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CR 114271 final.doc
Drecember 4, 2002
version #4

ORDINANCE P AYel Vel

AN ORDINANCE amending the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to incorporate amendmenls
proposed as part of the 2002 Comgrehensive Plan annual amendment process.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Council Resolution 30412 establishing procedures for amendment of
the Comprehensive Plan, a number of proposals for Plan amendments were submilted for
Council consideration, both fram within the City and from the public; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution 28969 identifying continuing efiorts 1o
augment the Comprehensive Plan through work on additional plan elements and
amendments; and

WHEREAS, proposed amendments were submitted by individuals or citizen organizations and
by the City for consideration during 2002; and

WHEREAS, in April 2002, the City Council considered these proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments and determined, pursuant to Council Resolution 30446, that eight
amendments would be further reviewed and analyzed; and

WHEREAS, these proposed amendments have been reviewed and anatyzed by the Department
of Design, Construction and Land Use and considered by the Council; und

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

WHEREAS, the Council has reviewed and considered the executive staff's report and
recommendation, and public testimony made at the public hearings and other pertinent
material regarding the proposed amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Council finds that the amendments to be adopted 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, as adopted by Ordinance 117221 and
subsequently amended, is hereby amended as follows.

A, The Land Use Element is amended as shown in Attachment 1 to this ordinance.
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B.  The Transporiation Element is amended as shown in Attachment 2 to this
ordinance,
€.  The Housing Element is amended as shown in Attachment 3 to this ordinance.

D.  The Capital Facilities Element is amended as shown in Attachment 4 to this

E. The Environment Element is amended as shown in Attachment 5 to this
ordinance.
F. Capital Facilities Appendix D is amended as shown in Attachment 6 to this

Passed by the City Council the > day of _{Jec oorlpeft , 2002, and signed by me
in opén session in authentication of its passage this gt day of_Decempel , 2002,

President of the City Council

Approved by me l]ﬁs?t’ day of Q twjﬂ &/ 2002

T

Filed by me this: 25 day of X “eccudned 2002,
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Attachment 1:
Atachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Atiachment 4:
Attachment 5:

Anachment &

ATTACHMENT LIST:

Land Use Element Amendments
Transportation Element Amendments
Housing Element Amendments

Capital Facilities Element Amendments
Environment Element Amendments

Capital Fecilitics Appendix D
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ATTACHMENT 1

Laad Use Element

hﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ\thH

10
11
12
13 huw
14
15

16 ‘
17 3 Seek to protect existing trails and publicly owned stairways from encroachment

1303 Include the following considerations in the design of trails:

tuw

I8 by private development, including motor vehicle crossings, especially in residential

19 neighborhoods where safety and aesthetic issues are paramount.
20

e
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26
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Transportation Element
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ATTACHMENT 2
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ATTACHMENT 3

Housing Element
LR

H3T  Allocale Ppublic funds administered by the City 10 and used-for-the purposes-of

develop and preserve affordable rental housing for low-income, v Wl
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home ownership in the City in a variety of housing types by:

Using a portion of local disctetionary housing subsidy resources to provide home

ownership opportunilies to low-income houscholds- ineemesbelow-80%6-of

medianineome, in conformity with applicable income limits in City ordinances,
ine from time 1o ti at povern the use of each fund . Tarpel

Considering setting a set-aside of a substantial portion of any new-discretionary

funding sources for assisted hnlmingmhﬂ.&mhmﬁweﬁ%lﬁ-} that would

provide homeownership opportunities tefor low-income households. with

se—Also, consider alternative approaches to
increase the development of affordable homeownership housing, including but not

limited to greater use of land trusts and limited equily cooperatives.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Capital Facilitics Element
(& N
CFGS mmwmﬂmwmm@ﬂ

ildi er of gapital faciliti

LR N

5.  Susipinahle Design and Consfruction
CF19 Assess the sustainability of choices in developing. ing -apital projects, including finance,

planning, design, consmuclion, mignagement, renovation, maintepance, and
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of ¢ health, im i renvi ental quali d aec o altemative

{ransportation modes (.5, public transit, bicyeling, walking, etc.} apd social services.
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ATTACHMENT 6

Capitel Facilities Appendix D:
Potential Future Discretionary Projects

Besides the facilities that are included in the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), there
are a number of prospective capital projects that the City might undertake or fund in the future.
They are listed below in alphabetical order to provide a broad view of the City’s potential future
capital spending. Projects are not listed in any priotity order. Funding for these projects is not
yet identified, and no decisions have been made 10 go forward with funding these projects.

# African-American Heritage Museum?

# Animal Control Shelter Expansion
+—Aquarna Redevelopment

& Blue Spruce Site Redevelopment {Seattle Center)

+ BusB ite Sojl B iation {Se Cen

¢ City projecis included in a potential new Countywide Parks Bond Issue

ot T €

4 Comorant-Cove-develepient
¢ Downtown Circulator
+ B D_ tions Cent en

¢ Fiber Optic Expansion

o Fire Station Upgrades and Expansiong
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¢ Homeless Day Center*

# Memorial Stadium Relocation®
+—Memasal-Stadivn-Site Development®
+—MescorArepa-Renovation

¢ Monorail Expansion®

¢ Monorail Platform Expansion
+—Museum-of-History-and-Tadusin®

& Neighborhood Planning Capital Projects

¢ Neighborhood Service Centers

# North Police Precinct Expansion

¢ Scattle Parks and Recreation Plan 2000 (will potentially be updaled in 2005-2006)
¢ PC-] Lot at Pike Plage Macket*

-4+—Pealateh-Trail

¢ Sand Point Redevelopment

¢ Seattle Center 5% Avenue Parking Lot Development
4 Seatile-Center-Bus Barn-Clear—up-(MNexi-Phase}

# Seattle Center Master Plan Updates

& Seattle Transit Initistive

+ South Downtown Study Area Improvements

¢ South Lake Union Transportation Improvements
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project

*

*

*

Seuthwest Harbor Project *
Telecommunications Improvements
TransLake* (includes early action items)
Urban Trails Plan Implementation

West Seattle Stadium

Zoo Improvements

Al the time of publication, projects with an * are nol under the jurisdiction of the Ciky, but are gwned or

-
sponsored by another government agency of privale organization. The City might paricipate i funding thesc
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City of Seattle

Department of Design, Construction & Land Use

700 5™ Avenue, Suite 2000
Seattle, WA 98104-5070
(206) 684-8850 » FAX (206) 233-7883
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2002 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments
Executive’s Report and Recommendations

October 2, 2002

Introduction

Analysis of Proposed Amendments

11‘

Lo

Future Land Use Map

“Urban Center-Oriented Development/Urban Village-Oriented Development”
Funetion of Urban Centers, Hub Urban Villages and Residential Urban Villages
Sustainable Building Policy

Sustainability Policies

Public Stoirways

Housing Policies

Watershed Plans

Capital Facilities Appendix D — Not included in legislation

ATTACHMENT

A, City Council Resolution 30446, identifying proposed Comprehensive Plan

Amendments to be considered for possible Adoption in 2002

R T T




INTRODUCTION

This report presents the Executive's Recommended 2002 Annual Amendments to Senttle's
Comprehensive Plan, including an evaluation and recommendation for each proposed amendment. The
Growth Management Act limits amending the Comprehensive Plan to once cach year except for specific
actions. Resolution 30412 outlines the process for the submittal and review of proposed amendments to

Scattle’s Comprehensive Plan, Resolution 30412 establishes a two-sicp process to consider onnuzl
amendmenls.

The first step was the fnitial determination of which proposed amendments to consider further in 2002,
This determinalion was made by the City Council in May after public notice, 2 hearing and Commitiee
consideration. The City Council approved Resolution 30446 identifying eight proposals to be considered

as potential amendments to the Comprehensive Plan this year and three proposals to be considered in
2003,

The 2002 proposals are!

Land Use Element
s Amend Land Use Policy L53 to clarify the intent of the Future Land Use Map
» Clarify the role and function of Urban Centers, Hub Urban Villages and Urban Villages

Land Use and Transportation Elements
¢ Review the proposal conceming public stairways.

Housing Elemment

» Review Housing Element policies (including but not limited to H37, H38 and H40} for possible
changes, including but not limited to policies governing the allocation of rental housing funding
by income levels served, the scope of programmatic and geographic exceptions lo those policies,
the City's objectives regarding owner-occupancy, and the geopraphic targeting of assistance for
both rental housing and home ownership, as well as technical glarification.

Housing and Nelghborhood Flanning Elements

= Consider substituting terms "urban center-oricnted development” and "urban village-oriented
development” for "transit-oriented development®.

Capital Facilities Element
s Develop language more clearly embedying the City's sustainable buitding policy

Environmental

s Review the City's sustainability policies (1o be done by the Office of Sustainability and
Environment)

« Examine existing watershed plans and investigate the legal ramifications of recognizing a

watershed plan in the Comprehensive Plan. Clarify exactly what type of watershed plans could be
subject ta such recognition.

Over Lhe summer, these proposals have been reviewed and analyzed. For this second stage of the process,
the Executive is now recommending amendments to the City Council for its consideration.
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As part of the 2002 budgel process, potential amendments to Capital Facilities Appendix D were
identified. These potential amendments were included in the public hearing notice, but were not included
in the legislation farwarded to the City Council by the Executive. City Councilmembers may introduce
these proposed amendments as port of their deliberation.

In response to the eight proposaks ciirrently nader consideration, the following amendments are
recommended for adoption this year:

Land Use Element

o Amend Policy L33 to clarify the intent of (he Future Land Use Map, the OMMicial Land Use Map
and the rezone criteria in the Land Use Code.

s Amend Policy L303"s existing language regarding prolecting urban trails from encroachment 1o
include publicly owned stairways.

Transportaibon Element
s Add a new policy T4Ta to recognize the impartance of public stairways in the City's pedestrian
transportation network.

Howusing Element

» Take specific affordability and geographic focus standards out of Comprehensive Plan policies
H37 and H38 and refer to the Consolidated Plan for these specifics.

«  Substilute the word “mainiain” relating to the City’s owner-occupancy rate with “increase” in
Policy H38 and change other wonding to better reflect the City's current elforts to increase
homeawnership.

Caplial Facilities Element

» Addancw pool, CFGS, to clearly state the City's sustainable building goals as they relate 1o
capital facilitics development and maintenance, Remove palicy CF13 and replace it with a new
section 5 “Sustainzble Building Practices” and add six new palicies {CF19-CF24) 1o flesh out the
City's policies regarding sustainable building.

Environment Element
e Add a new section to the Environment Element, containing a list of “Additionzl Resources”
including the City’s plans for the Piper's Creek and Longfeilow Creek watersheds.

‘The Execative recommends that the City Council purstie foture work programs for two proposed
amendments:

Land Use Element
s Clarify the role and function of Urban Centers, Hub Urban Villages and Urban Villages.

Environment Element
a Review by the City's Otfice of Sustainability and the Environment of the City"s sustainability
policies in 2003 with proposed amendments in late 2003 andfor early 2004.

