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Aprill7, 2012
Hearing Exaremnfor the City of Seattle
President, Seattle City Council

RE: Seattle University Citizen Advisory Committee Comments and Recomn
Concerning the Final Major Institution Master Plan for Seattle University

Dear Hearing Examiner and City Council,

Inaccordance with SMC 23.69e Seattl e University
Advisory Committee (CAC) submits its comments and recommendations on the
Institution Master Plan (MIMP) for Seattle University as outlined in the bady of t

After Holding a total of 25 public meetings, and reviewing volumes of reports ar
from those favoring the adoption of the Final Major Institutions Master Plan for !
University and those opposed to various specific eleni@ias tbetlkisAC recommenc
thatthe Final Major Institutions Master Plan for Seattle University should be ado
City of Seattle subject to the various provisions identified in recommendations 2
section 2 of this report

The most signifitan these recommendations relate to planned and potential dev
along 14th Avenue between Cherry and Marion Streets where Seattle Universit
various possible developments including the potential for an event center (area
in his area, and particularly the possible arena, elicited the most comment and |
concerns.

Accordingly the CAC worked with Seattle University to develop a compromise.
compromise is reflected in the CACO
recommendations: 1) impose lower heights, bulks and scales; 2) require develc
for open space and location of open space on portions of the 1300 and 1313 E.
sites; 3) specify that prior to any decision to move forward withinreeViti® denter th
various studies and preliminary designs be developed in consultation with the C
broad community participation including widely advertised public meetings; and
changes to the provisions outlined in the platoritlasedsites, and particularly the
heights and setbacks, shall automatically be considered a major amendment to

While a majority of the Committee agreed with the plans treatment of propétrties
Avenue, not all did, and a miregrdxt taying out the reasons for their opposition ar
forth alternate recommendations is attached to this report.

Other important recommendations include:

1) Delineation of Standing Advisory Committee (SAC) Roles and Respons
(Recommendati 2);



2) Provisions for recurring 5 year reviews of the plan (Recommendation 3);

3) Consideration of possible future vacation of all or a portion of 13th Av€heerpeiwck€olumbia
Streets.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on tlais ropdsAlGdks forward to rarontinued work with
Seattle University, the Community members and City of Seattle Staff.

Sincerely

John Savo, Chairperson
SeattldJniversity
Major Institutions Master Plan @ittadnsory Committee
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Section |
List of Recommendations

The following are the recommendationSeiHttiéniversitilajor Intuitions Progf@itzed s Advi sor y

Committee (CAC)

Recommendation-1That the Final Major Institutions Master S&attferUniversstyould be
adopted by the City of Seattle

Recommendation-Beattle University shall create and maintain a Standing Advisorp Gommittee

review and comment on all proposed and potential projects prior to submission of their respective

Master Use Permit applicattanysproposal for a new structure greater than 4000 square feet or
additions greater than 4000 square feet to andtexastirggshall be subject to formal review and
comment by the Standing Advisory Coniimgt8eanding Advisory Committee (SAC) will use the

Design Guidelines for evaluation of all planned and potential projects outlined in the Master Plan.

Recommendato3i That five years after adoption of the Master Plan and every 5 years thereatfter,
annual report

Seattle University in cooperation with its SAC shall hold a public meeting to review its

and other information intended to illustrate the statuslefneatatop. The meeting shall|be
widely advertised to the surrounding community and involve opportunity for public comment.

Advertisemeot this meeting shggherallgonform to the procedure of the Department of
Neighborhoods shall include atraumini

a. Mailing to all property owners and residents within 600 feet of the MIOP boundalry

b. Publication in the City Land Use Bulletin

c. Email notification to all those who have attended any meeting concerning this igsue within the

last five years

d. Email notification to the presidents or designated representatives of all community Councils,

Chambersf Commerce or other know neighborhood based organizations on the Department of

Neighborhoods Community Contacts lists for the Central Anddl @ahirahitjes
e. Posting on the Department sie$. Nei ghb

or hoods

RecommendatioA i The total amount and general distribution of proposed developt
Seattle University Campus should be approved as outpneploisetthé1IMP. All Associateq
and | ot coverageds proposed .in the pl a

Recommendatids: That the boundary expansion as requested by Seattle University alq
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RecommendatioB- That the boundary expansion as requested by Seattle University at the northeast
corner of ¥2and E Maripbe approvexh condition that the MIMP incorporate those sastriction
t he Director 6s f i nalforthegiteolocated at@he modhedsticarmefoff 4 4 an
12th Avenue and East Marion Street (currently the Photographic Center Northwest), any potential
university development on the parcel fronting on the-gedigstaimd 12th Avenue will comply
with allowedses per SMC 23.47A.005.D1 or those additional uses as follows
A - campus bookstore

- child care facility

- coffee shop

-food service

- fitness center

- copy center

-theater / performing arts

-financial / banking centers

- community me®j spaces

-campus /community service centers*aq

- fart center" or "active nonprofituse"
A*Service Center uses include but are pnot | im
employment and employee services; public safety servicemivsidwaidgarking pass
di stribution, Il ost and found, keys, anid dispa
** Active nonprofit use means one that would encourage public participation in events or programs such as the
Central Area Forum forarisldeas.
"Art center”, is a facility ihatoréhan a single purpose gallery use

Recommendation- The proposed vacation of that portion of E. Columbia Street betwe
and midblock between Broadway and the vacerecehOe Rigbfway and the connecting
south to E CheByreet should be approved subject to the condition that neither applica
approval should be granted until such tiesgtiestSiversity has acqowatership afl (or
approval of all) propedissssed by this alley.

RecommendatioB - That in the event that development above the thresboddinaf lev
footprint af5,000 square feet on 1313 E Columbia Street or 45,000 square feet on 13
Street occurs, that Seattle Universiitysgbmit a plan for review by the CAC that show
Universityods actual open space plan fg
spaces shall be a requirement of develapdhesteive DPD approval of the plan

Recommendatiodi Open spacghall be required for kb#l300 and 1313 Eolumbi&treet
sitesand provision of accessible open space at one siterali@lEDeattle Universitpm its
obligation to provaj®en space at the other site.
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RecommendatiohOi 13" Avenue between E. Columbia and E. Cherry streets be rede
widened sidewalks and other features intended to foster a pedestrian character.

Recommendatiahl- In the event that Seattle University determines that vacating all, or

signed with

a portion of

13th Avenue between E Columbia and E. Cherry Streets for the provision of greater open space is

warranted and desirable, that such a vacation be allowed without requiring a modificat
University Master Plan, and that that streetidesigriae location of planned open space i
published plan be considered sufficient plan reference to allow such a proposal to pro
separate street vacation process.

Recommendatial?i Maintenance of the 105 foot height limit fgotitye ohthe Seattle
University Campus west®Av2nue and the increases for heights along Broadway shou
approved without conditions.

RecommendatiabB3i The Heights as proposed eastéfvEhue in the Final Major Institutig
Master Plan @at June 2011 should be approved with the exception of the 1300 and 13
Columbia sites, for which the University and the CAC agreed to specific significant red
and additional ground and upper level setbacks.

Recommendatiom1 Heighlimits and setbacks for 1300 and 1313 E. Ghhlhid@aas showr
in updates to the Plan provided by both Seattle University and DPD andlggnerally sha

For 1313 E. Columbia:

1) A ground level setback of 15 feet dighgehde; 2) an upper lsedback to a point 80 feet
the west of fAvenue within which no portion of the structure except those exempted f
limitations by Code may exceed an elevation of 328.01 feet; and 3) for the remainder
portion of the structeixeept those exempted from height limitations by Code may excee
elevation of 345.14 feet.

For 1300 E. Columbia:

1) A setback of 15 feet alohd\tdnue and the north margin of the site; 2) a setback of 1
along 1B8Avenue; and 3) a lower héimgit of 337.35 feet in elevation and an upper height
346.3 feet in elevation as established by DPD in the Report of the Director of DPD.

Recommendatiorb1 Any development that proposes to excagdetteipon building envelo
establishefdr the 1313 East Columbia site or 1300 East Columbia site shall require a nj
amendmemd the Master Plan
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Recommendatiabt Prior to any decision by Seattle University to move forward with a
application for an Event Center, the followirgrehaltdd:

1) completion site feasibility study including analysis of all alternatiye locations
2) completion oftaffic analysis and site spéghHic glare, and noise studies

3) completion afpreliminary design studydimogiie potential building envedgpefined i
the MIMP anitlustrabns o&in actual conceptual dedigimecexterior of the building.

3) facilitation and hosting of at least one meeting with the wider community during
preliminargutcomes of 1 through 3 above are presented and public comnhemb éetieg. T
shall bevidely advertised

)

>

MUP

which the

The Standing Advisory Committee shall be involved in the review of the scopes of work for each study

and shall review the studies at keyipoi@s development. The completed studies, docu
of community comments received at the public meeting, and any Standing Advisory C
comments or recommendations shall accompany any MUP application.

N
v

mentation
ommittee

Recommendatiory1in the event thatlacision is made to move to the MUP phase, and &
any MUP or SEPA review, the Standing Advisory Committee shall be given the opport
and comment on the project during the scardhdtésign development phases.

as part of
unity to review

RecommendatiorBil That for the boundary expansion@mekth Avenaéonge. Mariostreet,
that existing housing be maintained until such a time as the University identifies a spe
sites, and that priority for development on both sites be fousesidential

cific use for the

Recommendation91 That within the expansion arégaaymarket rate or affordable hot
units use are demolished or changed to major institution uses, the University must prg
replacement twing andthat construction of staidemsing (dormitories or other SU owned
housing) should not constitute replacement housing

Ising
yvide comparabl
student

Recommendatiae0i TheUrban Design Strategies foA¥@nueshown on pages 142 arfl 14
and the map identifying is acceptable and should be usedpdetehfer future development
along this street and considered during the review of any applications for permits to im
Seattle University development albAgdifue. Seattle University should be encouraged t
street activating used &gtail wherever possible, including areas not now identified for s
141 of the plan, alongA2enue and particularly on blocks where existing buildings do n
include such uses.

Recommendatia?li That Seattle University shall intheh&tanding Advisory Committee ir
review of streetscape plans for both Madison Street and Broadway adjacent to its Can

prove any
o create
uch on page
ot now

the
npus.
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Sectionll
Specific Recommendations

Recommendation to Adopt the Final Master Plan

Seattle Univétds an important ingion and asset to @iy, theState and the regiorhe®ntire

region benefits fromhigh quality eddice provided by the Univeraityts 36 public meetings, the

CAC received many comments from persons living both in the immediateiginrotmaidols

and the broader region attesting to their strong support for the missiersiof.tBetilarly, many
peoplestated some concern with the size and location of expected new development, especially east @
12h Seattle Univergipetsto grow over the next 20 yearsamgroposed a Master Plan that will
accommodate forecasted growth.

The size and scalé&ehttle Universgylargen comparison to most of the development in the areas

to its south, north and .edste bulk, héigand scale of proposed development, particularly along the
eastern boundary of the Campus, along with its concurrent traffic and transportation impacts will be re
and undoubtedly noticeable to adjacent residents. The CAC received many cosenimg from th

in the area immediately to the eastdidue who are concerned with these impacts. Some

proposed that some additional development be allowéqEahgrid 1313 E. Columbia sites)

but at a lesser scale than proposed by Seat@yJnive

Generally the CAC operated from the following general goals and objectives:

e That the greatest height and intensity of development should occur on that portion of the
campus west oftfl@venue.
e That significant attention should be given to thef desigdges of the Campus with
surrounding development and particularly to the streetscapesvaionglZ4Avenue,
E. Madison Street and Broadway;
¢ That the Campomintainso far as possible the open and inviting environment.
e That greater opspace be provided in that area eadt/Afeiflie
e That Seattle University Development alonéf Avehili2 generally support thedomg
objectives of thet"¥&/enue Plan
After reviewing the plan, the CAC determined that the plan as pralhpseet geess objectives
and represented a reasonabledffidetween the needs to accommodate growth at Seattle University
and promote thentinuetivability of the surrounding neighborhoods.. This is significant. The CAC
wishes to recognize SeattUni ver si tyéds cooperation during tF
recommendations and comments were addressed and the plan is in large part the product of a
collaborative and highly productive partnership. The CAC therefore recommends:

Recommendain 1- That the Final Major Institutions Master S&attferUniversstyould be
adopted by the City of Seattle

Nonetheless there are a few areas where minor changes are warranted. Most of the provisions of the
Plan as currently proposed aressudioy the CAC. These include:

1) MIO Boundaries;
2) Bulk and density standards,

-11-



3) Building demolitions, with the caveat that any future demolition of 1313 E. Columbia
Street shall be subject to the requirements of the controls and incentiweshassociated
its designation as an historic building (LPB Of8ih@nce 123294);

4) General location of proposed new buildings;

5) Pedestrian access and circulation;

6) Parking quantity, location and access;

7) Building setbacks as modified to incorpopatgtsed upper level setbacks for the
1300 and 1313 E. Columbia sites);

8) Lot coverage,;

9) General open space on westhpah#d

10) Design guidelines as amended per the Final Report of the Director of the Department of
Planning And Development.

Thefollowing discussion and recommendations relate to areas where the CAC has either minor issues
with specific elements of the plan or wishes additional cldrdicadstsighificant changes to the
plan as published relate to the 1300 and 1313\kaGiRs.

Formation of a CAC and Review of the Plan

Under the provisions of the Major Institution
Standing Advisory Committee. The role of that comniittReveio:an annual status report from

the institutions detailing the progress the institution has made in achieving the goals and objectives o
the master pla?) review any proposed minor or major amendment and submit comments on whether it
should be considered minor or major, and dihahsdii any) shouldrygosed if it is miramd 3)

review and comment on any development under the plan that involves a discretionary decision and ha
formal comment period as part of therbtidBs.

The Advisory Committee concluded thattim effdetivelgview and comment on any development

under the pldhat the Standing Advisory Committee will require specific design guidelines upon which
to base their reviews. On order tareatdrari fy t
than 4000 square feet shall be subject to formal review and comment by the Standing Advisory
Commi tteeo. Seattle University requested tha
greater than 4000 square feet or additionglgarat®@00 square feet to and existing structure shall

be subject to for mal review and comment by th

The CAC agrees with Seattle University and recommends that the wording of that recommendation be
change to reflectthe $eatt Uni ver si tyés suggested wording.

Therefore the CAC recommends

Recommendation-Beattle University shall create and maintain a Standing Advisory Committee to
review and comment on all proposed and potential projects prior to submissiowveMasterespecti

Use Permit applicatigxsy proposal for a new structure greater than 4000 square feet or additions
greater than 4000 square feet to and existing structure shall be subject to formal review,and comment
the Standing Advisory CommitteeStading Advisory Committee (SAC) will use the Desig

Guidelines for evaluation of all planned and potential projects outlined in the Master Plan.

-12-



The CAC also noted that there is no longer a expiration date for the master Plan and that the plan will
continuén effect until its development authority is exhausted or the University determines that they nee
further changes to the development standards or other restrictions incorporated into the plan. The CA
was concerned that theseme effective reviethsf and therefore recommended that there be a

checkn and mimeview of the plan at a future date. The CAC concluded that such a review should be
conducted every five years and therefore makes the following recommendation:

Recommendationi3That fivgears after adoption of the Master Plan and every 5 years thereafter,

Seattle University in cooperation with its SAC shall hold a public meeting to review its annual report ar
other information intended to illustrate the status of plan impleheenmtagtng Jhall be widely
advertised to the surrounding community and involve opportunity for public comment.

Advertisemeot this meeting slggherallgonform to the procedure of the Department of

Neighborhoods shall include at a mirimum:

a. Maiing to all property owners and residents within 600 feet of the MIOP boundary

b. Publication in the City Land Use Bulletin

c. E-mail notification to all those who have attended any meeting concerning this lsstue within the
five years

d. Email notdation to the presidents or designated representatives of all community Councils,
Chambersf Commerce or other know neighborhood based organizations on the Department of
Neighborhoods Community Contacts lists for the Central Area and First Blill Commpunitie

e. Posting on the Department site. Nei ghbor hoods

Overall Level of Development

Seattle University has proposed approximately 2,145,000 square feet of new development over the
of the plan. @fesel,220,000 squdeset igpart oplanned or potential near peajectsand the

remainder lotgrm. The CAC looked closely the overall amount and location of development and its
proposed phasing.

