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AN ORDINANCE amending Seattle Municipal Code Section 25.05.675P, Public View

Protection, regarding the application of SEPA policies to the Space Needle.

WHEREAS, the City's view protection policies in Chapter 25.05, of the Seattle

Municipal Code have not been revised since 1985; and

WHEREAS, view protection policies governing views of landmark structures allows the

conditioning or denial of new development where it would have an adverse

impact on public views of certain designated landmarks; and

WHEREAS, the Space Needle was designated a City Landmark in April, 1999 and is

visible from many public places throughout the city; and

WHEREAS, restricting development throughout the city to protect all public views of

the Space Needle is inconsistent with the City's land use, housing and other

policies and goals, as more fully described in the report, "Seattle View Protection

Policies: Space Needle Executive Report and Recommendation," April 2001; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that important public views of the Space Needle should

be specifically identified in order to protect such views without conflicting with

other City policies and goals,

NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY 0 F SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subsection 25.05.675P, Public View Protection, of the Seattle

Municipal Code, which Section was last amended by Ordinance 119481, is amended as

follows:

25.05.675 Specific environmental policies.

P. Public View Protection.

I
. Policy Background.

a. Seattle has a magnificent natural setting of greenery,

mountains, and water; visual amenities and opportunities are an integral part of the City's

environmental quality.

b. The City has developed particular sites for the public's

enjoyment of views of mountains, water and skyline and has many scenic routes and

other public places where such views enhance one's experience.

C. Obstruction ofpublic views may occur when a proposed

structure is located in close proximity to the street property line, when development
occurs on lots situated at the foot of a street that terminates or changes direction because



of a shift in the street grid pattern, or when development along a street creates a

continuous wall separating the street from the view.

d. Authority provided through the Landmarks Preservation

Ordinance
6

is intended to preserve sites and structures which reflect significant elements

of the City's historic heritage and to designate and regulate such sites and structures as

historic landmarks.

C. The adopted Downtown Land Use Policies and Code provide

for the preservation of specified view corridors through setback requirements and

policies for the use of street space.

f. Adopted Land Use Codes attempt to protect private views

through height and bulk controls and other zoning regulations but it is impractical to

protect private views through project-specific review.

2. Policies.

a. i. It is the City's policy to protect public views of

significant natural and human-made features: Mount Rainer, the Olympic and Cascade

Mountains, the downtown skyline, and major bodies of water including Puget Sound,

Lake Washington, Lake Union and the Ship Canal, from public places consisting of the

specified viewpoints, parks, scenic routes, and view corridors, identified in Attachment

1. (Attachment I is located at the end of this Section 25.05.675.) This -subsection does

not gpply to the Space Needle, which is governed by subsection P2c of this section.

ii. The decisionniaker may condition or deny a proposal

to eliminate or reduce its adverse impacts on designated public views, whether or not the

project meets the criteria of the Overview Policy set forth in SMC Section 25.05.665;

provided that downtown projects maybe conditioned or denied only when public views
from outside of downtown would be blocked as a result of a change in the street grid

pattern.

b. i. It is the City's policy to protect public views of historic

landmarks designated by the Landmarks Preservation Board which, because of their

prominence of location or contrasts of siting, age, or scale, are easily identifiable visual

features of their neighborhood or the City and contribute to the distinctive quality or

identity of their neighborhood or the City. This subsection does not qpply to the Spac
Needle, which is governed by subsection P2c of this section.

ii. A proposed project may be conditioned or denied to

mitigate view impacts on historic landmarks, whether or not the project meets the

criteria of the Overview Policy set forth in SMC Section 25.05.665.

C. It is the City's policy to protect public views of the Spac
Needle from the following public places. A proposed project may be conditioned or

denied to protect such views, whether or not the project meets the criteria of the

Overview Policy set forth in SMC Section 25.05.665.

i. Alki Beach Park LDuwamish Head)
ii. Bhv Kracke Park

iii. Gasworks Park

iv. Hamilton View Point

V. Kerry Pa

2



vi. MyLtle Edwards Park

vii. OlyMpic Sculpture Park (Cily-owned parcel)

viii. Seacrest Park

ix. Seattle Center

X. Volunteer Park
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Presideni--df the City Council

Approved by me this Pfu_ of 2001.
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d. Mitigating measures may include, but are not limited to:

i. Requiring a change in the height of the development;

ii. Requiring a change in the bulk of the development;

iii. Requiring a redesign of the profile of the development;

iv. Requiring on-site view corridors or requiring

enhancements to off-site view corridors;

V. Relocating the project on the site;

vi. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of walls,

fences or plant material; and

vii. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of accessory

structures including, but not limited to towers, railings and antennae.

Section 2. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate

and severable. The invalidity of any particular provision shall not affect the validity of

any other provision.

Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days

from and after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the Mayor,
within ten (10) days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Municipal
Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the 5~day of Ma4-Mbt-r
,

2001, and

signed by me in open session in authentication of its passage this S-eIL day of

OW 12001.W



City of Seattle

Department of Design, Construction and Land Use

R. F. Krochalis, Director

To: Council President Margaret Pageler

Via Mar 4Wt Klockars, Law Department1 -9

From: 1fick-1,Cro'chalis, Director

May 21, 2001

Subject: Seattle's View Protection Policies and the Space Needle

I am pleased to present the Executive's recommendations for amendments to the City's

environmental protection policies (SEPA) governing view protection of the Space
Needle. As you know, the City recently distributed an inventory and analysis of views of

the Space Needle from public vantage points around the city, and this legislation is the

outcome of that analysis.

Backgroun

Current policies make no reference to specific landmarks, although presume to provide

protection of views of a number of landmarks through general reference to public views

of the structures. It has become clear over the years that this lack of clarity has led to an

environment in which it is difficult to comply with the policy direction, particularly

where compliance would directly contravene other stated policy objectives governing

development.

This condition was brought into sharp focus when the Pike Pine neighborhood initiated a

campaign to protect views of the Space Needle from Four Columns Park at the

intersection of East Pike Street and Boren Avenue. Pending development in the Denny
Triangle neighborhood to the north of the park would obscure the view of the Space
Needle. However, the development proposed in the Denny Triangle is consistent with

the vision of that neighborhood's plan as approved by the City and would involve the

purchase of rural development credits in accordance with the program entered into by the

City and King County to protect undeveloped rural areas. This would be the first such

purchase of development credits to date.

The inventory and analysis that was completed by DCLU in conjunction with the

Strategic Planning Office (SPO) concluded that there was not a compelling public interest

in preserving the view of the Space Needle from Four Columns Park. It further identified

those public viewing sites where the Space Needle was an integral part of the view and

should be protected. These amendments will further our efforts to provide clarity and

certainty about how our view protection pol.i.cies will be implemented. Future efforts will

Ci',y
of Seatfle, Department of Design, Construction and Land Use

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000, Seattle, WA 98104-5070
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be undertaken to take what we have learned so far and, with your continued support,

begin to address broader public view protection issues that are raised by citizens at this

juncture in the city's development.

Recommendations

Criteria for evaluating views of the Space Needle included the extent of the viewshed,

prominence of the Space Needle in the view, level of use, amenities at the viewpoint, private

properties affected by view protection, and other policy objectives, such as managed growth,

that are potentially in conflict with view protection policies.

Ten (10) sites are recommended for protecting views of the Space Needle. They include:

Alki Beach Park (at Duwamish Head), Bhy Kracke Park, Gasworks. Park, Hamilton

Viewpoint, Kerry Park, 'Myrtle Edwards Park, Olympic Sculpture Park (City-owned parcel),

Seacrest Park, Seattle Center, and Volunteer Park.

Although Four Columns Park is not recommended as a site from which to protect views of

the Space Needle, other options for this viewpoint were explored. Further study is

recommended to identify actions that would ensure an enhanced and distinctive skyline view,

for new and improved open spaces, to improve the transition between downtown and Capitol

Hill, and for resources and funding to accomplish these objectives.

The amendments to the SEPA Policies found in SMC 25.05.675 would distinguish the Space
Needle from other landmarks and provide clear and specific policy direction for maintaining

public views of the Space Needle.

SEPA Environmental Deten-nination

An environmental determination on this proposal will be published in the Department's
General Mailed Release (GMR) and the Daily Journal of Commerce (DJC) on Thursday,

May 24, 2001. The public's opportunity to appeal this determination will conclude on

June 14, 2001.

Public Hearing Scheduled

A public hearing on the proposal is scheduled before the Council's Landlord/Tenant

&
a
m

p
;

Land Use Committee on June 27, 2001 at 5:30 p.m.

Non-financial Legislatio

Implementation costs associated with this legislation will be minor and can be

accommodated within existing resources.

If you have any questions about the proposed legislation, please call John Skelton at 233-

3883 or by email at john.skeltonraki.scattle.wa.us
.

,

Attachment
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Crry OF SEA-m~E. DEPARTMENT OF DESIG~ NSTRUCTION AND LAND USE

Int'rod"uction an -a" Siummary

Over the past year, as development

activl:y in the Seattle area has reached

record levels, citizens have raised a

number of issues with regard to the

effect new development is having on

views. While Seattle possesses opportu-

nities for many impressive views of

water, mountains and the city, due to its

topography and unique natural setting,

this sets the stage for extensive debate

over the content of each view and the

value each of us places on the view.

The challenge is to determine how the

value individuals piace on views

equates to public protection of the view.

This report establishes the analysis

and policy framework for addressing

numerous ksues related to Seattle's

public view protection policies. In the

following pages, views of the Space

Needle are evaluated as a result of

recently emergent concerns related to

current City policy with regard to view

protection accorded City landmarks.

In particular, the report addresses the

implications for the preservation of Space

Needle views from adjacent neighbor-

hoods and the implications and compara-

tive values associated with preservation

of those views.

If Council approves of this policy/

analytic framework, and depending upon

availability of resources and continued

funding and support, forthcoming install-

ments of the view inventory and assess-

ment will evaluate other aspects of view

protection policy and regulation. Further

inventory and analysis will be conducted

of public viewpoints and rights of way
where views of surrounding mountains,

water bodies, and the city's skyline, and

other significant features of cultural or

historical significance are important

elements of the city's livability and

attraction.

Background'

Seattle's ability to require alteration or

modifications to new development in

order to mitigate the negative effects of

that development on public views or

vistas is grounded in the City's environ-

mental legislation, Seattle Municipal

Code, Chapter 25.05, Environmental

Protection (SEPA). SEPA authority, with

regard to view protection, is expressed in

Section 25.05.675 P.

The policy for view protection is

divided into two parts. The first ad-

dresses those views from locations

identified in an attachment to the section,

which are protected to the extent that

new development would obscure views

of natural features or the city skyline.

The second addresses those views that

would obscure views of City landmarks.

The view protection policy is generally

divided as follows:

4



-T L E VIEW PROTECTION: EXECUTIVE ~ORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

View From:

1
. Designated public parks

and view points

2. Any public place

While no specific reference is made to

identified viewing sites or landmark

structures, it could be inferred from the

policy itself that al I views that are public,

meaning from any public place, including

street rights of way, should be protected
and new development conditioned or

denied accordingly. Herein lies the

ambiguity within the policy. It is not

readily apparent that it would be possible

to protect a I I public views of designated

landmark structures. In addition, the

criteria referred to in the language of the

policy, when used by the Landmarks

Preservation Boa;d to desil,nate landmark

structures, wou Id incorporate over 100

structures that ar,,~,,uablv would not be

significant to the citv, m terms of their

visibility fron-, PUblic places. For ex-

ample, the Bon Maruh6 department store

is on this list and, d,,,vorthy iandmark, it is

unlikely that this is a structure to which

many residents have become accustomed
to viewing from a distant public view-

point.

View To or Of:

- Water, mountains or city skyline

- Certain designated city landmarks

The criterion for designating a view

protected landmark is derived from the

criterion the Landmarks Preservation

Board uses to determine a structure's

qualifications for landmark designation.

The Landmarks Preservation Board in

using this criterion is not making a

judgment as to a structure's suitability for

SEPA view protection. It identifies condi-

tions that indicate that the building in

some way is distinguished in the context

of its surroundings. It does not specifi-

cally require a building, or features of a

building, to be highly visible from public

locations; it does not necessarily indicate

that the building is a "landmark" in the

sense of being an orienting reference

point in the larger cityscape. Conse-

quently, many designated landmark

structures were identified as meeting this

criterion without any consideration of the

relationship to SEPA view protection, and

many of them may not warrant this level

of public view protection based solely on

having met this particular landmark

designation criterion.



Competing policy objectives are but

one additional consideration in achieving

a coherent and enforceable policy regard-

ing views of public landmarks. Access

and availability of the view, prominence

of the view, the "quality" of the view

when compared with other sites, and the

possibility of view obstruction by even

limited development, are all factors that

m u st be evaluated.

Given the unlikely ability to protect

views of designated landmarks from all

public places, and the broad applicability

of this policy to over one hundred desig-

nated landmark-,~, a Reral interpretation of

this policy :Ifive a substantially

negative c n ti~ e City's ab il: i

~
,
,
, to meet

other imporant policy objectives.

The SEPA landmark view protection

policy has been in place since the late

1980s, but has only recently been the

subject of intense public debate, due in

large part to the critical juncture in the

city's development where new develop-

ment is beginning to impinge on features

of the urban environment citizens have

taken for granted up until now. This is

not to suggest that issues have not arisen

in the past, in fact, they have and have

often been dealt with on a case by case

basis. We are now certain that a more

comprehensive evaluation is appropriate

and timely given the nature of the public

debate and the issues and public policies

at stake.

With the Space Needle's recent

designation as a City landmark, SEPA

view protection implications have

arisen, not only because of the size of

the affected area and amount of develop-

ment involved, but also because of

potential inconsistencies or lack of

intent between Seattle's SEPA

view protf~ction pc):::,_`:es
and the growth

management objectives of the City's

Comprehensive Plan, as well as the

objectives of many neighborhood plans

and policies.

The Space Needle

This study is based on the primary

assumption that the current" protection

afforded landmark structures, such as the

Space Needle, is ambiguous and unclear,

and may result in inconsistency of appli-

cation, and that it is necessary to clarify

the City's policy with regard to view

protection of landmarks. In order to

address this issue of landmark views, it

seemed appropriate to begin with the

city's most outstanding landmark and

around which specific issues have been

raised in the course of neighborhood

planning. Hence our initial focus on the

Space Needle.
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S T L E VIEW PROTECTION: EXECUTIVE ':~OPT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of its size and siting in the

urban landscape, the Space Needle is

unique among Seattle's view protected

landmarks in terms of the extent of the

area from which it is visible. This area

includes most of downtown in a basin

bounded by Queen Anne Hill, Capitol

Hill/First Hill, and Beacon Hill, and

extends across Elliott Bay to Duwamish
Head and West Seattle, The area encom-

passes countless public streets, miles of

scenic routes, and acres of parks and

viewpoints. It may be unreasonable to

expect views of the Space Needle to be

protected from all of these public loca-

tions, and such action would likely

conflict with other public policies, includ-

ing policies in the Cg'!v's Comprehensive
Plan regarding Seattle's future growth and

development.

Downtown development has once

again exceeded expectations, and in so

doing, many City objectives have been
realized. Downtown is a retail destina-

tion, entertainment is thriving, and the

development of housing is continuing at a

record pace. However, not al! parts of

downtown share equally in the successful

renaissance. For example, the Denny

Triangle continues to be notable for a

substantial number of parkin.- lots and

underdeveloped sites. 'Efforts to take

advantage of this resource were the

subject of much &amp;cussion in recent

neighborhood Planning activity down-

town. Neighborhood residents, business

people and property owners were unified

in suggesting that measures should be

taken to increase the supply of housing

and employment activity in this area and

improve the services and amenities

available to the increased population.

Following on these recommendations,
the City and King County realized that it

was possible to meet the neighborhood's

objectives, while at the same time meeting

a broader regional objective to preserve

areas in the undeveloped, rural parts of the

County. This was accomplished through a

program to transfer development credits

from undeveloped County lands to devel-

opment projects in the Denny Triangle

where the additional development rights

would be used to provide housing. To

date, a number of potential investors in the

area are interested in taking part in the

program. In addition to the development,

resources provided by the transaction wi I
I

include investments in green streets, open
space, and the amenities necessary to

support a downtown community, an-

chored by housing.

These efforts help to ensure that Seattle

plays a pivotal role in accommodating
growth in established urban centers.

However, accommodating new growth

invariably leads to questions about

whether new development contributes

positively or negatively to the values

residents hold dear about the city.



CrTY OF SEATTLE: DEPARTMENT oF DESIG NSTRUCTION AND LAND USE

Competing policy objectives are but

one additional consideration in achieving

a coherent and enforceable policy regard-

ing views of public landmarks. Access,-

and availability of the view, prominence

of the view, the "quality" of the view

when compared with other sites, and the

possibility of view obstruction by even

limited development, are all factors that

must be evaluated. With these in mind,

the Strategic Planning Office (SPO) and

the Department of Design, Construction

and Land Use (DCLU) commissioned a

survey and analysis of views of the Space

Needle. Notable views were identified,

based on criteria It-hat included the

public's access to the view, the promi-

nence of ffie landmark in the view, and

the extent to which the view could be

considered noteworthy due to its unri-

valed value.

Because the value individuals place on

views is subjective, it is important to

choose criteria reflecting broader public

interests and to evaluate a view as objec-

tively as possible. It goes without saying

that this ability will always lead to conclu-

sions about views that cannot encompass
the intangible values that may be placed

on the vista, object or quality of a view.

Therefore, once a collective determination

is made as to the value of the object of

that view, it is equally necessary to

determine whether that view provides one

with an optimum view of the object, is

accessible to a substantial number of

people who are drawn to that place for

viewing that object, and that the view

contributes, in no small way, to the legacy

of vistas and views that define the city and

give shape and character to its identity.

Analysis of Views of the Space Needle

The accompanying Space Needle View

Inventory and Assessment is intended to

provide a framework or model for deter-

mining significant view resources for

Seattle. The goal is to present this infor-

mation in a clear and usable format and

to adopt a fair and reasonable approach

to determining protected views and

selecting viewpoints. View protection of

the Space Needle has presented a unique

set of challenges.

As public viewpoints were identified and

evaluated, certain views of the Space

Needle were deemed significant either in

the placement of the landmark in the

viewshed or the prominence of the Space
Needle in the view, making them virtually

synonymous. These views were rated

based on a variety of factors, not the least

of which was the abi I ity of the City to

reasonably mitigate the impact future

development would have on the

viewshed.

8



""TLE VIEW PROTECTION: EXECUTIVE

Current zonin2 designations are made for

a variety of pilJolic purposes ind to

forward important pubi ic policy objec-

tives. These clevelo;:)r.,-ietitoi);:ectives

conflictwith view protel-tion objectives in

the mind~ of .rnawy. Ho~vever,, it ~s

possible to son-w degree, to preserve

signature viev,,s of the Space Needle

while not Jeopardlizing future develop-

ment objectives, nor the Intent of the

Comprehensive Plan, ~,) di rect deveiop-

ment into existing urban ceriters. In nianv

instance~, ther--hoice between protect')no

views and achieving obJec-

tives need not be an either/or Droposition;

striking the right balance between the two

is the critica I challenge,

In studying the views of the Space

Needle, it becarne apparent ffiat while

this landmark can be seen fron-i many
viewpoints, and is an elernent of many
vistas of the city skyl I ne, on ly specific

viewpoints were Identified that are

characterized as views v,,here the Space
Needle is the object of me view or a

critical feature in the view shed. A view
of the Space Needle can be distinguished

from a view in which the Space Needle is

an incidental feature of the greater vista,

or in whilich d portion o" the iindmark is

present, such as the saucer, or top portion
of the Space Needle, which rnay provide

a wayfinding function or equally useful

role, but n-tay not be worfty of Protecting
its place in the viewshed whekii balanced

against other urban development objec-

tives.

'ORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since the Space Needle is one of the Ciiy is

most recognized iandmarks, itis a gnod
pjace to begin a definitive view Pro~ecti(-,,n

plan for si While

Seattle has a varieq, Ot pLiblic places that

off
I-

view's -of the Space Needle, it was

necessary to g.enerate not only a list of

sites that offer
'

specific degrees of view of

the Space Needle, but also places that

offer some form of viewing amenities.

Ucing this premise, the location from

v,;here the Space Needle is viewed is as

,niportant a factor as the view of the

Space Needle.

Many of the sites chosen for the view

inventory are coincident with sites that

have been identified in SEPA as view

protected. These sites included' parks,

pocket parks, other publiciy-owned

properties, and play fields. "A"hile these

sites are not specifically tied to protecting
views of landmarks, th;,, I i~~t provided a

starting point to begin a,,,~essing S'pace

Needle views. Once these sites were

surveyed, photographed and reviewed, a

comparative assessment was made of

their relative values and their suitability,

considering identified criteria, for accom-

plishing view protection objectives,



Map ~: Possible Public Vlows."'9s of ffie Space Needle

Conclusions from the Space Needle View Study

I. he issue of view protection must be

viewed within the framework of achieving

an outcome that supports the City's

com m itment to managed growth and the

high value placed upon the more personal

quality oflivability and community charac-

ter often embodied in views and urban

landscape. Competing policy objectives

require that we consider the merit of

protecting a particular view corridor with

other objectives for growth management,

housing development, transportation and

utility infrastructure and open space.

Protecting any view requires that

consideration be given to what the view

consists of, from where and by whom it is

viewed, how large is the viewshed and to

what degree is It-he view framed and

is that framing important to preserving

the quality of the viewing experience.

Views are difficult to quantify and any

analysis will be somewhat subjective. ~n

order to analyze the range of characteris-

tics that give a park or viewpoint signifi-

cance, a point system was developed.

The view inventory and assessment

assigned a value in an attempt to quantify

across a number of variables a compara-

tive measure for evaluatinF, the relative

merits of different viewpoints, A negative

value was assigned to those view points

where it was deemed difficult if not

infeasible to protect the view, short of

property purchase or development

denial, which may carry with it a signifi-

cant I iab i I ity fo r the City.

10



S-'1'_,TLE VIEW PROTECTION: EXECUTIVE PORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Four Columns Park Case Study

To shed more specific light on these

competing issues, we have spent consid-

erable time and effort in ,veighing the

pros and cons of protecting views of the

Space Needle from" Four Columns Park at

the edge of downtown in the Pike"Pine

neighborhood. Looking at theviewsfronn
I

this park gave rise to many of the iss es

that currently accom pany the view

protection debate.

The analysis of protecting a view of the

Space Needle from Four Columns Park

required consideration of the following

factors:

- The primary view provided from Four

Columns Park;

~ The extent of the viewshed to be pro-

tected;

- The significance, quality, level of use,

and accessibility of Four Columns Park

as the viewing area;

Other policy objectives potentially in

conflict with view preservation,

including the City's Comprehensive
Plan goals for accommodating growth

downtown, the goals of the Denny
Triangle neighborhood for the future

development of the area, and the

regional goals embodied in the joint

City/County Denny Triangle Transfer

of Development Credit (TDC) Pro-

gram;

The relationship between the view and
the open space function of Four

Columns Park; and

The P umber of properties impacted

shouid the view be jud.ged by elected

officials as requiring view protection.

Fi_~Fure ~-' Kew fim/n Fou~, 6c,"imns pa ~
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'From the analysis of the view from

Four Columns Park the conclusion was

that a feasible plan for mitigation of

impacts on the view of the Space Needle

was impro6able, given current zoning

limits, \vi~h-njt substantial reduction of

developm,,nt potential and the attendant

property issues it raises, and with-

out contravening other important policy

objectives of the City for the development

of the Denny Triangle neighborhood.

However, th!z.,-_Qnc':ision does not rule

out that C~re '_)-ortarft to the qua'

of Four public open

space or th.~, fo~- protecting the

quality and d ia;-aC~: ol this publ ic

resource aie -an.te.d. 'Fhe following

three pe;1SW.1.;V"~, ~,,_,.,,t~-Sented to

suggest end the

0~ ()Den space mightqualit,,~ a~--,d

be consiciere-J :~ur F~)ur Columns Park.

View Protection from Four Columns Park

View protection cannot be considered

outside of the larger context of open

space. In the case of Four Columns Park,

also known as Boren Pike/Pine Place, it is

a place envisioned as a respite for the

community, a place to come togetherm a

neighborhood lacking in suitable open

spaces and hemmed in by the scale and

intensity of downtown development. The

view represents an opportunity to see

beyond the confines of the urban environ-

ment to the larger setting in which Seattle

gains its distinction. In an effort to con-

sider how different options for view

protection and open space would shape

the neighborhood's environment and

provide alternatives for enhancing com-

munity assets, the following scenarios

were considered for Four Columns Park.

These scenarios recognize the relationship

this park and neighborhood shares with

surrounding neighborhoods and represent

options for legislative action to respond

sensitively to the issues raised by the

neighborhood, including limited open

space opportunities, i ight and air, the

walling off of the neighborhood by down-

town development, and continued access

to views of the Space Needle.

Scenario I - Maintain a view of the Space Needle from a specific location in Four

Columns Park

Under this approach, a specific loca-

tion in Four Columns Park would be

included among the locations where a

Cipublic view" of the Space Needle would

be mainta3ned. To achieve this protec-

tion, a view corridor would be estab-

lished between the Space Needle and a

selected point'm Four Columns Park (a

point between the two center columns).

The corridor would be mapped across the

Denny Triangle and the area north of

Denny Way to Seattle Center (see Map
25, Space Needle View Inventory and

Assessment). Development proposed

within this corridor would be reviewed

and condiv oned as necessary to ensure

that the Space Needle remains visible.

Generally, lower heights, deep setbacks,

or other mitigation would be required of

new development to ensure that the I ine

of view continues across sites within the

designated corridor.

12
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As development OCCUrs within the

corridor, the existing scope of the Space

Needle view would diminish over time

to a narrow "slot" between taller struc-

tures I ining the edges of the corridor,

However, maintaining even this limited

view has severe implications for develop-

ment on sites located within the corridor.

Map 2.- View Corlidor

Within the Denny Triangle alone, even

the narrowly defined view corridor

described includes approximately 30

parcels totaling 13 acres on portions of

more than 12 blocks, and portions of

another five blocks are affected north of

DennyWay.

13
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The impact of measures to protect Space Needle views within this corridor would vary

according to a number of factors, including:

the location of the parcel within the corridor - on the edge versus in the middle;

the size of the parcel - a large parcel may provide sufficient area to allow taller

portions of a project to be located outside the view line, while smaller parcels may

not have such flex ibility;

the relation of the s~te to the street and alley grid and the opportunities to combine

parcels, through such actions as alley vacations, to increase flexibility for locating

structures outside the view alignment; and

the topography -- the eleva-lion of the corridor drops over 100 feet moving from Four

Columns Park towards Denny Way, and then rises again with the approach to

Seattle Center. Views
:-~-~ay

still be able to be maintained over structures on sites in

the lower elevations that would be blocked by structures of the same height in

higher elevations.

According to Assessor's data, at 'least

one third of the parcels at critical loca-

tions in the view corridor are less than a

quarter block In size. Over half (6.8 acres)

of the 13 acres within the Denny Triangie

portion of the corridor are zoned DOC 2

300, a zone -,~, A a height limit of 300

feet. Another JU acres are zoned DMC
240. The has a height limit of

160 feet. ~ for..'i CIS simulations, it ap-

pears that st-uctures built to heights of 85

feet in much of the corridor would block

a significant portion of f,he Space Needle

structure belowt:'1~~sa,;-er. Therefore, to

maintain views, limits as low as 65

feet, and lower depending on topography,

would have to be in-~posed on at least

some portion of many of the sites

within the view corridor. Map 25, in the

accompanying View Inventory and Assess-

ment, identifies parcels that are I ikely to

be significantly constrained in terms of the

height of development that could be

accommodated without substantially

blocking views within the corridor. Other

sites are located far enough on the edge of

the corridor to have a significant portion

of the parcel area outside the critical view

alignment. While these sites could

potentially accommodate taller structures

without directly blocking the view, such

development would contribute to the

continued narrowing of the frame of the

view along the corridor edges.

14
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Another barrier to maintaining a view As development occurs on the periph-
alignment is that the first project condi- ery of the corridor, the scope of view
tioned to maintain a opening through would gradually narrow, potentially to

which the Space Needle could be seen the extent that the Space Needle would
would dictate the alignment for all other only be visible from a limited area within

projects in the corridor. Requiring other the park through a narrow gap between
sites to maintain the same alignment taller structures. Views that exist today
could further restrict options for develop- from other locations in the park and
ment. The same alignment established on through the park from a variety of loca-

one site may not be able to be carried tions on adjacent streets would likely be

through a neighboring site because of its lost over time as development fills in

size or configuration, or because of its along the edges of the corridor.

relation to the street/al ley grid or adjacent

development.

FIgure 2., Bullollngharms necessaly to

pmserve a m1n1mum anIntarrupted view o,-

the Space Needle from Four Columns Pat*

This scenario would continue to

provide a view of the Space Needle from

Four Columns Park. However, even the

modest view protection accow~modated

by this scenario would require a substan-

tial red uction i n deve lopment pe rmitted

on sites within the view corridor.

The measures required to maintain

even a modest view corridor would

prevent many sites in these zones from

achieving the development potential

otherwise allowed by zoning. On some

sites, the required reduction in height

may limit project densities to more than

half of what otherwise could be

achieved. Even though sites in the examined, and the increased supply of

corridor could accommodate some level development rights available to transfer

of redevelopment, the financial feasibility would compete with other City develop-
of developing under these conditions may ment rights transfer (TDR) programs for

dictate that no development, rather than open space and the preservation of low-
reduced development, would occur. income housing and landmark structures.

The City may consider proposals for

offsetting the impact of lost development

rights. One option might be to allow the

transfer of lost development density to

sites outside the view corridor. However,
such a program has consequences for the

receiving areas that would need to be

15
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Because over 90 percent of the

sites in the DennyT riangle portion of

the view corridor are considered

potentially re-developable, restric-

tions on development on these sites

may substantially reduce the ability

of the Denny Triangle to accommo-

date the growth targeted for the area

in the Comprehensive Plan. On sites

that would be most constrained by

measures to protect the view corri-

dor, it is conservatively estimated

that there is development capacity

for approximately 2.5 million square

feet of commercial space (10,000

jobs) and 725 residential units.

While not all this capacity would be

lost, it does represent a substantial

reduction that could affect the area's

ability to attract sufficient develop-

ment to meet growth targets,

Another consideration in evaluat-

ing the merits of this approach

concerns the type of development

,:14STRUCTION AND LAND USE

that would result in response to

view mitigation measures. Where

developers would opt to build

under constrained conditions,

projects would generally tend to

be lower and bulkier, with little

incentive to include ground level

open space or include the housing

,that is increasingly part of develop-

ment built to the current height

limits. The option for a substantial

number of sites to participate in

the TDC program would be lost,

reducing potential resources for

public amenities in the area

funded through the amenity credit

purchase required for increasing

project height. The bulkierbuild-

ings and othermassing solutions

that may be required to maintain

the view corridor could create less

desirabIe conditions within the

Denny Triangle area by preventing

alternative massing schemes.

Scenario 2: Spc:~cify that the view from Four Columns Park is of the downtown skyline and

take measures to en~ance this view while improving conditions in the viewing area,

This approach would not include

Four Columns Park among the

locations specified to protect "public

views" of the Space Needle. Instead,

the Four Columns Park viewpoint

would be established as a location

for enjoying panoramic views of the

downtown skyline. To respond to

this aspect of the viewpoint, future

development within a much broader

viewshed than that described 'm

Scenario I would be assessed to

determine the -impact on the skyline

view, and actions for maintaining

and enhancing the quality of this

view would be considered. Of

primary concern is preventing the

Jjwafling off" of Pike/Pine viewing

areas by uninterrupted highrise

development along the 1-5 edge.

The City could pursue the follow-

ing actions to promote the protec-

tion and enhancement of the

broader skyline view from Four

Coiumns Park:

Increase opportunities for city

views by deveiopi ng an inte-

grated open space network on

both the Pike/Pine and Denny
Triangle edges of 1-5. Enhanc-

ing pedestrian connections

across 1-5 and promoting a

connected network of public

open space on the edge and

within the Denny Triangle can

increase the accessibility and

usefulness of existing and

future open space resources

and improve the quality of the

urban environment while

increasing general viewing

opportunities of the immediate

cityscape and surroundings.
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- Review major new developments in the Denny Triangle to site project

open -,pace w~ere it can best complement nearby public open spaces
and provide additional viewing opportunities. Projects like the Conven-
tion Place trans it-oriented development provide major opportunities for

integrating new open space resources into both the Pike/Pine and

Denny Triangle communities.

Plgure 3.- Example of pinjecA-ela/ed

uPen soace contrlbutlng to an Im-

proved transffion at key physical edges
such as 1-5

Target resources to enhance existing open space viewing sites and

acquire additional viewing areas. A number of opportunities exist for

pooling resources from individ udl projects in the Den ny Triangle to

assiqt with improving and expanding public open space. Under the

curren! TDC program, de\"eloprnent using the height incentive for

housing must purchase amenity credits to fund public improvements
like open space and green street development within the boundaries of

ffie DennV Triangle neighborhood. Since taller projects in the Denny
TrIang,k, coul~d' have an Impact on the skyline view from Pike/Pine

viewpoint~~, it is reasonable to allow amenity credit funds to be spent
on pubi ic improvements that mitigate those impacts. The current TDC
ordinance couid ble amended fo allow TDC funds to be used outside

the Denny Triangle in a limited area along the Pike/Pine edge of 1-5.

Under this approach, amenity credit funds might be used to improve
conditions in existing public Viewpoints or to acquire and improve
additional sites for public viewing on the western edge of the Pike/Pine

neighborhood. Expanding the open space corridor on both sides of 1-5

would not only increase the variety of vantage points for enjoying
different views into downtown and beyond, but also increase open
space resn-urces available to both neighborhoods.

In addition to funds generated by the TDC program, contributions to

improving skyline viewing areas could be identified as a form of off-site

mitigation for projects addressing view impacts under SEPA. New
development can also opt to provide off-site open space in exchange for

a floor area bonus, and there is currently a proposal to create an open
space TDR program downtown that could provide additional sources
of funding for new open spaces.
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Promote building design and massing schemes that add greater visual interest to the

skyline and allow views between towers to provide opportunities for visual penetration

through the area, Either through development design guidelines, modifications to devel-

opment standards, or som e combination of the two, the City could pursue the following:

- Develop design guidelines or modify development standards to promote individual

structures that contribute more positively to an interesting skyline composition

through such features as upper level setbacks, sculptured building tops, choices of

exterior materials, architectural details, etc.

Figuro 41- New development helping to compose a disAndi've SAYAne

Address the overall massing of projects-in terms of both the relationship between

structures on the same site and structures on surrounding sites, to maximize oppor-

tunifies for views to penetrate through blocks and continue down streets so that

many projects can be observed and some visual connection maintained through the

area to adjacent areas. Measures like minimum site sizes for highrise buildings,

siting open spaces to promote open corridors through the area as redevelopment

occurs, upper level set1backs, tower spacing provisions, floor size limits, and maxi-

H dimensions could be employed, either through development standards ormum wai

design guidelines, to achieve greater visual penetration into and through the area.

Employ measures to promote a more gradual transition in the scale of development

between the Denny Triangle and 1-5 to avoid "walling off
'

Pike/Pine viewpoints

from the downtown skyline. An open space buffer could be created along both

edges of the freeway by providing significant setbacks or orienting the open space of

future projects onto streets along this edge. Furthermore, through adjustments to

height limits or as a SEPA mitigating measure, the height of buildings along the 1-5

edge could be modified to promote a more gradual transition in the scale of devel-

opment on either side of 1-5.
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This option abandons the notion of

protecting a specific view of the Space

Needle from Four Columns Park, placing

the emphasis on enhancing the general

skyline view and improving and poten-

tially expanding the areas where such

views can be enjoyed. Addressing the

quality of the skyline view involves a

higher level of subjectivity than strictly

enforcing measures to restrict deveiop-

PORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ment in a prescribed corridor. A broader

viewshed area would also be affected

because development that contributes to

the skyline viewed from Pike/Pine would

include most of the Denny Triangle

neighborhood. However, this option

could evolve as an integrated strategy

addressing urban design, open space and
view issues that could ultimately result in

a higher quality urban environment.

Scenario 3: Establish a substitute location for maintaining a view corridor from Pike/
Pine through the Denny Triangle to the Space Needle and Olympic Mountains beyond.

This option would seek to identify a

location other than Four Columns Park

where a "public.view" of the Space

maintained ~.vlth less impact on Denny

Triangle development. One opportunity

may be to specify portions of Pine Street

as a pro~ected view location, while

exploringthepossibility of providing
f

0 loss of the view connection down Pike
additional viewing area on potential open

space sites that might be acquired near

the Pine Street crossing over 1-5.

Because Pine Street already serves as a

"gateway" from Pike/Pine to downtown, it

is a logical alternative location for estab-

lishing a view corridor across the Denny
Triangle to the Space Needle. Currently,
Pine Street is proposed to be designated

as a view corridor west of 1-5 within

downtown partly to compensate for the

Street as a result of the Convention Center

expansion. Actions that could improve
Pine Street as a "public view" location for

the Pike/Pine neighborhood include:
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Establish upper level setbacks along Pine Street between 1-5 and the downtown retail

core (where setbacks are already required) to increase the sense of openness along the

view corridor for those entering downtown from this Pike/Pine gateway.

FIgum 5: Uppel- level setbacks on new development

Examine the possibility of establishing a protected Space Needle view corridor

through the Denny Triangle from Pine Street near the intersection with Minor

Avenue on the east side ofl-5. This corridor only clips the eastern edge of the DOC
2 zone, as opposed to the Four Columns Park alignment, which runs through the

heart of the DOC 2 zone. There are also fewer blocks in the Denny Triangle

affected overall than in the Four Columns Park alignment. This corridor also ap-

pears to skirt along the edge on known projects, including the Quinton Instruments

site and the Stewart Place project. Measures for maintaining the corridor, such as

height and setback guidelines, restrictions on the use of TDC, etc., could be devel-

oped and reviewed by the public with affected property owners to arrive at a

reasonable balance between view preservation and development objectives. The

potential may also exist to acquire additional open space on the north side of Pine

Street to expand the Four Columns-Pike-Pine-Boren Park Corridor to create addi-

tional viewing opportunities.

Promote development of open space on the corners of Pine Street on both sides of 1-5

to enhance "Gateway" character of this link between Denny Triangle and Pike/Pine

neighborhoods.

Additional work would be required to

determine the measures needed to estab-

lish an effective Pine Street view corridor

that would maintain sufficient views of

the Space Needle and the Olympic

Mountains. The option could provide the

opportunity for conducting a public

process that would enable the public,

including property owners and view

advocates, to reach agreement on the

level of protection to be provided and the

measures to be employed. This scenario

could also be combined with some of the

actions proposed under Scenario 2 as part

of a broader view enhancement strategy.

