by

enhancing opportunities for fUture development in the. area to meet both housing and

employment growth targets adopted in the Comprehensive Plan. This action would
extend -the DOC 2/300 zoning byone and a half blocks, from Lenora to Blanchard

8thStreet, from 6-~'Avemje to the alley between 7th and Avenues. Providing additional

development capacity for employment north of Lenora Street on the west side of the

Denny T'riangle, will heip direc-L residential development in the area zoned DMC,
particularly in the vicinity of Terry and 9t~-~ Avenues, east of Westlake Avenue, where the

Neighborhood Plan recommends increasing amenities to attract residential

development along streets designated as Green Streets (Terry and 9th Avenues).In
addition, the added employment capadTy CrL eated by the proposed rezone would

mitigate impacts of potential reduction of empioyment capacity that may result from the

proposed Housing Incentive Program for the area.
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Rezone Analysis

Pviatin 'rinel,

-N5~

A _7 __;
,

It th

~

~I a te ull block and a Hall-block wong o
and Aven;,,4'e~~ _'er.ora and B'anChard Streets incloc.les eight parcels with

total area of ~2,1,68_ acres. Tinree of the e:g.N, parcels have one-floor structures with a tota
thof 25,630() s,~.Pq_re feet, Most of the parcels along 7 Avenue are used as surface

parkir~q~ bts. -~~-ere are no housing units in the area.

Development Capacity

impact of lp~oposed change on development capacity: Changing the zoning
-_Iasr,:~~ficat;:o--~ tmrn DMG 2z'LO to DOC 2 30;01r~c~ ease-s capacity tot- both -.ommercial and

deveb~nme-.nt. Usl'ri- Ile CiVs 6pve;0pment capacity analysis, a12 parcels are
id.entific-."cd ac~ pofHmia!::.-~ aw-0a.Ne for ed"eveicipmerit. Because both DOC2 and DIVIC

240 accrmmc.,,dale a rniY 0~ USC~S, it is aSSSUrned that 80 po- rcent of available

par;~~e~ be developed for commercial use and the remaining 20 percent for

re sidentia~, use. The ::eve[ of deveic-,iment for either use would be different, ihowever, as
the maximurn. density limits for corn-mercial uses is greater for DOC 2 (10 FAR) than for

DMC (7 FAR). While there is no density limit for housing in these zones, for purposes
of esVrnating developrner~::' capaci-.1-hi, -1h,,:) assumed densib., for residential uses in the two
zor..es aiso &amp;:ffarsl The dersity assumed for DIVIC is 125 sq ft/unit, and in DOC 2 is 80
sq ft/unit.

Under these assumptions, firta rezone to DOC 2 would accommodate deve'opment
capacity for 909,592 square feet of non-residentia! floor area and 292 new re--idential

units. The proposed rezone would add 280, 5-11518 square ffeel of non-res;dantia! space to

accommodate a total of 1020 jobs, a. n d- would ~-,.dd capa,C,ity for 105 residenlial units,

over the capacity under existing DMC 240 zoning..

-- - -- --- ----- _--- -- -- ------------

ac,:-y under GFmaci~w under

CU.-erC~~'It. ENC 240 Pro
...... --------- _p2~c ~DOC~2

Deveiopa,b:~e iand

------------------ -------

developrrient

--- ------ -

o r f - S;: de
~~ I t:: a:

devekoprnc~nt

_2~!Ls ac i t y

Parc,0~--

f'or redeveioornem:t 8 narc-els
- ----------------------- --L_-_-_________~ t --------_------

-16~899 SF

187 units

-----------_------

29,034 SF

122 8

-
1
4
'

J n- bs)

,~_a_rcels

,6,899 SF
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Capacity for growth targets. The proposed rezone w0l assist the Denny Triangle Urban

Village in providing additional capacity to meet the Comprehensive Plan targets for

housing and erriployment growth in the area for adding 3,500 households (3675 units)'

and 23,000 jobs over the 20 year period following the Plan's adoption in 1994.

Rezone Evaluation

This section of the report examines basic zoning principles (expressed in the General

Rezone 'Criteria from the Land Use Code in Section 23.34.008). Included is a

discussion of the function to be achieved by the rezones in relation to the development

objectives of 'lie Commercial Core neighborhood plan. Specific iSSUeS Will also be

exarnined focusing om the impact of rrore intensive zones on less intensive --,ones--

bUffers, transitions and boundaries; and pertinent zoning history and changed
circumstances.