In its initial review of development the CAC stated its strondatoortiraethe greatest heights

and amount of néamm development be west BfAl2nue on the Central Campus. Seattle
University complied with this recommendation and proposed that near term and planned development
about as follows:

West of 12 Avenue (Centre East of 12 Avenue

Campus
Planned Projects (Mos| 261,000 gsf 330,000 gsf
authorized under the prese
plan)
Near Term Potential Projecty 715,000 gsf 0 gfs
TotalNeafTerm Floor Area | 976,000 gsf 330,000 gsf

Long term possible devetag is split differently and reflects mostly the development of the 1313 E.
Columbia Block. With this development included the overall numbers change with new developme
more evenly distributed
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Possible Longerm projects | 285,000 gsf 640,000 gsf
All Bevelopment 1,261,000 gfs 970,000 gsf

280,00@quare fedtdf the possible laegm development east #fal2nue would be development
on the 1313 E. Columbia block.

Recommendatiod i The total amount and general distribution of proposed deweltpenent
Seattle University Campus should be approved as outlined in the proposed MIMP. Al|l Associated F
and | ot coverageds proposed .in the plan are s

MIO Boundaries

From the point of vi ew,omefofthe key eldnerttsi okztee MdOsis thed v 1 s
identification of boundaries beyond which the institution shall not expand. The establishment of tl
boundary is intended to give the surrounding neighbors and business owners a degree of certainty t
the instution will not expand to force out other neighborhood businessianaessiderefore

the CAC was very reluctant to accept boundary expansions.

Three boundary expansions were proposed by Seattle University. These were 1) alohg the east side
Broadway between E. Jefferson Street aval/ rhetween E Cherry and E Columbia Streets and 2)
along the east side df AZenue from E Marion to just north of E. Spring, and 3) along the west side of
13" Avenue from just north of E. Columbiantorjusif E. Marion Streets. Expansion of the MIO
boundary

Concerning the boundary expansion along the east side of Broadway

The CAC carefully considered this request and strongly endorses it. The expansion is in an are
dominated by both Institutiorhrelated medical uses. There appear to be relatively few negative
impacts associated with this expamsierefore, the CAC makes the following recommendation:

Recommendatidi That the boundary expansion as requested by Seattle Universitinalpng Broa
be approvedithout additional conditions.

Concerning the boundary expansions along the east'side aloh? the west side b Al/8nue
from just north of E. Columbia to just north of E. Marion Streets

These boundary expansions generatedemsytwithin the CAC. Early in the pBidgssposed

to expand the MIO for several blocks along 12th Ae/€A€.sfrongly recommended to SU that

they eliminate the boundary expansion &lérngrie. Seattle University considered this
recommatation and agreed to reduce the scope of the request to eliminate all but éne lot along 12
Avenudat the northwest corner baibhd E. Marion). Still, the CAC continued to be troubled by this
expansion, and after failing to reach a majoriteplositivay, deferred approval of the latter two
boundary expansion reguest

Ultimately the CAC voted to support the amended boundary expansion. This vote was not unanimous
and a minority of members stilgfgropposes this decisioh.e  C A @6 te suppertthiss

expansion was also closely tied to two othet)bsussg replacement and 2) allowable uses along

12h Avenue (street activating uses.). Seattle University stated that the retention of théone lot along 1:

-14-



Avenue was for thegmse of controlling the nature of development at this key intengection. The
stated that it was theirdtengp intention that thiersectione a major entry to the Campus and
further agreed to pursue retail or retail like uses for this site.

Recommidation6- That the boundary expansion as requested by Seattle University at the northeast
corner of ¥and E Maripbe approvexh condition that the MIMP incorporate those sasttiation
Directordos final r doptk site locat€@anthte indrtheashcordedof 12eon d 4 5
Avenue and East Marion Street (currently the Photographic Center Northwest), any potéential universit
development on the parcel fronting on the petbssgmated 12th Avenue will comply with allowed
uses pr SMC 23.47A.005.D1 or those additional uses as follows
A - campus bookstore

- child care facility

- coffee shop

-food service

- fitness center

- copy center

-theater / performing arts

-financial / banking centers

- community meetinases

-campus /community service centers*o

A*Service Center uses include but are not | im
and employee services; public safety services including transit and parking pass distribution, lost and
found, keys, and dispatch; student servifgces; al

Note that the CAC opposes any further boundary expansions ribAlkexiarg 12
Alley Vacations

Seattle University has proposed one new alley vacation in their plan forahesthataleytvay
between E. Columbia and E Cherry Street in that area ainedarthexpansisrproposed.

Seattle Univergitsesentlpwns the properties on the east side of the alldy andn the west
side(726 BroadwayJhe CAC recommded that this vacation only be pursued in the event that
Seattle University gained ownership of all property abutting thisapossibleeratore the CAC
recommends:

Recommendatioh- The proposed vacation of that portion of E. ColumiBangeedBimadway
and midblock between Broadway and the vacafackhQe Rigbfway and the connecting alley
south to E CheBtreet should be approved subject to the condition that neither applicatign nor
approval should be granted until such SeagtiesUniversity has acqoiwetership afl (or
approval of all) propedissessed by this alley.

Open Space Provisions

The Seattle University campus presently is a pleasant oasis of plazas and open spaces, including thre
formal dedicated opercegaUnion Green, The Quad and St Ignatius plaza. The University proposes

-15-



to maintain much of this existing character. Fdbkeafdiipus has a different geneoaitlapd
feel . The street grid systoptonsi mposes a regim

The CAC expressed its concern that greater attention be given to the provisions of open space east o
12h  Seattle University responded by identifying eight locations for open spa¢eserast of 12

Most of these spaces would be plazasadsd with potential new development. One would be a

possible rdesign of that portion éfA\B2nue détween E. Columbia and E. Cherry.

Concerning 1300 and 1313 E. Columbia

The greatest attention was given to open space at either 1313 af@BhmiBi@0SEeet. CAC
members strongly recommended that open space be included for these sites asditilattd be acc
the public. Furthmare the CAC noted that the open space for 1300 E. Columbia was identified as
Apossi bl e o pretme CAGraconanends: Ther ef

Recommendatid®- That in the event that development above the thieghalohdflevel footprint

of 75,000 square feet on 1313 E Columbia Street or 45,000 square feet on 1300 E. Columbia Stre
occurs, that Seattle Universitysshah mi t a pl an for review y the
actual open space plan for these two sites. Provision of open space on both of these spaces shall b
requirement of developraedtreceive DPD approval of the plan

Recommendatiofi Open spacshall be required for kb#1300 and 1313 Eolumbi&treet
sitesand provision of accessible open space at one sitersledeBeattle Universftpm its
obligation to provaj®een space at the other site.

Concerning #3venuedtween E. Columbia and E. Cherry Street

The CAC strongly endorses provision of greater open space at this location. Early in the process the
CAC identified this street as a possible location for a major open space and encouraged Seattle
University to ea@ whether this street might be vacated and converted into an open plaza. The CAC
still sees advantages to such a disgletabmight allow greater setbacks alé#gljatent to

residences associated with development at the 1313 E. Columbia Site.

Sedtle Universigpntinues itaterest in this as a possible direction. Hberevare many factors

that will affect suaheffort. ferinitial discussiowgth the City, and considering possible utilities
relocationeeds, Seattle Univerdgygmined that they wouldmadtide vacation of all poriorof

this street in the plan, at thisltistead they indicated an interest in looking at a wider variety of

possible actions including redevelopment under continued public owlerspagrtial edfcation.

A decision concerning which direction might be most desirable would await initial considerations of
specific uses and design of those uses on adjacent lots. However, the Final Master Plan indicates the
this is tlhannedadleACGlaeligvds.that this shaldddat a

minimum changes to the streetscape should be un@ieeistere the CAC makes the following
recommendation:

RecommendatiohOi 13" Avenue between E. Columbia and E. Qkets/ st redesigned with
widened sidewalks and other features intended to foster a pedestrian character.

The CAC wishes to indicate that it would still be willing to consider recommending in favor of vacation
all or gortion of 13th Avenue at a fudeeand recommends that the lack of formal identification of
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such a vacation in this plan should not preclude its consideration as a separate process at a later date
Therefore the CAC makes the following recommendation as a clarification of its intent:

Recommendatiahl- In the event that Seattle University determines that vacating all, or & portion of
13th Avenue between E Columbia and E. Cherry Streets for the provision of greater open space is
warranted and desirable, that such a vacation beithloweequiring a modification of the Seattle
University Master Plan, and that that street designation as the location of planned open|space in the
published plan be considered sufficient plan reference to allow such a proposal to proceed through a
sepaate street vacation process.

MIOHeights

Early in the process, the CAC recommended that the greatest height and development remain west o
12h As with the amount of proposed development, Seattle University has generally complied with this
recommendati. West of 12the MIO height limits would remain much as they arbdoday

majority of the area would continue at MIO 105. The exceptions would be those portions of the Centr:
Campus along Broadway where heights would increase slightly fookdhi®™ED &nd a small

expansion of the MIO 160 area south to east Cherry Street. Therefore the CAC recommends

Recommendatial2i Maintenance of the 105 foot height limit for the majority of the Seattle University
Campus west of@venue and the mases for heights along Broadway should be approved without
conditions.

Seattle University is proposing height increases east of 12th Avenue. Presently this area is a mixture
MIO 50 and MIO 37. Height limits would be increased in seveighdmadsyddldncrease

generally to MIO 65 with the two exceptions. One, the immediate area around Barkley and James
Courts along®.8venue and the east sidetoA¥8nue near E. Marion Street which would remain at

MIO 37. Two, the 1300 and 131&llEnbia sites would each be designated MIO 65 but conditioned

to heights somewhat lower, in accordance withaper@A@ building envelopes discussed in more

detail below.

The latter sites caused the CAC and others the greatest difficulty eahtbsoisization of the
final proposed MIMP were the subject of exhaustive additional discussions.and negotiating

Therefore the CAC makes the following recommendation:

Recommendatiab3i The Heights as proposed east@fvEhue in the Final Magiitiions
Master Plan dated June 2011 should be approved with the exception of the 1300 and 1313 East

Columbia sites, for which the University and the CAC agreed to specific significant reductions in heigh
and additional ground and upper level setbacks.

Thegenerdransitioto the lowlensity residential area eastgfdsed the greatest challenge to the
CAC. Theansitional relationship in height, bulk ammgscaereat and the a@ted

considerable time to this issue. In additiasittie pee of the 1313 E. Columbia Site for a possible
future event center (Arena and Auditorium) further exacerbated concerns.

After considerable discussion with the CAC and surrounding neighbors, SU proposed a series of
additional ground and upperdetlecks and a height measurement technique to limit the height and
bulk of the buildings, but retained the height limits as proposed in the plan. The CAC initially endorse
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this scheme. However, following publication and in light of continctezhdisstitesfzart of
adjacent neighbors, the issue was genedyed for further discussion and negotiation.

Neighbors suggested that the 1313 E. Columbia Site Hrogilihantti south betweérahd
14hwith those portions east of thatnch&onting tAvenue limited to 37 feet in height. Seattle
University ultimately proposed a building envelope that infamivegdcud@vel setback, an-80
foot uppédevel setback, and height limits defined by the envelope and spedtiiied by ele

In October 2011, the CAC voteddorse the additional changes in both setbacks and heights in the
Seattle University. After significant discussions with the CAC, Seattleolhtvepddy these
changes.

The compromise slightly redeeébuilding heights and significantly increases upper level setbacks

both along T4nd at the north edge of the 1300 block adjacent. The portion of any structure on the
1313 E Columbia site frontihgv@dld be limited in height to 37 feet abgraalthat the northeast

corned an elevation of 328.01 feet above sea level (excluding those protrusions allowed by Code). In
order to provide a more acceptable transition to the adjacent lower height and density development to
the east, all portions ofsdruycture above this plane must be set back 80 feeAfrenué4nd not

exceed an elevation of 345.14 feet, 0.4 feet shorter than would be allowed@zenitige MIO

On the 1300 E Columbia site, no portion (except permitted rooftd@afgastmesure fronting

14th may exceed 337.35 feet in elevation. All portions of any structure above this plane must be set
back 65 feet from 14th Avenue and not exceed 346.3 feet in elevation. These changes required carefi
modification to the propasd are outlined in detail the Report of the Director of the Department of
Planning and Development. The CAC endorses the proposal as contained in that document and the
supporting drawings depicting the agp@eduilding envelopes.

Those nasurementre shown in thddaling sections
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The details of this compromise are identifigel fortypaf the DPD Directors repbiti@CAC
endorses them. Tliere the CAC makes the following recommendation

Recommendatiom1 Height limits and setbacks for 1300 and 1313 E. $ballib#@s shown [n
updates to the Plan provided by both Seattle University and DPD and enerally shall

For 1313 E. Columbia:

1) A ground level setback of 15 feet dighgehde; 2) an uppmrel setback to a point 80 feet to the

west of XAvenue within which no portion of the structure except those exempted from height
limitations by Code may exceed an elevation of 328.01 feet; and 3) for the remainder of the site, no
portion of the stiue except those exempted from height limitations by Code may exceed an elevation
of 345.14 feet.

For 1300 E. Columbia:

1) A setback of 15 feet alohd\ddnue and the north margin of the site; 2) a setback of 10 feet along
13"Avenue; and 3) a lotveight limit of 337.35 feet in elevation and an upper height limit of 346.3 feet
in elevation as established by DPD in the Report of the Director of DPD.

The DPD di r ec tdived the sensifive boundasytedge and transiticmdl nature of

these two sites, any development that proposes to exceed the height limit established for the 1313 Ea
Columbia siteor 1300 East Columbia site shall require a major amendment in accordance with SMC

2 3. 6 9Th&®CAR fornally proposed this requaachdrgrefore recommends:

Recommendatiorb1 Any development that proposes to excegdetbeipon building envelope
established for the 1313 East Columbia site or 1300 East Columbia site shall require a major
amendmenmd the Master Plan

Special Proviens related to the Approval of Development on the 1300
and 1313 East Columbia Sites

No issue in the proposed Master Plan generated more controversy and public comment than the
increases in height and possible new development identification fat 134 3 B0Catumbia

Sites. Three possible uses were identified for the 1313 E. and 1300 Columbia sites including for
possible Construction of an AEvent Centero.
Center clearly elicited the most.agility fvas identified as a venue for sports events, assemblies and
other activities that might draw significant attendance. Concerns ranged from aesthetics to traffic imp:
and effects upon the Historic building at 1313E. Columbia.

Given the exceedirggnsitive nature of development on either of these sites and their location

adjacent to or across the street from lower density residential development, the CAC devoted
considerable time evaluating the possible impacts of all three uses. $nitieluoiegbosal

consideration of other sites for the Event Center and principally the Logan Field site. Ultimately after
considerable discussion with Seattle University Staff and Consultants concerning restrictions on lot
configurations that limited consaendbther sites, and long discussions concerning heights the CAC
agreed to set the setback, height, and open space requirements as outlined above. These changes
significantly reduce the building envelopes available for any development orothé grt@stand w

adjacent owner significant relief from light glare and shadowing associated with any new development
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With these conditions in place, development on 1313 E. Columbia site, and by implication on 1300 E.
Columbia if it should be acquired inutteeldy Seattle University) was considered acceptable.

However, concern remained. I n early drafts o
use of either site for an event center should not be approved in this plan, eg<sdidiy forci

University to develop a new plan in the event that it determined that the Event Center use would go
forward. The CAC considered this and determined that such a provision would impose an undue
hardship on the University. Instead the CAGIghapdlsere be a separate evaluation undertaken

prior to the application for a MUP.

Recommendatiab6 Prior to any decision by Seattle University to move forward with a MUP
application for an Event Center, the following shall be required:

1) compdtion o$ite feasibility study including analysis of all alternatiye locations
2) completion oftaffic analysis and site spéghHic glare, and noise studies

3) completion afpreliminary design study incluairmptential builglienvelopasdefined in
the MIMP anilustrabns ofin actual conceptual dedigimecexterior of the building.