Because of the zoning and more limited

area affected, a corridor though this part

of the Denny Triangle, where greater

emphasis on residential development is

advocated in the Denny Triangle Plan,

may be more consistent with City and

neighborhood policies than the corridor

passing through the area reserved for the

expansion of the downtown office core.
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The following matrix provides a comparison of the three scenarios presented in this report:

COMPARISON OF SC-'ENARIOS ID 17TV, P_P"rYFC'T1"TtT V1Dnl%X UrtIFT" TT NXTV - ~ -
SCENARIO Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Description Maintain vlew corridor from Establish view of downfown skyline as Substitute the Four Coiurnns Park site

specified location in Four view to be acciessed frorn Four with another i-ocation on, the Pine Street
Columns Park, Establish Columns Park. Pursue actions to corridor to establish a protected view
view corridor with restrictions ensure, that new developm ent ir. Denny corridor from the Pike/Pine neighborhood
on height of development on Triangle viewshed contributes positively to the Space Needle.
io'!S within view corridor to to this view.

maintain view.

Further enhance viewing opportunities

of skyline by improving and expanding
oper. space opportunities along !-5

eage.

Develop mechanisms to pool resources
from individual project impact mitigation

to improve open space and skyline

viewing opportunities.

Pros
Space Needle remains Addressing impacts of development on Potential to maintain a view of the Space
visible from a location in Four adjacent Pike/Pine neighborhood Needle from a public location in the Pike
Columns Park shared more even!y than in Scenario I Pine neighborhood.

where mitigation fal;!s on ore group of

property owneFs in Space Needle view Opportunity to establish corridor across

corridors, Provides opportunity for portion of Denny Triangle where impacts

more comprehensive approach to
on developable sites would be less than

berif,,fi~ both Pike/Pine and Denny
from Four Columns Park (primarily

friangle neighborhoods and to address affecting DMC zone instead of DOC 2

1
both and open space needs zone).

Cons
Significant reduction in Land iark. view of Space Needle will Would result in some limits on
development potential on likday be lost from Four f0olumns Park development potential within view corridor;
many sites within view over ~irrte.

provisions for protecting view corridor
corridor.

Additional work required to determine
would need to be develoDed, as in

Conflicts with Denny Triangle measures fo~ addressing protection of
Scenario 1, and would li~, e!y generate

Neighborhood Plan, skyline vievv, will! require time and
some controversy.

City/County Transfer of resources to develop proposals, which Any expansion of viewing area beyond
Development Credit 11TDC) will likely generate controversy Pine Street right-of-way on-certain

Program and Seattle requiring resolution. City wii! need to be because acquisition of private property
Comprehensive Plan Goals more activejy;nvolved in coordinating involved.
to promote housing and development act!Mty, planning for

employmer.-t growth in the improvements, developing mitigation
Would probably be regarded as in conflict

Denny Triangle. strategies and necessary
with Denny Triangle plan.

Quality of pircliected view
guidelines.~development standards to

1

marginal compared to
address protection of skyline views.

existing col Iditions.

Conclusions
Mitigation rneasures required Provides best opportunity for integrated Considerable uncertainty about potential
to protect views place strategy to address urban design, open success of this option. Further
substan-6al b'urden on space and view issues for both investigation of potential for maintaining
affected property owners and Pike/Pine and Denny Trianglei view corridor requ. ;red, as we! I as support
coriffict with other City arid neigh borhoods

i

in keeping with for approach fiorn Pike/Pine and Denny
neighborhood development Comprehensive Plan and Denny Triangle neighborhoods.
goals 1: Triangle Plan goals.

Recommen- Do not pursue measures to Establish skyline view as protected view Authorize further investigation of potentialdation protect view of the Space from Four Columns Park. Commit to for establishing view corridor from Pine
Needle from Four Columns 'work. program to proceed with Street location as part of the work
Park necessarv aclions lu ensure protection program for proceeding with

of view arid desired conditions for open recommended Scenario 2.

space along !-5 edge.
I
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Conclusions. If it is agreed that it is not feasible to protect the view of the Space Needle

from Four Columns Park,then it should be recognized that the primary view from the

park is a view of the downtown skyline, and the City must consider measures for address-

ing how future development in. the viewshed can contribute more positiveiy to the

composition of the skyline
observed,;rom this viewp ~7~

i nt. These measures might include

development guidelines to be administered through ~0,e design review process, and

adjustments to height limits and development standards.

Executive Recommendations for Protecting Views of

the Space Needle

In addition to the forgoing recommendations with regard to the future of Four

Columns Park, the Executive further recommends the attached amendments to the

Seattle Municipal Code, Section 25.05.675P to distinguish the Space Needle from

other view protected landmarks and identify the City's policy with regard to view

protection of the Space Needle and to give specific guidance to where and how such

view protection should be implemented.

Ten locations have been identified. These are sites from which view protection of

the Space Needle should constitute an important City objective and from which

reasonable or feasible mitigation measures could be implemented to lessen the impact

of city developm ent on the viewshed. These viewpoints are recommended as follows:

Alki Beach Park Quwarnish Head) Myrtle Edwards Park

Bhy Kracke Park Sculpture Park (City owned parcel',

Gasworks Park Seacrest Park

Hamilton View Point Seattle Center

Kerry Park Volunteer Park

Other sites where the potential for a

degraded, viewshed due to future develop-

ment was considered significantly ob-

structive of the of the Space Needle were

considered. Generally, these sites rated

highly in light of view protection of

mountains, water, and city skyline,

however, did not necessarily qualify from

the standpoint of protecting views of the

Space Needle.

ln particular, these recommendations

will affect the future of Four Columns

Park from the perspective of the

surrounding community. Therefore,

the City must consider measures for

addressing how future development in

the viewshed can contribute more

positively to the composition of the

skyline observed from this viewpoint.

In order to ensure that the issues

raised by the Pike/Pine Neighborhood

with regard to the neighborhood's

interface with downtown and more

specifically with the future of Four

Columns Park are addressed, the City

should commit to a work program to

accomplish the following:
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Identify actions necessary to ensure a pleasing skyline view from Four Columns Park, as
well as promote positive conditions for the use and enjoyment of public open space
along the edges of the Pike/Pine and Denny Triangle neighborhoods. These measures
might include development guidelines to be administered through the design review

process, adjustments to height limits or changes to development standards.

Identify new opportunities for open space in the area of transition between downtown
and the Pike/Pine neighborhood.

Recognize the importance of these transitional issues in the scope of the Center City

Open Space Plan now being undertaken by CityDesign and in the forthcoming envi-

ronmental analysis of proposed height and density changes within downtown to be
undertaken by SPO.

Investigate the possibility of alternative view corridors that would maintain landmark
views without posing an indefensible burden on affected property owners or under-

mining goals of the Comprehensive Plan and other neighborhood plans,

Evaluate funding sources, including use of funds generated both by the transfer of

development credits program and in the di~position of alley vacations, for the develop-
ment of alternative open spaces and mitigation for the loss of, or deterioration of open
spaces due to new development in the area between the Denny Triangle and Pike/Pine

neighborhoods.

The advantage to amending the SEPA

policies to give clear and specific direc-

tion to protec6on of vie~vs of the Space
Needle would eqsure that the Space

Needle and itS WliqUe attributes are

addressed in the overall view protection

policies oil the City.

At this time, the Executive recommen-
dation does not address those viewpoints

identified In (he Cio;'s SEPA policies

governing other Idndni-arks, or where the

skyline or mountains and water bodies

are the focus of the viev, to be protected.

Rather, we have renderedthe case for

view prote-ction into two phases. In

Phase 1, this recommendation provides

certain and specific protection for views
of the Space Needle. They would provide
a higher level of protection than under

current policies and regulations. The

analysis of views of the Space Needle

accomplishes two important objectives.

First, it addresses an area of policy con-

cern both from the perspective of property

owners in the Downtown Denny Triangle

neighborhood, and for surrounding

neighborhood residents,

for whom the lack of clarity and uncer-

tainty, owing to the current City SEPA

policy, provides little in the way of

assurance that City housing and develop-

ment objectives can coexist with environ-

mental protection. It also addresses the

issues raised by center city neighborhoods
such as Capitol Hill and more specifically

the Pike/Pine neighborhood, and responds

to their concerns about clarifying whether

the view of the Space Needie from Four

Columns Park warrants City SEPA protec-

tion. Second, it afforded us the opportu-

nity to test a methodology for view

inventory and assessment.

In Phase 2, it is intended that the

standing policy governing protection of

public views more generally, will be

reevaluated. The contribution of other

culturally or historically significant

structures or features will also be consid-

ered. Recommendations will be forth-

coming based on an analysis of view-

points throughout the city. Ultimately,
the conclusion of our view protection

inventory and analysis will go a long way
towards
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ensuring that Seattle's rich legacy of vistas

and landscapes from parks and view-

points to scenic rights of way will be

protected. We will be able to provide

more certainty about the extent to which

the City will mitigate the affect of new

deveiopment on these important public

resources and help to ensure that other

policy objectives are achievable without

compromising Seattle's livability and

environmental quality.

Proposed Legislation

AND LAND USE -

Seattle Municipal Code Section 25.05.675 is proposed to be amended as follows:

23,05.675 Specific environmental policies.

P Public View Protection.

1. Policy Background.

a. Seattle has a magnificent natural setting of greenery, mountains, and water;

visual amenities and opportunities are an integral part of the City's environmental

quality.

b. The City has developed particular sites for the public's enjoyment of views of

mountains, water and skyline and has many scenic routes and other public places

where such views enhance one's experience.

c. Obstruction of public views may occur when. a proposed structure is located

in close proximity to the street pm--,erty line, when development occurs on lots situ-

ated at the foot of a street that terminates or changes direction because of a shift in

the street grid 'pattern, or when development along a street creates a continuous wall

separa~.nr, :~~a ~;treet from the view.

d. Authority provided through the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance is intended

to preserve s~tes and structures which reflect significant elements of the City's his-

toric heritage and to designate and regulate such sites and structures as historic

landmarks.

e. The adopted,Downtown Land Use Policies and Code provide for the preserva-

tion of specified view corridors through setback requirements and policies for the use

of street space.

f. Adopted Land Use Codes attempt to protect private views through height and

bulk controls and other zoning regulations but it is impractical to protect private views

through project-specific review.
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2. Policies.

a. fti-)~ It is the City's policy to protect public views of significant natural and
human-made features: Mount Rainier, the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, the
downtown skyline, and major bodies of water including Puget Sound, Lake Washing-
ton, Lake Union and the Ship Canal, from public places consisting of the specified

viewpoints, parks, scenic routes, and view corridors, identified in Attachment 1.

(Attachment I is located at the end of this Section 25.05.675.) This gjubqeqfJon does
not apply to the Space Needle. which

is, governed W subsection P.2.c of
th.i,, ~gction.

b. W-)) It is the City's policy to protect public views of historic Iandma'rks

designated by the Landmarks Preservation Board which, because of their promi-
nence of location or contrasts of siting, age, or scale, are easily identifiable visual

features of their neighborhood or the City and contribute to the distinctive quality or

identity of their neighborhood, or the City. This giubsection does not apl2ly to the

Space Needle, which is.9overned by subs~~tion P2.c of this section.

Peliey set fatth

ii
q
~ GMG Seetion 25.05.665.))

It is the city's pglipy to protect public views gf the Space Negdle from the

following loca_tions:

L Al~i Beach Park QuWgmia~~
ii. Bhy Kracke Park

LH. Gasworks Park

iv. Hamiltgn View Poin

v. Kerry Par

vi. Myrtle Edwards Ear
vii. Olympic Sculpture Park (Cb owned parcel)

yiLH. Seacrest Park

ix. ~jeattle Center

Ix. Voluntegr Park

d. ((e-.)) Projects may be conditioned or denied to eliminatg or reduce ad--

verse imWcts on designated 12ublic views, whether or not the project mgets the

criteria-of the Overview Policy set forth in SMC Section 25.05.665; mitigating
measures may include, but are not limited to:

Requiring a change in the height of the development;
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H. ReqO' a ohan.-,,:~e. in the bulk of the development;

fil. Requ~~:n,lj a redes~gn of ihe profi':eof the development;

iv. Req:~~:ing on-site view corridors or requiring enhancements to off-site view

corridors;

v. Relocating the project on the site;

vi. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of walls, fences or plant material;

and

vii. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of accessory structures including,

but rot limited 4o towers, railings and antennae.
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% M,view Inventorms and AssessmentY

The view inventory and assessment is

intended to provide a framework for

determining significant view resources for

Seattle. The goal of this report is to

present the information in a clear and

usable format for a fair and reasonable

approach to determining protected views

and selecting viewpoints.

This project begins with the Space

Needle, a City of Seattle Landmark.

While Seattle has a variety of public

places with v.iews of the Space Needle,

this task involved creating not only a list

of sites that offered specific degrees of

view of the structure but also places that

offered some form of viewing amenities.

Using this
'

premise, the extent of the

Space Needle view is as
'important as

from where it is viewed.

Documenting 'ideal' viewpoints cap,

be a very subjective process; we have

tried to create a process that lends some

objectivity. In devetoping an approach
for assessing Space Needle views, view

source information was gathered to

establish 'viewing standards." These

standards were then used for assessing

the view of the structure and from where

to enjoy the view. Tools employed for

both inventorying views and building

assessment criteria included talking with

local residents and park users, reviewing

promotional brochures, talking with

professional photographers, and inter-

viewing Seattle Department of Parks and

Recreation (DPR) staff to determine what

are the favorite places to view the Space

Needle and why, A survey was also

conducted of where tourism companies

promote the best views of the Space
Needle.

This report is divided into four sec-

tions. Section I addresses the Space
Needle view inventory and assessment

methodology. This section lays out the

framework for collecting the inventory

data and assessment reviews. For clarity,

a glossary of view terms is located at the

end of this section. Section II discusses

the inventory results based on the assess-

ment methodology. Section HI provides

a summary matrix of the inventory results

along with individual site reviews and

illustrations of the public places consid-

ered. Section IV discusses possible

mitigation options for public sites where

views of the Space Needle would be

degraded by future development. Graph-

ics, 3-D modeling, and photographs are

used to illustrate points throughout the

report. Three dimensional examples are

used to illustrate the future development

potential based on current zoning. They

are for discussion purposes only and do

not represent actual building designs.

This report serves as a basis for

Phase I of the Seattle View Protection

Policy and Code Amendments Recom-

mendations.

4
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Section 1. Space Needle Inventory and Assess-
ment Methodology

INVENTORY

The inventory began with the current

view protected sites as found in the State

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) View

Protection Policy in SMC 25.05.675

This list of some 86 sites contains public

viewing sites throughout the city and

includes parks, pocket parks, public-

owned properties, and playfields. The

current view protection policy states in

Section 25.05.675 P 2. b. i. "it is the

City's policy to protectpublic views of

historic landmarks." Under the broadest

interpretation, this can include not only

the SEPA sites but any public place,

including street rights of way. Map I

(page 9) shows possible public viewing

sites of the Space Needle in just the

downtown sector and illustrates the

immensity of this task. Sites used as

public gathering places were also consid-

ered such as ferry terminals, certain

athletic facilities, and spaces for concerts

or festivals. Creating a usable and realis-

tic list of public places was the first task.

While by no means comprehensive, the

SEPA sites together with additional public

places identified a fairly sound data base

in which to begin Space Needle view

assessment.

General Comments

For identification purposes, DPR divides

their parks into type categories: Mini-

parks (e.g. pocket parks), Neighborhood

parks (serves a neighborhood), Commu-
nity parks (serves more than one neigh-

borhood), and Regional parks (serves city-

wide and regional users). In some cases,

it is difficult to monitor a park's users

si
.

nce it can vary depending on weather,

time of day, season, activities, frequency
of documentation, and public knowledge
of a park's location. Therefore, individual

park assessments will use DPR`s park

type categories for identification rather

than specify user groups.

Some SEPA sites are maintained by
Seattle Transportation (SeaTran), Seattle

Public Utilities (SPU), Seattle Board of

Education, Washington Department of

Transportation, and King County. This

information will be noted in the indi-

vidual view site assessments. Creating

uniform standards of maintenance,

accessibility, and viewing amenities will

need to be addressed at some point for

these interdepartmental managed
properties.

Standards used for view analysis of the

Space Needle include taking 50 mm,
daylight photographs of the Space Needle

from a chosen public viewpoint.

Fujichrome 400 speed slide film and

Kodak 200 print film were used. Slides

and prints of potential view sites were
taken during the summer and fall of

2000. For the purpose of viewing an

object, such as the Space Needle, a 50

mm or 'normal' lens is used since it most

closely mimics human vision perspec-

tives. Computer graphic imagery was
created using ArcView 3 0 Analyst.

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Three key factors emerged in establishing

a methodology for analyzing Space
Needle views. First, how much of the

Space Needle view is acceptable and at

what range? Second, what public view

points offer the greatest viewing ameni-

ties? And third, how secure is the view;

what may happen to diminish the views

over time, e.g., as a result of development
within the view corridor?

Factor 1.

Criteria for "how much or and
"range or the Space Needle view.

This factor involved identifying how
much of the structure is considered a full

or "ideal" view and from how far away.
The height of the Space Needle is 605'.

Viewpoints used by Seattle tour cornpa-
nies and professional photographers

select views showing at least 314of the

tower and all of the saucer as good
views. As a starting point we rated views

based on the ability to see the top of the

7
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structure (the saucer) dovvn the tower to

the lower Skyline Room (1001evell,

which is basically Y4 of the Structure.

Blocked or diminished vieu-, -...vere raiod

as poor or undesirable vlevvs, It-, addil ion

to a good vie,,v of the ~~Iructure it.-elf, a

_~uffici.,nt amount cfurroundi~),- omen

mcr to frat-ne ihe landmark

al,,~o ~vas considered, Backgromnd ele-

sufficient atnount of framwd vievv,,v1,11

ment's ma~y be equa.hl,,` iniportar~! Mthin a

view of the Space Needle. Defiting a

il-,A/av_~ be
-v,eal ~;~jbfective.

Figure 1:

400' View Frame

hor 16e porpose- ofthiS

stud,,~-, rouot)hy a ~;00'vtew

wan)e the,5pac- Needle

,,vas _selecteCff. 1_lgure /~ lol~li.

V
,~ewing angles from

pubfic viewpoints also

va!ied. Viewpoints from

-if I
her away offer a smaller

viewing angle; closer view-

points provide a greater

viewing angle. The view

distance to the Space Needle

fall's between six miles (from

some SEPA sites) to the

immediate setting of the

Seattle Center, Clearly six

mh,

es does not present the

l ace ee ie, as the mainP

o ect in a view out rather

part of the larger landscape

(skyline). As this assessment

is focused on the Space

Needle as the main object in a view, the

latter issue of .4-yhnes will be discussed

if) hiture anal
I

ysi
.

s of Seattle's View Protec-

tion, Poflicje_~. /A distance, of between 0 to

ifel~ 1va,; chosen as a reasonable

,lievving di.~iaoce where the public could

focus .on enl'o-vin- a vi
.

ew of the structure

context of the city. This is based in part

on information gained through review of

our inventory data.

or C0LJ!G1 clear!-v see its relationship in the

Structure criteria summary.
" A full or good view of the Space

Needle encompasses at least Y4of the

tower, all of the saucer, and some

surrounding open space to frame the

landmark.

" A suitable viewing distance is from 0

to approximately 2 Y2miles.

Factor 2.

Criteria for View Points
and Viewing Amenities.

Developing the criteria or standards for

determining public viewpoints and

viewing amenities are based on urban

design principles, park design features,

DPR maintenance and facilities standards,

criteria used by other cities, and land use

policies.