One amendment 1 not recommended for adoption.
Housing and Neighborhood Planning Elemexts

+ Consider substituting tetms "urban center-oriented development” and "urban village-oricnted
development” Tor meansit-oricnted development™

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page 2 Exccufive's Report and
Annual Amerndmenis Recommeidations
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Next Steps

A public hearing on the proposed amendments is scheduled for 4:30, November 4, 2002. The
City Councii Land Use Commiltee will discuss and make recommendations on the recommended
amendments in mectings in November. The full City Couneil will consider the Commiltee's report and
1ake nction later in the fall. All meetings will be held in City Council Chambers, 11th Fleor, Municipal
Building, 600 Fourth Avenue, Scattle, WA 98104, Notice of the meetings has been placed in the Daily
Joumzl of Commerce and the Department of Design, Construction and Land Use (DCLU) Land Use
Information Bulletin, and in the Department of Neighborhoods® Community Catendar.
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ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

1. Foture Land Use Map

Froposed amendment:
Amend Land Use Policy LS

3 to read as follows:

Element: Land Use
Submitted by: Strateglc Planning Office/DCLU

Description of the proposed amendment:

Existing language regarding the role of the Future Land Use Map and the role of the land use criteria has
proved ta be confusing 1o analysts considering proposed rezones. The conditions under which zn
amendment to the Future Land Use Map would be required have naot been clearly drown within the
Comprehensive Plan. The proposed amendment would help to clarify the role of the Future Land Use
Map in directing the location of zones and land use categories.

All rezones require Lhat the proposed new zone be consistent with the City"s rezone criteria contained
wilthin the Land Use Code. The City has viewed the Future Land Use Map 25 a generalized vision of the
futtre conlipuration of differsnt land use categories throughout the City. Rather than showing where land
use categories are (o be located at  parcel level, the map is intended 10 show the general mix and
configuration of land uses within areas. Therefore, where o single property is proposed to be rezoned to
an adjacent zone, an amendment 1o the map is generally not required. When considering rezones of small
arens from one land use category to a land use category abutting the arca, the City has not required an
amendment to the Future Land Use Map. However, where proposed rezones would change an area fom
one general land use category o another, and the rezoned area would not abut areas having the same
general land use category, future fand use map amendments arc required.

The proposed land use code amendment helps to clarify thal the zoning criteria in the land use code drive
most rezanes. However, it is not entirely clear about when one would use the future land use map. The

recommended language, below, would provide clearer direotion in when to use the Comprehensive Plan
for rezones and when to use the rezone criteria.

Recommended action:
Replace the proposed amendment with the following recommended language, which provides a set of
dircctions for when to use the Future Land Use Map and when to use the Land Use Code and zoning nap:

L53: 1 4 [Tee Mo { el
locations where broad cateparies of Jand uses fi se the City's Official Land U an

locn af

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page Executive’s Report and
Annunl Amendments Recommendations
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Reasons for pursuing the recommended action:

Clearer language is desired regarding when the Future Land Use Map is used. The recommended
language would identify when the future land use map is used and when rezone crilcria and the City's
zoning map are used when considering a request for a rezone.

1
i |
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3. “Urban center-oriented development/arban village-oriented development™

Proposed Amendnieat:

Substitute the terms “urban center-eriented development™ and “urban villoge-oriemed development for
the {00 narrow lenm “transit-oriented development” in any city policy relating to Urban Ceniers and urban
villages

Elements: Housing, Neighborhood Planning
Submited by: Thonas Heller

Description of the proposed amendment:

The proposed amendment would change the words “transit-oriented™ to “urban center-oriented” ot “urban
village-oriented” in two goals and five palicies in six adopled neighborhood plans. In addition, the phrase
appears in one Housing Element policy. These goals and policics are listed below.

The phrase “transit-oriented development” refers to development that is centered around and coordinated
with o transit stalion in its use and design. The intent of TOD is 10 estoblish land uses and 1o design
structures and public areas that will encourage people 1o ride transit more ofien. Typically, a TOD praject
has the following physical characteristics: a mix of uses, compact development, all locations within

There are a number of similarities between TOD development as it has been envisioned nationwide and
the City of Seattlc’s Urban Village strategy. Urban villages, like TODs, are intended to be mixed-use,

estrian-oriented areas, often with densities and designs that encourage people to reduce their use of
automobiles. The key difference berween TODs and urban villages is one of oricniation lo fransit
facilities. TODs are always envisioned as new development that is specifically designed 1o relate lo
{ransit stations. Utban villages may or may not focus developiment and services at a transit station.
Existing urban villages are often served by networks of bus lines, without 2 concentralion of development
Zt & transit station.

Each of the neighborhood plans using the phrase “wransil-criented developraent” refers specifically to how
development occurs in relation o proposed transit improvements. All of the neighborhood plan goals and
policies which use the phrase “sransit-oricnied development” are for neighborhoods which will contaim o
light rail station. These neighborhoods, planning for major new transit facililies, uged the ferm “ransil-
ariented development™ to refer to development that is planned for and built in relation to light rail stations

propased for their neighborhoods.

The Housing clement palicy is less explicil about the relationship between potential zoning changes and
transit systems than are the neighborhood plans” palicies. However, this pelicy was amended in 2000, in
the context of the 5-year Comprehensive Flan update. As part of this update, Council directed:

“Include in the Housing Element policics that describe the City's housing role within the
1egional context; incentives for housing production and the coordination of housing
development with planning focused on fdentified light rail stations.” {italics added)

In respanse 10 this direction the sentence “Consider expanding the use of incentive zoning for affordable
housing in neighborhoods outside dewntown, particularly in relation to transil-oriented development.”
wae added 1o Housing Policy H30. This policy, thus, was amended with development focused en transil
stations in mind.

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page 7 Execulive's Report and
Annual Amendments Recommendations
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Recommended action: Do not adopt the proposed amendment.

Reasons for parsuing the recomnyended action:

The existing language appears to more clearly reflect the intention ta focus development or incentives at
high-capacity iransit stations than the broader terms “urban village-oriented development™ would.
Changing the language in these policies could significantly broaden the focus of the goals and policies,
potentially beyond the neighborhoods® or City's intention.

e Exccutive would be concerned abe-ut changing the language in six neighborhood plans. without
neighberhood involvement in the change. However, if the Council does want to propose a change fo the
language in these neighborhood policies, remaving the phrase “transii-oriented” from each of these

policies would reiain the meaning of most of the policies, while removing the focus on fransit systems.

If the Council wants to clarify the language in Policy H30, the Executive recommends substituting the
phrase “particularly in areas near high-capacity transit siations™ for the phrase “particularly in relalion to
transit-criented development.”

2002 Cormpuehensive Plan Pape & Execulive's Report and
Annual Amemiments Recommendations
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Gaals and Policles Using the Term “Transit-Oriented Development™

HOUSING ELEMENT

H30 Pramote the continived production and preservation of low-income housing through existing
incentive zoning mechanisms, which include density and height bonuses and the transfer of
development rights. Consider expanding the use of incentive zoning for affordable housing in
neighborhoods outside downtown, particularly in relation 1o transit=orienied development.
Allow for new or different incentive zoning provisions designed to produce or preserve low-
income housing in downtown if they are adopted as part of neighborhood or subarca plans or
where needed 1o achieve housing development goals.

NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING ELEMENT

CAPITOL HILL

CH-P6  Support integration of ansit-oriented developmint with lecal transporiation and open space
improvements.

COLUMBIA CITY

CC-G2 A community served by a light rail transit system which also is a catalyst for transit-criented
housing and commercial development within the station arca.

CCP15  Strive to maintain existing neighborhood scale and character and promote transit-oriented
development, where appropriate.

MLK@HOLLY
MLK-G3 The Sound Transit light rail station forms the heart of & transil-oriented, mixed-use town center,

NORTH RAINIER

NR-Pl Recognize the "Town Center” as the area where the neighborhood would like to use land usc
and zoning designations that facilitate iransit-oriented development to assemble and finance the
type of development envisioned by the neighborhood around the light rail station, and strive lo
facilitate the vitality of existing businesses that help meet the neighborhood's employment
goals.

RAINIER BEACH

RB-P2  Seck |0 promote mansit-oriented development arcund Rainicr Beach’s praposed light rail
station at Martin Luther King, Jr. Way and South Henderson Strect.

ROOSEVELT

R.P29  FEncourage development of a light rail ctation and transit links that will support transit oriented
development within the zoned capacity of the neighborhood's commereial core.
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3. Function of Urban Ceanters, Hub Urban Villages and Residential Urban ¥Yillages

Propesed amendment:

Clarify the role and function of Urban Centers, Hub Urhan Villages and Urban Yillages — and clarify their
intended inter-relationship(s), from the sland point of a) economic function (residential, commercial,
employment) and b} physical inlereonnectedness by ransportation facilities.

Elements: Land Use
Subvmitied by: Thomas Heller

Description of the proposed amerdment:

The City has five different designotions for arcas expected to accommodate significant housing and/or
ernplaymment growth over the 20 years covercd by the Comprehensive Plan. Two of these designations
{Urban Center and Manufacturing/Industrial Center) are countywide designations. Urban Centers and
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers were first designated through the Countywide Planning Policies (CPI's),
and the Comprehensive Plan's discussion of these designations follows the language in the CPPs. The
other three designations are Seattle-specific designations (Urban Center Villages within Urban Centers,
Hub Urban Villages and Residential Urban Villages). These designalions arc intended to identify these
arcas’ expecied fevels of residential and employment growth over the life ol the Comprehensive Plan and
their relationship to regional transportation networks.

In submilting this proposed amendment, Mr. Heller noted that when asked, “just exactly what 15 an wrban
village?" Sealtle planning officials were not able to provide a clear answer. He anticipales that clarity
regarding the intended function ol urban villages will help guide review of proposed projects, bring the
City's zoning code better in line with the Comprehensive Plan, and “aid in communicating to the general
public *what the big picture’ is as it happens in their communitics.”

The most concise descriptien of the different desigmations’ intended ecenomic function can be found in
Palicy L4:

Recognize and promote appropriate mixes of activity and intensities of development
within areas accommodating growth and indice’e whether residential or employment
related activities are to be emphasized according lo the intended function of the following
urban village designations:

+ Utban centers, and the urban villages within them, are intended to be the densest
areas with the widest range of land uses.

»  Hub urban villages are also intended to sccommodate a broad mix of uses, but at
lower densities than center villages, at intensities appropriate to the stage of
development of the area.

s Residential urban villages are intended for concentrations of low to moderale
densities of predominantly residential development with a compatible mix of support
services and employment.