Match Between Zone Criteria and Area Characteristics

Designation of Downtown zones. The proposal calls for rezoning an area zoned

Downtown Mixed Commercial with a 240 foot height limit to Downtown Office Core 2

with a 300' height limit. Section 23.34.100 of the Land Use Code states that "rezones

to a downtown zone designation shall be considered only for areas within the

Downtown Urban Center boundaries established in the Comprehensive Plan." The

proposed rezone area is within these boundaries.

Location criteria for Downtown Office Core 2 (DOC 2) zone. As established in the

Land Use Code (23.34.104), locations appropriate for the DOC 2 designation are

consistent with the following,-

Function. Areas that provide a range of high-density office and commercial

activities wiLh retail shopping and support services -loselv. related to the

primary off ice core. The density of development is not as great as in 'the DOC
1 designation.

The area abuts the existing DOC 2/300' area which include development

serving this area. The proposed rezone land is well suited to be part of the

office expansion area, providing high density office and commercial activities,

and ~re~tail shopping and support services. While the density of r,-,xistirig

development is low, the area is adjacent to high-density office buildings

serving this function.

Scale and Character of Development. Areas where large-scale office

buildings are appropriate and do not adversely affect the pedestrian

environment or existing development determined desirable for preservation.

The most prevalent current use in the area is surface parking, either

commercial lots or accessory parking. Existing structures offer limited

pedestrian amenities. Under the proposed DOC 2 designation, there is
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c e d nceni've for ne- development to use the. public amenities incentve
S-S-e~-r~ and 'p'mMde S~reet level uses, participate in gi~een stre-L develop:~-'&amp;nt

aicn.g. Ezl~lnchard and p~ovidle retail and shopping uses the si~reet

ront. The af'- ded 'neentive for housing development under tile TDC would
promote an active pedestrian environment.

Transportation Access, The area is well served by transit, abutting the free-

ide bus zone ak-mg 6" /_".venue, is within walking distance from the 17)(11wntown

trar",sit tutrtne;, and is accessible to aufos.

Reiationship to Surrounding Activity. The area is centrally located in

re:a:ion to areas of and residential con oe nt rations.

The area is centrally located to employment and the downtown residential

population. It abuts the existing DOC 300' area to the south.

Zoning Principles.

Zone Boundaries. The area ab; 4s DOC 2/300'zorv:-:g to the southeast, and DMC 240
-

1hto the v,,,est, tr~!oHh soufli, Extending the DOC 2,'300' zoning along, 6 and 7
Ave n:_: e c~ fron. o' ra to B 1,

.
C~ rl ?mchard Streets, is consistent with the genemal configuration

of D01'_1 2 thc~ office expaiisio- area. The proposedC
i iP rezone -riaintains a

two-~`c'ck a;rcm- Zoned DMC 240 to the north, west and south. An alley
beb,ive,c- 7" and 8' Avenues will providie a good edge between the two zoning
d e sio

f -~a 1:1

Height and scale of the area. The rezone area is currently developed with four one
story structures, a- nd commercial or aoce;ssory surface parking lots. Several structures

on! adja,'-erit bioc~&lt;s in ibo:~h thie emsi'ing DNIC' and DOC 2 zones exceed" or have heights
th,--A v,,ioLdd bel pern-litted for sirni~ar uses c',n this area. Examples of build4ig_s height in

t. ::e,
..'~:::~Y he WesLn Hote~;, 4 G"57 - 4-70'; 1600 Bell Plaza, 4613"

-1

VVestin Off ice

Bldg,, 430'; Bla-~c'hard Plaza, 216'.

Compatibility with surrounding areas. 1-he proposed rezofle~'vvould incorporate the

one; nd a h,~.--df-b::olck ~nto V-,e DOC 2 zonp abutting to the southeast, exle-nd:_ng- the zone
west, The f-ermai--:r%g 1XVI.-C 240 zonif~g Pr 'vides an appr priate transiti on between

hig";-: inl.,enl~~ity o'fice. ar-id" [h,- less ai-eas With lower hiqh ::'rn~ts ~`DMC 160)tothe
north and ti-,e Klixed Residi.-,ntiali lGornrr erc:al zone, (DMR/C) in the ad'acent Belltown

neighiboi-hood.
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Zoning history and changed circumstances.