Information from a variety of sources

was consulted on urban design and site

planning principles that dealt with ele-

ments of space, comfort, use, noise

abatement and access. Sensory1refuge

studies were examined on the psycho-

logical impacts and comfort needs of

"pausing places' and how landscape and

park design can support these spaces by

enhancing view opportunities. Other

cities utilized similar goals in their review

criteria and in Seattle, the Design Com-
mission encourages these policies when
reviewing public open space. From a//

these materials, the following viewpoints

and site amenities were determined:

View point criteria:

The property is a city park and is under

certain DPR maintenance policies to

accommodate users, or is publicly

owned and maintained by other public

agencies (Figure 2, page 12).

Park amenities are available such as

benches, retaining walls, viewing

decks, or telescopes for enjoying

views (figure 3. page 12).

The viewing area offers a relaxed or

restful setting. Noise, reflected glare,

or other negative sensory impacts do

not compete with the visual experi-

ence (Figure 4, page 12).

The view point(s) are popular viewing

places used by the general public.

This includes locally-used places for

the neighborhoods as well as destina-

tion points for tourists. People use

these sites for more passive, recre-

ational uses such as for picnics or

simply as good places to walk, jog,

bike, or pause and enjoy the view

(Figure -5, page 12).

11
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a The place is accessible-for the

disabled as well as providing adequate

parking and walkways for reaching

view point(s) (Figure 6).

Factor 3. View Corridor Impacts

The third factor addresses to what degree

could the view erode over time, as a

result of unmitigated development. To

answer this we looked at future zoning

potential within the view corridor, using

3-D modeling to illustrate views. It should

be noted that with this modeling, only

blocky, rectangular forms are available

for buildings, therefore, the images show
extremes in heightlbulk and are based on

Figure 2:

entire city block build-outs rather than as Tree Trimming

individual buildings. The maps used for

this study are for identification purposes

only and are, iot to scale.

The number of parcels affected and on

some sites, the amount of acreage within

a view corridor is identified. Economic

impacts studies are possible ior more

information but were not done at this

time.

Glossary of View Terms:

View Corridon A view corridor or view cone is a three-

dimensional area extending out from a viewpoint. The

width of the view corridor depends on the focus of the

view. The focus of the view may be a single object, such

as the Space Needle, which results in a narrower view

corridor of framed view, or a group of objects, such as the

downtown skyline, which would result in a wide corridor

or wide-angle view.

Viewpoint: A viewpoint is a location from which to enjoy

a view. A viewpoint may be a generalized location and

include several vantage points where the view may be seen

to best advantage, or a single observation point.

View/Viewshed. A view that is classified by viewing type.

A framedor vista view (10-40 degrees) is a confined view
often focused upon or toward a specific feature in the

jandsca pe, such as the Space Needle. A wide angle view

(40-180 degrees) is a view encompassing a considerable

viewing angle. A panorarna view (180-360 degrees) is a

view which provides the observer with a great sweep of the

setting.

I

Figure 4: A Restful Setting

Figure 5. Recrpatio ~al Use

W I
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Section.. 11. Space Needle
ment Results

The following section discusses the data

gathered on potential viewing sites of the

Space Needle. It assesses these sites

against the three outlined view factors.

From this review, the final list of unob-

structed view sites was developed. Public

places that did not rate a 'high" score on
the matrix were due largely to lack of

ADA accessibility standards, limited

public amenities, or problematic-noise,

glare disturbances. Places that would

likely have view blockage from potential

development were also rated. These

sites ranked either 'medium' or 'low'

depending on the extent of mitigation

needed to protect the view. A matrix is

located at the beginning of Section I// that

summarizes these view ratings.

Factor 1.

Inventory and assessment
of 2 16 mile range and
good (Y4 to full) view
of the Space Needle.

SEPA Sites

Initial research was conducted of the

Space Needle from a// eighty-six SEPA

listed view protection sites as found in the

SEPA View Protection Policies 25.05.675.

During the late 1970slearly 1980s, this

site list was first developed and based on

environmental viewprotection criteria.

There is no documentation as to why
some public sites may have been selected

over others. However, the list does

provide a representative number of view

sites throughout the city. Of these sites,

th irty-five provide some view of the Space
Needle. Twenty sites were within the

2 V2mile view range, and of these, ten

sites provided a full (from Y4 to all) view
of the structure:

Inventory and Assess-

Myrtle Edwards Park

Newton Street End Park

Seacrest Park (Harbor Vista Park)

Volunteer Park Tower

Note: Newton Street End Park and

Volunteer Park Tower were eventually

dropped due to lack of accessibility.

Additional Public Places

In addition to the SEPA sites, other public

places were also inventoried and assessed.

While by no means comprehensive, the

assessment does provide examples of

other public property considered for

possible view protection of the Space
Needle.

Using the view amenities criteria to

narrow the possibilities, ten additional

public areas were selected, again roughly

within a 2 V2mile radius of the structure

and all with good views of the Space
Needle. Four are parkslplayfields:

Cascade Playfield, Denny Park, South

Lake Union Park, and Volunteer Park.

Four are city-owned properties: City

Light Broad Street Substation, Seattle

Center, Parks Maintenance Division

Facility, and the waterfront trolley car

barn parcel (part of proposed Olympic

Sculpture Park). Street rights-of-wayl

"pocket parks" are located on Third

Avenue at Broad St., and Aurora Ave. at

Broad St.

Based on the ability to see a 400' foot

framed view of the Space Needle from

these various view points, the angles of

the view corridors measured anywhere
from 1.4 to 18 degrees.

Factor 2.

View points and viewing amenities

Alki Park (Duwamish Head)

Bhy Kracke Park

Four Columns Park (Boren-PikelPine

Place)

Gasworks Park

Hamilton Viewpoint

Kerry Viewpoint

Amenity standards or view quality criteria

were established to select viewpoints
where enjoyment of views is enhanced.

Informal interviews of park users, urban

design principles, and view criteria from

other cities were only some of the ele-

ments used to help define why people

13
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enjoy certain locations for views. While

additional research could expand the

amenity criteria, the standards developed
in this case provided a reasonable basis

to begin view analysis.

Of all the potential public sites (SEPA

sites plus additional public places), the

following nine places met the objectives

of the view quality criteria. The park

typology used by DPR is also indicated:

1. Alki Beach Park (Duwamish Head).

A Neighborhood PaTk - A Iki Beach

neighborhood, HarborA ve. at SW
California Place,

2. Bhy Kracke Park. A Neighborhood

Park - Queen Anne neighborhood,

Bigelo w North and Comstock Place.

3. Gasworks Park. A RegionalPatk -

Wallingford neighborhood, 2000 N.

Northlake Way.

4. Hamilton View Point A Community
Park -Adwiral neighborhood Califor-

nJaA ve. 5W.

5. Kerry Park View Point A Regional

Park - Queen Anne neighborhood, W.

HiqhJandan,dSeC0ndAVenUe We5t.

6. Myrtle Edwards Park. A Regional

Park - Lower Queen Anne neighbor-

hood, FffiottBay waterfront

7~ Seacrest Park. A Regional'Park -

Harbor A venue SW vicinity.

8. Seattle Center - lower Queen Anne

Hillneighhorbood, RroadSt., lWercer

St., ZIA Ve.

9. Volunteer Park. A Regional Park,-

Capitol Hill neighborhood

Factor 3.

View Corridor Impacts

Based on current zoning these images

show potential view impacts to the Space
Needle. Some views, particularly ones

with viewpoints at high topography

levels, appear minimallyaffected. others,

at lower topography levels and located

near parcels zoned for denser develop-

ment, illustrate more problematic view

corridors showing degraded or even

obstructed views. ArcView analysis does

not indicate what will actually be con-

structed but merelyprovides an idea of

potential heights1bulk and comparisons to

other city blocks. Specific parcels within

these view corridors are identified by the

King County Assessor's Parcel Identifica-

tion Number and highlighted indicating

future projects may be conditioned for

view protection compliance.

Recently constructed buildings may not

appear in the current 3-D view mode/.

The database for identifying exact view-

points is the horizontal Datum: North

American Datum of 1981, 1991 adjust-

ment, and for the vertical, the North

American Vertical Datum of 1988.

All nine high-rated viewpoints, that

met the view quality criteria, indicate

relatively little impact on Space Needle

views from future development. The

following four sites, however, indicate

degraded views of the Space Needle with

varying degrees ofview blockage. These

sites received medium or low ratings

based primarily on the potential for

eroded views. They are further discussed

in the individual site reviews.

Cascade Playfield - Cascade neighbor-

hoodpark.

Four Columns Park - PikelPine neighbor-

hoodpark

Olympic Sculpture Park (proposed) -

Relltown neighborhood

Using 3-D ArcView analysis and the

City's Geographical Information System

(GIS) data, build-out views from the

various public viewpoints were created.

South Lake Union Park - South Lake

Union neighborhoodpark.

14
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Section Ill. View Analysis Matrix and Individual Site
Reviews

Using all three view factors, a Space
Needle view matrix was created as a

reference and summarytool. This list

ranks the potential views as 'high,'

"medium,' and 'low" based on the view
factor criteria. Detailed individual

evaluations for all "high" and "medium"

scored sites were completed. Due to the

complexity of view issues, individual

reviews of Four Columns Park and South

Lake Union Park (both low scoring sites)

also are included.

figure 7: Space Needle Vlew

Analysis Matrix is located on

pages 16 and 17.

15



CITY OF SEATTLE: DEPARTMENT OF DESIC "',-)NSTRUCTION AND LAND USE
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I

COMMENTS
INDIVIDUAL EVALUATIONS

"High" Score View Sites

1. Alki Beach Park (Duwamish Head)

2. Bhy Kracke Park

3. Gasworks Park

4. Hamilton View Point

5. Kerry Park View Point

6. Myrtle Edwards Park

7. Seacrest Park

8. Seattle Center

9. Volunteer Park

"Medium" Score View Sites

1. Cascade Playground

2. Newton Street End Park (not handi-

capped accessible)

3. Olympic Sculpture Park (proposed)

"Low" Score View Sites

1. Four Columns Park

2. South Lake Union Park

Note: Other 'low' scoring view sites

appear on the matrix. However,
individual reviews of these sites are not

included in this report.
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.-'-)NSTRUCTION AND LAND USE

Afflo"luo""HII SCOR"' I m:

'VFIEW SINNINES&amp;

Alki Beach Park

(Duwamish Head)

Bhy Kracke Park

Gasworks Park

Hamilton View Point

Kerry Park View Point

Myrtle Edwards Park

Seacrest Park

Seattle Center

Volunteer Park
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Alki Beach Park
(Duwamish Head)

Figufaa 8:

View from Alki

Map 2:

View corridor

from Alki Beach

Location: Alki Beach is located in

West _1'eattle and is part of the 56-acr"

Duwan-iish, Head Greenbelt area at tll-ie

northern tip of the park at S.W. California

Place and Harbor Avenue S.W.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 1.491 (Map 2).

The view point from the park is at State

Plane Coordinates X 1257932 and

Y220577.

""":~VEEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

Analysis: The park is currently listed

as a SEPA view-protected site and is

classified by the Department of Parks and
Recreation as a regional park,

This park contains a full view of the

Space Needle from a distance of approxi-

mately 3,960 yards (Figure 8). The view

corridor crosses Elliott Bay and through a

section of northwest Belltown. The view

of the Space Needle is unobstructed.
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corridor:

DMC 85 125165~

The park is a popular visitor and

neighborhood site with a variety of

passive and active recreational amenities.

The Duwamish Head area of the park

provides a designated viewing area plus

viewing amenities along the park side-

walks. This park also is part of the Alki

Beach/Alki Harbor Duwarnish Corridor

and accommodates pedestrianlcycling

uses.

For enjoying views, benches, signage

and viewing telescopes are available. The

site is accessible with parking along

Harbor Avenue S.W. and Alki Avenue

S. IN.

Based on the 3-D analysis of the view

from Alki Beach Park (Duwarnish Head),

(Figures 9, 10) a full Space Needle view

remains unobstructed and indicates

minimal view erosion f~om, potential

development.

The view corridor and subsequent

view protection cc., npliancemeasures
under SEPA suppo.,-~ :he intent of the

City's Compreh~-:--n,~; i ,/-, P'i'an.

For planning parcels affected

within this view corn"dor are indicated in

Map 3. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs) are also lisW."I am,4, represent

approx imate!y 7 parl- els of public prop-

erty and approximately 16 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating. High

Figure 9. Current view - 3-D model

Figure 10: Future potential devoiopment conditions model

based on current zoning
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Map 3:

Parcels affecting view

corridor, including

Parcel identification

Numbers (PiNs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

1985200130

1985200130

7985200130

1985200495

1985200140

1985200160

0695000335

0695000285

0695007777

0695000295

0695000245

0698000095

1734808888

7666202270

7666202292

7666202290

7666706950

0695000045

0698000095

0695000005

7666202275

0695000075

0695000080

7666202257

7666202255

7666202285

7666202268

7666202290

7666706950
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22

Figure 11:

View from Bhy Kracke

Location: The view point for Bhy
Kracke Park is located in the Queen ADne
Hill neighborhood on Comstock Place off

Bigelow Avenue N.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 6.23 1. The

vie wpoint from, the park is a t 5tate Plan e

Coardinate5 X1266799 and Y-233722.

Analysis: The 1.5acreparkiscanently
P,7fedas a 5EPA view-protectedsiteandis

c ~assifiedhy the Department ofPark5 and
Recreation as a neighhorhood'park.



SF'* 'NEEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

This park provides a full view of the

Space Needle from a distance of approxi-

mately 1,200 yards (Figure 11). Due to

the high topography of Queen Anne Hill,

and the view corridor along Fourth

Avenue N., the Space Needle view is

unobstructed. Current zoning within this

corridor: SF 5000, L-3.

There is a viewing.area platform with

retaining wall seating and room for bench

seating. The site is accessible and parking

is available, mainly along the streets.

This upper viewpoint section of the

park lends itself to pass ive-recreation al

uses particularly as a place to pause or sit

and enjoy views and is primarily a,

neighborhood-used park. Park signage is

located only at the lower level of park

property along 5th Ave. N.

A landscape maintenance program is

underway by DPR to maintain unob-

structed views from this viewpoint.

Based on 3-D analysis of the viewpoint

from Bhy Kracke (Figures 12, 13), the

Space Needle view remains unobstructed

and indicates minimal view erosion from

potential development.

The view corridor and subsequent
view protection compliance measures

support the intent of the City's Compre-
hensive Plan.

Parcels affected within this view

corridor are indicated in Map 5. Parcel

Identification Numbers (PINs) are also

listed and represent approximately 14

parcels of public property and approxi-

mately 32 under privatelnonprofit owner-

ships. For planning purposes, these

numbers represent the type of property

ownership and the number of owners
involved in view protection compliance
measures.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

F'oure 12., Current view 3-L) model

Fia;'~T, 13: Future potential development conditions model
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Map 5: Parcels

affecting view corrido-,

including Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers(PlNs)

6890400005

3025049048

3025049013

5457801765

5457801760

5457801775

5457801795

5457801870

5457801660

5457801665

5457801130

5457801085

5457807670

5457801675

5457801580

5457801200

5457801590

5457801595

5457801195

5457801185

5457801600

5457801250

5457801520

5457801545

5457801280

5457801460

5457801275

5457801470

5457801270

5457801475

5457807265

5457807480

5457800310

5457801400

5457801420

1988200700

1988200705

1988200640

1988200775

1985200550

1997200072

1997200005

7985200130

1985200130

1985200495

1991200095
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I

3 Gasworks Park

Location: Gasworks Park is located in

the Wallingford neighborhood at N.

Northlake Way and Meridian Avenue N.

The park is listed as a SEPA view pro-
tected site and is considered one of the

most popular view points of Seattle.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 2.41 (Figure 14).

The view point from the park is at State

Plane Coordinates X1270442 and

Y238754.

Analysis: The indicated viewpoint

pf o vides a full view of the Space Needle

from a distance of approximately 3,080

yards.

NCI~26__,

j

011,

~&amp;! ,~fz _~
"

LDT

11AP

", '~~ -, j 11~ ~

'4~
C, "i

A, L, ', f

N,C 3- 5

NIk"'i-65 NC3-85

-4-'.t

C-01

C-2-40

C2-40'

Sr

Figure 14: View from

Gasworks Park

Map 6:

View corridor

EV P,

NC-31-125 -~-'2t
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Located along the northern shoreline of

Lake Union, the view corridor crosses a

section of the South Lake Union neigh-

borhood. The view of the Space Needle

is unobstructed. Current zoning within

this corridor: C240, C2-65, and CI-65.

I he site provides a viewing area with

park benches and view platforms. The

viewpoint is accessible and parking is

available at the main entrance. The 19. 1

acre.park is considered a regional park by
DPR and is popular with tourists as well

as heavily used by the local public. The

park serves both passive and active

recreational uses and is designed with

viewing amenities throughout the site.

Based on 3-D analysis of the viewpoint

from Gas-works (Figures 11 5, 16), the

Space Needle view remains unobstructed

and indicates minimal view erosion from

potential development.

The view corridor and subsequent

view protection compliance measures

support the intent of the City's Compre-
hensive Plan,

For planning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are indicated in

Map 7. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs)' are also listed and represent

approximately 19 parcels of public

property and approximately 97 under

privatelnonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

Figure 15: 3-D Model current view

Figure 16, Future potential development conditions model based on
current zoning
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Map 7: Parcels

affecting view corridor,

including Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

Parcel

Identification

Number

7249700005

4088803838

4088803837

4088803890

4088803892

4088803945

4088803946

4088803965

1925049022

4088803975

4088803976

1925049020

8805108888

8807900390

8807900360

3185808888

8807900155

8807900150

8807900200

8807900745

8807900355

8807900140

8807900130

6011008888

3025049005

3025049040

3025049047

3386900045

3025049008

3386900040

3386900030

3025049068

3386900025

3025049001

3386900070

3386900080

3386900105

3366900110

3386900115

6096500010

0052000070

0052000090

0053000005

0052000036

0052000045

0052000075

0052000035

2249500450

2249500355

2249500450

2249500367

2249500350

2249500380

2249500390

7212308888

2249500270

2249500384

2249500375

2249500310

2249500320

2249500305

5194408888

2249500295

5458300770

2249500335

2249500328

2249500329

2249500328

5458300700

2249500045

2249500035

5458300695

5458300705

8966508888

5458300685

2249500060

7804158888

8664808888

5458300631

2249500058

2249500055

2249500065

2249500059

5458300596

5458300580

5458300579

5458300577

2249000435

5458300578

2249000440

5458300575

7215758888

2249000455

5458300570

2249000465

5458300565

5458300560

5458300555

5458300285

5458300290

5458300525

5458300505

5458300490

5458300535

5458300540

5458300480

5458300550

5458300345

5458300345

5458300425

5458300390

1988200836

7988200705

1988200640

1988200775

1985200550

1991200012

1991200005

1985200130

1985200130

1985200130

1985200495
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a W
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- n
"

"'ew Pointr1al-nal '10 V1
Location: Hamilton View Point is

iocated in Admiral neighborhood of Vilest

Seattle at the northern end of California

A venue S.W. The 16.9 acre park is listed

as a SEPA site and is considered one of

the signature viewpoints of Seattle (Figure

17).

Coordinates-. The view corridor

range is approximately 1.461 (Mlap 8).

The viewpoint from the park is at State

Plane Coordinates X 1257932 and Y
220577

Analysis: The viewing area for this

park provides a full view of the Space
Needle from a distance of approximately

4 070 yards.

Figure 17: Hamilton View Point

Tointvi6w
1-1-11-1-1--- . . ............................... ...... ........ ".

Map 8:

View corridor from

Hamilton View Point
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Due to the high topography, the view

corridor to the Space Needle is unob-

structed. Current zoning within this

corridor: DA,1 85 - DMRIC 125/65.