3) facilitation and hosting of at least one meeting with the wider community during which the
preliminary outcomes of 1 throughe& ateopresented and public comment tagen. T
meeting shall édely advertised

The Standing Advisory Committee shall be involved in the review of the scopes of work for each study
and shall review the studies at key points in their developmemiet€destudies, documentdtion

of community comments received at the public meeting, and any Standing Advisory Cogmmittee
comments or recommendations shall accompany any MUP application.

Recommendatiory1in the event that a decision is made torttev®MJP phase, and as part| of
any MUP or SEPA review, the Standing Advisory Committee shall be given the opportupity to review ¢
comment on the project during the scterdaliesign development phases.

Housing Replacement

While Seattle Universitursently anticipating little displacement of existing housing, the CAC remains
committed to maintaining the overall City and Neighborhood housing stock. There are two areas
concerrnof the CAC: 18tention of housing on the west sidefAfelieauth of E. Madison Street
(boundary expansion area) and 2) replacement of any lost housing with housing of a similar type.

It is City policy a. "to encourage preservation of housing opportunities, especially for low income persc
and to ensure that passdisplaced by redevelopment are relocated.” and b. "proponents of projects
shall disclose thesite and cffite impacts of proposed projects upon housing, with particular attention

to losincome housing."

The proposed boundary expamsit8th Avengeuth of E. Marion includes at least 18 units of

existing housirfgeattle University has indicted that it has no immediate plans for this area and the
MIMP does not identify any of the expansion areas as developnaeidlitsitesthe proposed

boundry expansion on 13th Ave. north of E. Marion includes undeveloped lots with a zoned capacity f
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at least 8 additional housing Uriess CAC prefers that this area remain in residential use and
therefore recommends:

RecommendatiorBil That for the bowamg expansion areas13th Avenaéondge. Mariostreet,
that existing housing be maintained until such a time as the University identifies a specific use for the
sites, and that priority for development on both sites be for residential use.

Seattle Unersity proposed that any housing replacement requirement apply only to the demolition of
structures with residential use or change of use of those strugeseketdialomajor institution

uses. They further proposed that construction of dtbedstfbousing be considered comparable
replacement for loss of one mratkedwelling unit. The CAC considered this request and determined
that: 1anyloss oprivate housing displaced by institutignatusing construction of student
housingshould requiree pl acement in kind; and 2) that <con
other SU owned student housing) should not constitute replacement housing for lost Market rate or
affordable private housifige CAC would hope that smdd be within a reasonable distance of the
Seattle University Campus.

Therefore the CAC recommends:

Recommendatior®1 That within the expansion anéasymarket rate or affordable housing units
use are demolished or changed to major instégtidheulniversity must provide comparable
replacement bgng andthat construction of student housing (dormitories or other SU owned student
housing) should not constitute replacement housing

Street Front and Campus Edge Improvement

Treatment of theraus edges was a major concern to the CAC. Seattle University has done a good
job designing new buildings along it edges and particulahpetong .12 his was not always the

case in the past and the CAC commends SU both for the dramatithihaege=teats in its view

of and cooperation with the surrounding neighborhood. Seattle University proposes to continue this a
included detailedban Design Strategies foA¥@nudessentially@nceptual streetscape design

pla. The CAC emdes this plan. The CAC noted thibtre Design Strategies foA¥2nue

identified most of the street frontage for University Retail and Street Activating uses.

DPD proposed to add a provision extending this commitment to all propettiasdabjeacict

further stated that restrictions on the proportion of street frontage dedicated to public safety, human
services and other office uses should apply to all areas not just pedestrian zones. Seattle University
objected to both provisions. CAC determined that it would advocate a middle ground on this issue
and therefore recommends:

Recommendatiae0i TheUrban Design Strategies foA¥&nueshown on pages 142 arghahdl
the map identifying is acceptable and should be used agdHertéutyre development along|this

street and considered during the review of any applications for permits to improve any Seattle Univers
development alongA%enue. Seattle University should be encouraged to create street activating

uses and retavherever possible, including areas not now identified for such on page 141 of the plan,
along 12Avenue and particularly on blocks where existing buildings do not now include [such uses.
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The CA@commendédiat similar plans should be done forigorivViaiteet fromi&venue to

Broadway and Broadway from Madison Street and Jefferson Street. Seattle University noted that the
do not own properties on both sides of these streets. The CAC agreed that SU should not be required
design special stsstpe plans for adjacent priyaiperties not owned by them.

DPD also agreed gmdposed that conceptual streetscape plans also be done for Madison and
Broadway. The recommendation specifically states that

Within three years of MIMP approval virsitynivill prepare and submit to DPD and SDOT

for their approval conceptual streetscape design plans for (1) the east side of Broadway
between Madison Street and Jefferson Street and (2) the south side of Madison between
Broadway and 12th Avenue, sionttze conceptual plan for 12th Avenue depicted at pages
142143 of the MIMP. The University will work with the City and other property owners to
identify public and private funding sources to implement the concept plans over time.

The plans shall be ganeed consistent with the provisions of the Seati@NVRight
Improvements Manual. Elements of the plan must include, but are not liewed to: street
setbacks/land uses and pedestrian environment, private/public realm interface, pedestrian level
lighting, walynding, streetscape furniture, landscaping and tree selection. The plans shall
also address all Pedestrian Master Plan priority improvement locations and facilities identified
in the Bicycle Master Plan. Where there are bike lanetuamdnighanes at the same

corner, evaluate the feasibility of National Association of City Transporsadioda@fficials

bicycle facilities.

Once completed, these plans shall be considered during review of any applications for permits
to improve adgvelopment site adjacent to Broadway or.Madison

The CAC concurs with this recommendation but also recommends the following:

Recommendatia?ili That Seattle University shall involve the Standing Advisory Committee in the
review of streetscape plansotbrMadison Street and Broadway adjacent to its Campus.

The Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan should be amended to include a package of
pedestrian streetscape improvements along 13th Avenue between Cherry and Marion, and possibly
along 1% Ave between Cherry and the north boundary of thélski eitveen E. Columbia and

E Marion Streets, and to include urban design strategies and community context evaluations similar tc
that completed foihB¥enue for both Madison Street and Broadwa
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Sectionlll
Public Comments Received

From: "David Neth"
6/10/2009 7:@8v1
Subject: SeattleMastePlan

Though | have spoken at the public meetings, | would like to formally voice my objections to a number of Seattl
University's master plan items

Most notably as a resident of 14th Ave, mid block between E. Cherry and E. Columbia | face the former Pepsi
Cola plant that Seattle U. is currently renovating. This building is only approximately 32 feet high on the side fa
my home at 726 14th. Towvabeattle U, the unencumbered right to raise the height to 65 feet, double what it is,

is totally out of proportion to the residential hillside it faces. That amount of height would make facing homes fe
they are in a fishbowl. One of their othde pgdRibs they have shown for the future use of this site is a 5,000

seat sports stadium! We could be facing a 65 foot mostly blank stadium wall. Either way it is not an attractive
option if you were living in one of the 100 year old homes thajoundkmottina of our neighborhood facing

Seattle University. A height variance for them to 65 feet would also mean a huge loss of natural streetlight in th
afternoons, and a significantly earlier sunset for me every day for the rest of my éfeo Beeae would

significant noise effect that a building that tall will create as the increased traffic noise on 14th Ave. reflects off t
block long wall into the neighboring homes. This would of course be equally true of the next block to the north
which thedon't even own and yet they have added it to their footprint. Without even owning the property they ar
asking the city to give them a 65' height exemption there .also.

It has been pointed out in the meetings that Seattle U. does not builtl troattigiuheigin their campus

but yet they want to have the right to do it up against our neighborhood. When combined with their other reque
for outying height increases in this plan, and coupled with their expanding footprint, where is the protection fo
the community? Instead of a taller central core with gradients out into the community, they are basically propos
to keep their lower central campus open and foist their height onto the outlying communities at their edges. Thi
100% the oppositevbft it should be, especially foicap imiversity that purports to be all about

‘community’!

It is my understanding from a recent Seattle Times article by Sharon Sutton that major institutions do not even
have to go through design review anyromggs that private projects do. Instead they are 'advised' by a

citizens advisory committee which has only token say and no teeth. That prospect, coupled with inappropriate
height allowances is not acceptable, especially from an institution e#iaiiyhbeotem its promises to our
community in my 25 years livind wendd be happy to expand on their lack of community ethics over the

years.

| do not think Seattle University should be granted the right to further expand into outhesidhliorhood. If

up to their allowable heights on their existing campus and then want to have lower impact buildings as an
expansion option into our neighborhoods | would support that. To give them carte blanche on properties they d
know what they need thmmand in some cases don't even own, is totally inappropriate.

Sincerely,
David Neth,

From: Daniel Mihalyo
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6/10/200
Hello Steve and Lisa,
First. thank you for taking the time to gather and forward the neighborhood input on the new SU MIMP.

| couldn'tame to the SU CAC Draft MIMP meeting Immediately at 5pm last week due to my work schedule and
when | did arrive to the building at 5:45, the person at the front desk assured me that there was no SU MIMP
meeting taking place in the building. There giapostad ftatecomensobody stationed to help latecomers

find their way. After 15 minutes worth of dead end phone calls to Campus security, | finally noticed a neighbor
come down the hall who directed me to the correct meeting room, muchssnmbateshbzrstuten

security personnel. By this time | had of course already missed the narrow chance for public comment.

| would like it go on record that the Draft MIMP was only ready a week before the meeting which is far too shor
time for the pudto review this complex document. One which, | might add, will have a large impact on all the
immediate neighbors. Moreover, it was only available electronically 2 days before the meeting. This seems to r
designed to exclude public opinion. Additehaltythe public comment only between 5:15 to 5:30 makes it
impossible for anyone who happened to be commuting from work to make it on time. This accelerated review
process is far from inclusive and | would expect 10 se8 atdekstf@r revieithe documents at a

minimum and time to notify the neighbors of what impacts are coming down the pipeline that I'm sure they kno
nothing about. Nobody onloak 15th Avenue) had any knowledges ohéeting, much less the existence

of a Draft MIMPdcument.

Scandalous really. Who is setting this aggressive schedule?

In the meantime, pleasensga&ttached public combhetter on the Draft MIMP.
Thank you,

Daniel Mihalyo

From: Mary Pat DiLeva

Date6/912009

SubjecDRAFT MIMP & DEIS Commeot#i€si

Page 101 : Proposed Building Heights

Maintain current height limits east of 12th Avenue, including the existing MID 37' and MIO 50'.
Page 105 Proposed Boundary Expansion

Maintain existing boundaries of the MIMP east of 12th.

Page 10 : Proposedddng Heights

Preserve existing housing opportunities, especially low income housing, within the existing MIMP (this relates t
properties on James Court, Barclay Court and 13th.

All three of these priorities are reinforced by the Seattle MunicigghtesdSha 23.69.002E The Seattle
Municipal Code: "Discourage the expansion of established major institution boundaries .. encourage the
concentration of Major Institution Development on existing campuses."

This implies directly that the institutida Ishitd "up” within their boundaries and maximize the use of its
existing envelope.
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Further the intent of the CAC and the MIMP is to create mutual benefit between the neighborhood and the
institution such that both flourish. The increased heiglal@rgpthl Avenue, 14th Avenue, James Court

and Barclay Court are detrimental to the residential character of the neighborhoo@5mejigintiioiér, a

would detrimentaffecthe quality of life of residents of 14th Avenue, 15th Avéheesmuak 1placing

them in a canyon. It would also likely spell the deathnel for existing housing on James Court and Barclay Court
These statements were made repeatedly at the public hearing on the DEIS.

Further, it is City policy" to encourage paseftabusing opportunities, especially low income persons, and
to ensure that persons displaced by redevelopment are relocated" and " proponents of projects shall disclose ti
onsite and cffite impacts of proposed projects on housing, withatt@mitoiaro low income housing.”

Mary Pat Dileva

From: Flo & John Shaw

Subject: Objection to increased height limit for Seattle University on 14th Avenue
June 9, 2009

Dear Ms. Rutzick and Mr. Sheppard:

Due to prior commitments, we were unable tbeaftend 3 meeting regarding the Draft Environment Impact
Statement for the Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan.

We wish to take this opportunity to make our very strong objections to the request for the increased height limit
along the wesitle of ™Avenue between E. Cherry Street and E. Marion Street. Wedlremioe 14
between E. Columbia and E. Marion, directly across the street from the hospital laundry parking lot.

65 foot high buildir8sx storiesare completely out of abi@r with the immediately adjacent neighbors.
There are houses on the same block as the hospital laundry, two stories high, all at least 100 years old. Our sic
of the street is all historical houses (Street of Dreams in 1901 ), 18&lyjeatsoodtories tall.

6 story high buildings would loom, dominate over everything in the area. Even 12th Avenue, a commercial stre
is built only up to 4 stories on the side leading into the neighborhood, south of Madison. 13th Avenue goes up t
only 3 stories this area.

6 story high buildings would reflect street noise back to us and all the neighbors on the street. 6 story high
buildings would blockwisetensun for us. 6 story high buildingstaulalbf 14 Avenue into a canyon.
Our propertywalue woulgereduced substantially by such high buildings.

We have lived here for 26 years, and admire many of the new buildings on the SU campus. But creeping out in
the residential neighborhood with enediimess an Invasion. We call on DR&eothe height limit on

14th Avenue at the existing 37 feet. There shbellslbstantial setback with greenery to avoid creating a

blank wall right along the sidewalk. They can build something attractive like the Kokoffi Apartnents on 13th anc
Columbia.

We have heard a rumor that SU plans to possibly build a sports stadium on 14th between Marion and Columbis
or Columbia and Cherry. That would be a disaster to the residential quality of the neighborhood, with intolerabl
noise and lights alotiitp Whe excessive height, and we call on DPD to prevent it

Sincerely yours,
Flot and John Shaw

From: Jordan Heitzman
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Date6/10/20097:3WM

Subject: Fwd: Fw: SeattMastePlan

(Edi noter &nhsesponse to the previous letter from David Neth)
| concur.

The idea of being walled into my home is not a very appeasing idea. | do tinelers tame dubtor

growth but it needs to be sensible. | do not foresee my neighborhood homes being torn down for the
redevelopment to taller structuhis 2Btyears. Therefore, | feel it wrong to endorse such a height. | would be
Willing for some height growth but not double what the building currently is.

| do want to take a minute to say thank you to all who put on the meetiwgdagioaekitvas allowed
to voice my concerns.

Sincerely.

Jordan B. Heitzman

From: Denigurnside

Date6/10/2009

Subject: FwBew Seattle WMastePlan-1 CONCUR!

(Edi noter & sesponse to the previous letter from David Neth)
| concur with David.

As lis neighbor, and home owner at 728 14th Ave for eleven years, | do not support a 65' height exemption for
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Denise Maupin Burnside

8.26.11
To the Department of Neighborhoods:

We are writing to object to the proposed heagwsiiBeattle University is seeking on 1détween

Cherry and Marion. Myself, my wife and my 5 year old daughter live onQdltm#ia. rides proposed

height increases would have a dramatic affect on the amount of saur wegettgramauld send a

statement that Seattle U is in fact not concerned about the \slimenegliate neighbors. We desire to

have a good relationship with Seattle U. and want toducioluthidle to having a good relationship with us.

We deal with ffia, litter, loud parties and btithersome affects of Seattle U. The increased height would

greatly reduce the amount of sun weogetppaperty and make our home a much less desirable place to live.
Seattle U. needs to build withaotistraintset in place and build higher towards the middle of their campus

and keep the out skirtheir campus open to the community. We need to share our neighborhood. We all make
sacrifices. Thaged to make theirs.

Thank you,
Michelle, and Maysun Dawahare
808 14th
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Dear Steve Sheppard,

| am a homeowner at8164t h Ave, Seattle 98122. ltds recently
Seattle University expansion that would allow an increased building height on this block. The building in questic
isdirectly across the street from my home.

There are several concerns | have with the increased height. The line of sight will greatly affect the neighborho
feel of this area. In the last few years, the expansions of Seattle University havit/baeithvepy ates

seeming to be in line with the existing structures and creating a cleaner and more pleasing street experience w
walking around. If a taller building were put in place of the existing structure on 14th avenue, this would be out
cortext with the height of buildings in the neighborhood and affect the pleasant experience of strolling in this are
Lessening the appeal of the neighborhood also brings down the real estate value of these homes.