1n eddition to this description of their intended function, Urban Center Yillages arc assigned “functional
designations” under policy L23. These functional designations indicale whether uses in a particular urban
center village are intended to be primarily residential, mixed with a residential emphasis, mixed

residential and employment, or mixed withan employment emphasis.
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Descriptions of the arcas® intended relationships 1o the regional and local transportation networks is found
in the descriptions of the criteria to be used in designating the dilferent types of urban centers and
villages:

Designation as an Urban Center is appropniate for areas with “Accessibility to the
existing regional transportation network, with access to the regional high capacity transit
system 1o be provided in the future.” (Palicy L1E}

Hub Urban Villages are designated in areas that are generally characterized by “A
strategic location in relation to bath the local and regional transportation network,
including: & high level of transit service, with the possibility of improved connections to
future high capacily Iransit stalions, connections to regional transportation facilities,
roules sccommodating goods movement, and connections o adjacent areas by pedesirian
and/or bicycle facilities.” (Policy L2%)

A Residential Urban Village designation is considered for areas where: 2. The area is
presently on the city's arterial network and is served by a transit route providing direct
transit service 1o at least one center or hub village... 4. The arca has the appartunity 1o
be connected by bicyele andfor pedestrian facilitics 1o adjacent areas and nearby public
amenitics.” (Folicy L34)

These policies appear to clearly enunciate the difference between the economic function ol the different
types of urban village. In addition, within The designation criteria are clear deseriptions of how the
different urban village categories are tu e cotiected through the transportation network, Other policies,
which discuss the differences among the urban village designations, are tisicd belaw.

Mare clarity and belter communication about the function of urban villages and the urban village siralegy
appear to be needed. Since the neighborhood planning process was completed, the City has published a
citizen's guide to the Comprehensive Plan. The Executive will work to enhance clarity in its
communicalions about the urban village strategy and the rele and function of urban villages.

Recommended action:

The Executive recommends taking another look at the role and function of urban centers and villages in
2004 as part of the 10-year Comprehensive Plan update process. At that time, the City will be considering
how to accommedate an additional ten years worth of development, covering the period between 2014
and 2024, Amendment of policics describing the role and function of urban centers and villages as the
primary tool for accommodating growth under the Comprehensive Plan would be most appropriate at that
tirree.

Reasons for pursuing the recommended action!

The Comprehensive Plan currently contains a number of explanations of the role and function of Urban
Centers, Hub Urban Villages and Urban Villages, their intended economic function and their
intercormectedness by transportation facilities. Additional language abaut the function of the various
levels of urban villages would add redundancies to the Comprehensive Plan. If new language was not
redundant to existing language, the new language could unintentionally result in a change in the nature
and definition of urban centers and villages. This new language would not have had sulficient public
discussion and input. That level of public discussion aver the role of urban villages is appropriate for the
2004 update process.

2002 Comprchensive Plan Tage 12 Executive's Report and
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Existing Goals and Policies Relating 1o the different Roles and Functions of Urban Centers and Yillages
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Urban Gentar Villages ¥iub Urban Villages Resldaniial Urban Villages b
Goals for Aress | [dentify and reinforce Accommodate concentralions of housing and Provnate urban vilages that function e
concentrations of employment employment al straleglc locations in the primarily as compact residenlial &»
ard housing In locations that transporialion system convenlenily accessible io | neighborhoods providing opportunilies for Ez
would support and have direct the City's rasidential populalion, thereby reducing | & wide range of housing types and a mix of =
access o tha regional high work trip commutes. (LG22} aclivilies Ihat suppord the reskiential i
capacity ransit system. {LG18) population. Support densities in residential
Provide conveniant locations for commercial urban villages that suppor! transit use. g:-
sarvices thal serve the populations of the village, | (LG25) o
sumounding nelghberhoods, the city and the &
region. {LG23) Allow employment activity 1o the extent i
that It does nal confiict with the overall k.
Accommodate concentrations of employment and | residentlal function and character of the 3
housing at densiies that support pedestrian and village, provided Lhat a differeni mix of i
translt use and incraase opportunilies within the | uses may be establishad through a i
City for pecple Lo live close 1o whera thay work. nelghberhood plan adepted by the City &
i X (LG24) Caouncil. (LG2E) B
Mix of Uses Each Lirban Cenler Village |5 Sea goals, above. Ses goals, above. i
Appropriste to | assigned a “functionzl =
the Area designation.” Functional &
designations ane: E;
1. Primarily residenlal; u
2. Mixed, with a residenlial ]
emphasis; 1
3. Mixed residential and .
employment; and &
4. Mixed, with an employment
emphasis.” {L23) 1
Share of job The grealest share of job growth | Additional job growth will also be distributed 1o Mo jub growth targelad to these aneas. &
growth will ba accommodated n Urban hub urban villages throughout the city to promole i
Centers — areas lhal already additional emgployment concentrations in areas i
function as high density, easity accessible to the surmounding residential :
concentraled emplaymenl centers | population, thereby localing jobs closer to where i
with the greateslaccesstathe | people live. (Discussion, Page LU-27) 1
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Urban Centar Villages

Hub Urban Villages

Rasidential Urban Villages

regional natwork. (Discussion,
Page LU-27)

The nexl most significant share of residentiai growth will be disiribuled among the various hub

and residential urban villages throughaut the city

in amounts compatible with the existing

development characteristics of individual areas. (Discussion Paga LU-27)

Permil tha size of hub urban villages to vary
according to lecal conditions, but limit thelr size
50 that mosl areas within tha village are within a
walkahle distance of employmnent and service
concenirations in the villaga.(L31)

Permil Ihe slze of residenlial villages to
vary according lo local conditions, but
consider it generalty desirabla Lhat any
|ocation within the village be within sasy
walking distance of al least one cenler of
activity and services.(L38)

| Share of The greates! share of residantial
residential growth will also be
growth accommodaled in Urban Centars,
increasing cppodunilies for
people to live closa to work.
i {Discussion Page LU-27)
Criteria For Designation
Size of Area Area not axceeding one and one-
Appropriate for | hatf square miles (960
Designation acres).{L18)
Ma Clearty defined geographic
Land Uses boundarias thal reflect existing
development patterns, funchional
characterislics of the area and
recognized nelghborhood
boundaries.(L18)

%

Sumoundings comprizsed primarily of residentlal
areas Lhat allow a mix of densilies, and ron-
rasidential activitias thal suppart residentlal
use. [LZ9)

A broad range of housing types and commercial
and relail suppurt =ervices ellher axisling or
allowed under current zoning lo serve a local,
citywide or reglonal market.(L28)

Open space amenilies, including:

¥ Direct access lo either existing or potentlal
public open spaces In the immediate vicinity,
and

¥ Accassibility lo major open space resources
In lhe general area via eilher axisling or
poleniial urban trads, boulevards, or olher
open space links, or anlicipated major public
investment in open space.(L28}

Consider for designalion as hub urban villages

A broad range of retall services o serva
the residenlial population aither already
gxlsts or can be accommodated in the
area at a caniral localion generally
accaessible on fool(L34)

The area prasently Includes, or is adjacent
to, open space available for public usa, or
opportunilies exist to provide pubic open
space in tha fulure (L34}

Require thal a residential urban village
surround cne of more centers of activity
and services.(L37)

Include among aneas considered suitabla
for designation as residential urban
villages those areas that possess the
desired characterislics and infrastructure
lo support a moderately dense residential
population and those areas that, whila
lacking Infrastructure or olher
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Urban Genter Villages

Hub Urtian Villages

areas ranging from those able lo accommodate
growth with minor changes and public investment
1o lhose requiring mare exlensiva public
investmenl where the potential exists Lo achieve
desirad village conditions through redevelopmant
over ime. {L32)

Rasidential Urban Villages
characterislics of a residential urban
village, warrani public Invesiment 1o
address inadequacies in order 1o promote
a ransition to a higher dansily residantial
nalghborhood. (L33)

facilties,

% routes accommodating goods movement, and
» ponnections to adjacent areas by pedestrian
andfor bicycle faclitles.{L29)

Zoning Zoning thal permits tha amounl of | Zoning that allows a mix of uses 1o accommodale | The area presently supporns, or can
Characteristics | mew developmenl needed to meet | concentrations of employment and housing. It accommodate under curment Zoning, a
the following minkmum density may be appropriale 1o limit the b of uees in concentration and mix of residential
tarpats: some areas lo provide for con of either | development, at 8 to 15 unils per gross
¥ Aminimum of 15,000 jobs amployment or housing.(L29) acra on average, and al a small io
located within a half mila of a moderato scale.(L34)
possibla fulure high capacity | A minimum of one-third of the land area currently
transil station; roned to accommodale employment actbvity
3 An overall employment andfor mixed-usa.(L23)
density of 50 Jobs per acre;
and Opportunities for redevelopment because of &
% An overall residential density | substantial amount of vacant or under-utilized
of 15 households par land. (L28)
acre.(L18) L
Tranaportation | Accessibility to the existing A strategic location in relalion ta both the local The area ls presently on tha city's arterial
regional transportalion network, and regional transportation network, including: network and 15 servad by a transh route
with pccess o the regional high ¥ @ high level of transit servica, wilh lhe: providing direct ransit service to al isast
capacity transit system to ba passibility of iImproved connections to fulure high | one center or hub village.(L34)
provided in the future.(L18) capacity transit statlons,
¥ conneclions io regional transportation The area has the cpportunity to ba

connecied by bicycle and/or pedesirian
faciitles to adjacenl areas and nearby
public amenities.(L24)

O

i W b A A

N
e ek

-

R e e LT

=
o

e ! """"'”‘\-'"'\-::-'-ri-‘ilf'“-'g'



BN P

4. Sustainable Building Policy

Proposed amendment:
Develop language more clearly embodymg the City's sustainable building policy.

Elements: Cupital Facillties (This wos originally proposed as part of the Environmental
Element.)

Submitted by: Resolution 30273/ 304456
Description of ihe proposed amendment:

Sustainable building is currently mentioned in two places in the Comprehensive Plan. Capital

Facilities policy CF 13 currently slates:

CF13 Strive to use resource-efficient building materials and techniques in new and refirbished
City facililies and encourage other public agencies to follow similar sustainable building
proctices.

Environment Policy Ef currenitly stales:

E6 Strive to design, construct, and operate City facilities to limit environmentol impacls,
such as by incorperating energy cfliciency, water conservation, wasle minimization,
pollution prevention, or resaurce-elficient materials throughout a facility's life.

This language could be strengthered and improved in at least three ways.

o The existing language speaks only to the environmental components and benefits of
sustainable building (e.g. energy and water cfficiency, use of recycled products, ete.), but
leaves out impariant social and economic benefits (€., cost savings, improved indoor
environment, enhanced productivity, etc.}

a The existing language dees not indicate the City’s interest in {and efforts 1oward) promoting
sustainable building practices in non-City projects {e.8., private development, low-
incams/afTordable housing development, elc.)

«  The existing language does not indicate the City’s intention to apply sustainable building
principles and practices to the design and construction of City-finded ¢apital facilities that
are not buildings, per se (e.g., roads/bridges, parks, drainoge systems, eic.)

Recommended aciion:
The Executive recommends adding a new Capital Facilitics goal, CFGE, as follows:

kil [aes of capital facililies.

The Executive recommends deleting Capital Facilities Policy CF13 and replacing it with a new
scetion in the Capital Facilities Element, containing 5 new palicies related to the sustainable
design and construction of the City"s Capital Facilities, as follows:

* | NGINNDOT FHL 30 ALITYAD 3HL 01 300 81 1!
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Reasons for pursning the recommended action:
The proposed set of a new poal and new policies do a better job of enuncisting the City's
sustninable building policy. These new policies clarify the broad scope of issues that arc
encompassed in the concept of sustainable building. They indicate the City's interest in
promoting sustainable building for non-City projects. Finally, they indicate the City"s intention

to incorporate susiainable building concepls into the broad range o
develops ardd manages.

f Capital Facilitics that the City

2002 Conmprchensive Plon Fage 13
Annual Amendmenls

Exccutive's Report and
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5. Sustainabllity Policies

Proposed amendment:
Review by the Office of Sustainability and Enviranment of the City’s sustainability policies, with
the goal of recommending any appropriat. Comprehensive Plan Amendments in 2002.