There is a large viewing area with

several park henches. Theviewpointis

accessible; parking is

Hamilton classified as a community

park and a vw-,v,'oint, R' S'~ used by
locals fot,,--,assive-!(~creat~:oii~,,,I uses and is

also popular as a tourisr

..
I-

- ite.

Based on analysis of the viewpoint

from Hamilton, the
S~r),Fice

Needle view

remains unobstructed and indicates

minimal view erosion from potential

development (Figures 18, 19).

The view corridor and subsequent

view protection compliance measure.~

support the intent of the City's Com.pre-

hensive Plan.

Dov,,,?)tovvn parcels affected within thiS

view corridor are indicated in Map 9.

For pla n n ing purposes, Parcel Identifi-

cation Nuanbers (PIN5) are also listed and

represent approximately 11 parcels of

public property and 20 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

sv, 'NEEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND AssEssMENT

Figure 18: Cvrrent 3-D model view

Figure 19: Future potential development conditions model using current

zoning
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Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

7991200012

1985200130

1985200130

1985200130

1985200495

7985200140

1985200160

0695000335

069500028-55

0695007777

0695000295

0695000243

0698000095

1734808888

0695000045

0698000095

0695000005

7666202275

0695000075

0695000080

7666202257

7666202255

7666202285

7666202268

7666202270

7666202292

7666202290

7666706950

9272202790

0131508888

9272202415

9272202425

9272202430
Map 9: Parcels affecting view corridor, including Parcel Identification Numbers (PINs)
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Kerry Park View Point

Figure 20: Vew frorn Kerty Park

Map 10:

View corridor

SPI
"

' ' '
"

'!EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY ANo ASSESSMENT

Location: Kerry Park is located in the

1:1ueen Anne Hill neighborhood along

i4ighlaand Drive, between Second and
.

ihird Avenues West.

Coordinates: The view corridor range

is approximately 5.881 (Map 10), The

vie~yjqoint from the park is at State Plane

Coordinates X1264021 and Y23332 1.

Analysist Kerry Part',- offors a full view

ofthe Space Needle froin a distance of

approximaleiv 1, 300 ards and b, cur-

renti-v listed as a SEPA view protected site.
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I "'WRW
-

Figure 21: Current 3-D view

on=

Figure 22. Future. ootential devefapno~nt conditions based on current

zoning

I irking along Highland Avenue.

,-ovided. The park is accessible with

Benches and retaining wall seating are

available. Viewing telescopes also are

Due to the high topography of Queen
Arne Hill, the view corridor to the Space
Needle is unobstructed (Figure 20).

Current zoning within this corridor: SF

5000, L-3, NC3-40, MR., and NC3-85.

Considered one of the signature

viewing sites for the city, the community

park serves a regional audience, popuiar

with neighbors and locals but also a

major attraction for touristsltours,

Based on analysis of the view from

rry Park, the Space Needle view

reinains unobstructed (Figures 21, 22).

The view corridor and subsequent view

I
!()tection compliance measures support

the intent of the City's Comprehensive
Plan.

Parcels affected within this view

corridor are indicated in Map 11. Parcel

identification Numbers (PiNs) are also

listed and represent approximately 13

parcels of public property and approxi-

mately 28 under privatelnonprofit owner-

ships. For planning purposes, these

numbers represent the type of property

ownership and the number of owners

involved in view protection compliance
measures.

Matrix view analysis rating: High
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Map 11:

Parcels affecting view

corridor, including

Parcel Identification

Numbers (PINs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1731800300 879900165 985200305

1731800265 3879900135 7985200550

3879900815 9425588888 1991200012

3879900820 3879900057 1985200130

3879900765 5457300020 1985200130

3879900810 3879900115 7985200130

3879900775 5457300410 1985200495

3879900805 5457300005

3879900780 5161008888

3879900786 5457300595

3879900785 1988200185

3879900787 1988200250

3879900370 7988200440

3879900355 1988200190

3879900340 1983200003

3879900350 1988200380

3879900755 1988200640

3880400005 7985200245

I
.414
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a Is6myrtle Edwards Pkark

Location.- Myrtle Edwards Park is

located in the lower Queen Anne neigh-

borhood, along the Elliott Bay waterfront.

The Park is currently listed as a SEPA view

protected site.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 11. 921 (,Map 12).

The viewpoint from the north end of the

park is at State Plane Coordinates

X 1263640 and Y 229645.

Analysis-. The indicated viewpoint

provides a full view of the Space Needle

Figure 23,

Myrtle Edwards Park
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from a distance of approximately 900

yards (Figure 23).

Located along the shoreline, the view

corridor crosses a section of lower Queen
Anne. The view of the Space Needle is

unobstructed.

The site provides a viewing area with

park benches and picnic tables, The

viewpo hn t is accessib /e an d parking is

ava;lable at the main entrance.

Cla ~s i fied b y OPR as a regional park,

the 4.8acre park ~erves a variety of

passive recreational uses. Cyclists,

joggers, and ~valkers actively use this

waterfront space.

Based on analysis of the viewpoint

from Myrtle Edwards Park, the Space Figure .14. Current w - 3-D a iodel

eedle view remains unobstructed

(Figures 24, 25).

The view corridor and subsequent

view protection compliance measures

support the intent of the City's Compre-
hensive Plan.

For planning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are iodicated in

Map 13. Current zoning within this

corridor. C2-40 NC3-65. Parcel Identifi-

cation Numbers (PINs) are also listed and

represent approximately 9 parcels of

public property and approximately 23

under privatelnonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

Figure 25: Future potential development conditions model based on

current zoning
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Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

1991200012

199120006-5

7985200130

1985200185

1989201515

1989201460

1985200065

7985200065

798-55200130

1985200130

7666202190

1985200495

1991200075

7666202250

7989201010

1989201285

1989201270

1985200740

1989201280

1989201275

1991200095

7992200400

1989200975

1989200910

1989201385

1989201315

1989201450

7666202220

1989201395

1992200465

1992200415

. . ............ ------- -- -1 1 - I

Map 13.- affecting view corridor, iiicluding Parcel Identification Numbers (PINs)

36



SP ~ -
"4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

7 Seacrest Park

F,,,.,ire 26: View from S-eaorpsl Par.,,,-. Photo taken 10,12000.

Location: Seacrest Park is located in

the north end of West Seattle along

Harbor Avenue S.W.

Formerly known as Harbor View Park,

Seacrest is currently listed as a SEPA view

protected site and is considered one of the

signature viewpoints of Seattle (Figure 26)

Coordinates: The view corridor

,ange is approximately 1.670 (Map 14).

The viewpoint from the park is at State

Plane Coordinates X 1258578 and

Y218898.

Analysis-. The indicated viewpoint

provides a full view of the Space Needle
from a distance of approximately 4,290

yards. Located along the shoreline, the

view corridor crosses Elliott Bay and a

section of northwest Belltown, View of

the Space Needle is unobstructed.
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Figure 27 Current 3-D view

Figure 28. Future potential development conditions model using current

zoning

The site provides a large viewing area

with several park benches. The viewpoint

is accessible; parking is available on site,

Seacrest is part of the Alki Traill

Duwamish Corridor system and is heavily

used by pedestrians, fishermen, joggers,

and bicyclists. As a regional park, the 6.4

acre site serves a wide user audience

from local neighborhoods to tourists and

accommodates a variety of passive

recreational uses.

Based on analysis of the viewpoint

from Seacrest Park, the Space Needle

view remains unobstructed (Figures 27,

28).

The view corridor and subsequent
view protection compliance measures

support the intent of the City's Compre-
hensive Plan.

Downtown parcels affected within this

view corridor are indicated in Map 15.

Current zoning within this corridor:

DMC 85 - WRIC 125165.

Parcel Identification Numbers (PiNs)

are also listed and represent approxi-

mately 7 parcels of public property and

approximately 23 under privatelnonprofit

ownerships. For planning purposes,

these numbers represent the type of

property ownership and the number of

owners involved in view protection

compliance measures.

Matrix view analysis rating: High
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I

-1

Map 15: Parcels

affecting view

corridor, including

Parcel Identification

Numbers (PINs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

1985200130

1985200130

1985200130

1985200495

1985200140

0695000335

0695007777

0656000005

0695000295

0695000245

0698000095

7734808888

0586408888

0698000095

0695000005

0654000005

7666202275

0695000075

0695000080

0653000545

0653000520

0653000480

7666202285

7666202305

7666202306

7666202292

7666202290

7666202297

7666202295

7666706730

7666706802

7666706804
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8 Seaftle Center

Location: The Seattle Center is located

between Broad St., Mercer St., and I Ave.

North in the lower Queen Anne neigh-

borhood.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 17.91 (Map 16).

The viewpoint is at State Plane Coordi-

nates X1265745 and Y230972.

Analysis: The 605'tall Space Needle is

located within the Seattle Center prQperty.

Constructed in 1962 as part of the

World's Fair, the Needle has become one

of the city's signature icons. There are

numerous full views of the structure. The
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one viewpoint used for analysis was
selected in an area that offers passive

recreational uses, near the International

Fountain (Figure 29).

The park is accessible and is consid-

ered a popular Seattle tourist and local

destination site.

Based on 3-D analysis of the view-

point, the Space Needle view remains

unobstructed and indicates minimal vievv

erosion from potential development.

The view corridor and subsequent

view protection compliance measures

support the intent of the City's Compre-
hensive Plan.

Forplanning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are indicated in

Map 17. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs) are also listed and represent

approximately 8 parcels of public prop-

erty and approximately 1 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

S1 'EEDLE: 'VIEW INVENTORYAND ASSESSMENT

F'gure 30. Current view 3-D

Figure 31. Future potential development condit'f'!7s model

using current zoning
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AA,ap 17. Parcels

(PiNs)

affecting view corridor,

iricl'uding Parcel

'J, fico~ion Numbers

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

7988200380

1988200640

1985200245

1985200305

1985200550

1985200130

1985200730

1985200130

7985200495
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Volunteer Park

Map 18.

View corridor

SF 5000

NC24,0

SP ..........
4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORYANDAssESSMENT

C2 -40

cz-b5

VA LL E Y ~,~4'0
C 2

240N

t--3 NC3-Q

C3-65

GI-E5

Location: Volunteer Park is located in

the Capitol Hill neighborhood. The park

is located at 14th East and E. Prospect. The

48.3 acre park is classified by the Depart-

n.,ent of Parks and Recreation as a re-

Coordinates: The ,,;ew corridor range

i,I;approximately 2~ 7)2- (Map 18). The

-viewpoint from the park i, at State Plane

oordinates X 1275) 05 7 and Y233304.

Analysis: This park contains a full view
of the Space Needle from a distance of

approximately 3,018 yards. Due to the

high topography, the view corridor

'R SSUS

&lt;

OMC-12!

Ir, I 0~4$

-65 sy- -%w

0-10
NC3-~5

Volunteer
Park 40

-340

NI C3-F),S

NC,
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Figure 33. Current 3-D view

Figure 34. Future potential development conditions model based on
current zoning

crosses the water reservoir and over South

Lake Union. The Space Needle view is

unobstructed (Figure 32).

The site is accessible, seating and

parking are provided.

Based on analysis of the view from

Volunteer Park, the Space Needle view

remains unobstructed (Figures 33, 34).

The view corridor and subsequent view

protection compliance measures support

the intent of the City's Comprehensive
Plan.

Parcels affected within this view

corridor are indicated in Map 19. Current

zc:ling within the downtown sector of the

view corridor: C2-60, C2-40, NC3-65,
NC3-85 and C1-85.

For planning purposes, parcel Identifi-

cation Numbers (PlNs) are also listed and

represent approximately 13 parcels of

public property and approximately 90

under privatelnonprofit ownerships.

Matrix view analysis rating: High

Opposite page:

map 19.

Parcels affecting view

corridor including

Parcel Identification

Numbers (PINs)
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Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

2925049087

6762700605

6762700670

6762700485

6762700490

9831200630

2663000006

9831200510

2663000080

9831200490

2663000016

9831200520

9831200620

9831200040

9831200480

9831200525

9831200530

9831200010

2163900105

2163900170

2163900100

2763900095

684008888

2763900085

2163901740

2763900190

5155208888

2163900360

2163900185

2163900365

2163900195

2163900494

2763900370

2163900340

2163900493

1361300020

2163900490

2163900515

7984200035

1984200270

1984200280

1984200291

1983200585

1984200240

1984200260

1983200505

1983200495

1983200500

1988201480

1983200065

1983200150

1983200585

1983200535

1983200375

1983200325

1983200536

1983200180

",IEEDLE: VIEW iNVENTORY ANo ASSESSMENT

7983200540 1988201325 1997200270 1985200550

1983200085 19BB207380 1985200495 1991200012

1983200160 1988207370 1997200075 1991200005

1983200360 1988207585 1988201285 1991200330

1983200345 1988207320 1988201400 1991200405

1983200090 1988201310 1938201350 1991200845

1983200170 1985200550 1988201605 1991200800

1983200095 1991200012 1988201550 7991200870

1988201090 1991200005 1983200045 1991200390

7988201285 1991200330 1983200005 1991200340

7988201400 1991200405 1988201595 1991200375

1988201350 1991200845 1988201555 7991200875

1988201605 1991200800 1988201390 1991200405

1988201550 1991200870 1988201360 1985200130

1983200045 1991200390 2677368888 1985200130

1983200005 1991200340 1988201590 1985200130

1988201595 1991200375 1988201565 1991200375

1988201555 1991200815 1988201325 7991200270

1988201390 1991200405 1988201380 7985200495

1988201360 1985200130 1988201370 1991200075

2677368888 1985200730 1988201585

1988201590 1985200130 1988201320

7988201565 1991200315 1988201310
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Cascade Playground

Newton Street End Park

(not handicapped accessiblel

no individual review)

Olympic Sculpture Park

(proposed)
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Cascade Phanyground

Map 20:

View corridor

EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

Location: The Cascade Playground is

located at 333 Pontius Ave. N. in the

Cascade Neighborhood near South Lake

Union.

Coordinates: The view corridor

range is approximately 6.31 (Map 20).

The view point from the park is at State

Plane Coordinates X1270877 and

Y-)
-

-3)
03 72.

Analysis: The 1. 9 acre pfa~,Ifield is

classitied by the Dejuartnient of!"arks and

Recreation as a nei-ghborhood park.
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Figure 36. 3-D current view

This park provides a full view of the Space
Needle from a distance of approximately

1,320 yards (Figure 35). Currentzoning
W.-thin this corridor. IC 65, SCMIR 55175,

NC3-85, and C1 85.

Picnic tables and benches accommo-
d,:te passive-recreational users. The site

is accessible
'

.

parking is along the neigh-

borhood streets.

Based on the 3-D analysis of the

viewpoint from this park,(Figures 36, 37),

the Space Needle view could be signifi-

cantly obstructed by potential future

development. It is likely that major

mitigation measures would be necessary
in order to maintain a view corridor.

For planning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are indicated in

Map 2 1. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs) are also listed and represent

approximately 7 parcels of public prop-

erty and approximately 54 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships, For planning

purposes, these numbers represent the

ty..De ofjoroperty ownership and the

number of owners involved in view

p.rotection compliance measures.

Nlatrix view analysis rating- Medium

Figure 37., Future potential development conditions

based on current zoning
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Map2l: Parcels

affecting view corridor,

including Parcel

Identification Numbers

(PINsIl

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

1991200012

1991200005

1991200405

1991200845

1991200870

1991207150

1991201295

1986200185

1986200480

2467400065

2467400335

1991201225

2467400110

1986200135

1986200230

1991200375

1986200450

1986200418

1991200815

1991200405

2467400105

1991201280

1986200165

1986200226

1986200420

1986200275

1991207275

1991207187

1991207285

1986200160

1986200440

1991201195

1991201190

7991201270

1991201200

1991201290

1986200155

1985200130

1985200130

1997200375

1991200270

1991200540

1997200495

1991200790

1991200795

1991200730

7991201000

1991200930

1991201140

7991201080

1991201405

1985200495

1997200785

1991200940

1991200935

1991200505

1991200765

1991200075

1991200310

1991200305

Sp -~--`~':4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT
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Olympic Scubture Park
(Proposed)

P

Location: The city-owned portion of

the proposed Sculpture Park is located in

the Belltown neighborhood, along

Alaskan Way and the waterfront.

The property currently contains

the trolley barn for the waterfront trolleys.

Coordinates: The corridor range is

approximately 13.611 (Map 22). The

viewpoint from this site is at State Plane
t-Coordinates X 1264777 and Y228418.

Analysis: The identified viewpoint

provides a full view of the Space Needle

from a distance of approximately 770

yards (Figure 38).

I

Sc Iptu
.......... ............ . ...........

Figure 38: View from Scuipture Park

Map 22:

View corridor
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The view corridor follows mainly the

Eagle Street right-of-way and is unob-

structed.

Since park ;~ under de,.,Oopment,

viellvillgarrien I

.

0
.

es., acce,,~.,;1bilav, and

parking would tie part of,i ~~cope and

concept design
'

pha,~e,. The proposed

sculpture 'park a olevelopment of the

Seatf!eA',-tt~Jusew-n,

ably vv'ould be constdereda regional pa~J

serving a variety of locai and tourisL

users.

Based on analysis of the viewpoint

from the city-owned parcel, the Space
Needle view would be partially obscured

(Figure 39, 40).

This public parcel is included as a

potential view protected site due to the

unique design opportunities available.

Not only will the sculpture park relate to

the city's waterfront environment but

through the creative process, the open

space also can enhance view connections

to the cityscape.

To protect the Space Needle view,

future projects may be conditioned

within the identified corridor. Since the

Space Needle structure is only partially

obstructed, minor mitigation measures,

such as upper-level set-backs may be

necessary to preserve a full view. Cur-

rent zoning within this corridor: DMC 85

- DMRIC 125165,

For planning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are indicated in

Map 23. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs) are also listed and represent

approximately 4 parcels of public prop-

erty and approximately 14 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships. Forplanning

purposes, these numbers represent the

type of property ownership and the

number of owners involved in view

protection compliance measures.

Matrix view analysis rating: Medium

S?-'-`~4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORYAND ASSESSMENT

Figure 40: 3-1) Future development model based on current zoning
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Map 23.

Parcels affecting view

corfidor, mcluding

Parce! Identification

Numt-a,,~-. ~'FlNs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

1985200130

1985200130

7985200730

7985200495

1985200140

1985200160

0695000235

0,695000335

0695000285

069-9000200

0695007777

0695000135

0695000245

0695000090

0698000095

1734808888

0695000045

0698;,,,';o095

76662u",275
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South Lake Union Park
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Four Columns Park

Location: Pike Street and Boren Avenue at Interstate 5. The

park is listed as a SEPA view protected site for skyline, water or

mountain features and is classified by the Department of Parks

and Recreation as a neighborhood Dark and viewpoint. Four

Columns Park is also known as Boien-Pike-Pine Place or Boren

Avenue Park.

Coordinates.- The corridor range is approximately 4.571,

The viewpoint from the park is at State Plane Coordinate

X1 271444 and Y 227381 (Map 24).

Analysis: The park was created after the construction of 1-5

from a leftover parcel of land. in 1967 four sandstone pillars
from the former Plymouth Congregational Church were placed
on the site. The 1998 Pike-Pine Neighborhood Plan noted the

park serves the neighborhood as a gateway to Capitol Hill from

downtown and provides a visual connection as well as pedes-
trian and vehicular connections along the Pike a!id Pine Av-

Map 24:

View corridor

Figure 41: View from Four Columns Park
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enues. The park does provide a skyline view

with the Space !'14eedle as part of the cityscape

and some vie,,v of the Olympic Mountains.