Our homes on this block would be dirgatiyatg impacted by a height increase. We enjoy an established

garden with a wide spectrum of sunlight coming from that western side of the house. A tall building across the
street would prevent gardening at the houses on this side of the siseetn)®etathe on our front porches

watching the sunsets. This experience would be taken away by the addition of a tall building looming across frc
our homes.

I feel itdéds important for you t o ffeceqgaality ofliée fontbew a t a
people living here. Please respect the zoning laws of this area and not expand the height of the building on this
block of 14th Ave

Respectfully,

Sandy Glaze

8161 14th Ave
Seattle, WA 98122
2064192148

Dear Seattle U auoittee,

We have been resident homeowners across from the proposed development sight of 1313 Columbia for six ye:
now. Our home is located at the NE corner of the developmeniat 8&frrieitiof 14th and Columbia).

One of the highlights of puircpasir home back in 2005 was the fact that it was a fixer in an up and coming

area and work was literally 6 blocks down the street on Pine street. The view of the city and My Rainer was als
great selling point. Although the two buildings iufront&fo me wer e | ess than attra
during the day and were zoned only for their currtr

In the time we have lived in our home we have invested more than 100K in renovations and are currently
weathering a dramdtevnturn in the economy that is not looking great these days with the stock market ect.

We can no longer see Mt Rainier because of a parking lot that was erected by Providence hospital. Now we h
to lose our cityscape and privacy to the new devatd@barColumbia.

Being in the city it is understandable that there will be urban growth (which should in theory increase the value
our home) but instead our home keeps decreasing in value and our taxes seem to stay virtually the same.

It is my undeesding that developers get a substantial tax break from the city for building to the new increased
sixstory limit, but the homeowners that are directly impacted receive nothing.
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We are constantly keeping up our houses ,cleaning the neighbonned@spiegtthe grass and

sidewalks and looking out for crime. Meanwhile our parking tickets keep piling up because we cannot park on
street for more than 72 hours (if we are able to find parking at all to even bring in our groceries). We are able t
get a zone permit, but it is overcrowded to say the least.

I would like to see Seattle University propose a plan for their respected neighboring homeowners who will be
directly impacted by the future development. In this plan we need to be cdirgpemshfectfoost our

lack of our skyline and city views, lack of privacy, lack of light, parking and external property upkeep such as si
walk clean up and landscaping, graffiti loitering and littering. The proposal from Seattle University will bring
absolutely Anothing positived to the homeowners d

Our hope is that Seattle University can use some of the other properties they own towards &edferson and 12th
to build a new 6 story building that would not d&fteneamyers as it is currently industrial and at six stories
already. For Seattle University to move forward with timerdeselapear a blatant @c#dron of their

neighboring homes that have existed for over

100 years and are well kept uprariting professionals and supporters of the community. dt is very Un
neighborlp disregard us and pigstvardvi t h an agenda that only benefits
breaks, our homes will decrease in value and we will alllaokfef fight, increased noise and no views at

all for over two blocks except for 6 stories of unidentified Seattle University student housing sports facilities
bookstores ect. The neighborhood will start to look like University of Washingtbaousheraralrtim

down because transient students are moving in and out every quarter.

I al ways thought of Seattle University as a more
neighboring homeowners. This proposal feels like a eopsredaérgading one of the nicest oldest streets
on Capitol Hill. Please regard us whenforaudngas we are not in favor at all.

Thank you,

Bianca Brookman
Caroline Davenport

Flo and John Shaw
810- 14th Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98122
home2063246704
September 1, 2011

Steve Sheppard,

Department of Neighborhoods,
City of Seattle

P.O. Box 94649

Seattle, Washington 9818813
Dear Mr. Sheppard:

| wish this letter to be part of the record of commeite@ t t | e U nMajordnitdiontMgstes pr op o s
Plan, to be considered by the Hearing Exantoemmigiyts are in two areas: the impact to my home and
neighborhood, and appafiefdtions of Seattle Municipal Code regarding increases to height limits.

My f ami | y 6ith Avare) betwieen E.&kda and E. Marion Street$ivé/directly across the
street from the Hospital Lgundhich Seattle Universityritasporated within its institutional boundaries, and
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for which Seattle Universatgkimg that they (and only beegjanted an increalsemht limit, from the
curenB 70 twe 34%5® mpif mechanical equi pment.

My home of 26 years and my neighborhood vemdrehe segatively impactedidyncreased height, and |
ask the i@/ of Seattle not to grant it.

He e are quotes from SUG6s Final Major Institution

The university will seek to improve the edges of campus to facilitate beitiéo ihiegratiomnding
neighborhood areas and a positive interface with the c@eattlaityniversityINAL Major Institution
Master Plan ix

The pyose of the Seattle University MIMP is to further the University messiquri@aads, and to work
with the community to develop a plan that supportslgEawikersity Wehenhancing the neighborhood.
Seattle UniversityINAL Major Institution Master P(ary L&derline)

Per SMC 23.69.025, the intent of a Major Institution Master Plan is to balantledlwstieens to
develop facilities for the prowsstucational services witheld to minimize the impact of institutional
development on surrounding neighboBexrtts. UniversityINAL Major Institution Master P{anry 20
underline)

€ an outwardacing campus perimeter that is invitighboreei
Seattle UniversityINAL Major Institution Master Plan 20

What Seattle University wishes Boddébobythei hdkhg
south, contradicts all oatheve statements in their Blaifding todhheight in front and next to blocks of 1

2 story houses which are I3@Iyears old, is not integration, a positive ietgntueng the neighborhood,

aminimal impact, or inviting to the neighbors. Ipissitee tigs a looming wédirtass against the

neighborhood.

There is a great deal of land in the interior of thevtéch@iU could use to fladill desires for expansion.

The campus topography should look likeaanhbigtier in the middle, tapering down to existing

neidnborhood heights. Instead, thiegtpropose on their east edge is a bowhjeeithaaden in the middle,
andbuildings increasing in height as they go east, planting a wall in fros. 6f olwliouse di ng of 5506
much of what little shinemy house gets, especthllyng the winter when it is precious. | wdwbdile

sunlight each day.Whstern facing garden (my only garden spacejhgoukdsin story buildinguaill off

al | of t he ¢ amalcoanectidn it Hol amdwnowmo ¢ k 6 s vi s u

Below is a visual aid | constructed to demonstrate the impact of the dispadtgiie heigled materials at

hand (underfoot, realiiyanks, kids!), but gnoportions are accurate and illustrative. Thé®ogusede

the existing houstso stories tall. The Playmobil castle is adifuifdimpgoposed new heightLéhe

figures are supposed to be people stahding o n 6t h a v eh sbl sagtheseadlewn.srouagyétthe e nou g
idea.
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If you loo&t the height limits from the vantage point of the sidewalk iméase, cdmdyfrom my yard, and
windows on both flogasj see the same thing: a tigfe wall blocking sun and sky, dwarfing all ngighbori
structures and living spblege arehmtos | took of balloons tied to 55 &eng, 40 feet back from the
property line to account for the two preptised Look at where that builelogld rise to (plus mechanical
equipmentontherdof). 6 s g r o s s Iwith the asting reighbgrhoad proail sideso n

From the sidewalk in front of my house:

-30-



From my front yard:
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37 feet, the current height limit, is reasonable, and though higher than aurxhouses,chdat n gl y s o .

limit in place when | bought my libediei that Expected Seattle University to build to onketathey
acquire the propetlty. d o nitéright forta majodk, wealthy instituberatile to get zoning chanded

itself only, by the way shadow us with its backsideeSMets on 14Avenue are people committed to and
invested in theigkborhood for decades alreadywill remain so for many years to come.

| read the relevant Seattle Municipal Code, 23.34.124, regarding height chitstii@fionNajerlay
districts. It appears that the sezp zon®f the height limiblates several sections:

1. Increases to height limits may be considered vaesigablis to limit MIO district boundary by expansion.

Seattle University has expanded it d@iridary once already, when it intbi@ddacks on 14th in
contention. It proposes to expand further in this ned MIMB. it 6t appear that the
any expansion.

2. Height limits at the disbfoundary shall be corlestith those in the adjacent areas.

Clearly,anpzoné¢o 556 56 i s not compatible with adjacent
Marion Street, and 13th Avenue, which have nothidgtouy houses & a couple 3
story apartment buildings.

3. Transitiad height libs shall be provided whefeasible when the maximumitpedrheight within the
overlaylistrict is significaihilyher than permitted in aadpsning the major institution campus.

5516 506 i s not tif7 storissicettly ext o bnd acPosstfrb@i 1n g 6

stories arabrupt and invasive.
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5. Obstruction of public scenic or landmark views tacfoss @major institution campus should be
avoided whepsssible.

551650 buil dings on 1dckpublidscenin views acrosmthpds. Theywpuldet el y b
block all of First Hill, downtown, and sunsets.

hope that my and my neighbor 0s "%Axepue &ill peisuadeshe of owur
City of Seattle to disallow the heiglasm&eattléniversity is requesting along 14th Avenue between E.

Cherry Street and E. M&toget. | hope further that you will see their request contradicts Seattle Municipal
Codeand must be rejected on those grounds.

Sincerely yours,
Flo

Dear Stee Sheppard,

6 m a h o me o®mArneaudn Sadttle, fudt 6ne otk from where Seattle University would like to expand
their campus with a 65 foot tall building. This crosses the line of the university fitting in with the community that
surrounds, iand would lead to the campus encroaching on the homes of the residents here. Zoning laws exist fc
this very reason and should not be ignored. There has been a lot of great progress over the last few years in
improving the neighborhood betweandlZ" including wonderful new businesses, a lot of University
improvements, and some new and updated homes. And we welcome the parkicoimisg iarerall 2

great improvements within the boundaries of the neighborhoods zoning that b&hefjirecedemeo

violate the neighborhoods zoning regulations should not be allowed.

The Microsoft Campus in Redmond is a fine example of how a corporate or University campus can grow and
flourish while staying within the parameters of zoning fdidhridaéesy on the campus is more than three

stories. As a result you can drive anywhere through Redmond and enjoy beautiful views of the evergreens and
see all the way to rainier. | used to live in an apartment across from the"strapusraddOmy

bal cony on the second floor the fact that the wor
wasnodot apparent; wunless you were on the campus or

Thank you for taking the timeataeopinion.
Regards,

Steve Lombardi
816 1# Ave
2066182789

August 28 2011
Dear Neighborhood Committee
Hello, my name is Howard Lev, and | have owned and lived in my hbAweat 832 14

(SE corner oft1& Marion) for over 21 years. \\irig,rall of the 2 + blocks of homes betweef ddd& 15

Marion & Columbia, was an original Street of Dreams built bei9@ebyi908others. These blocks

feature an exivade alley in the back that was a conscious attengreaichegpnmiyivy allowing all the

neighbors to see every other house in the neighborhood from the back doors. In the front of our homes, porch
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were | ined up so one could see all the other porc
conscious artéctural planning also reinforeigtiborhood communitid it happens, myself and several of

my neighbors on my blockA%4d. from Marion to Columbia) have children and not coincidentally, they all
befriended each other and play in each otheroés ya

When [ initially moved into my house | had considered Seattle University a friendly neighbor. My family loves
walking down Marion St. to the George Tutakawa fountain and the St. Ignatius chapel on the campus. | have |
befriended the staff of ther&raphic Services and the friendly facilities groundskeepers. Most importantly,
being a neighbor | was a paid member of the Connolly Center Athletic facility for over 20 years, where | had the
privilege of using their underutilized swimming pbaohtiVgoses of last year Seattle University no longer

allows a pool membership (even to immediate neighbors). In 1984 Seattle University issued a document that v
a pledge to participate with the community esp. in the usage of their factltgslbét @rereunicipal

land. Twenseven years later it just happens with this change of policy with community use of their swimming
pools, coincided with a very vocal marketing effort telling all of us neighbors how much Seattle University wante
to ke a positive force in the community. They have been forceful all right, a force motivated by BAD FAITH; and
not as a friend of the neighborhood but rather, a
shoulder and tell me its rain.

In themeantime our neighborhood has suddenly become inundated with a significant increase of students, who
for whatever reason feel it necessary to advertise their presence with their loudness, littering, and obliviously
irresponsible behavior, esp. on weekéndsr e | 6ve had to call the police
inevitably wake my child. Last May, while my family was sleeping upstairs, a Seattle U. sophomore (or so he
says) broke into my home and fell asleep on my downstairs&ioetimthalf a drunken stupor. Twice this

summer on one weekend night, two different drunken coeds woke up my family by pounding on my front door,
| ooking for the party. AT 1:30 AMI'! One of the g
| love students, | do. But so many of them are so juvenile that they have no idea what it is to be considerate, o
what it is to be a good neighbors and part of the community.

So now Seattle University really wants to cast a shadow on us andvyaigdigidnit neighborhood

community by building so high right across our street of dreams as to steal a significant portion of our precious
hours of sunlight!!? As we all know, stealing sunlight in Seattle is like stealing water it theadesgrs .Amdo t
being good neighbor and a friendly member of the community but rather a threatening enemy. And the worst ki
of enemy at that, the wolf in sheepbds clothing.

Thank you for your time,

Howard Lev

DaviD Neth
Tuesday, August 23, 2011 2:21 PM
JohnSavo; wmzosel@aol.com; Sheppard, Steve

| was VERY dismayed at the end of the last public ntleetoagringents GAC members who have

previously supported granting the height increases Beinegd#. 18fter nearly two hours of public

testimongiving a myriad of reasons the CAC should not support such unwarranted increase, we were brushed
with comments such age have already decided this once-{loyeartargin); do we really neegpzne

this; we g aback(tokehisgic.a 156 set

This despite the fact that an attorney/neighbor brought up a significant Seattle City Council passed ordinance tl
clearly flies in the face of allowing this height increase that no one had previouslyl bexmesyte iy

-34-



researchtha t here are hardly any areas i ineighberhoGd ty wher
(never mind that most of our area is actually single familJHienaespite the fact flaat recently the
City actual |l y ajamnmgitationusehi s for 3706 for m

I's this a Citizends Gr oup |bopetlattteesanmittde doedtdned ver si ty
diligence and seriously considers these issues.

As for a compromise, my idea of a compromise would be the way Gityizardagynall other aiete

West | of these blocks are allowed the 656 | i mit
nei ghborhood at 376 (with t he hrotghe kigher Hedtiimysaret y t h e
asking for).

I will come to the meeting this week to listen. | will be interested to see how the committee proceeds.
Sincerely,
DaviD Neth

| DO NOT support any increase in height limits for Seattldriactdrddwp:t think they sharileikipading
their boundaries intormighborhood. Increased heightithdely serve to make it whiffieult for Squire
Park to maintain thense of community. Incrdasigtits will inevitably result in merecie and

pollution; impaetsich have adverse health effects faidleate | don't want a wallitddings between my
home and FirstiHDur community already faleesy of negative impacts from &éattésity. Businesses
on 12rarely serve the community but quivsigty of cheap, poor qualityféast restaurants; in reality they
don't servihe students very well eifflease put the residents first and psotiechiSeattle U's
encroachmeintoour community.

Mary Pat DiLeva
712 15th Avenue
Seattle, W88122

FROM Meeting 25, June 11, 2011

Comments of Fle Ms stated that she opposed the increased heights at 1313 E. Columbia and would give
more information at the Augtidfiéding.

Comments of Howard LieMr. Lev stated that he too opposed the increased heights at 1313 E. Columbia. He
stated that he hoped that the Community would be
various i ssues. dffioal reporgbg pusdutanddraft form to the dormamugity €o dhat they
might provide comments.

Steve Sheppard noted that the Committee would get drafts and that he could forward thosmé&il those on the e
list but that this is a CAC document and reed cohsensus document from the Community.

Comments of Alan HudsbMr. Hudson stated that he had lived in the neighborhood for 23 years and

purchased due in part to its location near Seattle University. He noted that in the past he wees allowed to use
pool at Connolly Center, but that this has changed. This alienated some. The noted that this is the first time he
has seen the proposed new development ézmhadfttidt he is stunned by its scope. He also stated that he

has had some problentls 8 student behavior in the area. Mr. Hudson also stated that he wanted to see more
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information on the nature of development&forentid and what efforts would be made to assure that the
pedestrian experience was pleasant.