Elements: All eleiments as appropriate
Snbmitted by: Resolution 30273

Description of the proposed amendment:

The proposal requests that the Office of Sustainability and Environment (OSE) review the
Comprehensive Plan in order to identify any amendments that would enhance the existing
policies surrounding sustainability.

Recommended aclion:

Pursue a thorough review of sustainability concepts in the Comprehensive Plan through 2003
with recommendations o be considered as part of the 10-year Comprehensive Flan update in
2004.

Reasons for pursaing ihe recommended action:

The 2004 Comprehensive Plan update process will constitute the 10-year review of the
Comprehensive Plan. This major teview of the Comprehensive Plan is expecied o incorporate 3
broader review of the Comprehensive Plan and its gozls and policies.

Completing this project in 2004 will ensure that the cencept of sustainability provides a
framework for the 10-year updale of the Comprehensive Plan. Including & review of sustainability
in the Plan as part of that process will provide an opporiunity 1o underiake a more holistic review
of the Plan and the concept of sustainability in it.

I 2004, a broader public process is expecied (@ eccur which would allow for a broader
community discussion of the concepts of sustainability in the Plan than could be expected as part
of the 2002 process.

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page 19 Exceutive's Report and
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6. Public Stairways

Propesed amendment:

To the Land Use Element’s section D, “Open Space Nerwork.” add the following new section,
“Public Stairways” after the section on “Urban Trails™ Preserve the public outdoor stairways as
valuable pedestrian connections and points of access to Scaltle's open spaces and views. Public
stairways may exist on land managed by Seaitle Transportation, the Parks Department, City
Light, and other City agencies; on 1and managed by WSDOT, the Port, and other public agencies;
and an private lend through eascment and permit conditions. The City will maintain the public
stairways, discournge vacations of their right-of-way, and consistent with the Americons with
Dicahilities Act, will seek to add or expand public stairways in desirable locations.

To the Transportation Element’s Section H, “Pedestrizns and Bicycles,” add a new Public
Stairways map (after the existing Transportation Figure 5, “Scatile Urban Trails System"). After
Policy T44 {which deals with Urban Trails) 2dd the following new policy: Designate the public
outdoor stairways shown in the Public Staircases Map lo facilitate walking as a viable
transpartation choice, link neighborhoads, walkways, trails, and open spaces, and provide access
10 views. Although most stnirways are on City rights-of-way, some arc on ather public agencies’
land, and some sre on private land, with public sccess to them by easements, cooperative
agreements or permil conditions. The City will maintain or restore the existing public stairways
10 good conditions. The City will control vegetation so that it docs nol black or damage the
public swirways. The City will protect public stairways [rom private encroachments and will
discourage vacations of public right-of-way oceupied by public stairways. Consistent with the
Americans with Disabilitics Act, the City will seek to add or expand public stairways in desimble
locations.

Elements: Land Use, Transportation
Submitted by: Chris Lemat

Description of the proposed amendment:
This proposal seeks to amend the Land Use Element and the Transportation Elemcnt to TeCOgnize
and establish policies for public stairways.

This proposal contains many clements:

s o proposed definition of “public stairways" that includes propertics owned and manzaged by
various entities;
language addressing maintenance and restoration of stairways;
policies to add or expand stairways and protect stairways [com encroachment, and
documentation of siairways through the development of & map similar to that which portrays
the City's urban trail system.

Recommended action:
tion El : inps and Bi
The Executive recommends the adoption of a new policy, T47a, as follows:

Wz Comprehensive Plan Page 21 Executive's Report and
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Land Use Element; Open Space Nerwork
The Executive recommends inserting the following language (underlined) to 1303.3:

1303 Include the following considerations in the design of trails:
1]
3, Scek 1o protect exisling troils and publicly owned stairways from encroachment by
private development, including motor vehicle crossings, especially in residentinl
neighborhoods where safety and aesthetic issues are paramount.

Reasons for pursuing the recommended action:

While Scaitle's stairways ore part of Seattle’s transportation infrastructure, they also are unigue
features of Seattle’s hilly tapography. Stairways located within City of Seattle Aghts-of-way are
maintained and developed as part of the City’s sidewalk system. Like all public righis-of-way,
many stairways provide access to views and provide a pedestrian link betwsen neighborhoods for
those who are capable of navigaling them. Seattle’s stairways are also a unigue feature of the
¢ity's urban landscape. Mony stairways are located within forested areas, providing limited
access to Sealtle’s informal open spaces.

As part of the city’s iransportation system, the inclusion of language in the Transporiation
Element makes sense. As & point of access into open spaces, references within the Open Space
Metwork of the Land Use Element is logical.

The following table further discusses why and how various elements of the proposcd amendment
should/should not be adopted:

Proposed Language Reasons for ado oot adopting specific pro lan

Stairways located on | The Comprehensive Plan should cile only stairways owned and controlled
private property and | by the City of Seaitle. Most existing stzirways are located within the street
land owned by other | right of way. The City can broadly “encourage” the mainienance of

agencies stairways thal are owned by other agencies. However, the City should nat
use the Comprehensive Plan to assert blanket control over property owned
by aiher entilics.

City to maintain or | Identifying the mainienance that should occur on specific picces of City

restore exisiing right-of-way is a work program item not appropriate to the Comprehensive

public stoirways / Flan,
control vegetation

City to discourage This proposed languoge is consistent with the level of discussion addressed

vacations in the Comprehensive Plan,

Protect public This proposed language is consistent with the level of discussion nddressed
stairways from in the Comprehensive Plan.

private

encroachmert

Add or expand The design of pedestrian amenities is sile-speciiic and may include
stairways in stajrways, as in the Wallingford Steps project. Specifying creating new

desirable localions | stairways in the Comprehensive Plan could potentially lead to the City
being required to creale new stairways when resources for construction
andfor demand for now facilities do not exist.

Stzirways map Do not include a stairways map. Data on the existence of stairways is very
2002 Comprehensive Flan Pags 22 Exceative's Report and
Annual Amendments Recommendalions
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limited and would require constant updating. A map wotld be a separaté
wark pro which currently is nol funded.

Land Use Element
or Transpartation

I stairways are identificd as part of the City's sidewalk system—and
therefore maintained by Seattle’s transportation department—they should
be addressed in the Transportation element and their relotionship to the
open space network referenced in (he Land Use Element.

2002 Compretiensive Plan
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7. Housing Policies

Proposed amendment:

Review Housing Element policies {including bul not limited to H37, H38 and H40) for possible

changes, including but not limited to policies governing the allocation of rental housing funding

by income levels served, the scope of programmatic and geographic exceptions to those policies,
the City's objectives regarding owner-occupancy, and the geographic targeting of assistance for

both rental housing and home ownership, as well as technical clorification.

Elements: Housing
Submitted by: Resolution 30446

Description of the proposed amendment:
Twa amendments to the Housing Policies H37 and H3E are recommended in response o this

proposal:

1. Take specific affordability and geographic focus standards out of the Comprehensive Plan
and refer ta the Consolidated Plan for these specifics.

7. Suhstifute the word “maintain” the City’s owner-occupancy rate with “increase™ the City's
pwner-occupancy rate, and change other wording te better reflect the City’s current efforts to
incrense homeownership.

Policy H40 is not proposed to be amended.

Recommended action:

The Executive recommends amending Palicy H37 as follows:

H37  Public funds administered by the City and used for the purposes of affordable rental
housing may be used only to serve income groups consistent with criterig contained in the
Consglidated Plan. the-following ertieria:

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page 25 Exccutive's Report and
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The Exccutive recommends amending Policy H33 as follows:
H32  Help mainisin increase the City's owner-oceupancy ate and encourage home ownership
in a variety of housing types by:
a. Using a portion of local discrationary housing subsidy resources 1o provide home
gwnership oppariunities to houscholds congistent with affordability tarets and
: ; k it . P ) helow.80%

d in ¢t

tiom] £ exisii s

b. ConsiderSetting aside a substantial portion of any new discretionary funding sources
for assisted housing, such as a new housing levy, to provide homeownership
opportunitics to households with incomes below £0% of median income. Also,
consider alternative approaches 1o increasc the development ol affordable
homeownership housing, including but not limited (o greater usc of land trusts and
limited equity ¢cooperalives.

Reasons for pursning the recemmended mciions:

Currently, the City has language describing the affordability levels to be targeted with City funds
in two diffcrent Tocations: the Comprehensive Flan and the City's Consolidated Plan. This
langusape has been identical in both documents, and is thus redundant. The Executive
recommends using the Conselidated Plan as the document containing the affordability criteria for
the use of City funds.

The Consolidated Flan provides a coordinated approach lo addressing Seattle’s human seTvices,
houstng and community development seeds. The goal of the Consolidaled Flan is to integrate
ceanomic, physical and hurman development in a comprehensive fashion so that families and
communities can thrive together. The Consolidated Plan is approved by the City Council and
receives sufficient public review to ensure that the affordability criteria remain consistent with the
community’s goals and City Council established affordability criteria.

Policy H37 would be amended to delete the specific affordability policy language that is also
contained in the Consolidated Plan. The language currently in the Consolidated plan would be
changed to reflect recent Council adjustments to affordability made in the 2002 Housing Levy
Ordinance. Comprehensive Flan language would refer 1o the Consolidated Plan for specific
language on affordability. It is appropriate for the Comprehensive Plan lo acknowledge that there
are affordability requirements and alert rcaders to their existence and location. Specific critenia,
hewever, are detailed in the Consolidated Plan and da not need to be repeated in the
Comprehensive Plon,

Policy H38 would be amended to say that the City intends 10 help “increasc™ the owner-
cccupancy rate as opposed to “maintain” the mte. “Inerease” is more consistent with the City's
goals as described in Goal HG8. The affordability level longuage and the geopraphic targeting
language would be replaced with a reference to the Consolidated Plan where affordability and
geographic areas for specific focus woul: be described,

: "mmnanumnnmmmmu
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8. Watershed Plans

Proposal:

Examine existing watershed plans and investigate the legal ramifications of recognizing a
watershed plan in the Comprehensive Plan. Clarify exactly what type of watershed plans could be
subject to such recognition.

Elements: Land Use, Envirenment, Neighborkood Planning
Sobmitted by: Resolution 30723

Description of the proposed amendment:

The principal purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide policies that guide the
development of the City in the context of regional growth management. The plan is intended 10
be used by the City 1o help make deeisicns about proposed ordinances, policies, and programs.
Under State law, the City must “... perform its activilies and make capital budgel decisions in
conformity with its Comprehensive Plan.” Consequently, the City fooks very earefully at the
policies and language that it incorporates inte the Comprehensive Plan.