The viewpoint provides an unobstructed, full

view of the Space Needle from a distance of

I

approximately 1, 760 yards (Figure 4 1). Located

in the Pike-Pine neighborhood along 1-5, the

view corridor crosses the Denny-Triangle

neighborhood. Thirteen acres of parcels are

affected within the downtown zones in the

corridor including DOC 2, 300', DMC 240 and

DMC 160. Additional NC3-85 land is north of

Denny Way. There are 25.8 total acres affected

within the entire view corridor. (Map 25).

While the viewpoint provides an unob-

structed, full view of the Space Needle (almost

the entire structure), the park itself ranks "low"

for public viewing amenities based on the

criteria used in this analysis. The park is literally

next to and above Interstate 5, and bordered by
Pike Street and Boren Avenue where noise and

traffic exhaust made the park"s use less condu-

cive to restful enjoyment. In addition, to prevent

view blockage, the need for major mitigation

within the downtown sector also contributed to

the lower rating.

While park benches provide places to view,

the traffic volumes during the daylight hours

diminishes the enjoyment. Landscaping has

been planted to create a visual block of the

Interstate but does little to buffer noise. During
the summer and fall months, the rustling lea ves

on deciduous trees create 'white noise' to

counter undesirable noises; the extent of this

noise abatement was not measured in this

review. The maintenance of the park is mainly

by OPR; some plantings along

1-5 are the responsibility of Washington's Depart-

ment of Transportation. Currently, vegetation

does not block the view to the S,pace Needle.

As one of the Pike-Pine neighborhood's few

parks, the space suffers from a lack of use, This

issue is being addressed in a neighborhoouL

sponsored park redesign proposal'. Onenfthe
main issues for the park's redesign, is providing

viewing opportunities of the city's skyline (Figule

42). The current CityDesign's open space

initiative also may address connections and

opportunities for this space.

At this point, the Space Needle is visible from

Four Columns Park. However, based on the

current zoning in the Denny-Triangle area,

maintaining a full view of the Space Needle may
be probibitive given conflicting goals and objec_

S EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND AssESSMENT

Figure 42: 3-D current wide angle view

Figure 44: 3-D future potential development conditions

-j.,Pr~ on c~irrpnt 7,-)n!r?(7
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tives for the dense and active deveiop-

ment area in the view corridor. These

conflicting goals for view protection and

development of the urban center, and the

availability of other identified views of the

Space Needle, were evaluated in order to

consider the extent to which the view of

the Space Needle can be protected versus

ensuring a captivating view of the city

skyline, while conserving the ability to

meet other important public policy

objectives in the Comprehensive Plan and
in accompanying neighborhood plans.

Zoned for high density, to meet other city

objectives, etc., future development could

contribute to enhancing skyline views

from the Four Columns, but would

inevitably block a specific view of the

Space Needle (Figures 43, 44). Under the

current SEPA view protection code, views

of the downtown skyline also are pro-
tected.

In order to maintain and promote Four

Columns as a view-protected site, project

height and bulk limits, project denials and

down-zoning may need to be considered

as mitigation measures for view preserva-

tion. Project mitigation and design revi ew
offers opportunities to enhance the

downtown skyline view but preserving

views of specific buildings or structures

and distant full views such as the Space
Needle could become economically

unrealistic, particularly in light of the

City's Comprehensive Plan.

For planning purposes, parcels affected

within this view corridor are indicated in

Map 25. Parcel Identification Numbers

(PINs) are also listed and represent

approximately 7 parcels of public prop-

erty and approximately 61 under privatel

nonprofit ownerships. Future develop-

ment is expected to occur and is encour-

aged on many of these corridor parcels.

Matrix view analysis rating: Low

Map 25: Parcels affecting view corridor, including Parcel Identification Numbers (PINs)
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Parcel

Identification

Numbers (PINs)

1985200550

7985200130

1985200130

1985200130

1991200315

1997200270

1997200540

1985200495

1991200075

1991200310

1991200305

1991200095

1991200090

7991200300

1991200170

1991200150

1991200260

1991200205

1991200600

i991200600

1991200705

1991200650

1991200255

1991201050

1991200250

7991200580

1991200225

7997200695

1991200685

1991201030

0697000370

0697000390

0697000435

0697000325

0697000400

0697000355

0697000340

0697000295

0660000355

0697000305

0660000345

0660000375

0660000340

0660000335

0660000500

0660000325

0660000485

0660000280

0660000275

0660000320

0660000270

0660000575

0660000560

0659000750

0660000660

0659000755

0660000670

0660000650

0660000685

0660000639

0660000635

0660001135

0660000625

0660000740

0660000740

0660001095

0660001025,

0660001025
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2 South Lake Union Park

m"
&amp;2

Figure 45: View from South Lake Union Park

Map 26:

View corridor

~~iJ~11-a~

Outh "rake
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Location., South Lake Union Park is

located in the South Lake neighborhood,

along Valley Street and the South Lake

Union Waterway #3 and #4.

Coordinates: The corridor range is

approximately 6.21 fMap 26). The

viewpoint from the park is at latitude

1269696 and longitude 232126,

Analysis: The indicated viewpoint

provides a full view of the space Needle
from a distance of approximately 1,200

yards and is unobsti;-,,-ctt~~-..'~,"T-igure 45).

The park is classified by DPR as a

neigh hoih.'
par;,,,

aod offers passive

recreational uses. T;"-;e view corridor

crosses the south Lake Union neighbor-

hood roughly following Broad Street.

Current zoning within this corridor

includes C2-65 and NC3-85.

The viewpoint looks over a busy
intersection. This aspect contributed to a

lower matrix rating. However, the site is

part of the South Lake Union waterfront

redevelopment project, and additional

viewing amenities, landscaping, accessi-

bility, and parking could enhance this

viewpoint.

The site is accessible with parking and

picnic tables available.

Based on analysis of the viewpoint

from South Lake Union Park, future

development could partially obscure the

Space Needle view (Figures 46, 47).

Mitigation measures would be necessary
in order to protect a full view of the

Space Needle.

Parcels affected within this view

corridor are indicated in Map 27. Parcel

Identification Numbers (PINs) are also

listed and represent 16 parcels of public

property and approximately 26 under

private1nonprofitownerships. Forplan-

ning purposes, these numbers represent
the type of property ownership and the

number of owners involved in view

protection compliance measures.

Matrix view analysis rating- Low

Figure 46:

Current 3-D view

Figure 47.,

Future potential

developmept condi-

tions model based on

current zoning
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Map 27,

Parcels affecting view

corridor, including

Parcel Identification

Numbers (PINs)

Parcel

Identification

Numbers

4088803230

4088803175

4088803385

2249000040

2249000006

2249000055

1988200836

1988201410

1988201480

7988201215

1988201421

7988201415

1988201260

1988201450

1988201235

1988201430

1988201250

1988201240

1988201245

7988201445

1988201175

1988201090

1988201285

1985200550

1991200012

1991200005

1991200400

1991200330

1991200405

1991200845

7991200390

1991200340

1991200375

7991200405

7985200130

1985200130

1985200130

1991200315

1991200270

1985200495

1991200075

1997200095

ST'" ",4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND AssESSMENT
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Section IV. Mitigation Options

This section discusses mitigation options

for sites where views are currently unob-

structed but future development will

result in degradation of the view. By

employing mitigation options, the list of

public places with protected views of the

Space Needle could perhaps be ex-

panded beyond only high-rated, matrix

view sites to include medium- and even
low-rated sites. -Hfis discussion focuses

on what types of mitigation measures are

currently available to pre vent various

degrees ofview degradation and preserve

some view of the Space Needle.

In SMC, Chapter 25.05.675 P2. Poli-

cies, ii. c., proposed projects maybe
conditioned or denied for mitigation.

'Mitigation measures may include, but

are not limited to:

L Requiring a change in the height of

the development,

H. Requiring a change in the bulk of the

development;

Hi. Requiring a redesign of the profile of

the development,

iv. Requiring on-site view corridors or

requiring enhancements to off-site view

corridors;

v. Relocating the project on the site,

vi. Requiring a reduction or rearrange-

ment of walls, fences or plant material,

and

vii. Requiring a reduction or rearrange-

ment of accessory structures including,

but not limited to towers, railings and

antennae.'

Actual projects would require indi-

vidual reviews, since each presents a

unique set of mitigation circumstances.

Depending on what is involved, some
measures such as reduction or rearrange-

ment of walls, requiring on site view

corridors, and slight changes in height

may not equate to 'leconomic hardships"
for certain developments. On the other

hand, other measures could prove costly

and overly burdensome to property

owners.

Through illustrations and 3-D imagery,

the following view sites demonstrate

possible types of mitigation for view

protection compliance and are examples

of so called, "minor' and 'major' m itiga-

tion. Mitigation measures would be

necessary in order to maintain the full (at

least 314 structure plus all of the saucer)

view rating of the Space Needle. Minor

mitigation is defined as project compli-

ance changes that have minor economic

impacts and do not affect the Floor Area

Ratio (FAR) of the project development.

Major mitigation would be the opposite

with negative impacts. ideally an eco-

nomic impact study would be necessary
to fully review and quantify these mitiga-

tion impacts. King County is currently

preparing an economic evaluation study

for the Convention Center Transit site

within the Denny-Triangle area that will

provide additional impact information.

For the status of this report, contact

Metro-King County, Office of the Direc-

tor, Department of Transportation 201 S.

Jackson Street, Seattle, WA 98104.
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Figure 48.

Current view from

Olympic Sculpture

Park (city-owned

parcel)

Figure 49:

Partially obstructed

view under full build-

out based on current

zoning
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Minor mitigation

While it is difficult to quantify 'minor'

mitigation using hypothetical examples,

the illustrations do show types of view

protection measures that are possible.

Many of these design changes involving

setbacks, height and bulk variations, and

minorprofile changes are currently

required view protection measures in the

downtown sector along designated view

corridor streets. The following mitigation

examples illustrate upper level setbacks,

Massing Diagram-
Not To Scale

Figure 50

Figure 51

Figures 50 and 51:

Massing concepts exhibiting varying degrees of

upper level setbacks
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Four Columns Park -
Case Study

Because of the community interest ex-

pressed over the future of Four Columns

Park and the issues view protection from

this park raises, a case study was made of

the Park's view of the Space Needle in an

effort to better understand and compare
the significance of this view to the others

studied an d th e extent to wh ich m itigation

of development activity in the view

corridor was feasible without substantial

reduction in zoned development capacity.

Mitigation Measures limiting

heights within Space Needle

view corridor.

The following computer-generated illus-

trations show various degrees of ob-

structed views based on height restric-

tions. These images exclude the Conven-

tion Center Transit site shown in the

foreground in gray. Since this view

corridor crosses through parcels, a series

of mitigation measures would be neces-

sary for new development in order to

maintain a full Space Needle view. Even

with lower heights, only partial views are

maintained. The foreground transit site

parcel would also require major mitiga-

tion measures to preserve a continuous

corridor view path.

Figure 53: The blue building is an example

of an 85' height limit on the western block

of the Convention Center Transit site.

Due to the higher topography of this parcel,

the view is degraded at this height

Figure 54: The blue buildings show 125'

height limit with purplelpink buildings

illustrating the potential 300' development

on the edges of the view corridor.

Figure 52: View with development built to current density and 300'height

limits on potentially available sites (shown in purple).

Sam

I=
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Mitigation Measures: Building

Configurations

These illustrations show the type of

building configurations needed in order

to maintain a full view corridor to the

Space Needle. Based on development

standards in SMC Chapter 23.49.068,

Chapter 23.49.072, Chapter 23.49.076

and Chapter 23.49.078 plus view protec-

tion mitigation measures, these drawings

show the design impacts on development
within the Doc 2 zone with 300'height

limits. Based on these illustrations alone,

for a building to comply, the develop-

ment would need to take advantage of

Transfer of Development credits to

increase height and have full block

development capabilities in order to gain

height, to spread bulk, and maintain a

reasonable FAR.

Figure 55:

Example of a full block

parcel development

with greater bulk

profile to maintain

views and sufficient

FAR. The illustration

is based on a 360'x

254'full block with

upper level develop-

ment standards above

125'. Maximum height

limit is 300'.

Figure 56:

Example of a full block

development using

greater height allow-

ances to maintain

views and sufficient

FAR. This illustration

is based on a 360'x

254' full block with

upper level develop-

ment standards above

125'~
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Figure 57: Representation of full build-

outs of the DOC 2 300', DMC 240', and NC
3 85'zoned parcels within the view

corridor

Figure 58: Building forms necessary to

preserve a mi
.

ni
. mum uninterrupted view of

the Space Needle from Four Columns Park
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View Corridor Configurations

The illustrations on the opposite page
indicate a series of building configurations

within DOC 2, DMC 240 and DMC 160

zones to retain a view corridor from Four

Columns Park to the Space Needle.

Figure 57 represents full build-outs within

the DOC 2 zone. Figure 58 is an aerial

oblique sketch illustrating building forms

necessary to preserve a continuous view

corridor in this area. Neither figure

represents what currently exists or what

may actually be constructed. Figure 59

shows what this view might actually look

like at eye level from Four Columns Park.

It should be noted that considering the

effect of these more northlsouth-oriented

building forms (for view corridor protec-

tion), an overall skyline view could be

impacted from the east (Capitol Hill)

resulting in long, uninterrupted wall-like

east facades (Figure 60).

SP NEEDLE: VffW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

Figure 59: Looking through the view corridor

Figure 60: View from the east (Capitol Hill)
of potential future development based on current zoning that would result in long,

uninterrupted wall-like east facades
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Map 28 identifies parcels that would be

most directly affected by measures to

maintain a view of the Space Needle from

Four Columns Park. The map further

distinguishes those parcels where future

development options would likely be

most severely constrained by the applica-

tion of these measures. Combined, these

parcels account for about 54 percent of

the total parcel area within the corridor.

Map 28
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Map 29 identifies those parcels that are

considered likely to be available for

redevelopment. The combination of

parcels /ikely to be redeveloped and

those with proposed projects accounts for

about 85 percent of the total parcel area

within the downtown portion of the view

corridor.

Map,229

V I ~,
~ ~

~ : ~

.

,
, :

. 1--, ,-om Four
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Skyline Views

The next illustrations focus on a wider

skyline view from Four Columns Park

where the Space Needle is part of a

cityscape view. Based on future develop-

ment p lans with in the Oen n y Triangle,

protecting a full corridor view of the

Space Needle may prove extremely

difficult to achieve. In addition to a view

of the Space Needle, the park also pro-

vides a NW view of the city as well as

Queen Anne Hill in the distance. In this

context, the Space Needle is one of many
architectural elements that make up the

view range.

Figure 62. Illustration of potential building

heights under current zoning with the Space

Needle as part of the overall skyline view.

Figure 63:

Potential future development contributing to

a distinctive skyline

SP~""-`_4EEDLE: VIEW INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT

Figure 6 1:

Current skyline view from Four Columns Park looking northwest.

i
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Conclusions

Based on these perspective and isometric

graphics exploring various mitigation

measures from Four Columns Park the

following conclusions are made:

As development occurs within the

view corridor, the existing scope of the

Space Needle view would diminish over
time to a narrow "slot" between taller

structures lining the edges of the corridor.

Maintaining this limitedview would have

severe implications for development on
sites located within the corridor.

The impact of measures to protect the

Space Needle view would vary according
to a number of factors, including:

- the location of the parcel within the

corridor-on the edge versus in the

middle,

- the size of the parcel-a large parcel

mayprovide sufficient area to allow

taller portions of a project to be

located outside the view line, while

smaller parcels may not have such

flexibility,

* the relation of the site to the street

and alley grid and the opportunities

to combine parcels, through such

actions as ailey vacations, to in-

crease flexibility for locating struc-

tures outside the view alignment;

and

* the topography-the elevation of

the corridor drops over 100 feet

moving from Four Columns Park

towards Denny Way, and then rises

again with the approach to Seattle

Center. Views may still be able to

be maintained over structures on
sites in the lower elevations that

would be blocked by structures of

the same height in higher eleva-

tions.

According to Tax Assessor's data, at

least one third of the parcels at critical

locations in the view corridor are less

than a quarter block in size. Over half

(6.8 acres) of the 13 acres within the

Denny Triangle portion of the corridor

are zoned DOC 2 - 300, a zone with a

height limit of 300 feet. Another 4.2

acres is zoned DMC 240. The remainder

has a height limit of 160 feet. ArcView
3-D images of these zones illustrate that

structures built to heights of 85 feet in

much of the corridor would block a

significant portion of the Space Needle

below the saucer. Therefore, to maintain

views, height limits as low as 65 feet, and
lower depending on topography, would

have to be imposed on at least some

portion of many of the sites with the view

corridor.

Another complication of maintaining a

view alignment is that the first project

conditioned to maintain a gap through

which the Space Needle can be seen

would dictate the alignment for all other

projects in the corridor. Requiring other

sites to maintain the same alignment

could further restrict options for develop-

ment. The same alignment established

on one site may not be able to be carried

through a neighboring site because of its

size or configuration, or because of its

relation to the streetlalley grid or adjacent

development.

Additional considerations involving

the City's Transfer Development Credit

program, development implications in

relation to the Comprehensive Plan, and

view protection recommendations ,or

Four Columns Park are discussed in the

accompanying Seattle View Protection

Policies, Vol. 1: Space Needle - Executive

Report and Recommendations document.
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J§_ .
Introduction and Summary

Over the past year, as deveiopment

activity in the Seattle area has reached

record levels, citizens have raised a

number of issues with regard to the

effect new development is having on
views. While Seattle possesses opportu-

nities for many impressive views of

water, mountains and It-he city, due to its

topography and unique natural setting,

this sets the stage for extensive debate

over the content of each view and the

value each of us places on the view.

The challenge is to determine how the

value individuals place on views

equates to public protection of the view.

This report establishes the analysis

and policy framework for addressing

numerous issues related to Seattle's

public view protection policies. In the

fol I owing pages, views of the Space
Needle are evaluated as a result of

recently emergent concerns related to

current City policy with regard to view

protection accorded City landmarks.

In particular, the report addresses the

implications for the preservation of Space

Needle views from adjacent neighbor-

hoods and the implications and compara-
tive values associated with preservation

of those views.

If Council approves of this policy/

analytic framework, and depending upon

availability of resources and continued

funding and support, forthcoming install-

ments of the view inventory and assess-

ment will evaluate other aspects of view

protection policy and regulation. Further

inventory and analysis will be conducted

of public viewpoints and rights of way
where views of surrounding mountains,

water bodies, and the city's skyline, and

other significant features of cultural or

historical significance are important

elements of the city's I ivabi I ity and

attraction.

Back,-round

Seattle's ability to require aiteration or

modifications to new development in

order to mitigate the negative effects of

that development on public views or

vistas is grounded in the City's environ-

mental legislation, Seattle Municipal

Code, Chapter 25.05, Environmental

Protection (SEPA). SEPA authority, with

regard to view protection, is expressed in

Section 25.05.675 P.

The policy for view protection is

divided into two parts. The first ad-

dresses those views from locations

identified in an attachment to the section,

which are protected to the extent that

new development would obscure views

of natural features or the city skyline.

The second addresses those views that

would obscure views of City landmarks.

The view protection policy is generally

divided as follows:
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View From:

1. Designated public parks

and view points

2. Any public place

While no specific reference is made to

identified viewing sites or landmark

structures, it could be inferred from the

policy itself that all views that are public,

meaning from any public place, including

street rights of way, should be protected

and new development conditioned or

denied accordingly. Herein lies the

ambiguity within the policy. It is not

readily apparent that it would be possible

to protect al I pub] ic views of designated

landmark structures. In addition, the

criteria referred to in the language of the

policy, when usedby the Landmarks

Preservation Board to designate landmark

structures, would incorporate over 100

structures that arguably WOLA not be

significant to the city in tern-is of their

visibiiityfroni public places. Forex-

ample, the Bon Marche department store

is on this list and, a worthy landmark, it is

unlikely that this is a structure to which

many residents have become accustomed

to viewing from a distant public view-

point.