Recent zoning history. The existing DIVIC zoning for the area was established with

the adoption of the 1985 Downtown Plan. Prior to that time, the area had been zoned

Metropolitan Commercial (CM) and Metropolitan Commercial Temporary (CMT), 70nes

that had a base density limit of 10 FAR with no maximum density limit and no height

limit. The DMC 240 zoning established a height lit-nit of 240 feet with a maxinlUni 7

FA R,

Changed circumstances, The proposed rezone is consistent with the intent of the

recently adopted Neighborhood Plan for the Denny Triangle to increase incentives for

housing and employment growth in the area.
.

Permit activity in the area. There are no active permits currently on fil -0 at DCLU for

development or, sites ffi th's area. One project with 180,000 sq. ft ot commercial spacei

is in the preliminary design review process in the abutting DOC 240 zone to the west.

Match Between Zone Locational Criteria and Area Characteristics

This section provides a matrix to walk through the applicable rezone function and

locational criteria (from the Land Use Code, as cited)

Proposed Rezone

Criteria (23.34.009)

Downtown Mixed Residential (DMC) 240 to

Downtown Off ice Core (DOC 2)

Meets Criteria

YE i N I Comments/Description

RU'' L,,:

Rezones to a downtown zone
14

~
~, 1~ ~, ;A 14

yr!aL U" Z~, 'I t~ uu~ ]'~ 'Z, i t:~

only for areas within the boundaries

of the Downtown Urban Center as

shown in the Official Land Use
M a p.

Rezone area is within boundaries of

Downtown Urban Center.

Rezone Evaluation: Downtown Office Core 2 (DOC 2) zone function statements and

locational criteria: 23.34.104

The Downtown Off ice Core 2

designation applies to areas

adlacent to the office core,

determined appropriate for off ice

expansion or where a transition in

the level of activity and scale of

development is desirable. DOC 2

areas shall be primarily for office

use with a mix of other activities

25

See discussion above regarding the

rezone area's match w,-h conditions

appropriate for DOC 2 designation,

including the intended fUnction of "the

1 zone, scale and development
characteristics, transportation and
infrastructure capacitv, relationship to

s 0urr und,ng activity andheights.
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Downtown Mixed Residential (DMC) 240 to

Downtown Office Cor2_LDqC 2). ....... - -- ----- . . .....

Meets Criteria

E for

both jobs an~ housing, the proposed
rezone is consistent with

Comprehensive Plan p6'ur;;,,s directing

neighborhoods to plan for specified

gro dh estimates.

Sufficient zoning capacity exists in the

area and eisewhere in the Do~,,,vnluwn

Urban Cen.ter to accornrnodate

minimum urb;ar. renter growth targets,

~,Yalthough rezone will increase cw. ac't

+to
help that area q ieet planning lar

a2L-I

LIEW 5 :a -
-

, sNNIFN M171

designa1i,-,~n sina,~i th~c ~1~ for

the provi-sicon~~ for des~~gnation oftlie

zore; ty.pe, ~he. ~ocz,-I.tiolna: c,?-;?e.rIa

e c i fl C Z C) P.. F, ~ a, - --0 the

Characteristics, of to, oe
re-Zonec.1" ~~,,;e~ue.rthar-

~ntny other

e i n a o'

P-ev:");~s, and notent:~~.~ zor~n

nhanges, d the

a r e f-
-
, pro~posed shai: b~,--,

c
-
,, xa, rn i n P- d.

plans ti--ma~ u~e area

proposed :or th(~,,. rozone shaii, be

taken irto con~~idierat.ion

ne impool- of mon~ inteq~~ive zo, es I X
1 on less intensive zones or industrial
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Dediscussion c,:' DOC 2 arid DIVIC

locational criteria above.