FROM Meetin@ 2Augustll, 2011

Comments of David NétMr. Neth stated that he has livedr&w@due since 1986 and participated in the

Master Plan process during that time. He stated thatyhentagonéstic to SU at that time but is not

supportive. He noted that the plan at that time established a goal of integrating the University into the
Neighborhood. Seattle University has actually gone a long way towards that goal. Thdinbave built many
buildings. However, now they are proposing taller buildings along the edge. This is not compatible and does r
fit with the City process. He noted that the in the past there werezefiedisaseupiocks and that they

were turned dowrThe adjacent private development is mostly L1with a 37 foot height limit. The City indicated
in the past that it is their policy to step up height slowly. He also observed that the current building is already s
back about 15 feet so that the propibedisloesnot provide any benefit.

Comments of Jordan Heitznidvir. Heitzman stated that other buildings could have been built taller under the
current standards. Seattle University chose not to do so. Seattle University clearly ribedsdo grow, but

contain a requirement that Seattle University has to maximize heights in the Central Campus, where heights ce
go to 105 feet, prior to increasing heights along the residential perimeters.

Comments of Debra Blankenshifs Blankenship stateat the proposed building would cast a shadow onto

her yard all day and severely affect her gardens. If the heights cannot be adjusted to be lower, then heights
should be consistent across the entire block. Ms. Blankenship clarified that ghe thadbtebrkirth the

Laundry facility on it.

Comments of Rich EricksbMr. Erickson stated that it is hard to imagine the heights proposed and that it

would be incredibly invasive. These heights would adversely affect the values of @lprivipgrtiesidenti

He also stated that consideration of expanding to cover the entire north block might be desirable if the heights
up as proposed. He also stated that he would be opposed to student housing on that block and that Seattle
University shouétke a more active role in maintaining the neighborhood.

Comments of Carol SigsMs. Siss stated that Seattle University has several properties in the area that they

are not maintaining properly. Seattle University has also had a negativarspaeiatedibe parking.

She also noted that since Seattle University occupied the 1313 building, the situation has become worse and h
driveway has sometimes been blocked. She also noted that Seattle University offers few services to the
neighborhoodlany other Universities offer community programs and classes, but Seattle University does not
appear to do so. She also noted that the sounds of construction have been a significant issue.

Ms. Siss stated that the City should unilaterally r§extaaltof | e Uni versityés request
gone through the last series of meetings, and that during that discussion, certain commitments were made that
not appear to have occurred. She gave the examples of renovation of thdldelfstachgrdaunsion of

density on the main campus, and relocation of the bookstore to be more available to the community. Since the
commitments have not yet been kept, their new request should be denied.

She noted that she lives adjacent to thebaudohy and that it already shadows her home and that the
thought of an even taller building there greatly concerns her. She also stated that Seattle University should
identify the specific uses that it intends to locate on these sites.
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Comments of $¢t Carii Mr. Carr stated that he is vehemently opposed to the height increase for the 1313 E
Columbia block. Increased height should be located towards the center of the campus. He passed out copies
illustrations and read portions of SMC Cod223v@th his inserted comments and observations as follows:

(Edi t or €sa rchhinems:are urderlined.)
SMC 23.34.124 C. Height Criteria.

The following criteria shall be used in the selection of appropriate height designasedsi@wn 1) propo
Major Institution Overlay districts; 2) proposed additions to existing MIO districts; and 3) proposed
modifications to height limits within existing MIO districts;

1. Increases to height limits may be considered where it is desirabldistrichiiddi@ary by
expansion.

That criteria is not being met as the boundary is being expanded.

2. Height limits at the district boundary shall be compatible with those in the adjacent areas.

The adjacent areas to the east and north have kidowfieaheight limits. Most of the area to the
eastof Mi s L1 with a 30 foot .Ilimit with SUb6s propc

3. Transitional height limits shall be provided wherever feasible when the maximum permitted height withir
the overlay districtign#ficantly higher than permitted in areas adjoining the major institution campus.

The proposed upper level setback that was introduced as a compromise is minor when looking at the
entire area. It is inconsequentidbasdot provide a significaaridition

4. Height limits should generally not be lower than existing development to avaidnfogating non
structures.

5. Obstruction of public scenic or landmark views to, from or across a major institution campus should be
avoided where possib

He stated that the height increase would clearly show that views of downtown and campus would be
blocked by the proposed new development.

Mr. Carr suggested that the 1313 site has good soils and that a part of the development might be depressed. |
also note a lack of stated immediate pdensefopment

Comments of Jane Shernidls. Sherman stated that she noted that the Master jilanTstated Uni ver si |
will seek to improve the edge of campus to facilitate better integration idiagtineighisoctimood areas

and a positive interface with the commuhwasy. 0 Sh
inappropriate given this goal.

Comments of Floe Ms. noted that she has lived across from the proposetbd 263/sties and that her

home is a major emotional and financial investments she has made. She noted that she is here for the long ru
She stated that the University needs to work witht addsiiat e neighborhood. In the past there has been
cansiderable acrimony. Today Seattle University is requesting a height increase that will create a wall between
itself and the community. She then used a series of building blocks to illustrate the proposed situation.

She noted that she gardens in heydrdrand that it already is shadowed much of the time. The proposed
height increase will worsen this situation. She also presented illustrations of the effects of the increase on view
from the area. She noted that the heights did not provide.a transi

Comments of Tom Watsiollr. Watson statedttmais alsoposed to the height increaldlesstated that
Seattle University has been a good neighbor in many ways and that he appreciated having the campus nearby
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However that you have neighboréeel that they will not be listened to, City saying that this might not be that
much a difference and the University basically saying nothing. He stated tht he really wanted to hear from Se
University what their views were and whether theg betiet at t he nei ghborsdé concer
Watson also suggested that the University should provide additional notice of this proposal.

Robert Schwartz from Seattle University responded that they were primarily here tonight &ohear input. He al
noted that the University has no specific plans for the sites yet and is only showing maximum potential building
envelopes.

Comments of Caroline Davenport and Bianca BrodkvgurBookman and Davenport stated that they also
opposed the height increasdsstated that they believed that nothing that they say will make a difference. They
have beautiful City views and views of Mt. Rainier that would be blocked. They noted various problems with
student partying. They also expressed concern théieingyasieed to accept a greater height without

knowing what specific use is being proposed. They also noted parking issues.

FROM MeetirgD, September 22011

Commentsf David Ni - Mr. Neth stated tBatattle University, Seattle Pacific in Queen Anne, Northwest
Hospital, Group Health major institutions all have residential housing alorlthfeindxradempuses or
institutionstep dowheights towartieeir boundaries oftel37 feet netdresidentialMr. Neth gave the

example of Childrends Hospital sod .I[Tleprgpesalgetb@back an
feet along T4vould be counter to almost everything thahhg@idgeen as far as the Major Institutions.

Group Health as 50 feet against some L3 in.ofteespatedish Cherry Hill CampuBr(®@idengenhas

had problems associated with the Sabey Developmeanie TEngg buildingbutting lefise residdial

development. Potential similar problems were sited along the east edge dfithstiatadniad.he was

surprised that the G¥gpeared to laesurprised thatighbora/ould be upset abbeight jumping up to 65

feet. This represents a nsk@p up across the street. He also statesl tbsdnted Seattle University

proposing to add height to their property without any consideration to either possible effects on or similar chanc
to the adjoining properti8eattle University consehat this change is only minor. Howeli#etbaces

huge differencele noted that Mr. Savo has stated tht neighbors had not gte rivetizegropodaile

that he thought that wastt ta committeas supposed to btr. Neth furtheatsd thaif Seattle University
needgreater height on these sites, that height should be on the eastern halves of thdddgk8fronting

with heights limitedi@ofeet on the residestaz

Comments of ScaBiarri Mr. Carseconded Met hds ¢ o mme n t sviallleltransitiohndser e nee
opposed to a setbadkhemidblock proposébrheight increas@pearsuch more logicaMe 6 r e t al ki ng
about two sites along dglif that is the only height increase but in fapbta @ MIMP includes a

significant increase alorfy 18 addition this challenges the concept of the code which encourages greater

height in the centers of theadlidpposed &ong residential edgasddiscourageboundamxpansian

Theréhavebeen a lot of thiqg®posed such as various alternativantsdése need to imeich more

respedtlto the landmarked building. On the Laundheldstussion of the need to go to taller buildings to

create an academic feel seems suspegtc Manp u s 6 a | Have tessehpBstoriescanavreery | d
successfulThe other point that taller buildings might lead to better design also seEorsesasppld.the

Chapeils verygoothuc h hi gher qual iSujgcingthesetvoproperties o designadviews ma | |
might have some impact on the materials and transparency and modulation but really the height the envelope 1
mass arbeing set through this process.

Comment adn unidentified Woma&The commenter stateat she agreed withGé&rr. The issue is
height The height of thposed structures is talletttieaooflines on the opposite side of the stréet on 14
Avenue lt 6 s e $he staet that she thinlBetfownwherey o u 6 r e nmels and Wwoelld y®ou ke u
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down there at midnight with the kinds of things t
residential environment at all directly across the street from homes that have lgeenhgincgUir brs  a
heght issue, periahd this heigsihouldhotbe approved.

Comment adnunidentifiednale - The commenter stated thatenser developmest fact of life in the
city and your neighbor took just your view, how did you feel about tBatinsigithuaily the case that

compromisesneedtobemade. London where itdéds one of the most
with each other, it was a | aw that you were not a
understood that you dondét do that to your neighbo
a |ine in front of the other fisherman, you donot
stealingteakdbegfoebdps sunlight, youodre worried ab

where it is at a premium.

A general back and forth occurred. Various residents stated that they understood that there is a need for new !
development libat the proposals appear ambitions. OQlitieeasa that the height is very problematic , the

concept seems to be to push development up against the neighborhood, and that it seems that Seattle Univers
wants to do what it wants. The commkedtefoaglarification. Robert Schwartz responded that one of the
problems is that Seattle University does not have specific plans so is looking primarily at the building envelop.
not SU6s intentihon to create walls along 14

FROM MeetirR2 October 27, 2011

Comments of David Netklr. Neth noted that some members of the Committee have expressed frustration that
that this has dragged on the past year or two and that previougpecisiobs being revisited after the

fact . He noted that from the communityds perspec
what 6s going on here. He further noted dplamst t he n
and drawings and stuff that the University has. To say that the 15 foot setback agreements that appeared
acceptable to many a year are still valid is not necessarily accurate. There is both a broader understanding of
impacts and additional irsfobom available. The current block is zoned MIO 37. He noted that for Seattle
Childrenés a similar 37 foot buffer height was ad
37 feet be maintained for the eastern half of these &éeteet\dilowed for the western portion of the

Laundry site and 65 feet for the western portion of the 1313 Site and keep this half of the block and the same
across the street keep them both at 37 feet which is the traditional City transéideabiis¢hisasad 2.

Commenbf an unidentified perso oni ng t he whole idea of zoning is
what they really want to do is break the | aw and

Comment of Florencé Ms. noted that shgst recently received the Seattle University revised proposal
documents and havenot had time to digest it. She
protractor and try to do some drawings and see what the effectév@idé f urt her st ated t
Seattle University coming back with a revision bu
neighborhood. Even undeCMrrprogosal this would still be a significant changesoeaiénfif it does

just go to 37 itds stildl going to be a | ot more t
webdbre | ooking forward to be more | ike a staircase
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SectionlV
CACMeeting Notes

Note that meeting 4 was a DEBde6ping meeting and no CAC minutes were produced.

Meeting #1
Wednesday, January 30, 2008

Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cherry
Room 110

The first Meeting of the Committee was a meet and greet meeting with a brief overview of the process
As per DN operating procedures, no formal record of this meeting is kept as no formal business can
occur. The formal record of the CAC deliberative process commences with Meeting # 2.

Meeting #2
Wednesday, February 13, 2008

Seattle University Campus
Bannan Bdihg
901 12 Avenue

Members Present

Darren Redick John Savo Paul Kidder

Maria Barrientos Michel George (ex offici@etsey Hunter

Bill Zosel Betsey Michel Steve Sheppard#kcio)
Lisa Rutzick (efficio) James Kirkpatrick Loyal Hanrahan

Ellen Sad

Members Absent (Excused)

Paul Chiles

Others Present
Kateri Schlessmian Laura Anne Jordan
l. Welcome and Introductions and Discussion of the Major Institutions Program

Steve Shepparfdom the City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoodd himiselfacel gave a brief
overview of the Major Institutions process.

Mr. Sheppard stated thahikisting kicks afformaprocess to develop a new Major Institutions Master Plan

for Seattle University. The process idtwaestn 18 months toyears Mr. Sheppard stated that many

yearsago Seattle recognized that Weregrowirgroblem associatediththee x pansi on Seatt | e 0
InstitutionsAs our City ade a transition from a regional to nationalve®e@an to draw peopleslyiftom

other statesMany of our major institutions began to take on a greater regiayabegian to expand
rapidlythroughout the6l® 6 s @onfliet® degeloped around many of these institutio@styand the

ultimatelglecided th#ttneeded to balanteeneed for our Institutions to maintaimetdéhandvigor, and
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grow to meet the increasingneed g ai nst t h a tlivaglity@amwd tvidbiditg in thenspraundingon t h e
neighborhood# order to do thise €City developdtle Major InstitutiomedgPam That program is in essence

a trade off. It allows the institutions the authority for significant growth beyond that which would be allowed
generally within the zones where they are located and to set many dethéOawalogpnuent Standards)

thatwill apply to them. Simultaneously, it provides the surrounding neighborhood with a formal opportunity to
participate in the development of the plans for that growth and in the development of the rules that will apply to
development of the institutions

Seattle University will present what istgdllech i t i a | This @langsartpot the ppplecatitiat is

made by Seattle University atahethe processt is a starting point only and over tihwaogears the

formal plan and its accompanying environmental document will be developed with significant Committee,
Community and City Review. Eventually, the Plan will be preSsa#tetGitheCoundilich will have the
responsibility for adapof the plan

There will dareeparties involved in the development of the plan.
1. Seattle UniversitiPropose concept plan and recommended alternative
2. The City Planning Development recommen@iteeconditions.

3. TheCitizengdvisoryCommitteéCAC) who will meet thrabgprocess to advise both city and
institution.

TheCity recognizes thetential fatrong land use conflicts around the edges of Institutions. Most of our
Institutions abut residential, low rise, commercial, otherres#saEeamptiathatin order to restrain the
horizontd x pansi on of I nstitutions, greater heé&heght and
CAdGis charged with advising the city whethguabts on the surrounding comamssutiated with this

increased height deresity traffic represents an acceptable trade off and to identify any conditions that it
recommends be imposed on the institution as part of the adoptiofoé tivegtilath threereports go to

the Cly, the report of thepatmentf Planning & Development, the Plans and programs from the University, a
final report and recommendation fr@itizies*dvisorngCommittee. Each of the three rdmstsqual

standing before he tHgading Examirard the City Council. Tonight is just the starting of the process.

Mr. Sheppard outlined the process for review of the documents as follows:
1. The Community will review the scope of the EIS and comment on such

2. The CAC will be given opportunit®séeto preliminary drafts of the Draft Master Plan and Draft EIS.
These documents are not open to general community comment.

3. The CAC and public formally review the Draft Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. This is the
major comment opportuniy fariconsideration of the plan asfpgorting documents by the City
Council and Hearing Examiner.

Il. Presentation of tHdajor Institutions Master Plan for Seattle University

Editordéds Not e: Much of t hdpswemppoi gresentationsiaraimwasma | at e d
easily summarized in a verbal form and is presented in a brief summary form only

Mr. Sheppard then turned the meetingJover 8alyeCAC Chairperson. Mr. Salvo stated this appreciation

for all of the memberthefgeneral public who have attended the meeting and introduced Mr. Michel George
from Seattle University to lead the presentation on the Msted&bage introduced Hgenolf with

Mithun Architects to briefly go over the plan.
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Ms. Egenatioed that the Concept Plan clidliwshefacilities mastelian that was done last pg8U

That plan was developed in consultation with the SGoimenfittide Council? ARenuéteering

Committeand Pike/Pine Neighborhood Assodi4si@menolf stated thatMegor Institution pisinow

required because theptdd was done in 128 will soon expire. The plan was initially intended to guide
development for betwg2andl5 years Much of the development proposed under dnetbpiplete

andSU is running out of space & growin§edftie Municipaldedirects that the plan ideth&yproposal

of institutional boundages, ssite plan, includiplgnned and potential development. Ms. Egenolf then went
over a seriex slides showing the plan.