Other plans adopted by the City Council by resolution are not held to the same high legal
standard, Conseguently, the City needs to be carelul before incorporating them into the
Camprehensive Plan. This is particularly true for “action plans” that sel out a set of activities to
meet City or community goals. Often these plans are to be implemented by o broad range of
actors, Incorporating them into the Comprehensive Flan without careful review and editing could
require the City to take actions that it could not cither legally or financially undertake, or that are
already being implemented by another party.

SIHL NI INSINND00 3HL 3 FOLLON

Plans that the City Council has not formaily reviewed and adopted hove gencrally not Tad
sufficient review by *he City"s elecicd officials to ensure that they represent the City's goals or
policies. For plans that the City wanls lo recognize, the [irst step would be City Council review
and, if appropriate, adoption or recognition by resolution.
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Three different types of watershed plans have been created that effect City activitics have been
identified.

1. Plans covering the largest areas are the Water Resources Inventery Area (WRIA) plans being
developed by King County, with City participation. Seaftle fits within two WRLAs: WRIA &,
the Cedar River-Lake Washinglon Watershed, and WRIA 9, the Green-Duwamish River
Walershed. WRIA 8 includes Lake Washington, Lake Union, Seattle’s Puget Sound shoreline
sorth of Elliott Bay, and the hillsides that drain into those Waterways. WRIA 9 includes the
Duwamish waterway, Seattle’s Puget Sound Shareline south of Elliott Bay and the hillsides
that drain into those watcrways. Both WRIAs cover areas within the City of Seattle limits and 1 i

in broad arcas oulside of the City. t
The WREIA 9 Steering Commitiee published a Final Near-Torm Action Agenda in May 2002, B
A Draft Near-Terni Action Agenda was published by the Lake Washington/Cedar/
Sammarnish Watershed Steering Committee for WRIA B in February 2002, These action ;

agendas recommend near-16nv actions 1o help restore and protect habilat for chineok salman
and bull trout, which were listed s threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act in
1999, The City has not officially recognized these action agendas. The action agendas are
intended to provide guidance 1@ local gpovernmenis and interested organizations and citizens
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on interim measures that can be undertaken while long-lerm conservation plans for saimon
habital in the watersheds are being developed. These long-term conservation plans have not
yet been developed, and are not recommended for inclusien in the Comprehensive Plan uritil
they have been completed and the City Council has endorsed their proposals.

2. The City has developed a Cedar River Watershed Habitat Conservation Plan. This plan
covers the City-owned 90,545-acre Cedar River Municipal Watershed and the City's waler
supply and hydreelectric operations on the Cedar River. It does not include any area within
the City limits. It was developed to comply with the federal Endangered Species Act and Lo
address a variety of related natural resource issues. This plan is a set of mitigation and
conservation commitments related to ongoing water SUpply, hydroeleeiric power supply, and
walershed management activilies for an area ewned by the City outside of the City's
houndaries. Because this plan covers arens outside of the Citys boundaries, it is not
recommended that it be referenced in the Comprehensive Plan.

3. In the catly 1990s, the City adopted Creck Watershed Action Plans for Longfellow Creck and
Pipers Creek. The City, the State and community members developed these plans. These
plans only aflect areas within the City of Seattle. The purpnse these plans is 1o develop
stralegies to reduce pollutant loading from nonpoint sources, Prevent NEW SOUTccs from being
crealed, enhance water quality and protect beneficial uses. Development of o Watershed
Action Plan for Thomton Creck began a few years ago. The Creck Watershed Plans, which
apply specifically to Seattle and have been adopted by the City Council, are most apjropriate
(or referencing in the Comprehensive Plan.

4. In 1997, the City endorsed the Lower Duwamish Watershed Habitat Restoration Flan. This
plan was developed in conjunction with the State, the City of Tulovila and the Muckleshool
Indian Tribe. The Duwamish is a “Shoreline of Statewide Significance.” This means that the
area covered by the Lower Duwamish is covered by the City's Shoreline Management
Program, which is included in the Comprehensive Plan. Consequently, the Comprehensive
Plan currently references the Lower Duwamish plan in relation 1o the City"s Shoreline
Policies. The relationship between the City's shoreline regulations and the watershed plan
presents a clear difference from the plans for the City’s urban creeks.

All of these Watershed plans are action plans rather than policy plans. Their general intent is to
identify n set of actions to meet identified goals, rather than to guide City policy. The City has
adopted o number of other action plans. Some of these action plans are referenced in the
Comprehensive Plan as “Additional Resources,” including:

» Seattle Parks and Recreation Plan 2000

2001-2004 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development

Libraries for All Capital Projecls

Seattle Center 2000 Plan

Seattle Water Supply Pian

Seattle Comprehensive Drainage Plan; and

wOn the Path to Sustainability,” the City's solid waste plan

These plans are referenced Lo point the reader to sources of additional information about City
activities. They are not incarporated into the Plan iteelf and the Comprehensive Plan is silent on
the cansistency of these plans with the Comprehensive Plan or their weight in decision-making.
Each of these plans has been adopted by the City Council by resolution (or in onc cose, by
ordinance).

s 8 % & 3

The City has three options for including the watershed plans in the Comprehensive Plan.
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i. The Comprehensive Plan's Environment Element could contain a list of *Additional
References”, sitilar 10 the references in the Utilities and Capita] Facilities Elements. These
ceferences would serve to aid the reader who wants to find out more about the City's
cavironmental activiies. Such a list of references could include any environmental action
plans adopled by the City Council alfecting activities within the city, including the plans for
Longfellow and Pipers Creck. Under this alternative, the Comprehensive Plan would actasa
reference for the reader interested in leaming more about the City's environmental activities,
but would not comment on the plans themselves or their relationship to the City"s growih
management srategy.

2. A second allernative would be to reference the fact that the City may develop plans for
watersheds, and deseribe their relationship lo the Comprehensive Plan. Under this option,
individual plans would not be referenced. Instead, the City would have a policy that stales
that the City may work with other parties to develop plans for watersheds that are intended to
identify strategics for surface water quality. Individuo! plans would not be relerenced. This
alternative would not provide the same jevel of information Lo the reader about the exisfing
watershed plans.

3. The City cauld incorporate the goals of the watershed plans into the Comprehensive Plan, just
as the City incorporated the goals of the neighborhood plans into the Comprehensive Plan,
As with the neighborhood goals and policies, this process would require extensive outreach to
the cffected communities, and extensive review of the watershed plans’ goals and pelicies in
order 1o ensure their conformity with the legal standards regarding language inciuded in the
Comprehensive Plan. Assuming funding and staff time arc available to siaff such a project,
new goals andfor policies could be ready for the 2004 Comprehensive Plan revicw process.

Mone of these options would iiecessarily increase the speed or effectiveness of the
implemcnlation of City-devel-ped watershed plans. [mplementation of any City action plan
relies of community and City commitment to ensure the implementation of the plan, an cngoing
commitment to fund the projects identified in the plan, and menitoring of the elfectivencss of the
plan’s recommendations.

This type of monitoring and implementation is cccurTing, in both the Longfellow and Pipers
creek walersheds, In 2000 a report published on implementation of the 1990 Pipers Creck
Watershed Plan found, in part, that “the plan put in place in 1990 has helped to bring about
significant progress in protecting and enhancing the watershed, the creek, and those amazing
salmon thal are now an important part of aur neighborhood. .. the majority of the originally
proposcd actions has been completed.” The 2000 report then identifies additional activitics that
would further enhance the creck’s environment. Continuing the impiementation and moniloring
through the continued dedication of staff and fiscal resources is the best way of cnsuring that the
plans will be recopnized and implemented.

Recommended action:

The Executive recommends incorporating a list of * Additional Resources” into the Environment
Element. Include the Longfellove Creek Watershed Action Plan and the Pipers Creek Watershed
Aclion Plan as plans that affect actions within the City limits.
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Reasons for pursuing the recommended action:

Identifying adopted watershed plans as » Additional Resources™ for the reader of the
Comprehensive Plan will provide additional value to the reader. Ideniifying themn as resources
does not carry any additional legal weight, nor would it require extenzive City and community
+eview to develop new pelicies that would be consistent with legal standards. The plans would be

recognized as important information for the community and important documents 1o the City.
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9, Capital Facilities Appendix D - Not Currently Part of the Legislation

Proposal: Ammend Capital Facilities Appendix D: “Potential Future Discretionary Projects” to
reflect projects that have been included in the City's Copital Improvements Program (CIP) ot
other new projecis.

Elements: Capital Facliities Appemdix

Submitted by: Department of Finance

Description of the proposed amendment: Amend the list of polential future discretionary
projects as follows:

Changes to the names of projecis:

+ Fire Station Upgradeg and Expansiong

+ Seattle-Conter-Bus Bam Clean-up Site Soil Remediation (Nexs-PhaseScatile Center)
Projects to be added:

& Animal Control Shelter Expansion

¢ Blue Spruce Site Redevelopment (Seatile Conier)
+ Emergency Opertations Cenlet Replacement

¢ High Peint*

¢ PC-1 Lot at Pike Place Market*

Projects to be removed:

Aguarivm Redevelopment

Chinese Garden at South Seattle Community College
Citywide Training Campus

Cormarant Cove Development

Gas Works Park Environmental Clean Up
Holly Park Phase I

Memoria! Stadium Site Development

Mercer Arena Renovation

Museum of History and Indusiry

Patlach Trail

Roy Street Shops Replacerment

Sculpture Garden at Elliott and Broad

Sowh Lake Union City property redevclopment

0##"'.“04‘-‘

Recommended action:
The Executive recommends adopling the propased amendmenis.

Reasons for pursulng the recommended action:
The proposed name changes would elarify the projecls being referred to, and the potentinl scope
of those projecis.

The projects that would be removed from the Appendix are all included in the 2003-2008
Proposed Capital Improvement Program, or have commitment for other funding sourccs that are
not included in the CIP, and ne longer need to be incorporated in the Capital Facilitics Appendix

2002 Comprehensive Plan Page M Executive's Report aml
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as “Polential Fulure Discretionary Projects.” Appendix D is reserved for those projects not
currently in the CIP that the City may becorme involved with in the future. As projeets are
included in the CTP, the Comprehensive Plan is generally updated.

The projects proposed 10 be added to the listin Appendix D are deseribed below:

The potential project would cxpand the existing Animal Control Shelter locoted at 2061 15th Ave =
West, Seatile, WA 98119, Fleets and Facilities would be the department managing the project an £
behall of the Departiment of Executive Administration that operates the Shelter. o
Plue Spruce Site Redevelopment (Seattle Center)
The Blue Spruce is z pre-World's Fair spartment building dating from the early 1950's and =
tocated on the Seattle Center campus adjacent to \he Scattle Center Pavilicn, just south of
KeyArena, Thiz 50 year-old building is used for Seattle Center offices and offices for the i:
Folklife and the International Children’s Festivals. The building is in very poor condition, is well i
past its useful life, and is inefficient for its uses. 1t is likely that replacement of this building and i
redevelopment of the site would be the most cost-effective option. Scattle Center intends to ke

examine opportumnities for partnering with a private developer, one of the Center's (enants, and’or
another public entity in redeveloping the Blue Spruce site.

Emergenicy Operations Centey Replacement

The polential project would replace the existing Emergency Operations Center at 2 new location
that has not been determined. Fleets and Facilities would be the department managing the project
an behalf of numerous City depariments and the Police Department that operates the Ceuter.