~es to ti~,e~ DOC 2 ;~cning ~s a

~-ra,~ch -vvith exisnig
d d ev e, ~ o p ni

r
z
:
,
,

ri t ,) bi e, ct ~: v e s f e) he

a r C~ cl,

The proposal is inte-,.dedlo imp~ement
the recomrnendation to, creatc-

incentives to
!
~esidomt'06 and

commerc,N-3i development in I.he Denny
Tri~-,,nple Neiqhborhood

'i-
~ ne proposed rez.~Dna area abuts a
DIVIC 240 zone on th,-ee sides which



Proposed Rezone Downtown Mixed Residential (DMC) 240 to

Downtown Office Core (DOC 2)

Meets Criteria

and commercial zones shall be provides for a transition between
minimized by the use of transition downtown zones allowing the greatest

or buffers~ if possible- A gradual intens:ty of development and less

transition between zon;ng intensive residential and mixed u;se

categories, including height limits, is areas.

preferred,

Physical buffers may provide an X The compatibility of uses and similar

effective separation between intensity of development allowed both

different uses and intensities of the DOC 2 and DIVIC zones makes

development, buffers or separation between zones

i unnecessary. Howevei-, among -the

Downtown zones, the- DIVIC zone was
established to orovide a buffer or

transition between zones with

development intensities that vary

significantly.
-----_-_--------------- -

Zone boundaries X The rezone area would extend the

existing DOC 2 zone by one block to

the northwest. An alley and street

rightsof-way would separate the area

from the adjacent DMC 240 zone,,

ti

General rezone criteria: Impact eval uation
:

23. 34.008

I The evaluation of a proposed
: Xf The proposed zoning change, will

rezone shall consider the possible increase the intensity of commercial

negative and positive impacts on and housing development allowed in

the area proposed for rezone and t~ie area. The rezone would increase

its surroundings, the maximurn height limit frorn 240'to

300'.

General rezone ctiteria: Changed circumst ance s: .23.34.008

Evidence of changed X See reference to Neighborhood Plan

circumstances shall be taken into above,

consideration in reviewing the

proposed rezone, bui. is not

reO.Uired to demonstrate the

appropinateness of a proposed

rezone. Consideration of changed
circumstances shall be limited to

elernentsor conditions included in

the criteria for the relevant zone

and/or overlay designations in this

chapter.

General rezon riae crite i Overlay districts: 23.34 .008::.

If the area in located in an overlay Not applicable
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Proposed, Rezone Do Mown Mixed Residential (DMC) 240 to
--- -------- - -----

Downtown Office Core
........

_-(DOC 2)

Meets Criteria

distr':ct, the rurposeand bo~;.:

of d7s~,~c~ s'-aN be

-- - - :

--------- ------ ------- ---- - -------- - -

If t-~,e 'a e S :n, or ad": Cent
- - ---------

Not appkcable,
to -iapler

25.09). Ofe,(- of the on
thec,ritica'; a"ea he

- - -
- - - - - - ---

--------- -- ---------- - - - - - - --------- ------------

Land". use po~;~cies 'C"r

------- ----- -------------

Rezorie is c(ns:stenl ~A,6V-t Pokcy 3 ot,:'
'

ref D~`Ice.-,,:,J ii-~ ('~hawe~, "112 i hal the Downtown and U es and
are to UheD mzone sh0 Transportation Plan for the Office Core
be con,&amp;derci-d' 2 (DOC 2) incorporated by reference

------ - ------- ----------

,

as, land use uaiicy hap'er 23.12.1,

1=1110.

The heig".1 of ncn?,,i doweioprnent X The proposai ,r4ouid axtend the 3010, loo;:

hak bc~ :'eguiateds
height limit that applies on ihe east sidi I L -e

corn,: c, and of Lenora Street, and along Sixth and
chara~,te.,~ develop--,~-en-; in I Seventh Avenues southeast of Lenora

pa~frs of 23 Street, This height fl.rnit,~~4ould

,he ;ifht-, air a.nd h;,Ar~-,an -.odatc--~ the de~--,ired ~:

~P-r--sity o'

scak~ qualifie~s ot the s~ffeet mixed use 6,eveioprnenl irl the area,
;~n areas ol~ while rnaintadning ',he trans~-~on

between the office expans:()n, area and
and 3,~ provide ::.rars,~Jor, to th~a the Dl`VIC 240 are surrounding the
ednes ,:)f proposed rezone area-

aqd
a n d, U rla of Li r! ding areas.