View To or Of:

-Water, mountains or city skyline

- Certain designated city landmarks

The criterion for designating a view

protected landmark is derived from the

criterion the Landmarks Preservation

Board uses to determine a structure's

qualifications for landmark designation.

The Landmarks Preservation Board in

using this criterion is not making a

judgment as to a structure's suitability for

SEPA view protection. It identifies condi-

tions that indicate that the building in

some way is distinguished in the context

of its surroundings. It does not specifi-

cally require a building, or features of a

building, to be highly visible from public

locations; it does not necessarily indicate

that the building is a "landmark" in the

sense of being an orienting reference

point in the larger cityscape. Conse-

quently, many designated landmark

structures were identified as meeting this

criterion without any consideration of the

relationship to SEPA view protection, and

many of them may not warrant this level

of pub] ic view protection based solely on

having met this particular landmark

designation criterion.



Competing policy objectives are but

one additional consideration in achieving

a coherent and enforceable policy regard-

ing views of public landmarks. Access

and availability of the view, prominence
of the view, the "quality" of the view

when compared with other sites, and the

possibility of view obstruction by even

limited development, are all factors that

must be evaluated.

Given the unlikely ability to protect

views of designated landmarks from all

public places, and the broad applicability

of this policy to over one hundred desig-

nated landmar"s, interpretation of

this policy hC-,,,e a substantially

negative eiik_,~.,-c~ on ~hze City's abi I ity to meet
other important po~icy objectives,

The SEPA landmark view protection

policy has been in place since the late

1980s, but has only recently been the

subject of intense public debate, due in

large part to the critical juncture in the

city's development where new develop-

ment is beginning to impinge on features

of the urban environment citizens have

The. Space Needle

This study is based on the primary

assumption that the current protection

afforded landmark structures, such as the

Space Needle, is ambiguous and unclear,

and may result in inconsistency of appli-

cation, and that it is necessary to clarify

the City's policy with regard to view

protection of landmarks. In order to

address this issue of landmark views, it

seemed appropriate to begin with the

city's most outstanding landmark and

around which specific issues have been

taken for granted up until now. This is

not to suggest that issues have not arisen

in the past, in fact, they have and have

often been dealt with on a case by case

basis. We are now certain that a more

comprehensive evaluation is appropriate

and timely given the nature of the public

debate and the issues and public policies

at stake.

With the Space Needle's recent

designation as a City landmark, SEPA

view protection implications have

arisen, not only because of the size of

the affected area and amount of develop-

ment involved, but also because of

potential inconsistencies or lack of

clarity and intent between Seattle's SEPA

view protection policies and the growth

management objectives of the City's

Comprehensive Plan, as well as the

objectives of many neighborhood plans

and policies.

raised in the course of neighborhood

planning. Hence our initial focus on the

Space Needle.
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Because of its size and siting in the

urban landscape, the Space Needle is

unique among Seattle's view protected

landmarks in terms of the extent of the

area from which it is visible. This area

includes most of downtown in a basin

bounded by Queen Anne Hill, Capitol

Hill/First Hill, and Beacon Hill, and

extends across Elliott Bay to Duwamish

Head and West Seattle. The area encom-

passes countless public streets, miles of

scenic routes, and acres of parks and

viewpoints. It may be unreasonable to

expect views of the Space Needle to be

protected from all of these public loca-

tions, and such action would likely

conflict with other public policies, includ-

ing policies in the City's Comprehensive

Plan regarding Seattle's future growth and

development.

Downtown development has once

again exceeded expectations, and in so

doing, many City objectives have been

realized. Downtown is a retail destina-

tion, entertainment is thriving, and the

development of housing is continuing at a

record pace. However, not all parts of

downtown share equally in the successful

renaissance. For example, the Denny

Triangle continues to be notable for a

substantial number of parking lots and

underdeveloped sites. Efforts to take

advantage of this resource were the

subject of much discussion in recent

neighborhood planning activity down-

town. Neighborhood residents, business

people and property owners were unified

in suggesting that measures should be

taken to increase the supply of housing

and employment activity in this area and

improve the services and amenities

available to the increased population.

Following on these recommendations,

the City and King County realized that it

was possible to meet the neighborhood's

objectives, while at the same time meeting

a broader regional objective to preserve

areas in the undeveloped, rural parts of the

County. This was accomplished through a

program to transfer development credits

from undeveloped County lands to devel-

opment projects in the Denny Triangle

where the additional development rights

would be used to provide housing. To

date, a number of potential investors in the

area are interested in taking part in the

program. In addition to the development,

resources provided by the transaction will

include investments in green streets, open

space, and the amenities necessary to

support a downtown community, an-

chored by housing.

These efforts help to ensure that Seattle

plays a pivotal role in accommodating

growth in established urban centers.

However, accommodating new growth

invariably leads to questions about

whether new development contributes

positively or negatively to the values

residents hold dear about the city.
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Competing policy objectives are but

one additional consideration in achieving

a coherent and enforceable policy regard-

ing views of public landmarks. Access

and availabi I ity of the view, prominence
of the view, the "quality" of the view

when compared with other sites, and the

possibil."ity of view obstruction by even
limited development are all factors that

must be evaluated. With these in mind,

the Strategic Plan ning Office (SPO) and

the Department of Design, Construction

and Land Use (DCLU) commissioned a

survey and analysis of views of the Space

Needle. Notable views were identified,

based on criteria that included the

public's access to the view, the promi-

nence of the landmark in the view, and

the extent to which the view could be

considered noteworthy due to its unri-

valed value.

Because the value individuals place on
views is subjective, it is important to

choose criteria reflecting broader public

interests and to evaluate a view as objec-

tively as possible. It goes without saying

that this ability will always lead to conclu-

sions about views that cannot encompass
the intangible values that may be placed

on the vista, object or quality of a view.

Therefore, once a collective determination

is made as to the value of the object of

that view, it is equally necessary to

determine whether that view provides one

with an optimum view of the object, is

accessible to a substantial number of

people who are drawn to that place for

viewing that object, and that the view

contributes, in no small way, to the legacy
of vistas and views that define the city and

give shape and character to its identity.

Analysis of Views of the Space Needle

The accompanying Space Needle View

Inventory and Assessment is intended to

provide a framework or model for deter-

mining significant view resources for

Seattle. The goal is to present this infor-

mation in a clear and usable format and

to adopt a fair and reasonable approach
to determining protected views and

selecting viewpoints. View protection of

the Space Needle has presented a unique

set of challenges.

As public viewpoints were identified and

evaluated, certain views of the Space
Needle were deemed significant either in

the placement of the landmark in the

viewshed or the prominence of the Space
Needle in the view, making them virtually

synonymous. These views were rated

based on a variety of factors, not the least

of which was the ability of the City to

reasonably mitigate the impact future

development would have on the

viewshed.
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Current zoninig designations are made for Since the Space Needle is one of the city's

a variety of ri-ibik: purposes and to most recognized landmarks, it is a good

forward important, -ptiblic poll(-,,,/ objec- place to begin a definitive view protection

tives. These development objectives plan for significant structures. While

conflict v,-ith view protection objectives in Seattle has a variety of public places that

the mind~ of many, HO%vever, it is offer views of the Space Needle, it was

possible t.c. sorne degree, to preserve necessary to generate not only a list of

signature views of ffie Space Needle sites that offer specific degrees of view of

while not jeoparch--ing fUtUre develop- the Space Needle, but also places that

ment objectives! nor the intent of the offer some form of viewing amenities.

Comprehensive Nar. to direct develop.- Using this premise, the location from

ment into existing urban centers, in many where the Space Needle is viewed is as

instances, the choice bet,,%,een protecting important a factor as the view of the

views and achieving development objec- Space Needle.

tives need not be an either/or proposition;

striking the right balance beNveen the two Many of the sites chosen for the view

is the cwical challen-e- inventory are coincident with sites that

have been identified in SEPA as view

In studyin,g, the views of the Space protected. These sites included parks,

Needle, it became apparent that while pocket parks, other publicly-owned

this landrnark can be seen from many properties, and play fields. While these

viewpoints and is an eiernent of many sites are not specifically tied to protecting

vistas of the city skyhne,, oniY, specific views of landmarks, this list provided a

viewpoints were identified-A that are starting point to begin assessing Space

characterized as views where the Space Needle views. Once these sites were

Needle is the object of the view or a surveyed, photographed and reviewed, a

critical feature in the view shed. A view comparative assessment was made of

of the Space Needle can be distinguished their relative values and their suitability,

from a view in which the Space Needle is considering identified criteria, for accom-

an incidental feature of the greater vista, pl ish ing view protection objectives.

or in which a portion of the landmark is

present, such as the saucer, or top portion

of the Space Needle, which may provide

a wayfincling function or equally useful

role, but may not be vvorthy of protecting

its place in the viewshed when balanced

against other urban development objec-

tives.



Map f
- Possible Pvblic Viewsites of ffie Space Needle

Conclusions from the Space Needle View Study

The issue of view protection must be

viewed within the framework of achieving

an outcome that supports the City's

comm itment to managed growth and the

high value placed upon the more personal

quality of livability and community charac-

ter often embodied in views and urban

landscape. Competing pol icy objectives

require that we consider the merit of

protecting a particular view corridor with

other objectives for growth management,

housing development, transportation and

utility infrastructure and open space,

Protecting any view requires that

Rconsideration be given to what the view

consists of, from where and by whom, it is

viewed, how large is the viewshed and to

what degree is the view framed and

,s that framing important to preserving

the quality of the viewing experience.

Views are difficult to quantify and any

analysis will be somewhat subjective. In

order to analyze the range of characteris-

tics that give a park or viewpoint signifi-

cance, a point system was developed.

The view inventory and assessment

assigned a value in an attempt to quantify

across a number of variables a compara-
tive measure for evaluating the relative

merits of different viewpoints. A negative

value was assigned to those view points

where it was deemed difficult if not

infeasible to protect the view, short of

property purchase or development

denial, which may carry with it a signifi-

cant liability for the City.

W
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Four Columns Park Case Study

To shed more specific light on these

competing issues, we have spent consid-

erable time and effort in weighing the

pros and cons of protecting views of the

Space Needle from Four Columns Park at

the edge of downtown in the Pike/Pine

neighborhood. Looking at the views from

this park gave rise to many of the issues

that currently accompany the view

protection debate.

The analysis of protecting a view of the

Space Needle from Four Col umns Park

required consideration of the following

factors:

- The primary view provided from Four

Columns Park;

- The extent of the viewshed to be pro-

tected;

The significance, quality, level of use,

and accessibility of Four Columns Park

as the viewing area;

Other policy objectives potentially in

conflict with view preservation,

including the City'sComprehensive
Plan goals for accommodating growth

downtown, the goals of the Denny

Triangle neighborhood for the future

development of the area, and the

regional goals embodied in the joint

C-ity/County Denny Triangle Transfer

of Development Credit (TDC) Pro-

gram;

The relationship between the view and

the open space function of Four

Columns Park; and

The number of properties impacted

should the view be judged by elected

officials as requiring view protection.

FIgore ~.- Viewfirom Foui, C.c/',.~mnsPA,
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From the analysis of the view from also known as Boren Pike/Pine Place, it is

Four Columns Park the conclusion was a place envisioned as a respite for the

that a feasible plan for mitigation of community, a place to come together in a

impacts on the view of the Space Needle neighborhood lacking in suitable open
0 given current zoning spaces and hemmed in by the scale and

lirr-iits, substantial redu- ion ofct intensity of downtown development. The
d e-v P'l P r! L potential and the attendant view represents an opportunity to see

propel~t-y rights issues 'it raises, and with- beyond the confines of the urban environ-

out contr,~,%,ening other important policy ment to the larger setting in which Seattle

objectives of the City for the deve~oprnent gains its distinction. In an effort to con-
of the Denny Triangle neighborhood. sider how different options for view
However, this conclusion does not rule protection and open space would shape
out that views are important to the quality the neighborhood's environment and
of Four Columns Park as public open provide alternatives for enhancing com-

space or that measures for protecting the munity assets, the following scenarios

qUah.- and character of this public were considered for Four Columns Park.

The following These scenarios recognize the relat ionship
a~-e pilecented to this park and neighborhood shares with

suggeF,t lhow V:(~,Vllls i1nd the surrounding neighborhoods and represent

quahty cha~~a,-' e~ of
u,,-~4E-,n sPace might options for legislative action to respond

be cons idered for ou i
Co lu rn. :n s Park. sensitively to the issues raised by the

View Protection from Four Columns Park

View protection cannot be considered

outside of the
'larger context of open

space. In the case of Four Columns Park,

neighborhood, including limited open
space opportunities, light and air, the

walling off of the neighborhood by down-

town development, and continued access

to views of the Space Needle.

Scenario 1: Maintain a view of the Space Needle from a specific location in Four

Columns Park

Under this approach, a specific loca-

tion in Four Columns Park would be

included among the locations where a

11public view" of the Space Needle would
be maintained. To achieve this protec-

tion, a view corridor would be estab-

lished between the Space Needle and a

selected point in Four Columns Park (a

point between the two center columns).

The corridor would be mapped across the

Denny Triangle and the area north of

Denny Way to Seattle Center (see Map
25, Space Needle View Inventory and

Assessment). Development proposed

within this corridor would be reviewed

and conditioned as necessary to ensure

that the Space Needle remains visible.

Generally, lower heights, deep setbacks,

or other mitigation would be required of

new development to ensure that the line

of view continues across sites within the

designated corridor.

12
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As development occurs within the

corridor, the existing scope of the Space

!N'eedle view would diminish over time

to a narrow "slot" between taller struc-

tures lining the edges of the corridor.

However, maintaining even this limited

view has severe implications for develop-

ment on sites located within the corridor.

Within the Denny Triangle alone, even

the narrowly defined view corridor

described includes approximately 30

parcels totaling 13 acres on portions of

more than 12 blocks, and portions of

another five blocks are affected north of

Denny Way.

Map 2.- View Cartidor
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The impact of measures to protect Space Needle views within this corridor would vary

according to a number of factors, including:

the location of the parcel within the corridor - on the edge versus in the middle;
the size of the parcel- a large parcel may provide sufficient area to allow taller

portions of a project to be located outside the view line, while smaller parcel's may
not have such flexibility;

the relation of the site to the street and alley grid and the opportunities to combine

parcels, through such actions as alley vacations, to increase flexibility for locating

structures outside the view alignment; and
the topography -- the elevation of the corridor drops over 100 feet moving from Four

Columns Park towards Denny Way, and then rises again with the approach to

Seattle Ceraer. Views may still be able to be maintained over structures on sites in

the lower,_,levations that would be blocked by structures of the same height in

higher elevations.

According to Assessor's data, at least

one third of the parcels at critical ioca-

tions in the view corridor are less than a

quarter block in size. Over half (6.8 acres)

of the 13 acres within the Denny Triangle

portion of the corridor are zoned DOC 2

300, a zone with a height limit of 300
feet. Another 4.2 acres are zoned DMC
240. The remainder has a height limit of

160 feet. From GIS simulations, it ap-

pears that structures bui It to heights of 85

feet in much of the corridor would block

a significant portion of the Space Needle

structure below the saucer. Therefore, to

maintain views, height limits as low as 65

feet, and lower depending or. topography,

would have to be imposed on at least

some portion of many of the sites

within the view corridor. Map 25, in the

accompanying View Inventory and Assess-

ment, identifies parcels that are likely to

be significantly constrained in terms of the

height of development that could be

accommodated without substantially

blocking views within the corridor. Other

sites are located far enough on the edge of

the corridor to have a significant portion

of the parcel area outside the critical view

alignment. Whiie these sites could

potentially accommodate taller structures

without directly blocking the view, such

development would contribute to the

continued narrowing of the frame of the

view along the corridor edges.

14
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Another barrier to maintaining a view As development occurs on the periph-

alignment is that the first project condi- ery of the corridor, the scope of view

tioned to maintain a opening through would gradually narrow, potentially to

which the Space Needle could be seen the extent that the Space Needle would

would dictate the alignment for all other only be visible from a limited area within

projects in the corridor. Requiring other the park through a narrow gap between

sites to maintain the same alignment taller structures. Views that exist today

could further restrict options for develop- from other locations in the park and

ment. The same alignment established on through the park from a variety of loca-

one site may not be able to be carried tions on adjacent streets would likely be

through a neighboring site because of its lost over time as development fills in

size or configuration, or because of its along the edges of the corridor.

relation to the street/a ~ ley grid or adjacent

development.

Flgalv 2.- Bullaflng fonns necessary to

pl-ese" a minimum uninterrupted view of

ffie Space Needle from Foul, Columns Par*

This scenario would continue to

provide a view of the Space Needle from

Four Columns Park. However, even the

modest view protection accommodated

by this scenario would require a substan-

tial reduction in development permitted

on sites within the view corridor.

The measures required to maintain

even a modest view corridor would

prevent many sites in these zones from

achieving the development potential

otherwise allowed by zoning. On some

sites, the required reduction in height

may limit project den sit les to more than

half of what other~vise could be

achieved. Even thougi-I sites in the

corridor could accommodate some level

of redevelopment, the financial feasibility

of developing under these conditions may
dictate that no development, rather than

reduced development, would occur.

The City may consider proposals for

offsetting the impact of lost development

rights. One option might be to allow the

transfer of lost development density to

sites outside the view corridor. However,

such a program has consequences for the

receiving areas that would need to be

examined, and the increased supply of

development rights available to transfer

would compete with other City develop-

ment rights transfer (TDR) programs for

open space and the preservation of low-

income housing and landmark structures.
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Because over 90 percent of the that would result in response to

sites in the Denny Triangle portion of viewrnitigation measures. Where
the view corridor are considered developers would opt to build

potentially re-developable, restric- under constrained conditions,

tions on development on these sites projects would generally tend to

may substantially reduce the ability be lower and bulkier, with little

of the Denny Triangle to accommo- incentive to include ground level

date the growth targeted for the area open space or include the housing
in the Comprehensive Plan. On sites that is increasingly part of develop-
that would be most constrained by ment built to the current height

measures to protect the view corri- limits. The option for a substantial

dor, it is conservatively estimated number of sites to participate in

that there is development capacity the TDC program would be lost,

for approximately 2.5 million square reducing potential resources for

feet of commercial space (10,000 publ ic amenities
-: n the area

jobs) and 725 residential units. funded through the amenity credit

While not all this capacity would be purchase required for increasing

lost, it does represent a substantial project height. The bulkier build-

reduction that could affect the area's ings and other massing solutions

ability to attract sufficient develop- that may be required to maintain

ment to meet growth targets. the view corridor could create less

Another consideration in evaluat-
desirable conditions within the

ing the merits of this approach
Denny Triangle area by preventing

concerns the type of development
alternative massing schemes.

Scenario 2. Specify that the view from Four Columns Park is of the downtown skyline and
take measures to enhance this view while improving conditions in the viewing area.

This approach would not include

Four Columns Park among the

locations specified to protect "public

views" of the Space Needle. instead,

the Four Columns Park viewpoint

would be established as alocation

for enjoying panoramic views of the

downtown. skyline. To respond to

this aspect of the viewpoint, future

development within a much broader

viewshed than that described in

Scenario I would be assessed to

determine the impact on the skyline

view, and actions for maintaining

and enhancing the quality of this

view would be considered. Of

primary concern is preventing the

liwalling off' of Pike/Pine viewing

areas by uninterrupted highrise

development along the 1-5 edge.