The goal of the plan altimv and direct SU growth and development, while simsttangthagthe

vitality of threurroundingpmmunity.The current boundary inclatdest 71 acres, which Stwns 48

acresAs a part of this proposal SU is proposing to a
result in extension of the overlay boundary one block north along 12th Avenue and to include a portion along
Broadway that includes the NW Kldnesr. SU has immediate plans for use of these areas. Heights on the
main campus will remain relatively unchanged. Heights maseoftly2/ary between 37 feet and 105 feet

and will generally be simplified to a single 65 foot heighwilTals@iampose traffic changes including a

traffic light at 12th and Marion.

Michel George briefly outlined potential near anddengltgmmentNeaterm developmeves
summarized as follows:

1. Connolly Centergeneral renovation.

2. QwestBuildingsite (recently acquirew) current proposed near term developmeni®ubit in
yearde used for a variety of uses including resalémiessity Center or an Academic Building

Seaport Buildingacademior recreational use
Plastele Buildingrecently acquireddlumni center, admissgosmalieeting center

Self Storage Building at@nd Madisoii renovation® includground flooetail, 4 stories of
student apartmerdged 3 stories of academic space

6. Adminstration Building renovabn to include additional classrooms

BroadwayParking Garagand Gerrard further renovations to Gerrard and considematidngof
the nursing progreora new facility that might replace the BroadwaylGaragéemporary
structuréhat wateased to Swedish foy@érsand is now returned to SU comtrelpropeasis to

put parking back underneath and put largerdouitgingr his might then become the lodhton of
whole nursing program.

Casey gereralrenovation for existing use.

Campion Residence Hall general renovation and addition of a new 20,000 square foot ballroom
addition.

10. 12hand Cherryhousing and some retail.

11. University Service Buildingalk of expanding that to gigraature buildjtging it out to"12ve
to activate T2ve, andieitinto law school potentially push the book store out

12. Bannan Science Centenewexpansion with 45,086df lab space
13. Libraryi 45,000dotexpansion.

Potentialdng Term Projects were also briefly disPaskied) was discussed and it was noted thwétlthere
be major efforts to put most parking underground.
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1. Presentation on the Environmental Process

Terry McCanRrincipalvith th&lumen Consulting @rdng.was introduced to discuss the environmental
process. Mr. McCann stated tHakShse a planning tool for the City and the University. Once the plan is
identified the EIS looks at the environmental impact will be of the proposetifiastimoblalide significant
environmental impact of the proposed actions and alternatives, identifies measures that are implemented to
mitigate some impacts, adverse ingrattepkat direct, indirect cumulative construction impacts. The EIS is

an olgctivampartiadvaluation of environmental consequences. The EIS does not authorizelsgecific action
tries to identify all the permits and approvals that are required as part of the Major Riatifigtimhdaster

the buildings that are tbuikk on campus. Those approvals areg¢dghroughout EIS pattieifprocess.

Very first step in the planning pliocess fi sanaguidancg.dhe purpose of scoping is to narrow the focus of
EIS to address just the probable significant entdtéssues. Scoping is a 21 day piteeestartsvhen

the @y Departmentf Planning & Developrissnes public notice called a Determination of Significance.

This startthe 21 dagommantperiod A public meeting is held during this patigidés the public and other
governmental agencies@uortunity to provide comments osashhltnls should be the scope of EIS.

Plants & Animals, Environmental Health & Noise, Traffic Noise, Land and Shoreline use, Preservation of Buildi
transprtation are some of key elements that will be looked at and addressed. The final phase EIS process is
documented at the city and the permitted agencies used in the decision making.

V. Discussion of CAC Comments to the Draft Master Plan

A general disaisnof possible CAC comments to the niastengued. Steve Sheppard summarized the
general comments as follows

1. The draft plan should evaluate the relationship of increases in the MIO heights from MIO 37 and 50 to
MIO 65 and specifically the cortifyatibthat increases the adjacent low riselaieaffects
primarily those areas easttoAdghue.

2. The draft plan should carefully evaluate the desirability of alyterpamsicgayoth on ¥2and

Broadway.

3. The draft plan should idegrigteopportunity for connectibath green space and pedestrian
circulatigrin thaportion of the camgastof 12' Avenue.

4, The plan should include actions to maintain and/or increase community service space along 12trh
Avenue.

The draft planalid provide a strong commitment of publentipasdicularly alongh®enue.

The plan should consitgh a strong commitment to placing parking undergrbasd and
constructioof parking with commitment to forgo parking in the eévéPddiabsesult in less
parking demand.

7. The plan should have a gimaihancing the vitality of the neighbaritbimatreasing community
interaction through activation of the campus perimeter

8. The plan should include a strong commitment to eéna@Eigoeboth for buildings and landscaped
open spaces, including the development of design criteria to be applied along the edges of the campus.

9. The Plan should include a commitment to the timely development of properties and great care should b
takena identify both interim and final uses for parcaitnlLeacant and undeveloped properties
should be avoided.
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10. The Plan and EIS should include a specific pedestrian safety program for major access routes to SU wi
a specific focus on James Stredlaatidon Avenue.

11. The Plan should include a pedestrian lighting component.
Committee would like to address these comments in the form of a letter.
V. Adjournment and Discussion of next meeting.

It was noted that the next meeting of the CAC would b27-ebhagaagenda will likely include a brief of the
changeafseof 121Bui | di ng and continued di scus Nofurtherof t he
business being before the Committee the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #3
Wednesday, February 27, 2008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemieux Library
Stimson Room

Room 114
Members Present
Darren Redick John Savo Paul Kidder
Maria Barrientos Michel George (ex offici@etsey Hunter
Bill Zosel Betsey Michel Steve Sheppard #kcio)
Lisa Rutzidlexofficio) James Kirkpatrick Loyal Hanrahan
Ellen Sollod
Members Absent (Excused)
Paul Chiles
Others Present
Kateri Schlessman Laurd Anne Jordan

l. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo, Committee Chair. lmifodeactioht.fSavo noted that this will be
the last meeting for Michel George. Mr. George stated that he has taken a position with Champlain College.
Members of the Committee thanked Mr. George for his long service to the Committee.

1. Election of Vic€hair

Nominations were opened for the position of Vice Chair. Loyal Hanrahan was nominated. John Savo noted th
Mr. Hanrahan had agreed to serve in this capacity. No other nominations were put forward and Mr. Hanrahan
elected by acclamation.

M. Further Discussion of Comments to the Initial Draft of the SU Concept Plan

Michel Georgeovide&Uinitial response some of the comments madesting?2 Mr. George noted the

CACb6s strong recommendat i on sdahdhpovidetiohan increaseinpl an en
community interaction (Comment 7 from Meeting # 2). He noted that Seattle University agrees with this goal,
intends to address this in some detail, and will bring ideas back to the CAC. Bill Zosel observed that the last
building that SU constructed al&gy&Bue (Theater) was very well don and good example of the type of
positive development that can be donthalpagmeter of Camgusefinitely adds to the community. He
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suggested that similar uses be c@usfde other locations dnAl/2nue. James Kirkpatrick asked if SU had

a specific outreach program to let people know about opportunities for community participation in activities on
campus. He noted that he had done a survey of owners alongMed&gwhfone appeared to know

about opportunities for interactions. Michel George responded that this had been an issue for SU: and that the
struggle with this.

Mr. George acknowledged the concerns that the CAC expressed regarding the bogndéty stetadsio

that SU agrees that this issue will likely be most controversial aspects of the plan and will be the subject of a g
deal of discussion. EBehlodstated that the concern was related to both the heights in the expansion area
alonghe rear of the block alorigAZnue north of Marian and to the actual desirability of the expansions
themselves. John Savo stated that the concern is also related to the scale differences that will be created acro
the boundaries. EBatlodstaked that she believed that whether the boundaries should be expanded is a major
issue that the CAC will have to weigh in on.

Bill Zosel noted that even if the boundaries are expanded without any projected use, there would be impacts
associated with propetowner s assumptions concerning the futu
many cases property owners choose to forgo preventative maintenance for properties located within the

I nstitutionds boundar i e datthe institution wikh gungchase the graperte.i t her
James Kirkpatrick noted that théetomgrature of the plan implies that we must consider not only what is
anticipated to be constructed in the boundary expansion areas now, but what mightééupuoposed in t

the land is incorporated into the campus.

John Savo observed that in recent years the campus has opened up much more to the neighborhood, particule
along the ¥Avenue side. He noted that was not always the case and askedduourtied. hStkve

Sheppard responded that this was a conscious provision included in the development of the previous master pl
Under that plan the location of the new law school was changed from Bro@itatiated2sly the City

developed ofeti2th Avenue properties that it had received from SU for mixed use residential and commercial
development. These properties where an exchange between SU and the City with SU obtaining the Connolly
Field site and the City theAl/2nue site. This wkxsely coordinated with the community. Bill Zosel noted

that this was initially proposed by the community and that SU was initially reluctant but eventually embraced th
concept. Ot hers noted thath this | ed to SUb6s taki

Stee Sheppard noted that the statement oat the previous meeting was:

fithe Plan should include a commitment to the timely development of properties and great care
should be taken to identify both interim and final uses for parcels and to ongoing maintenance
issues. Lorger m vacant and undeveloped properties sho

He asked is this correctly captured the issue. John Savo stated that the issue did not include maintenance anc
suggested that the statement be edited as follows:

fithe Plan shalinclude a commitment to the timely development of properties and great care

should be taken to identify both interim and final uses f@ndptweelsgoing—maintenance

issueslong er m vacant and undeveloped properties sho
Commiteemembers agreed.

Steve Sheppard noted that at the previous meeting the concern regarding the Hedgleseastasf 12
stated as:

The draft plan should evaluate the relationship of increases in the MIO heights from MIO 37 and 50
to MIO 65 and spieaily the compatibility of that increases the adjacent low rise areas. This
affects primarily those areas eastAvdr2ue.
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He noted that Ms. Sollod had clarified there was a special concern regarding along the rear d¢f the block along :
north of Mi&on and asked if the previous comment should be amended to include that stesement as follo

The draft plan should evaluate the relationship of increases in the MIO heights from MIO 37 and 50
to MIO 65 and specifically the compatibility of that thereag@sent low rise areas. This

affects primarily those areas east Afd2ue Special attention should be diredtedréar of

the block along&venuaorth of Marion where the boundary is proposed to be expanded.

Conmittee members agreed.

Michel George asked for clarification concerning what was meant by the statement that the plan should include
actions to increase community service space@ergue John Savo noted that he had considered this a
combination of green spaces artthgispaces etc. Bill Zosel observed that the Qwest site would have been a
good spot for a community park.

Members suggested that all of the institutions in the area and the local community groups cooperate to lobby fc
better transit and other tsafety improvements. Bill Zosel noted that this is an issue that is outside of the
CAC process and needs to go forward rapidly. Several persons agreed to pursue this.

Mr. George noted the CACO6s r ecommeunrceedeédiparkingmoh at p a
be constructed. He stated that the transportation management plan will identify parking demand and that if
parking is identified above ground, the plan will specify a preference for active uses along the street. Ms. Sollo
noted thtamany cities require that the ground floors of above grade parking garages be devoted to other more
active uses.

Discussion turned to the issue of safety. It was noted that the issue of pedestrian safety was raised and that it
should be noted thatighi®ot just related to crosswalks, but to perceived safety. This rgtatethtaraler
landscaping as much as crosswalks.

A member noted that there does not appear to be a commitment to the incorporation of art into projects and
suggested that thésdrldressed by SU. Michel George noted that SU does place art in its public places but that
theCAC could raise the isssieve Sheppard noted that some other plans, and the previous SU plan, identified
a need for a consistent treatment for sigmanyks amd street furniture, in Eadaisa sense of entrance to

the campus. He asked if the CAC wanted to incorporate statements concerning art into its formal comments.

John Savo suggested an additional comment as follows wording:

The SU plan shoirdlude a commitment to the incorporation of art in public places both to
create pleasant and inviting environments and help soften the edges of campus.

Members agreed.

John Zosel stated that he believed that the SU plan should include anstorentespofddss. Steve
Sheppard noted that this is a requirement of the code and will be done.

M. FutureMeeting Date and Adjournment

It was noted that the next meeting would be the EIS Scoping Meeting which is scheduled for March 26, 2008.
Steve Shpard noted that while this is not a CAC meeting that it is important for CAC members to attend. He
noted that the formal notice would come from DPD but that each member would receive a reminder from DON
No further business being before the Cothmiteeting was adjourned.
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Meeting #5
Wednesday, April 9, 2008

Seattle University Campus
1218 E. Cherry Street

Members Present

Darren Redick John Savo Paul Kidder

Maria Barrientos Michel George (ex offici@etsey Hunter

Bill Zosel Betsey Michel SteveSheppard (efficio)
Lisa Rutzick (eficio) James Kirkpatrick Loyal Hanrahan

Ellen Sollod

Members Absent (Excused)

Paul Chiles

Others Present

Brodie Baiin Bob Spencer Robert Mathews

Will Hammerman Terry Slushmen Ron Smith, SU Vice President
Jim Cary Steven Sundberg

l. Welcome and Introductions
The meeting was opened by John Savo Committee Chair. Brief introductions followed.
Il. Housekeeping

The agenda was amended to include brief updates of current projects.. Meeting notes fbmaeetings 2 and
approved without substantive changes.

M. Project Updates

1313 E. Columbi&teversundberg was introduced to discuss the 1313 E. Colunmidia Srtojdberg

stated that he wished to briefly disausse nt i al pr ogr aboldingitendtedahatiSeattlkk e d a't
University is looking at possible eventual redevelopment of the entire block. The current building occupies a
portion of the bloekst northeast corner of that again this is an entirearity ®badkte University i

currently looking at renovations to allow its use over a moderate to long term prior to any eventual overall site r
development.

SU idooking at some program what might movel¢heoged that none of the uses being considered would
requirany kinof additionsrchanges to the building its&lich of the buildimigl be used as a storage
warehouse space as it is curtesiti/He noted that SU has h&ard the community that the bughbogd

not remainnoccupiedSoSU is moving asidip as feasible to identify acceptableTagedniversity will

also spruce up the exterior including some pgssiiegéie also noted that the building will be considered
for landmark status.

John Savo asked in locationesm usgmplieshat this site might not be addrespadt as the MIMP

Steve Sheppameplied that that is not the case and that this site is within the MIO boundaries and will be coverec
by whatever plan is developed.

Ellen Sollod asked for clarification ondipatatiiength of time temporary uses might be located in the
building and whether park use was anticipated for the parkingalointeeias ase. She noted that the
current site ignsightlwith the overgroperking lot, and chiitk fenc&Ustaff responded that they are
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interim being 10 plus yeans] that they intenéteéep the parking lot, with the understanding that some sort of
planting will be required between the parking lot and @enstnéete members expressed concehe over t
lay out and current upkeep of the parking lot.

824 12 Avenue Jim CareWas introduced to dis@&%& 12 Avenue He noted thiais is the former Platt

Steel buildiradthe corner of Marion anftdAl2nue Seattle University n 6 t  h samraingtfontee pr o g
building yétut considers this an important loch@riefly went over the current structure and plan of the

building and noted that this might be a good location for a community meeting space or other street activating
uses.

M. Cmtinued Discussion of EIS Scoping Comments

John Savo noted that members received a draft comment letter from Mr. Sheppard and asked for comments ar
review on that lettévlr. Sheppard suggested that members make sure that all of their comeasts were ref

in that draft letter and identify and additional comments tonight. He noted that the CAC needs to approve the
letter shortly so that he process is not held up.

Mr. Savo noted that he had received comments from several members who weréheoGédtried tha
focusing too exclusively on the east side of the campus. Hé obtied i#8atomments specifically address
the east side, one addresses the norttalsdoiie addressees the west didieny consider thest, north

and south boun@aitio bethe most neglected sides of the current campus.