- ------ -- ---------------------

~,;:::ding he'gM--~~ s~~fl! b-- 'M X
i -Fhe rezone main~ains ~he genc~ra~

confo~r-.---ance v.,*.;h lhc-., Height transition in h--o` ,li'thm- do-wr.-4own,

Concept map. Height limits shall with heights decreF~singwelst to east

taper from an apex in the office from the office'core and
core toward the perimeter of expansion areas to the harborfront,

downtown, to provide transitions to

the waterf;ront and neighborhoods

-I,JaCeMi 'to

FXLem.r t U
~Height iimi~~7i recoll ~cj

'),"'.2e.
ar.

~ th ,
i i d

X
.

h~, pro-,,ose-d heig.~~t :s corls::Stent

~ 7 ;

lel~Y~S-tL_~_ 2nncq , ,; ex .~~I ng sca~e ani wi h t ie sc_ade and intens.
,

of
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Proposed Rezone Downtown Mixed Residential (DMC) 240 to

Downtown Office Core (DOC 2)

Meet s Criteria

unique character of areas within development identified in the Downtown

downtown including the retail core, Plan as appropriate for the office

office core, the Pike Place Market, expansion area. The height limit of the

Belltown, Pioneer Square and the zone is compatible with the height of

International District. existing highrise buildings in the

immediate. area.

Height limits of the -proposed rezone: Down town Plan Policy 15, Implementation

Guideline 1: :Height Limits. C. Devel opme Re gulations

Height ftits shall be compatjbf7___ T_X The additional height provides an

with allowed building Uses, incentive for off ice and mixed' use
densities and other development development, consistent with the type

regulations. of development for the office expansion

area of Downtown. Requirements for

street level uses will continue to apply

to all street frontages, maintaining

continuity with street level activity in

. . .... .. . . ....
adjacent areas.__

------------ - -- ------------

Height limits of the proposed rezone: Down town Plan Policy 15, Implementation

Guideline 1: Height Limits. D. Boun daries

Height limits and land use district X The proposal is consistent with existin 9
boundaries shall be coordinated, height 'limits in the area. The, existing

height limit of the adjacent blocks

across Lenora Street to the southeast is

the same as the proposal (300'). The

height limit of the area surrounding the

proposed rezone is 240', providing an

appropriate transition in heig_M.

29



r(30b City of Seattle

Panall Sche-11, Ma'yor

Executive Department - Strategic Planning Office

Lizanne Lyons, Director

DATE: July 28, 1999

TO: Council President Sue Donaldson

Councilmember Jan Drago, Chair

Business, Economic and Community Development Committee

FROM: Glenn Whithaff, 'Acting Director, Strategic Planning Office

Rick Kroc~;lis, Director, Department of Design, Construction and Land

Use

Executive Recommended Incentive Program to Encourage Housing in the

Denny Triangle Neighborhood

This memo transmits the proposed legislation and Executive's report on recommended

actions that will address multiple policy goals within Seattle and in the region. To help

reduce development in King County's rural area and encourage housing in accordance

with the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan, this proposal includes the following

actions:

Establishing a Transfer of Development Credits program to transfer development
credits from rural King County to the Denny Triangle and fund amenities

recommended in the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan;

0 Changing development standards to facilitate mixed use development; and

Rezoning an area in the southern edge of the Denny Triangle to help meet job targets,

given the fact that housing will be prioritized in the northern portion of the

neighborhood

Executive staff have worked with King County and the Denny Triangle Neighborhood

Planning Group over the past year to develop a structure for transferring development
credits from the Rural area into the Denny Triangle. King County established a Transfer

of Development Credits pilot program in October 1998 and is working with other cities to

establish "receiving areas" similar to this proposal. King County will also invest in

public amenities in the Denny Triangle neighborhood.

Seattle Municipal Building, 600 Fourth Avenue, Suite 300, Seattle, WA 98104-1826

Tel: (206) 684-8080, TDD: (206) 684-8118, Fax: (206) 233-0085

An equal employinent opportunity, affirm ative action employer. Accommodations -for people with disabilities provided upon request.



The attached report outlines the proposal, along with two draft ordinances. Subsequent

legislation will authorize an interlocal agreement with King County. If you have any

questions about this material please contact Elsie Crossman at 684-8364.