High Point is the laest ina series of Hope VI redevelopment projects (mostly funded by Lhe
fiederal department of Housing and Urban Development, but with some City funding) which are
intnded to rebuild and transform Seattle’s public housing garden communities. Holly Park and
Rainier Vista are already underway and High Point is the most recent 1o reccive federal funding.
The Seattle Housing Authority, not the city, is in charge of these projecls.

T T T e e T T
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PC-1 Lot at Pike Place Market®

The potential project would redevelop the PC-1 North parking lot at the Pike Place MarkeL The
Pike Ploce Market Preservation end Development Authority (PDA) intends to present 8 preferred
design for the redevelopment of the PC-1 North Tot in the 3rd quarter of 2003, Options for the sile
are focused on construction of a multi-use building to expand and supplement exisling progrems
and space nceds within the Market. The Market will be the lead on development of the projecL.
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City Conncil Resolution 30446, jdentifying proposed Comprehensive | S
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A RESOLUTION identifying proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments to be considered
for possible adoption in 2002, and approving a work plan for DCLU reviewing,
considering and recommending to the Mayor and Council potential amendments to
the Comprehensive Plan.

WHEREAS, the City of Seaitle adopted a Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance 1 17221} in 19594,
and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted procedures in Resolution 30261 as amendad by
Resolution 30412 for amending the Comprehensive Plan, consistent with the
requirements for amendment prescribed by the Growth Management Act, RCW
36.70A; and IRt itais

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution 28969 identifying continuing efforts to
augment the Comprehensive Plan through work on additional plan elements and
amendments; and aE,

WHEREAS, proposed amendments werg submitted by individuals or citizen organizations
and by the City for consideration during 2002; and

WHEREAS, the Mayor and the Planning Commission reviewed and made recommendations
in a report to the City Council dated March 18, 2002 as to which proposals to further
cansider and review during 2002; and ' '

WHEREAS, the Council’s Land Use Committee held a public hearing on April 2, 2002, to
take public testimony on the amendrments proposed for consideration;

BETT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
FOLLOWS:

1. The following proposed amendments should be further developed for review and
consideration by the Executive and Council as possible 2002 amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan. The proposed amendments are referenced by number, The
referance mumnber corresponds to the assigned number on the list in Attachment A,
entitled 2002 Proposed Comprehensive Plan-Amendments Threshold Analysis.

) 1-Amend Land Use Policy L33 to clarify the intent of the Future Land Use Map

by 2 - Consider substituting terms “urban center-oriented development” and “urban
village-oriented development” for “iransit-oriented development”,

¢) 3 - Clarify the role and function of Urban Centers, Hub Urban Villages and Urban

Villages
@
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d) 4 - Develop language more <learly embodying the City's sustainable building policy

) 5 - Review the City's sustainability policies (to be done by the Diffice of
Sustainability and Environment) “

f) 6— Review the proposal concerning public stairways. Note: portions of the proposal
may not be appropriate for Comprehensive Plan policy.

g) Added item - Review Housing Element policies (including but not limited to H37,
H3# and H40) for possible changes, including but not limited 1o policies governing
the allocation of rental housing funding by income levels served, the scope of
programmatic and geographic exceptions 1o those policies, the City's objectives
regarding owner-occupancy, and the geographic targeting of assistance for both
rental housing and home ownership, as well as technical clarfication.

h) &- Examine existing watershed plans and investigate the legal ramifications of
recognizing a watershed plan in the Comprehensive Plan, Clarify exactly whal type
of watershed plans could be subjectio such recognition.

2. The following proposed amendments should be referred for consideration as

Comprehensive Plan amendments for 2003:

a) 7 - Explore policy tools to encourage or require that capital facilities improvements
keep up with the growth in population and employment.

b) 9— Amend the Transit section of the Transportation Flement to reflect the
recommendation of the Seattle Transit Study 10 designate corridors across the City
for intermediate capacity transit and regional Jight rail improvements.

¢) 15 - Amendment for map change to allow zoning changes from IC to NCR/NC in ID
Utrban Center Village.

3. The following propesed amendment should be referred for consideration as
Comprehensive Plan amendments as part of the Shoreline Master Program Update:
a) 22 — Protect views by establishing & maximum number of days and hours of the day
in which cruiseships taller than 8 stories can block the views when tied up at Bell St.
Pier.
b) 23 — Amendments to shoreline height limits for view énd shoreline protection.
c) 24-Simplify the definition of Puget Sound and Elliott Bay.
4 The Executive shall report to the City Council by July 30, 2002 on the scope of work and

schedule for considering in the 2003 Comprehensive Plan amendment process
amendmients concerning transit and other non-motorized modes level-of-seTvice level-of-
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sepvice sereenline definitions.

5. The remaining amendments on the list in Attachment A should not be considered further
as Comprehensive Plan amendments for 2002.

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Seattle this 2a™- day of &Qmﬁ :
2002, and signed by me in open session in authentication of its adoption this gﬂﬂ‘

day of lE:ﬂ;& . 2002, p;; j.ﬁ I,: : f
~ President of the City Council

Filed by me this_ JUL __ dayof Vos) , 2002.

Greg kels, Mayor

ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT A — 2002 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments Threshold Analysis
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ATTACHMENT A

2002 PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
THRESHOLD ANALYSIS
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- |Amend Land Use Policy L53 to read as follows:[SPO (Tom | Procaed for further analysis with date for
Hauger) actual amendments to be detarmined

"L53 The Future Land Lise Map shows through consensus with Council.
caleqories of land use th referred for

generalized gecgraphic areas across the city. T
L 5 of cifi &3 are shown on the mEs
City's zoning map. The criteria for siting those
zones, which are found in the Land Lise Code,
a nded to the policies of lan

and the general direction shown on the Future
Land Use Map. Ysezoning-designationste
txblish i e o L irlonsibe.of

_____

2. [Substitute the terms "urban center-onented Thomas Heller |Holdover from  |Proceed for further analysis with date for

development” and *urban village-oriented 2001 process actua! amendments to be determined

development” for the too narmow term "ransit- through consensus with Council.

oriented development® in any city policy ; oo

periaining to Urban Center and urban villages. ‘:-,—.“ i
3. |Clarify the role and function of Urban Centers, |Thomas Heller |Holdover from  |Proceed for further analysis with date for

Hub Urban Villages and Urban Villages — and 2001 process actual amendments to be determined

clarify their intended Inter-relationship(s), from through consensus with Council,

the stand point of a) economic function !
{residential, commercial, employment) and b)
physical interconnectedness by transportation

facilities. ;
4. |Developing language more clearly embodying |Resolution 30273 |Holdover from  |Proceed for furlher analysis wilh date for
7 ==, |the City’s sustainable building policy 12007 process actual amendments to he determined
o]

y

! through consensus with Council.
@ 1
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Review by the Office of Sustainability and Resolution 30273 |Heldover from  [Proceed for furlher analysis with date for

Enviranment of the City's sustainability policies, 2001 process actual amendments to be determined

with the goal of recommending any appropriate through consensus with Council.

Comprehensive Plan Amendments in 2002

To the Land Use Element's section D, “Open  |Chris Leman Proceed for further analysis on only the

Space Network,” add the following new section, portion highlighted below with date for

"Public Stairways™ after the section on “Urban aclual amendments to be determined

Trails": Preserve the public ouldoor stairways thraugh consensus with Council,

as valuable pedestrian connections and points

of access to Seattle’s open spaces and views. “Recognize public cutdoor stairways as

Public stairways may exist on land managed by valuable pedestrian connections and

SeaTlran, the Parks Department, City Light, points of access to Seatlle’s open spaces

and other Cily agencies; on land managed by and views."

WSDOT, the Port, and other public agencies;

and on private land through easements and The remainder of this proposal is at a

‘tpermit conditions. The City will maintain the level of detail inappropriate for the

public stairways, discourage vacations of their Comprehensive Plan,

right-of-way, and consistent with the Americans

with Disabilities Act, will seek 1o add or expand

public stairways in desirable locations. =

Explore policy tools to encourage or require CNC Holdover from  {Proceed for further analysis with potential

that capital facilities improvements keep up 2001 process ameandments to be delermined through

with the growth in population and employment. consensus with Coungcil,

Referencing Watershed Plans in the Resolution 30273 {Holdover from Does not. meet threshold for

Environment Element 2001 process Comprehensive Plan amendment.
The City of Seatlle Comprehensive Plan
cannot bind other juriadictions.
Watershad plans stretch over multiple
jurisdictions. The watershed plans
should be raviewed to make sura effects
on the City of Seattle are consistent with’
our Comprehensive Plan.
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Refer to 2003 for further analysis and

continue to serve as viable altemate routes to
ane ancther for a majority of the peak-hour
traffic crossing the screeniine (e.g., define all
arterial bridges crossing the Lake Washington
Ship Canal and Duwamish Waterway as
individual screenlines for the purpose of

determining Transpartation Concurrency).

Level-Of-Service, however this issue is
not expacted to be ready for specific
Comprehensive Plan amendments until
2003,

Transportation Element to reflect the Chipps) cansideration.
recommendation of the Seattle Transit Study to :
designate corridors across the city for Staff requires more time to consult with
intermediate capacity transit and regional light the Mayor's office over the impact of this
rail improvements. Speciically, this may amendment.
include augmenting the Transit Pricrity Network
map (Transportation Figure 4) or adding a new
figure, as well as possible minor text revisions | Pl
to policies T34, T35, T36 and T37 to reference L
the inclusion of such comidors. 0
10. |Madify Transit Level-Of-Service {"LOS™) CNC Holdover from  |Work is underway on areawide studies
mathodology, to take transit service capacity 2001 process that will inform modifications of Transit
into account. Level-Of-Service, hawever this issue is
not expected to be ready for specific
Comprehensive Plan amendments until |
4 B 2003,
11. [Madify definiions of screenlines ta insure that CNC Holdover from  |Work is underway on areawide studias
multiple arterials comprising a single screenline 2001 process that will inform modifications of Transit
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. [To the Transportation Elemantsseen b
“Changing and Managing Travel,” add the
foliowing new saction, “Parking Cashout,” after

Does not meet threshold for
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

jpalicy T8: The City will consider requiring This issue is programmatic detail and is
parking cashout, and in any case will provide discussed within the Transportation
positive incentives for it, with employers and Strategic Plan (Transportation Demand
building owners and managers that offer free or Management, Strategy DMS5)

subsidized parking ta their employees. Parking ;

| cashout ensures provides the same benefit to e i
: thase wha do not drive to work as to those who | o
i chose to drive and park for free or at reduced
rates. Those who choose not to drive to work
receive an equivalent cash payment that they
are free to spend on alternative means of

i cemmuting or on housing claser to work.