The City could pursue the follow-

ing actions to promote the protec-

tion and enhancement of the

broader skyline view from Four

Columns Park:

Increase opportunities for city

views by developing an inte-

grated open space network on
both the Pike/Pine and Denny
Triangle edges of 1-5. Enhanc-

ing pedestrian connections

across l-5 and promoting a

connected network of public

open space on the edge and

within the Denny Triangle can

increase the accessibility and

usefulness of existing and

future open space resources

and improve the quality of the

urban environment while

increasing general viewing

opportunities of the immediate

cityscape and surroundings.

i 6
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Review major new developments in the Denny Triangle to site project

open space where it can best complement nearby public open spaces

and provide additional viewing opportunities. Projects like the Conven-

tion Place transit-oriented development provide major opportunities for

Capitol Hill
; +- +" '~ i. t' +k fkn 13;I/n/Pinn onrl

DennyTriangle communities.

Figul-c- 3: Example of project-related

open space contrIbutIng to an im-

proved transitlon at key physical edges
such as 1-5.

Target resources to enhance existing open space viewing sites and

acquire additional viewing areas. A number of opportunities exist for

pooling resources from individual projects in the Denny Triangle to

assist with improving and expanding public open space. Under the

current TDC program, development using the height incentive for

housing i-nust purchase amenity credits to fund public improvements

like open, q)ace and green street development within the boundaries of

the Denny Triangle neighborhood. Since taller projects in the Denny

Triangle could have an impact on the skyline view from Pike/Pine

viewpoints, it is redsonable to allow amenity credit funds to be spent

on public improvements that mitigate those impacts. The current TDC
ordinance could be amended to allow TDC funds to be used outside

the Denny Triangle in a limited area along the Pike/Pine edge of 1-5.

Under this approach, amenity credit funds might be used to improve

conditions in existing public viewpoints or to acquire and improve

additional sites for public viewing on the western edge of the Pike/Pine

neighborhood. Expanding the open space corridor on both sides of 1-5

would not only increase the variety of vantage points for enjoying

different views into downtown and beyond, but also increase open

space resources available to both neighborhoods.

In addition to funds generated by the TDC program, contributions to

improving skyline viewing areas could be identified as a form of off-site

mitigation for projects addressing view impacts under SEPA. New

development can also opt to provide off-site open space in exchange for

a floor area bonus, and there is currently a proposal to create an open

space TDR program downtown that could provide additional sources

of funding for new open spaces.
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Promote building design and massing schemes that add greater visual interest to the

skyline and allow views between towers to provide opportunities for visual penetration
throughthearea. Either through development design guidelines, modifications to devel-

opment standards, or some combination of the two, the City could pursue the following:

Develop design guidelines or modify development standards to promote individual

structures that contribute more positively to an interesting skyline composition
through such features as upper level setbacks, sculptured building tops, choices of

exterior materials, architectural details, etc.

-~V

FIgune 4 Alew development helping to compose a allstInctive sA,yline

Address the overall massing of projects-in terms of both the relationship between
structures on the same site and structures on surrounding sites, to maximize oppor-
tunities for views to penetrate through blocks and continue down streets so that

many projects can be observed and some visual connection maintained through the

area to adjacent areas. Measures like minimum site sizes forhighrise buildings,

siting open spaces to promote open corridors through the area as redevelopment
occurs, upper level setbacks, tower spacing provisions, floor size limits, and maxi-

mum wall dimensions could be employed, either through development standards or

design guidelines, to achieve greater visual penetration into and through the area.

Employ measures to promote a more gradual transition in the scale of development
between the Denny Triangle and 1-5 to avoid "walling off" Pike/Pine viewpoints
from the downtown skyline. An open SDace buffer could be created along both

edges of the freeway by providing signiiicant setbacks or orienting the open space of

future projects onto streets along this edge. Furthermore, through adjustments to

height limits or as a SEPA mitigating measure, the height of buildings along the 1-5

edge could be modified to promote a more gradual transition in the scale of devel-

opment on either side of 1-5.

18
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This option abandons the notion of

protecting a specific view of the Space

Needle from Four Columns Park, placing

the emphasis on enhancing the general

skyline view and improving and poten-

tially expanding the areas where such

views can be enjoyed. Addressing the

quality of the skyline view involves a

higher level of subjectivity than strictly

enforcing measures to restrict develop-

ment in a prescribed corridor. A broader

viewshed area would also be affected

because development that contributes to

the skyline viewed from Pike/Pine would

Include most of the Denny Triangle

neighborhood. However, this option

could evolve as an integrated strategy

addressing urban design, open space and

view issues that could ultimately result in

a h igher q ual ity u rban envi ron ment.

Scenario 3: Establish a substitute location for maintaining a view corridor from Pike/

Pine through the Denny Triangle to the Space Needle and Olympic Mountains beyond.

This option would seek to identify a

location other than Four Columns Park

where a "public view" of the Space
Needle and Olympic Mountains might be

maintained with less impact on Denny

Triangle development. One opportunity

may be to specify portions of Pine Street

as a protected view location, while

exploiing the possibility of providing

additional viewing area on potential open

space sites that might be acquired near

the Pine Street crossing over 1-5.

Because Pine Street already serves as a

t'gateway" from Pike/Pine to downtown, it

is a logical alternative location for estab-

lishing a view corridor across the Denny

Triangle to the Space Needle. Currently,

Pine Street is proposed to be designated

as a view corridor west of 1-5 within

downtown, partly to compensate for the

loss of the view connection down Pike

Street as a result of the Convention Center

expansion. Actions that could improve
Pine Street as a "public view" location for

the Pike/Pine neighborhood include-,
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- Establish upper level setbacks along Pine Street between l-5 and the downtown retail

core (where setbacks are already required) to increase the sense of openness along the

view corridor -for those entering downtown from this Pike/Pine gateway.

Rgure 5: Upper level setbacks on now development

Examine the possibility of establishing a protected Space Needle view corridor

through the Denny Triangle from Pine Street near the intersection with Minor
Avenue on the east side of 1-5-5. This corridor only clips the eastern edge of the DOC
2 zone, as opposed to the Four Columns Park alignment, which runs through the

heart of the DOC 2 zone. There are also fewer blocks in the Denny Triangle
affected overall than in the Four Columns Park alignment. This corridor also ap-

pears to skirt along the edge on known projects, including the Quinton Instruments

site and the Stewart Place project. Measures for maintaining the corridor, such as

height and setback guidelines, restrictions on the use of TDC, etc., could be devel-

oped and reviewed by the public with affected property owners to arrive at a

reasonable balance between view preservation and development objectives. The

potential may also exist to acquire additional open space on the north side of Pine

Street to expand the Four Columns-Pike-Pine-Boren Park Corridor to create addi-

tional viewing opportunities.

Promote development of open space on the corners of Pine Street on both sides of 1-5

to enhance "Gateway" character of this link between Denny Triangle and Pike/Pine

neighborhoods.

Additional work would be required to

determine the measures needed to estab-

lish an effective Pine Street view corridor

that would maintain sufficient views of

the Space Needle andthe Olympic
Mountains. The option could provide the

opportunity for conducting a public

process that would enable the public,

including property owners and view

advocates, to reach agreement on the

level of protection to be provided and the

rm,ar-ures to be employed. This scenario

could also be combined with some of the

actions proposed under Scenario 2 as part

of a broader view enhancement strategy.

Because of the zoning and more limited

area affected, a corridor though this part

of the Denny Triangle, where greater

emphasis on residential development is

advocated in the Denny Triangle Plan,

may be more consistent with City and

neighborhood policies than the corridor

passing through the area reserved for the

expansion of the downtown office core.
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The f6l [owing matrix provides a comparison of the three scenarios presented in this report:

COMPARISON OF SCENARIOS FOR VIEW PROTECTION FROM FOUR COLUMNS PARK
SCENARIO Scenario I Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Description Maintain view corridor from Establish view of downtown skyline as Substitute the Four Columns Park site

specified location in Four view to be addressed from Four with another location on the Pine Street

Columns Park. Establish Columns Park. Pursue actions to corridor to establish a protected view

view corridor with restrictions ensure that new development in Denny corridor from the Pike/P! ne neighborhood

on height of development on Triangle viewshed contributes positively to the Space Needle.

lots within view corridor to to this view.

maintain view.
Further enhance viewing opportunities

of skyline hy improving and expanding

open space opportunities along 1-5

edge.

Develop mechanisms to pool resources

from individual project impact mitigation

to improve open space and skyline

viewing opportunities.

Pros Space Needle remains Addressing impacts of development on Potential to maintain a view of the Space

visible from a location in Four adjacent Pike/Pine neighborhood Needle from a public location in the Pike

Columns Park shared more evenly than in Scenario 1 Pine neighborhood.

wherernitigation fails on one group of

property ovvners in Space Needle view
Opportunity to establish corridor across

corridors. Provides opportunity for portion of Denny Triangle where impacts

more comprehensive approach to
on developable sites would be less than

benefit both Pikeifte and Denny
from Four Columns Park (primarily

Triangle neighborhoods and to address affecting DMC zone instead of DOC 2

both view and open space needs. zone).

cons Significant reduction in Landrnatk view of Space Needle will Would result in some limits on

development potential on likely be lost from Four Columns Park development potential within view corridor;

many sites within view over time. provisions for protecting view corridor

corridor.
Additional work required to determine

would need to be developed, as in

Scenario 1, and would likely generate
Conflicts with Denny Triangle measures for addressing protection of

some controversy.

Neighborhood Plan, skyline view; will require time and

City/County Transfer of resources to develop proposals, which Any expansion of viewing area beyond

Development Credit (TDC) will likely generate controversy Pine Street right-of-way uncertain

Program and Seattle requiring resolution. City will need to be because acquisition of private property

Comprehensive Plan Goals more actively involved in coordinating involved.

to promote housing and development activity, planning for
Would probably be regarded as in conflict

employment growth in the improvements, developing mitigation
with Denny Triangle plan.

Denny Triangle. strategies and necessary

Quality of protected view
a-uidelines/development standards to

address protection of skyline views.

marginal compared to

existing conditions.

Conclusions
Mitigation measures required Provides best opportunity for integrated Considerable uncertainty about potential

to protect views place strategy to address urban design, open success of this option. Further

substantial burden on space and view issues for both investigation of potential for maintaining

affected property owners and Pike,Pine and Denny Triangle view corridor required, as well as support

conflict with other City and neighborhoods; in keeping with for approach from Pike/Pine and Denny

neighborhood development Comprehensive Plan and Denny Triangle neighborhoods,

goals Triangle Plan goals.

Recorrimen- Do not pursue measures to Establish sl~yllne view as protected view Authorize further investigation of potential

dation protect view of the Space from Four Columns Park. Commit to for establishing view corridor from Pine

Needle from Four Columns work program to proceed with Street location as part of the work

Park necessary actions to easure protection program for proceeding with

of view and desired conditions for open recommended Scenario 2.

space along 1-5 edge.
I
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Conclusions. If it is agreed that it is not feasible to protect the view of the Space Needle
from Four Columns Park, then it should be recognized that the primary view from the

park is a view of the downtown skyline, and the City must consider measures for address-

ing how future development in. the viewshed can contribute more positively to the

composition of the skyline observed from this viewpoint. These measures rnight include

development guidelines to be administered through the design review process, and
adjustments to height limits and development standards.

Executive Recommendations for Protecting Views of
the Space Needle

In addition to the forgoing recommendations with regard to the future of Four

Columns Park, the Executive further recommends the attached amendments to the

Seattle Municipal Code, Section 25.05.675P to distinguish the Space Needle from

other view protected landmarks and identify -the City's policy with regard to view

protection of the Space Needle and to give specific guidance to where and how such
view protection should be implemented.

Ten locations have been identified. These are sites from which view protection of

the Space Needle should constitute an important City objective and from which
reasonable or feasible mitigation measures could be implemented to lessen the impact
of city development on the viewshed. These viewpoints are recommended as follows:

Alki Beach Park (Duwamish Head)

Bhy Kracke Park

Gasworks Park

Hamilton View Point

Kerry Park

Myrtle Edwards Park

Sculpture Park (Cityowned parcel)

Seacrest Park

Seattle Center

Volunteer Park

Other sites where the potential for a

degraded viewshed due to future develop-

ment was considered significantly ob-

structive of the o-the Space N,eed;'e were
considered. Generally, these sites rated

highly in light of view protection of

mountains, water, and city skyline,

however, did not necessarily qualify from

the standpoint of protecting views of the

Space Needle,

In particular, these recommendations

will affect the future of Four Columns
Park from the perspective of the

surrounding community. Therefore,

the City must consider measures for

addressing how future development in

the viewshed can contribute more

positively to the composition of the

skyline observed from this viewpoint,

M order to ensure that the issues

raised by the Pike/Pine Neighborhood
with regard to the neighborhood's

interface with downtown and more

specifically with the future of Four

Columns Park are addressed, the City
should commit to a work program to

accomplish the following:
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Identify actions necessary to ensure a pleasing skyline view from Four Columns Park, as

well as promote positive conditions for the use and enjoyment of public open space

along the edges of the Pike/Pine and Denny Triangle neighborhoods. These measures

might include development guidelines to be administered through the design review

process, adjustments to height limits or changes to development standards.

Identify new opportunities for open space in the area of transition between downtown

and the Pike/Pine neighborhood.

Recognize the importance of these transitional issues in the scope of the Center City

Open Space Plan now being undertaken by CityDesign and in the forthcoming envi-

ronmental analysis of proposed height and density changes within downtown to be

undertaken by SPO.

Investigate the possibility of alternative view corridors that would maintain landmark

views without posing an indefensible burden on affected property owners or under-

mining goals of the Comprehensive Plan and other neighborhood plans.

Evaluate funding sources, including use of funds generated both by the transfer of

development credits program and in the disposition of alley vacations, for the develop-

ment of alternative open spaces and mitigation for the loss of, or deterioration of open

spaces due to new development in the area between the Denny Triangle and Pike/Pine

neighborhoods.

The advantage to amending the SEPA

policies to give clear and specific direc-

tion to protection of views of the Space
Needle would ensure that the Space

Needle and its unique attributes are

addressed in the ove.rall view protection

policies of the City.

At this time, the Executive recommen-

dation does not address those viewpoints

identified in the City's SEPA policies

governing other landmarks, or where the

skyline or mountains and water bodies

are the focus of the view to be protected.

Rather, we have rendered the case for

view protection into two phases. In

Phase 1 this recommendation provides

certain and specific protection for views

of the Space Needle. They would provide

a higher level of protection than under

current policies and regulations. The

analysis of views of the Space Needle

accomplishes two important objectives.

First, it addresses an area of policy con-

cern both from the perspective of property

owners in the Downtown Denny Triangle

neighborhood, and for surrounding

neighborhood residents,

for whom the lack of clarity and uncer-

tainty, owing to the current City SEPA

policy, provides little in the way of

assurance that City housing and develop-

ment objectives can coexist with envi ron-

mental protection. It also addresses the

issues raised by center city neighborhoods

such as Capitol Hill and more specifically

the Pike/Pine neighborhood, and responds

to their concerns about clarifying whether

the view of the Space Needle from Four

Columns Park warrants City SEPA protec-

tion. Second, it afforded us the opportu-

n ity to testa methodology for view

inventory and assessment.

In Phase 2, it is intended that the

standing policy governing protection of

public views more generally, will be

reevaluated. The contribution of other

culturally or historically significant

structures or features will also be consid-

ered. Recommendations will be forth-

coming based on an analysis of view-

points throughout the city. Ultimately,

the conclusion of our view protection

inventory and analysis will go a Ion

towards
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ensuring that Seattle's rich legacy of vistas

and landscapes from parks and view-

points to scenic rights of way will be

protected. We will be able to provide

more certainty about the extent to which

the City will mitigate the affect of new
development on these important public

resources and help to ensure that other

policy objectives are achievable without

compromising Seattle's livability and

environmental quality.

Proposed Legislation

Seattle Municipal Code Section 25.05.675 is proposed to be amended as follows:

23.05.675 Specific environmental policies.

P. Public View Protection.

1. Policy Background.

a. Seattle has a magnificent natural setting of greenery, mountains, and water;
visual amenities and opportunities are an integral part of the City's environmental

quality~

b~ The City has developed particular sites for the public's enjoyment of views of

mountains, water and skyline and has many scenic routes and other public places
where such views enhance one's experience.

c. C!.-~s;~.~:Action of public views may occur when a proposed structure is located

in close proximity to the street property line, when development occurs on lots situ-

ated at the foot of a street that terminates or changes direction because of a shift in

the street grid pattern, or when development along a street creates a continuous wall

separating the street from the view.

d. Authoft provided through the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance is intended

to preserve sites and structures which reflect significant elements of the City's his-

toric heritage and to designate and regulate such sites and structures as historic

landmarks.

e. The adopted Downtown Land Use Policies and Code provide for the preserva-
tion of specified view corridors through setback requirements and policies for the use
of street space.

f~ Adopted Land Use Codes attempt to protect private views through height and
bulk controls and other zoning regulations but it is impractical to protect private views
through project-specific review.

~A
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Policies.

a. It is the City's policy to protect public views of significant natural and

human-made features: Mount Rainier, the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, the

downtown skyline, and major bodies of water including Puget Sound, Lake Washing-

ton, Lake Union and the Ship Canal, from public places consisting of the specified

viewpoints, parks, scenic routes, and view corridors, identified in Attachment 1.

(Attachment I is located at the end of this, Section 25.05.675.) This SUbsection does

not apply to the Space Needle, which is governed by subsection R2.c of this sectign.

aelverse impaets em desigmated publie viewe, whethef af met the pfejeet n9eets the

efitefiet ef the ever-view PaHey set feftig im GMG Seetiom 25.95.665; pfftided tha

b. ((i7)) It is the City's policy to protect public views of historic landmarks

designated by the Landmarks Preservation Board which, because of their promi-

nence of location or contrasts of siting, age, or scale, are easily identifiable visual

features of their neighborhood or the City and contribute to the distinctive quality or

identity of their neighborhood or the City. This subsection dges not apply to the

Space Nggdle, which is governed by subsection R2.c of this sgctign.

c. It is the cay's poligy to protect publi-c views of the Space Needle from the

foll2wing logatioLig:

i. AN _B_each, Eark Quwami.5b Headl

ii. Bh e Par,y KracL
iii. Qasworks Park

iv. Hamilton View Point

v. Kerry Park

yi~ LAyrtle EdwaLds Park

vii, Olympic Sculpture Park (Ci1y owned parcel)

yiLH. Seacrest Par~

ix. Seattle Center

x. VoluLiteer Park

d. ((e-)) Erojecta may bg condilioned or denied to eliminate or reduce ad-

verse impacts on designated 12ublic views, whether or not the Project me-eta the

criteria of the Overview _Pgligy _set forth in aMC Sgction 25.05.665; mitigating

measures may include, but are not limited to:

i. Requiring a change in the height of the development;
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ii. Requiring a change in the bulk of the development;
iii. Requiring a redesign of the profile of the development;
iv. Requiring on-site view corridors or requiring enhancements to off-site view

corridors;

v. Relocating the project on the site;

vi. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of walls, fences or plant material;

and

vfi. Requiring a reduction or rearrangement of accessory structures including,
but not limited to towers, railings and antennae.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY
--ss.

138446 No. ORDINANCE IN FULL

City of Seattle,Clerk's Office

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an authorized representative of The Daily Journal of

Commerce, a daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general circulation and it is now

and has been for more than six months prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in

the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle, King County, Washington, and it is now

and during all of said time was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of publication of this

newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the 12th day of June, 1941, approved as a legal

newspaper by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular issues of The Daily

Journal of Commerce, which was regularly distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period.

The annexed notice, a

CT: 120605 ORD. IN FULL

was published on

11/21/01

Notary public for tWState of Washington,

residing in Seattle

Affidavit of Publication

0
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