Cc: BECD Committee members

Tom Byers-Mayor's Office

Denna Cline-Mayor's Office
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Return Address:

Seattle City Clerk's Office

I

Seattle, WA 98104

19991118001586

PAGE 001 OF 003

If/js/1999 15:00

KING COUNTY, WO

CITY OF SEATTL MISC ie.e@

Please print or type information WASHINGTON STATE RECORDER'S Cover Sheet (RCW 65.04)

Document Title(s) (or transaction contained therein): (all areas applicable to your document Mm_ust be filled

in,

1. ORDINANCE #119738

Re - of document.

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, rezoning property by

amending the Official Land Use Map, SIVIC Chapter 23.32, to implement
the Transfer of Development Credit Provisions in the Denny Triangle in

suppart of thp Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan
--- ------- ----------

Grantor(s) first, then firstname and in;tials

1.City 04~ Seq_ ttle

Additional names on page----- of document.

Grantee(s) (Last name first, !hen first name and initials)

I.N/A

2.

--
Legal description (abbrevW ed FiLe.

lot, block, plat or section, -township, range)
Add~!tiofml reference #s on page -------- of document N/A

Assessor's Property Tax Parcel/Account Number/ N/A

Assessor Tax # not yet assigned.

600 4th Avenue Room 104

g:\forms\recorder. doe
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H:Ial~IANCY%7DC\DenyTriOrdinanc.doc

71,28/99

V # I

ORDINANCE
2

3

4 AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, rezoning property by amending the

5

1

Official Land Use Map, SMC Chapter 23.32, to implement the Transfer of
6 Development Credit Provisions in the Denny Triangle in support of the Denny
7 Triangle Neighborhood Plan.

8

9 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the rezoning established by this ordinance will

10 protect and promote the health, safety and welfare of the general public; will

11 maintain sufficient capacity for employment growth while creating additional

12 opportunities for residential development; and will support the recommendations of
13 the Denny Triangle Urban Center Village Plan.

14

15

I

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
is FOLLOWS:

18

1

Section 1, Attached to this ordinance is one zoning map, identified as "Exhibit A-l"

19 which is incorporated herein by reference. The Official Land Use Map, page 109 is

I n-r27 Passed by the City Council the 1- day of'fJMAnA~, 1999, and signedby

28 mein open session in authentication of its passage this

26

23 Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from and after

24 its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and retarned by the Mayor within ten (10)

25 days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

22

20 amended to rezone the properties shown on the attached zoning map as "Rezone Area,"

21 from DMC 240'to DOC 2 300'.

30

31

32

33
~1

Approved by me this

34

35

36

37

38

~q

40

41

Filedbymethis /0-1~ldayof.A/ VL71&amp;

42
11 (SEAL)
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"ExhibitA-1"

Page 109 of the Official Land Use Map
Denny Triangle Urban Center Village

Residential Incentive Program Rezone

\ 1 2V \ \ 4
LIENNY TPOANGLE - P-.3posed Rezone Ar

1
:V

2 DMC 21,T to DOC 2 3W
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TIME AN ATE STAMP

SPONSORSHIP

THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT IS SPONSORED FOR FILING WITH THE CITY COUNCIL BY

THE MEMBER(S) OF THE CITY COUNCIL WHOSE SIGNATURE(S) ARE SHOWN BELOW:

FOR CITY COUNCIL PRESIDENT USE ONLY

COMMITTEE(S) REFERREn TO:

PRESIDENT'S SIGNATURE



1.12

CitV C~

-ss.

No.

Affidavit of Publication

F, Li -1

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an

authorized representative of The Daily Journal of Commerce, a

daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general

circulation and it is now and has been for -Tiore than six months

prior to the date of publication hereinafter rel"Cirred to, published in

the English language continuously as a daily ri~~wspaper in Seattle,

King County, Washington, and it is now and during all of said time

was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of

publication of this newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce

was on the 12th day of June, 1941, approved as a legal newspaper

by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular

issues of The Daily Journal of Commerce, which was regularly

distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The

annexed notice, a

CT~ 119736 ORD IN FUL

was published on

11/18/199

The amount of the fee charged f th 'foreg ing publication is

the sum of $
arm

whi a 'A~s,'Inen
paid in full.

foreg

Notary Public for the State of Washington
residing in Seattle

191
S1 ATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

Affidavit of Publication
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