j 13.To section C, "Utility Policies,” subsection 6 on |Chris Leman Does not meet threshold for .
“Utility Relationships” will have another policy Comprehensive Plan amendment. :
added, as follows: "Reduce unnecessary |
excavation, burdens on pales and vaulls, This is a work program e and not
destruction of trees, and expensive duplication appropriate for the Comprehensive Plan.
by requiring telecommunications franchisees The City's Utility Coordinating Committee
and permittees on City rights-of-way to - {UCC]} reviews and coordinates the plans
combine certain facilities and utility lines." of those requesting permits for iy

excavation. The UCC can place Ty

conditions on permits and requires
pemitiees to consult with competing

operators to make sure duplication does i}
! ; : not occur,
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14, [Wants a mangathat wnllaﬁuw bndgmg inthe
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Etanlay Fnha thre5huld fnr
i 1G1 zone in the Duwamish M/l Center by a Agent far Comprehensive Plan amendment.
i permitted use or administrative wndﬂiuna‘l use. |Raymond
i $ubient grea is located at 1550 — 1562 4™ Ave. |Galante The Countywide Planning Policies,
So (4™ Ave South & Massachusetts St.) Comprehensive Plan and Duwamish
: Neighborhood Plan all have policlas that
Statement: The issue is not addressed in the designate this area for industrial use.
Comp Plan. The plan calls for maintaining an Residential use is inconsistent with these |
i industrial use in the area. Howaver, proximity policies. P
e 1o the districts housing public facilities (SafeCo -
= Field, Seahawk Siadium and the Exhibition
Halt} and impact made by transportation
impravements by the SR 510 Intermodel
Project, make maintaining the use suggested
by the Comp Plan challenging. The Comp
Plan should recognize broadening the uses
within this district to allow uses consistent with
|the improvements impacting the area.
15. |Amendment or map change to allow the DON (John Refer to 2003 for furlher analysis and
following: Eskalin)/Interim consideration.
B 1a. Change IC-65 (east boundary - Rainier In order to coordinata this proposed :
J Avenue; south bnundary Dearbom; west amendment with the required rezone e
i boundary — 12%: north boundary - King analysis needed to accomplish this &
. ! St./Jackson St aﬁayway] with the exception of change, the neighborhood will need time
i Iproperties on 12" avenue South and Rainier io discuss possible land use changes in
= Avenue to NCR B5/85" {look at even higher this area. |
i helghts in this area)
« Examine the possibllity of allowing new
rasidential on top of light industrial (artist
) lofts)
5 1b. Change 1C-65 for properties on 12 avenue
South and Rainier Avenua to NC3 65-85 with a I
71, [P1 overlay |
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=
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An amendment to create consistency betwean
the Comprehensive Plan and the Fulure Land
Use Map in order to implement certain goals
and policies within the Comprehensive Plan
and be consistent with the vision of the
Tomomow's Roosevelt Neighborhood Plan,
There are areas of zoning 88 shown on the
Future Land Use Map, specifically a two-block
area located within the Roosevelt
lHaighhurrmd. that are clearly inconsistent with
both vision and goals, An amendment {o the
land use map from multifamily residential L-2 tg
Commercial/Mixed NC2-40 for the southen
ihalf and south west quarler of the two blocks
immediately west of 15™ Ave and north of NE
65" Street, will implement Policy R-P12
{among others) by prometing a pedestrian
oriented, mixed-use environment on Roosevalt

Cali o T T
ot o5

R.W. Thorpe
Associates for
Jery & Karan
Jandacka

T

. i e
STy . g.-:_:._..:
H R o L iAo

ATTACHMENT A

Comprehensive Plan amendment.

A map amendment is not necessary for a
rezone in this area.

B T e e T e ——— e s—
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Does not meet threshold for

is benefited by the sharing of those views, and
that as the city grows more dense, that the
access 1o views becomes mare precious,
Therefore, the city will take steps to insure that

ne one building can completely block the views
jof its neighbors,

District's commercial streats (NE 65 St.).
17. |Recognize that Seattls has many stunning Greg Hill Holdover from  |Does not mest thresheld for
views and vistas, and that the commonwealth 2001 process.  |[Comprehensive Plan amendment.

The Clty's existing policy on private views
Is expressed through the City's SEPA ;
ordinance (related section is below). This
proposal is inconsistent with current
policy.

SEPA — SMC Section 25.05.675 {P)(1)().
Adopted Land Use Codes attempt to
protect private views through height and
bulk contrals and cther zoning regulations
but it is impractical to pratect private views
ithrough project-specific review.
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18.

TR T T

enhance the quality of like for all citizens by
requiring bullding setbacks equal to 20% of the
lot width along all view corridors and scenic
routes. The city shall establish view corridors
lin neighborhood plans.

Greg Hil

ATTACHMENT A

Comprehensive Plan amendment.

This proposal is a regulatory proposal and
not appropriate for the Comprehensive
Plan. This issue will be refered to the
existing view prolection work program.

Does not meet threshold for

18, |Conduct a bassline inventory and descriplion

of visual resources, public views and vistas
from the City of Seattle and establish
appropriate land use regulations to prolect
these rescurces from encroachment or
ldegradation. This baseline inventory shall be
asiablished by a panel of citizens in
conjunction with representatives from
appropriate City departments. This inventory

similarly constituted panel.

shall be periodically reviewed and updated by &

Irene Wall

Holdover from
2001 process

Does nat meet threshold for
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

This proposal is a work program Hem and
not appropriate for the Comprehensive
Plan. A view inventory is complete and
awaiting final ediling, layout and printing.
DCLU will not recommend appropriate
regulatory changes until a scoping
meeting has been held and the
department conducts a full and public
analysis inventary results,

20.

Establish and map protected view cormidors
from all locations indicated in SEPA (SMC
25.05) Attachment 1; from scenlc routes as
cumently identified in Exhibit | in SMGC 25.05,
and from limited segments of Interstate 5 with
views across Lake Union to the Space Needle,
toward Elliott Bay and Mount Rainier.

CNC

Holdaver from
2001 process

Does not meet threshold for
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

The work described in this proposed
amendment is a follow-up wark item
based on inventory discussed in item #19.
It is not apprapriate for the

Comprehensive Plan. The resuits of the |

baseline inventory analysis will determine

any follow-up on this item.




1. [Explore policy to

T R NI S B A A

=

better protect
public and private views. (Note: intent is 1o
encourage broad review of view-protection
measures across the city, while recognizing
that it may be appropriate to provide different
standards for neighborhoods intended for high-
density development.)

Haldover from
2001 process

Comprehensive Plan amendment.

The work described in this proposed
amendment is a follow-up work item
based on inventory discussed in item #19.
it is not appropriate for the

Comprehensive Plan. The results of the ]
baseline inventory analysis will determine

any follow-up on this item.

R

Views of Elliott Bay, Puget Sound, Magnolia,
and the Olympic Mountains from Victar
Steinbrueck Park, the Lenora Pedestrian
QOverpass, the Alaskan Way Viaduct, Pier
62/63 and the Seattls Aquarium outdoor public
access areas shall be available for tha majority
of spring and summer days by establishing a
maximum number of days and hours of the day
in which cruiseships taller than 8 stories can

block the views when tied up at the Bell St.
Pier,

Irene Wall

Holdover from
2001 process

This lem can be considered as a
Comprehensive Plan amendment through
the Shoreline Master Program Update

process curently underway and future
SEPA work.

23

-

Propasal of Irene Wall {originally referred for
consideration in 2001 by resalution 301 56) ta
consider amendments 1o shareline height limits
for view and shoreline pratection, {This
proposal should be considered in both the
City's view palicy review and the shoreline

program review.)

Irene Wall

Haldover from
2000 process

" [This itarm can be mnsldamﬂ asa

Comprehensive Plan amendment through
the Shoreline Master Pragram Lipdate

process currently underway and future
SEPA work.
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.|L585a. Area Objectives for Shorelines Holdover from S item can be considered as a :
Statewide Significance Para 1. Simplify the 2001 process Comprehensive Plan amendment through S
E definition of Puget Sound to read: *The Puget the Shoreline Master Program Update
Sound area includes all the of the shorelines process currently underway and future =
on Puget Sound within the Clty limits.” SEPA work.
i Puget Saund does in fact include Shilshote, :
i Elliott Bay, the Harborfront, and the Duwamish i
] walerways 50 thers is not a good reason to Sl
exclude them from the definition, and it is not ie il
consisient with the Shoraline Management B :
Act's definitlon of statewide significance to i
i axclude them. i
Also same section Para 2. Definition of Elliott Ef’
o Bay. Amend 1o read “Elliolt Bay area [s all 5
s shoreline areas from 24™ Ave West to SWw |
1 Atlantic Street.” Simiiarly, tha Harborfront IS
16 part of Elliott Bay and shouid not be excluded
e form this definition. In addition, add the di
S| séntence, "The shorelines and waters of Elliott ' .
] ran are natural in accordance with the £
Shoreline Management Act " @_ =
A0
|

e T —
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The city should not grant street lrene Wall from  (Does not meet threshoid for |
vacations when the result will be full black 2001 process  |Comprehensive Plan amendment.
developmenis or developmerits of incompatible

|oulk and scale with the surrounding propertias This proposal confiicls with existing policy
and adjacent blocks. and is inappropriate for the ]
Comprehensive Plan, Existing street i
vacation policies specifically state that the
Councl! can impose conditions on a

project 1o mitigate the land use impacts, i
Including density, etc. This suggested C {
condilion is unnecessary because the
policies already make specific provision 1
for addressing land use impacts.
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 Judith Pippin - Re: Gomp Plan Amendments legisialion

i e S e e e+

Fram: Bab Tobin

To; Bob Morgan; Therasa Dunbar

Data: 10/10/2002 9:37AM

Suhbjact: Re: Comp Plan Amendments legislalion
Theresa,

Thanks for catching this change. | have now raviewed the new version, #3, and don't have any CONCEMS.
If you would like ma to send up a new yellow sheel | can da that, or you can simply replace version 2"
wilh *3" on tha yeliow shesl Ihat you already have. Flease lel me know if you have any questions. Thanks.

Flease nole thal my e-mail address has changed to Bob. Tobing@seatte.gov. (The old address should
work for saveral more months)

Bob Tobin
(208)-584-6243
»»> Bob Morgan 10/00/02 03:3BPM >>>

Wall, .. Lish Whilson just senl version 3-to Bob Tobin al taw. Tha only difference is that we added
amendmant #6.  If need be | could try get a second yellow sheel from Law.

=>3» Theresa Dunbar 1 V002 D2.5TFM »52

From: Theresa Dunbar

Sanl: Wednesday, Octobar 09, 2002 2:57 FM

To: Lish Whitson

CC: Bob Morgan; Bob Tobin; JIR Berkey

Subject: Comp Plan Amendments legisia*on

Priority: Normal

Hi Lish:

Question about the cormecl version of the Comp Plan Amendment legistation.....

The version of the CB in the jacket s version 3. The version si-gnednﬂhrmm{mmwm
legistation check-off list) is version 2. If version 3 ks tha comrect verion, has the Law Department slgnad
offy

Thanks

Tharasa

CC: Lish Whitson

w4
Céﬁn s
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[Theresa Dunbar - Re Camp Plan Amegiipants legislation

=

From: Lish YWhitson

To: “-+  PobTobin

Db 10/9/02 3:24PM

Bubjeet: Re: Comp Plan Amendments legislation

Hi Bob,

I'm nol sure you aclually saw version 3 of the Comp Plan amendments fegislation, At tha last minute, we
recelved a budget-related amandment (Ve wera scrambling around Last week to pull this together in time
to make the hearing notice deadiing of kst Thursday the 3rd). I'm sorry you weren't in the loop on this,
The changa batween the two versians is a new attachment B, relating to our list of "potential future
discretionary proiects. We're taking out the projects that are in the proposed CIP and adding In some
other projects that the City might get invohed In kn the future.