Lisa Rutzick stated that what she and Mr. Sheppard wereasysngitoarize the comnfiemsthe
scoping meeting and subsequent CAC dlo#thatasmds i on. S
thatif the CAC wants to assure that this received greater attention you should include that in your comment lette

So | got three things there: address security, |
back to thayou did say also that the visual impact of the campus from that direction is not (is not), is weak right
now, iitéds not very readabl e. And then on top of

saying the west side and thb siole, correct?
The Committee then proceeded to make minor edits to the draft letter intended to broaden its focus.
Changes made were as follows:

1. ThePlan should evaluate the relationship of increases in the MIO heights from MIO 37 and 50
to MIGB5 and specifically thenpatibility of that increase with the adjadeerdosdhreas.

This affects prlmarlly those areas e&%AoéhBeSpeeaLa&enﬂen—sheeHd—be{meeted% the rear

2. Special attention should be given to the height difference at the rear of thé¢" Weekusdarayth?
of Marion, where the boundary is proposed to be expanded

3. Attention should be given to the intdifiaceampus with the community to the south and especially
address: a) safety, b) Aesthetics; and C) efforts to better identify the area as part of the Seattle University
CampusThe Plan should carefully evaluate the desirability of all the bosimiegg\bekpantizhd on

Broadway.

4. The Plan should carefully evaluate the necessity for all the boundary expandiand bath on 12
Broadway

25 The Plan should identify greater opportunity for connections (both green space and pedestrian
circutionjr-thatfor alportion ahe campusnd especially that portion of the ceaspofs12 Avenue.

36.The Plan should include actions to maintain and/or increase community service space(s) along 12trh
Avenue.
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7. The Ran should provide a stammgmitmetd public transib all parts of the community, including
and-particuladiong 12Avenueand along Broadway

8. ThePlan should consideth a strong commitment to placing parking undergsbasd and
constructioof parking witlhconmitment to forgo parking in the evervifPadtionsesult in less parking
demand.

9. ThePlan should have a gafanhancing the vitality of the neighbarttbotreasicgmmunity
interaction through activation of the campus perimeter.

10. The Ban should include a strong commitment to excellence in design both for buildings and landscaped
open spaces, including the development of design criteria to be applied along the edgesaf the campus
as setbacks, massing and landscaping

11. The Plan shild include a commitment to the timely development of properties and great care should be
taken to identify both interim and final uses for pardeisn acant and undeveloped properties should
be avoided.

12. The Plan and EIS should includeificspedestrian safety programdiemllaccess routesdaad
througtsU with a specific focus on James Street and Madison Avenue.

13. The Plan should include a pedestrian lighting component.

14. The SU plan should include a commitment to thdimtofentan public plabeth tareate
pleasant and inviting environments and help soften the edges of campus.

15. The EIS should include a review of groundwater and drainage impacts.

16. The Plan showddcourage natural solutions to storm teatiomginoff and drainagarengly
ighborhood (ie_residential . tatebal 12

17. The EIS should evaluate the specific economic and physicdlothghéiewidary expanson
and proposed alley ¥ireon neighboring propedias those whose properties would be located within
the boundary expansion areas

18. H-beundary-expansion-of-the-Major-tnstitutions, frlop@&d&€dshould address the traffic impacts of

Seattle University in conjunettbrthe traffic issues associated with the Swedish Cherry Hill Major Institution
(as the boundaries merge closer towards eaghd®wedish Medical Center First Hill Campus

19. The EIS and Plan should include guidelines regarding the veatinglefdubund parking facilities
and its impact on surrounding air.quality

20. The Plan should be reorganized graphically to show the existing and proposed maps side by side or
overlaid, so that the 6ébefore and afterd changes

21. The Plan should specifically address the redevelopment or exterior renovation of the Broadway Garage
building to improve the aesthetic qualities of that structure and relationship to the pedestrian experience.

22. The EIS should include an evaluftimnedfects of noisght and glare generated from all
development on the campus as measured from nearby residential areas.

With the Changes made above staff was directed to revise the letter and the Chair authorized to sign and sent
same.

V. Adjaurnment

No further business being before the Committee the meeting was adjourned.
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Meeting #6
Wednesday, May 7, 2008

Seattle University Campus
Teilhard de Chardin
Room 14Members Present

Members and eofficio Member Present

Darren Redick Kateri Schlessman Betsy Hunter

Betsy Michel Bill Zosel Lisa Rutzick tefficio)
Loyal Hanrahan Jim Kirkpatrick Ellen Sollod

Others Present

Joy Jacobson Don Carlson Robert Matthews
Lara Ann Jordan Laha Lisitsa Fred Jala

Mike Omura Martha Boes, Steve DeBruhl

Welcomend Introductions

The meeting was opened by vice Chair Loyal Hanrahan . The agenda was modified to delete item 4b.

Review of Existing Projects Amendment Requests
A. Library Addition and Renovation

Don Carlson from Mithun Architects was intmbhacbthe discussion of this topic. Mr. Carlson stated

that the Library addition is not a part of the 1997 Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan. For this
reason the University will have to seek an amendment to the current piajdoer ébatafemm

other unused projects. The proposal is to relocate between 36,000 and 37,500 gross square feet of space
for a three story structure with about a 12,000 square foot footprint. Mr. Carlson noted that this would be a
standalonadditiom the front of the current Library. The intent is to apply for the permits in the summer of
2008 and break ground spring 2009

Ellen Sollod asked how the two buildings will relate to each other. Mr. Carlson responded that the two will
connected witlgkass link. However, the two will have a very different architectural vocabulary and will not
read as a single building. The building wiltejz@$sed into the grade so that it will relate to the

student Union Building. Ms. Sollod also askétkedbtagration of art at the buildings. Staff responded

that art will be a part of the interior design and there will also be an art éddhe ete par

landscape plan.

Bill Zosel asked for clarification concerning the rationalérigrthégjohange as a minor amendment.

SU staff responded that the square footage being requested for movement is similar and would not appea
have substantially different levels of impacts from what was proposed. The space was originally envisione
as in the building that would replace the nearby Broadway Garage. The proposal would not increase total
square footage or shift major square footage from one section of campus to another

After further discussion Ellen Sollod moved that:

The Seattle Uargity Major Institutions Master Plan Standing Advisory Committee
endorses the Library Addition and Renovation as a minor amendment|to the current
SU Master Plan..
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The motion was seconded by Betsy Hunter. The question was called and the raatrooysgsed un
B. Conndly Fitness Center Update

It was noted that the presentatidroguctory to the Committee only, and that no action is needed at this
point. The University will return to the Committee at least two additional times. Jdythactiteson note
building addition will fall within the 1997 Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan. The Fitness
Center Construction is scheduled to commence in January 2009 with opening in January 2010, this
construction portion is considered IRifaséong term renovation of the entire Connolly building. Minor
amendments may be needed and will be brought to the Committee as they are identified.

C. 1313 E. Columbia (Qwest Building Temporary Parking)

Seattle University staff noted that undgopsawithe current plan all parking on the current Qwest

Building site would have to be directly associated with uses located in that specific building. The Universi
operates its parking on a cammjulgsbasis, under the TMP and does not gertedlpyar&ag to the

users of the adjacent building. Seattle University would like to operate this existing lot in an integrated
fashion with all of its other lots, and continue to provide the number of stalls currently serving the Universi
To do swiill require that the 1997 Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan be amended. Seattle
University is hoping that this can be done as a minor amendment and is requesting that the Committee
endorse this action as a minor amendment. Thebletrestuiped and a landscaped planting strip

provided in accordance with the Seattle Municipal Code and the provisions of the 1997 Seattle University
Major Institutions Master Plan. SU would work with DPD to determine the final numbearof stalls allowed
the site, staying below the threshold of a MUP or exceeding the maximum TMP numbers.

Betsy Hunter asked what the timing for this action would be. University staff responded that the lot would
be used to accommodate the 60 existing parking stalislighEaHousing & Retail proje#taatdl 2

E. Cherry, starting in September of2@98ite would also assist in parking of comirthitihrs SU

campus, while the Library construction was ongoing, all the while maintaining the TMP.

Bill Zoseioted that with the addition of the landscaping the site would probably look better than it does
now. He noted that no additional asphalt surfaced area should be added and suggested that the Univers|
meet with METRO concerning some service to the areas.

Maria Baentos suggested that the Committee approve the use of the site on a temporary basis through
the construction of the Library adaitidhat the University then come back to the Committee for any
additional changes. Darren Redick agiteed&olod noted that this would allow these concerns to be
dealt with during the deliberations on the new Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan. Betsy
Hunter moved that:

The Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan StandinGofuinitegy
endorses the integration of parking on the existing Qwest Site and its gperation on a
temporary basis through Decen®20B1 under the conditions that the permanent use

of this site is determined as part of the adoption of the nele UmévSesitty Major
Institutions Master Plan

The Motion was seconddsigdbsy Michel. The vote was called and the motion passed unanimously.
Review of Ongoing Projeét$2"and Cherry

Maria Barrientos briefly reviewed progress hanideCt#ey Building. She noted that they are now
|l ooking at the open space of Park options. The
integr al arto that would engage the reksail corn
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that would be like an archway framework connecting to the street edge with 8, plade88akong 12
woonerf that would extend all of the way through the facility.

Betsy Hunter stated that whichever option or combination of optionsayg sktedtetetimtegrated

with andonnectt the commercial uses alohgvdehue and encourage retail and pedestrian uses to

spill out on to the street. Ellen Sollod stated that there should be a strong commitment to incorporation of
art into any of tberrent options.

Bill Zosel moved:

That the design of thedrid Cherry Building be bound by the provisions of undgrlying
zoning.

The motion was seconded by Betsy Hunter and passed unanimously
IV. Adjournment

The appointed time for adjournmentdravéal) the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #7
Wednesday, May 28, 2008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemieux Library
Stimson Room

Room 114
Members Present
Darren Redick John Savo Kateri Schlssan (ex officio)
Betsey Hunter Betsey Michel Steve Shggard (exfficio)
Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Loyal Hanrahan Tenga Wright
Others Present
Joy Jacobson Robert Mathews Ron Smith

l. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo, Committee Chair. Introductions followed Mhhagapktala was ¢
eliminate review of 828A&nue. John Savo noted that the sole item remaining on the agenda is a review of
the section studies

Steve Sheppard briefly went over the upcoming schedule. He noted that the key date is the release of the
prelimiary documents on May 28, 2008. Tentatively review will be complefBady My 8 preference

expressed for holding the meeting on Adtgradiscussion it was decided to discuss the formal date of this
meeting either vianail exchangesatithe next meeting. Steve Sheppard stated that it will be the intent that
members review the He stated that he would compiled a list of combined comments for feview at the July 9
Meeting. Where members shared key comments they will be cdincbimedkinis avill be discussed. The

intent is to develop a listing of comments that the CAC can agree on. There are a set of standard comment for
which have been used for other committees.

Il. Presentation of Section Studies
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( Edi t or 6 ssenthtion was donelflorn & setpfroeslideadind is not easily summarized verbally.
It is therefor®nsiderablguncated.)

Kateri Schlessman noted that the presentation that is being presented tonight will also be included in the
PrelimingrDocumés presented at the next meeting.

Mr. Ron Smith noted that the sections show the massing for the key areas that the CAC had expressed concer
about. The first diagrams focused on the areasteagtofidé2 Mr. Smith noted that while the area

conténs a great many single family dwellings, there is a diversity of uses. The 105 foot height limit on the west
side of 12 is for a present planned project under
impact of the increased skthatresently the areas east'eiillde MIO 65.

Members suggested that the drawings be amended to better differentiate the SU heights vs. the adjacent heigt
outside of the proposed MIO. Skolaasked for clarity on the setbacks. Mr. Sroiteddpat are

ongoing discussions concerning the setbacks. They may eventually be proposed at either 10 or 15 feet.  Othe
noted that the drawings appear to overstate the heights of the adjacent single family development versus the
proposed SU deymttent heights. Mr. Smith stated that he would go back and make sure that the drawings are
accurate.

Members asked for a clarification on the difference between the height allowed under the SU Master plan and 1
underlying zoning. Steve Sheppard resfi@idiis is key to the Major Institution program. The intent of the
process is to allow the institution greater development rights than other owners in the area. The institution can
build to the intensity eventually approved under the MasharPlaner®must generally adhere to the

underlying zoning. This can be very different. However there is an exception to this rule. Other owners can bt
to the densities and heights allowed under the Master Plan if the development is desraby teldiedunct

to the institution. For instance in SU were to enter into a use agreement with an adjacent clinic to house a port
of the nursing program, then that clinic might be able to build to the MIO designations. However the rules are
relativelgomplicated.

There was also a discussion of institutional development outside of the MIO. SU can develop outside of the 25
feet from their MIO boundary but must build in compliance with the underlying zoning.

JohnSavaalso noted that the drawingddshaiude some indication of the effect on height of Mechanical
penthouses. He noted that this often becomes a problem for the neighborhood.

M. FutureMeeting Date and Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee the meeting dias adjourne

Meeting #8
Wednesday, June, 18, 2008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemieux Library
Stimson Room

Room 114
Members Present
Darren Redick Betsy Hunter Lisa Rutzick (exXficio)
John Savo Betsy Michel Kateri Schlessman-¢éficio)
Steve Sheppa(eixofficio) Ellen Sollod James L Kirkpatrick

Tenaya Wright Bill Zosel
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Others Present

Brodie Bain Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson
Terry McCann

l. Welcome and Introductions
The meeting was opened by John Savo, Committee Chair. Introductionspekemned by al
Il. Housekeeping

JohnSavo askeSiteve Sheppatal brieflgxplain thi®lajor InstitutionsoPess for the committsteve
Sheppardtatedhatthis process is slightly different than nosetligr other project reviews under the City

Lard Use Code. First, the Major Institutions Master Plan and its accompanying EIS are reviewed simultaneous
In addition there are several additional steps that are unique to this process. One of those unigue steps is wha
you are involved in todays i$lthe review of Preliminary Draft Documents. He noted that Committee members
will have four opportunities to review documents: Preliminary Draft Plan and Preliminary Draft EIS; 2) Draft Plai
and Draft EIS, 3) Preliminary Final Plan and Prelinhi&E8yaR#@)ainal Plan and Final EIS

Mr. Sheppard noted that the committee members were previdedfoitlh use during this initial review.
Hethen descriddow to use the feynmHe stated thae will compigdl individual commaearid cbine
comments that are similar from various individuals before the nék metetindpat the forms list priority 1,
2 and 3 comments. He suggested that the Committee focus it primary attention on priority one

Priority three comments are for ibeims like a misspelled name, the tree is too grEleesetwill not be
discussed as a committkesteadhey will be attachethscompiled CAC adoptadment lettend will

essentially be individual comments. He further statedsthapé thdt the Committee can look at a set of
compiled commeatghe July 9 meetangl come to an agreement on what the thrust of the overall comments
should be. Following this meétihg,Savo amewill draft the letter fromliti®f compdecomments

Besty Hunteoted that we are only being given the Plan today and asked for clarification on the timing of review
of the Preliminary Draft Ek8eri Schlessmasponded thie Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact

Statement will notrbady for review by the GA&T the July 9 meeting. Steve Sheppard said you will get the
opportunity to review the plan first and then comments on the DEIS.

John Savo encouraged that everyone respond even if they have no comments.
Il. Presentation of éhPreliminary Draft MIMP

(Editordés Not e: T h i s PoperP@ngpresentaidn iara is noveasily staedae f r o m
verbally. It is thizne considerable truncated.)

Discussion of Relationship between the Sustainability Plan andstiee Plan

Kateri Schlessman, Brodie Bain, and Terry McUatmodueed to give the presentation on the Preliminary
Draft Master PlaMs.Schlessmamoted that the plan was derived directheffreviously presented Seattle

Uni v er sGoncgpbRan.|This id eissertially a strategic plan for development at SeattiesUniversity.
fall,Seattle Universityarted a new strategic.plEmat plan identifie@ prioritieacademic excellence,
vocationCatholic character, divisioratinietics and formation for leadership. These have four emphases in
each ondhey are diversity, using best practices in technology, sustainability and new enrollment strategies.

She noted that sustainability has become ever more importardatdadihizessty is fookingt the
overall plannitigrouglisustainabil@ilenses while doing this Master Plan.

TernyMcCann presented a seriskdefxoncerningtlseu st ai nabi |l ity master pl an.
look at the best praagiand some specific outcoiesioted thKateri Schlessm@aentioned the signing of
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presidentsd Climate Commitment which is American
climate neutral by a certain point in future and vged.Sthagas considered Very important to the university.