Let me kniw if you have any questions or concems.

Thanks,
Lish, 3-0078

=z Themsa Dunbar 10002 02:57PM =22

Hi Lish:

Question about the comect varsion of the Comp Flan Amendment kegislation.....

Thve version of the CB in the jacket is version 3. The version signed off by evaryone {on the yeliow
%Haﬁnn check-off list) Is version 2. If version 3 Is the comect verion, has the Law Department signed
Thanks

Thereza

cC: Berkey, Jif; Dunbar, Theresa; Hauger, Tom; Morgan, Bob; Tobin, Bob
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City of Seattle

=

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor
MTice of the Mayor

August 14, 2002

Honorable Peter Steinbrueck
President

Seattle City Council
Municipal Building, 11* Floor

Dear Council President Steinbrueck:

The attached ordinance would amend the Comprehensive Plan in response to the City's annual
amendment process. Five sets of amendments are recommended for adoption. These amendments
would:

e  Clarify the use of the City's Future Land Use Map to remove confusion between the Future
Land Use Map and the City's Official Land Use Map and rezone criteria;

+ Add new language to recognize the importance of public statrways in the City’s pedestrian
transportation network;

» Amend the Housing Elemant to remove detals corrently also contained in the City's
Consolidated Plan;

s Clearly state the Cily’s sustainable building policies as they relate fo capital facilitics
development and maintenance; and

»  Recognize the City's adopled plans for the Piper's Creek and Longfellow Creek walershed.

An additional three proposed amendments 1o the Comprehensive Plon are currently not proposed for
adoption. The attached Exccutive’s Report and Recommendations goes into more detail regarding
each of these proposals.

Thank you for your consideration of this legislation. Should you have guestions pleasz contact Lish
Whitson at 206-233-0079. :

Sincerely,

GRE

=

of

ce Honorable Members of the Scatile City Council

600 Fourth Avenue, 12% Floor, Seaule, WA 981041873 e

Tel; (206} 684000, TDD: (206) 6B4-8E11 Fax: (206) 634-5360, E:mail: mayow. ~Brefciseanle.waus S
An cqual employment opportunity, affirmative aclion cmployer. Accommedations for peaple v cenblitics provi

request.
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Lish Whitson/LW/AMbm
CP ord 2002v3

Owtober 3, 2002

veTsion A3

ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE amending the Seattle Comprehensive Plan to incorporate amendments
proposed as part of the 2002 Comprehensive Plan annual amendment process. }

WHEREAS, pursuant to Council Resolution 30412 establishing procedures for nr;mﬁdment of
the Comprehensive Pian, a number of proposals for Plan amendments were submitted for
Council consideration, both from within the City and from the public; and

WHEREAS, the City Couneil adopted Resolution 28969 identifying cqntiﬁuing efforts o
angment the Comprehensive Plan through work on additional plan elements and
amendments; and

F

&

Iy
WHEREAS, proposed amendments were submitled by individuals or citizen organizations and
by the City for consideration during 2002; and

WHEREAS, in April 2002, the City Council considgred these proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments and determined, pursuant to Gouncil Resolution 30446, that eight
amendments would be further reviewed ghd analyzed; and

WHEREAS, these propesed amendments

been reviewed and analyzed by the Depariment
of Diesign, Construction and

se and considered by the Council; and

WHEREAS, the City has provided foy'public participation in the development and review of

WHEREAS, the Counci) has reyiewed and considered the executive stafl’s report and
blic testimony made at the public hearings and ather pertinent

WHEREAS, the Councilfinds that the amendments to be adopted are consistent with the Growth
Management Agl, and will protect and promote the health, safety and welfare of the
general publicy NOW THEREFORE,

BEIT GRIMI'HE}; BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

i
Seetion }. The Seattle Comprehensive Plan, as adopled by Ordinance 117221 and
subsequently amended, is hereby amended as follows:

[

A, The Land Use Element is amended as shown in Atlachment | io this ordinonce,

1]
'y
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i
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CP ord 2002v3
October 3, 2002
version M3

B.
ordinance.

C.

D.
ordinance,
E.
ordinance,
F.

ordinance.

{SEAL)

Passed by the City Council the
in open session in authentication of its pasgage this day of » 2002,

Filed by me

Lish Whitson/L W/BM/hm

The Transportation Element is amended as shown in Attachment 2 1o this

Il
The Housing Element is amended as shown in Attachment 3 td'this ordinance.

The Capital Facilities Element is amended as shown in hment 4 to this

The Environment Element is amended as shown'in Attachment 5 to this

Capilal Facilities Appendix D is amended as shown in Attachment 6 to this

¥

vaof » 2002, and signed by me

President of the City Council

Approved by me thi day of 2002,

Mayor

dayof , 20032,

City Clerk
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CF ord 20023
October 3, 2002
version #3

A HME]
Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:
Attachment 5:

Attachment 6:

Lich Whitson/LW/BMbm

LIST:

Land Use Elément Amendmenls

Environment ETI Amendments
A

Capital Facilities Appendix D
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Lish Whitsen/LW/BM.bm

CP ond 200203
Oetober 3, 2002
verion #3
Land Use Element
]
L53 the Futy d U ap and als olicies i

peneral locatjons where broad eategori g of land uses are

Official Land Use Map and rezone crite ia inclyded in the

location of specific zones, which implement 1p soals and policies of this plan, Hee

i

ATI‘A}:;H'K;ENT 1

Iiided ip this plan 1o identif

erred, Use the City's

i Use Code to identify the
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Lizh Whitson'LW/BMbm
TP ond 200203

Oetober 3, 2002

version #1

Transportation Element

T47a Recopnize thal skairways located
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i foway ocoupi

private encroathment,
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Lish Whitsan/LW/BMbm
CP ord 2002v3

Crciober 3, 2002

version il

ATTAGHMENT 3

Housiag Element
L L

H37 Public funds administered by the City and used for the purposes g affordable rental
housing may be used only to serve income Eroups comsistent #ith the crileria contained in

the Consolidated Plan, fellawingerteria
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Lish Whitson/LW/BM b

CP ord 2002v3
October 3, 2002
version #3

H38 Help maintain increase the City's owner-occupancy ratgand encourage home ownership

in a variety of housing types by:

a.

Using a portion of local discretionagy’ housing subsidy resources lo provide home

ownership opportunities to houséholds consistent with affordability tarsets and

seopraphic focuses included/in the City’s Consolidaled | an -with-incemes below

etling aside a substantial portion of any new discretionary funding

for nssisted housing, such as a new housing levy, o provide

ncorne. Also, consider alternative approaches to increase the development of
affordable homeownership housing, including bul not limited to greater use of
Jand trusts and limited equity cooperatives.
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Lish Whitson/LW/BMbm
CF ood 20023

Oxtober 3, 2002

version #3

Capital Facilities Element

buildings a er t [ canit

5. Suyininable Pesipn dnd Cons
CF19 Assess the sustaigabili

lanning, desyn, cons

decom -Dlﬁ 14

tergy, water, and materinls; waste

ilities

i

uclion

eduction; protection of environmental qualily: and

of cheices in developing capi

!JHJ

ATTACHM

g, including finance

cljon, management, rengvation, majntenance and

CF20 Congider envirpnmenla ~alth in capital facilities development, including efficient use of
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Lish Whitson/LW/BM/bm
CP ord 2002v3
Ocrober 3, 2002
version B

CPR24

E UGS

arti ficatig

. Green Puilding Council's Leadership in Energy 4

m;em.

subic and private-sector uge of third-pa

S A

hE

sustaipable buj ding [a in

such as the Master Builder Association’s BuiltGreen systen and

d Environmental Design (LEED
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Lish Whitson/LW/BM/bm
CF ond 2002v3
October ), 2002

wersion H3

ATTACHMENT.6

Capltal Facilitics Appendix D: /
Potential Future Discretionary Projects /.

Besides the facilities that are included in the City's Capilal Improvement Pregfam (CIP), there
are a number of prospective capital projects that the City might undertaké or fund in the future.
They are listed below in alphabetical order to provide a broad view/of the City's polential future
capital spending. Projects are not histed in any priarity order, Aunding for these projects is not
yet identified, and no decisions have been made to go fopiard with funding these projects.

¢ African-American Heritage Museum®

+ Ani 'on helter Ex ign
¢ Blue Spruce Site Redevelogimes eatile C
+ Bus Bam Lile ,_i'-mv-lh altie Lenlel

& Cily projects ingfuded in a potential new Countywide Parks Bond Issue

¢ Downown Circulalor
+ Emérgency Operations Cente R eplacement

# Fiber Optic Expansion

Fire Station Upgrades and Expansiong
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+—Hely Park-Rhase HI* e
# Homeless Day Center* .‘f

¢ Memorial Stadium Relocation®

+—DMereer-Arena-Renovation

+ Monorail Expansion®*

+ Monorail Platform Expansion

—Museum-of Historsand-Industry®

# Neighborhood Planning Capital _-.-

+ Neighborhood Service Centers

¢ North Police Precinet Expansjon

e Seattle Parks and Recreatjn Plan 2000 {will potentially be updated in 2005-2006)
# PC-1 Lot at Pike PlacgMarket®

+—Potiateh-Trail

- bl a0 A Lo e L [
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¢ Sand Point Redevelopment

B - gt n - 5 -

¢ SeattleCenter 5* Avenue Parking Lot Development

+ Seattle Center Master Plan Updates
¢ /Seattle Transit Initiative
South Downtown Study Area Improvements
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+ South Lake Union Transportation Improvenents v
¢ Southwest Harbor Project * g
# Telecommunications Improvements
# TransLake® (includes early action items)
¢ Urban Trails Plan Implementation
+ West Seattle Stadium /’
+ Zoo Improvements
» At the time of publication, projects with g * are not under the jurisdicton of the City, but are owned or

sponsored by another government ngency or firivate organization, The City might partcipate in funding these

project

&

T

=43 {

i




i e S et et LA L s

E

STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY
--55.

153108 Mo, ORDINANCE IN FULL
City of Seaule Clerk's Office
AMfidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that e iz an anthorized represcamative of The Daily Journal of
Commerce, o daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspapes of genernl circulation end it is now
*and has been for mare than six months priot to the date of publication hereinafter referred o, published in
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seanle, King County, Whoshington, and il is now
and during a1 of said lime was printed in an office muininined at the aforesaid place of publicatinn of this
newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the 12* day of June, 1941, approved ns o legal
newspaper by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annencd, was published in regular issues of The Daily
Joumal of Commerce, which was regulardy distributed bo its subscribers during the below siated period.
The annexed notice, 4
CTORDINANCE 121020

was published on

i{/‘r Subscribed and swem 10 before me on

Mar2003 I LLEFT]
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Notary public for the Sine of Washington, i
reskding in Seaule
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State of Washington, Kini

City of Seattle

pursinni i Counsil
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