He stated that regardiaemse and conservatiis an important to see what flows into the campus as well

as out of the campus. One of the goals is to capture as much wates dnirsiteedfiiclent and meaningful

way. Energy flows into the campus, electric grid, natural gas and also steam heat. Each has its own unique
environmental attribute. Reducing the amount of energy input. Another second piece the transportation part
because we have a lot of commuters to the campus which represents a substantial part of the greenhouse gas
output.

Ms Schlussman noted that this commitment along with a commitment to reduce single oconparit auto use is
the major drivers of the.plan

Power Point Presentation on Development Standards

Brodie Bain briefly reviewedethedapmestandardsection of the PDMINIRis referred to multiply slides.
Referring to pages 37, 38, 39, 42, ahthd@reliminary Draft Master Bithacksere discussed the
drawings on pgs 80, 81.

JohnSavo noted that some of the comments made at the previous meeting were not picked up. He noted that
the additional height allowed for mechanical structures was not included and suggedWrEthat it be so
apologized and stated that this and other minor omissions would be taken care of. Ms. Bain noted that there v
no setback along Broadway.

Ms. Bain noted that the plan includes some renderings of potential structures. Sheanoteok that these
preliminary designs and are meant to give a very general idea of what development might look like. She noted
that the only real exception to this is the first massing déaaviddvidadi2on. The intention is to adaptively

reuse this buitdj. John Savo asked if this building was land marked and Ms. Bain reappointed that it was not.
The use of the Integrated Learning Building shown on page 85 is actually hhosisiggvitnesin

activating uses on the first floor. Mr. Basateadghat the Plan indicates two possible uses for the Qwest Site.
ThisisalodRger m pot ent i al devel opment s-hotsmg); or 2lhausingo pt i o n
Bill Zosel asked for clarification concerning which part otitbebsitesed. Ms. Bain noted that this shows

use of the whole site. Mr. Zosel noted that the Landmarks Board unanimously accepted the nomination of this
as a possible historic landmark.

Ms. Bain briefly went over parking amounts and locatided.tBaethe University is proposing to provide

more than the minimum amount of required parking but less than the maxikaierisdicmessman

noted that it is the intent of the University to eliminate surface parking and place most in structures
underground. It was noted that the University is exceeding it TMP goals and SU will continue to focus on this
aspect of its plans.

Brodie Bain briefly went through the organization of the Document.
Committee Questions and Comments

John Savo opened floor to general questiodscamments from the Commiteeaoted that some of the
information presented at this meeting is new and asked the SU staff ideotifiyatiemnew inf

Steve Sheppard noted that on page 96 and 97 it indicatedittaethepbn space would remain the same
as presently. He noted that the committee had previously suggested that there be some formal or dedicated o
space east off12Brodie Bain noted that landscaping and street trees are identified in this area.

Ell en Soll od was concer ndnd veerrds i it oypdesd wtalsa tt ot tree | MR e
architectureSeattle University diceemendoysbwith the Steven Hall Chapleis set a high standard. This
seems not to be refddn the document and should be. Ms. Sollod also noted that the plan sets out the bounds
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of the development envelope but does not deal with issues of design and design guidelines. She asked Mr.
Sheppard to clarify this issue.

Mr. Sheppard respondediiea€CAC often recommends a set of conditions and criteria that it wants included as
conditions upon adoption of the plan. These can be appended to the plan either as findings and orders of the
Hearing Examiner or as Council Conditions. Thesedefteonrectiesign guidance to the follow on Standing
Advisory Committee to guide them in their review and comment on individual buildings as they are brought
forward.

Ellen Sollod asked for clarification concerning the status of individual commerstisSremaotedhtieat

not all might be shared by all committee members. Mr. Sheppard replied that there will be a common letter tha
includes those items #hatajority on the Committee agineefd be the full Committee comments. All

individual separa@mments will be appended to the end of the document.

BetsyHunteasked about the parking design with a field on top of thHelganaged thhiere are 850 stalls
proposed and that this is a very large number. Shihiagbadiitgould bédow grde and out of sight and
how théield on topf thestructured parking ganagald workBrodieBain noted that the grade of the field
would be close to that #fAMenue. As the grade slopes down towathls pesent vision is that there
would be a row of shops #n Y&u would see a floor of shops atofvgeh2ie with the green roof (field)
above it. The parking would be in two floors mostly below grade.

EllenSollocasked your computation of your parking needs is corratapedjéctjan of your growth of

your student body mitigated by reduced projected car usage. Kateri Schlessman said that parking specificall
bound by the code which identifies minimum amount. We have looked at a variety of different factors for
parkig. DarreRediclasked if the TMP table showed thisatibm.Ms. Schlessmatatedhat it did

KaterBSchlessman added the university wants to become more residpatidabaiddl000 beds over the
next 10 15 years. Tanya Wright askednaoy students the univenagyKaterSchlessman stated they
have 7,526 students and 1728 beds.

1", Distribution of Plan Review Comment Forms

Steve Sheppard distributed review forms that have been used and asked that members attempt to get the form
back to him by Monday Juhe 30 He not ed t hat he would then go thr
combine them into a combined comments document. The Committee would be asked to go through this
document and determine which comments colulddaeaadull CAC comments. The combined and individual
comments will all be distributedniayl €0 all members priortothe mdéting not ed t hat t he Cor
letter then goes to DPEN®IEIS, arttie institution with a copy tof&RBe plan

IV. Next Meeting Date and Adjournment

The next meeting was set for July 9 at Noon in the Stimsnf&dloen.business being before the
Committee the Meeting was adjourned

Meeting #9
Wednesday, July 9 2008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemielbibrary
Stimson Room
Room 114
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Members Present

Bill Zosel Betsy Hunter Lisa Rutzick (eXficio)
John Savo (Chair) Betsy Michel Kateri Schlessman-¢éficio)
Steve Sheppard«#fcio) Tenaya Wright Maria Barrientos

Paul Kidder James Kirkpatrick

Others Present

Brodie Bain Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson

Terry McCann Michele Sarlitto David John

John Perry

l. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo, Commitiée Shairnoted that he and Mr. Sheppard had briefly
appegaed before the Seattle City Council just prior to the meeting. At that meeting the council committee formal
approved (confirmed) appointments to the CACo ddsagBatulated members on their formal approval by the

City Council.

Introductits followaeby all present.

Il. Committee Review and Discussion of the Combined Comments to the Preliminary Draft Master
Plan

Mr.Savanotedhat this would be tmajor agenda item and askeGatmahittee members use the Combined
CommenkEormfor that had beemséo themHe proposed thtae Committee go through that doquoirdnt

by pointo seaf agreement could be reached concerning which items would be included as comments of the full
committeeMembers agreed to this process.

Steve Sheppard brieflgtweer the various forms that had been sent to members. He noted that he had
arranged memberés priority one and two comments o
agree upon by majority vote will be forwarded to the Ins$téwtionrasnts of the Committee. The Institution

will also receive all Individual comment forms.

A. Height Limits
Discussion proceeded to Height Limits. The combined comment was read as follows:

Deny increase of MI O f r ooml33vkeidue and 656 north o
Retain Current MIO Heights in the areas east of 12

Betsey Hunter argued in favor of the comment. She stated that the properties that are not along 12th Aven
are in the low rise zones and it seems inappropriate to raise thétthreerstories. It may be

appropriate along"Where the opposite side is much higher. Bill Zosel agreed with Ms. Hunter and stated
that the increase in the James and Barkley Court areas particularly would be significant. James Kirkpatrick
offeed the observation that the broader trend in the area is toward increased heights and that in his area th:
have now embraced greater density. He stated that he saw the need to retain a buffer but that this might n
be possible. Bill Zosel responddukethatually preferred that SU consider growth to the south into the

exiting Mulamily midse zones.

John Savo stated that the 65 foot height seems appropriate in that it matches the needs for work force
housing. He noted that he had walkeyttmrieod and believed that the concerns could be mitigated

by taking the 2/3 block north of East Columbia to the MIO boundary just south of East Marian between 13
and 1# Avenues and stepping that area down as it abuts single family hoaieppaftevggested

that the current MIO 50 areas might go to 65 and that concern appeared to relate to the two the two MIO 37
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zones east of ¥17his included the area identified by John Savo and the Barklay Court be retained at a
lower height. Johrv&aesponded that he did not consider that the south section should be kept lower. He
suggested that the north area be allowed to go to 50 feet from its current MIO 37.

Bill Zosel suggested that new development that is envisioned adjacent tcaBarklayg€staed that a
lower height would be appropriate there too. John Savo responded that the sun patterns also work better fc
greater height in the Barkley Court area.

John Savo asked for a vote of the committee on the original wording as shioevmabomn failed 2 in
favor and 6 opposed.

After further discussion, Steve Sheppard noted that there were two alternatives before the Committee:
Alternative One

That the increase to MIO 65 for those areas &astariue be approved, with the
exeption of the current MIO 37 zone north of East Columbia to the MIO boundary
just south of East Marian betw&eamd3 # Avenues which would be designated

as MIO 50.

Alternative Two

That the increase from MIO 50 to MIO 65 for those areash dastnok 12
approved, and that those areas currently designated MIO 37 Asshoé 12
retain the MIO 37 designation

Alternate One was moved. The motion passed 5 in favors 3 opposed, 1 abstaining.
The Committee also voted on alternative twoeriiaiiteafailed 3 in favor and six opposed.
. Boundary Expansions
The original wording was read as follows:
Do not expand the a&toilei ati onds boundaries to t

John Savo noted that this would affect only that area on the efigt\sde ¢b 12e alley directly east

between E. Marion and E. Spring Streets. Members noted that the hope is that this area might be develoy
with more active retail spaces. MagatBanésponded that there appears to be an inherent assumption

on the pd of some that once inside of the overlay, only SU would build. She observed that this is not
necessarily the case. If SU was to develop, it is not necessarily correct to state that SU development woulc
not be equally vibrant. Bill Zosel noted Bralithinary Draft Plan identifies no future uses for this space.
LisaRutzickoted that any development whether done by SU or anyone else would have to meeting the
street level use restrictions in the pedestrian zone that applies to this site.

Membes asked for clarification on the affect of this change. It was noted that other owners could build to th
SU designation so long as the development was functionally related to the mission and plans of SU and the
this might spur development. Othersgdeahdifferently and noted that once inside of the boundary, other
owners would forgo investment on the assumption that SU was the buyer of first resort. Maria Barrientos
noted that most new projects do not make financial sense at the currehtl; ZBeegnélgnter

stated that if this were the case then perhaps an up zone to greater height might be appcbpriate. This wou
allow all owners to be on an equal footing.

Steve Sheppard stated that the Committee could state something aloniinéee following

Any expansion of the Seattle University boundary along the e&shsiteiof 12
shall be conditions upon the following: 1) that all ground floor spaces be retalil,
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determined by the director of the City of Seattle Department of Planning and

devdopment to be consistent with a neighborhood commercial use, shall comply

withthe design guidelines f the A\#nue Development Planed and shall be

reviewed by the Seattle Uniwversity Standing Ci

After further discussion itdga&led that this issue would be tables until the next meeting. Steve Sheppard
agreed to work with others on the wording for the two possible alternatives.

John Savo asked the Committee to move to the discussion of possible expansion sdtewvef Jefferson.
Sheppard suggested that thisweerded slightly to read:

The plan and EIS should include an alternative that would evaluate possible
expansion of the SU MIO Boundary south of Jefferson Street and West of 12.

The motion passed. 5 in favor 3agaibstaining.

. Setbacks

Betsey Mickstiated that it was her proposal that there be setbacks to allow wider sidewalks for better
pedestrian use. Others stated that building coming directly up to the streets sometimes better. Maria
Barrientos notdtht changes to the new energy code have made this difficult because of the new needs to
insulate any underground parking which often must come out to the property lines to get enough space for
garages.

Betsey Mickedstated her initial motion aw$ollo

The plan should be amended to include setbacks along all streets on the perimeter of the
campus and includingAZenue.

The motion failed.

Jon Savo noted that he had suggested that the Plan should include setback requirements for any additions
the Connoly Center. After brief discussion this recommendation was withdrawn

. Open Space
John Savo noted that he had suggested the wording:
Include designated open space easttoafetiie

Members noted that the wording that followed the generhairsthtedraft document was more
proscriptive and suggested that the comment be modified to list the information that follows that statement
identify the east half of the Coca Cola site as a possible example.

That the plan include designated opes sasicef ¥ Avenue and that one of the sites
formally evaluated for such a designation be the west half of the Coca Cola Site (parking lot
areas)

With this change the wording was approved & tdpposed

lll. Next Meeting and Adjournment

John &vo noted that the time for adjournment had arrived and that the Committee had a great deal left to do fol
its review. He suggested that the Committee meet for a special meeting in one of two weeks. After brief furthe
discussion the Committee membeesidag meet on July@85:30 PM. The appointed time for adjournment

having arrived the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #10
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Wednesday, July 23, 2008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemieux Library
Stimson Room

Room 114
Members Present
Bill Zosel BetsyHunter Lisa Rutzick (eXficio)
John Savo (Chair) Betsy Michel Kateri Schlessman-¢éficio)
Steve Sheppard«#fcio) Tenaya Wright Maria Barrientos
Paul Kidder James Kirkpatrick Loyal Hanrahan
Darren Redick Ellen Sollod
Others Present
Brode Bain Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson
Terry McCann Michele Sarlitto David Johnson
Flo Carly Cannell Susie Larson
David Neth Ron Smith Marianne Mork

Aldo Resendiz John Green

l. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Senijttee ChaiBrief Introductions folloWeel.agenda was
approved with deferral of the approval of past minutes.

Il. ContinuedCommittee Review and Discussion of the Combined Comments to the Preliminary Draft
Master Plan

Bill Zosel stated that he wasarned that the committee was not referencing the existing neighborhood plans
and the comprehensive plan. He stated that he felt strongly that the committee should be referencing these pl
and the 2Avenue Development Plan. Darren Rediclanttedisha first look at the preliminary draft of the

Draft Plan and that the Committee will have many more opportunities to review the plan.

Steve Sheppard stated that the way this is normally done is for the Committee to comment as follows:

The Plan @anEIS need to evaluate the actions proposed in the plan in relationship to the various
adopted City policies including the Neighborhood Plan and (in this taSe¢nine 12
Development Plan.

He noted that this is normally done as a part of the tmthm&hBas that document has a specific section

that is intended to deal with this issue. Ellen Sollod stated that the issue is twofold; 1) SU needs to develop tr
plan within the neighborhood context; and 2) the Committee needs to beheatleighteditinod plans in

order to better evaluate the desirability of various actions proposed in the SU Plan vs. the neighborhood plans.
After brief further discussion Steve Sheppard agreed to provide electronic links to the neighborhood plans and
hard opies of ¥PAvenue Plan. Bill Zosel asked that Mr. Sheppard dtAmghael lan so that electronic

plans might be available.

Discussion returned to the committee comments:

Concerning Open Space and Community Access and View Corridors

Maria Barmeos noted that theretaue different concepts in flubnSavaagreed He noted that he had put
forth the first portion of the statement. He stated that on the current campus there are various designated oper
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spaces, but none proposed East Afd2ue. He noted that he did not want to specifically suggest such a

space, but wanted SU to look carefully at the area and identify appropriate areas. Ellen Sollod stated that the ¢
east of MAvenue did not feel like a campus and that ther® eesigecial efforts made to have this areas

feel more like a campus. She noted that the second point was that the community had long looked at possible
of the Coca Cola building parking lot as an open space.

Maria Basntos stated that she agneit the general direction to identify open space édmitafid2ot

want to be so proscriptive as to identify the Coca Cola building as that site. Betsy Hunter observed that the Co
Cola site is so ideal that it should be considered.e#lteatstahis space is not used then some other

building might have to be demolished. In addition, this space is large enough.

It was moved:

That the Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan include designation of open space
east of 12th Averared that this include the present pasedgreaonthe soutor west
sideof the Coca Cola buildihg13 E Columbas)a designated open space.

The motion failed: 5 in favor, 6 opposed, and 0 abstaining.
It was then moved:

That the Seattle Unity Major Institution Master Plan ilni@otigcation of opportunities
fordesfinated open spaces easttoftenue.

The motion passed: 8 in favor, 1,opposed and 2 abstaining

ConcernindPossible Designatn of a View Corridor from the Public Rmfiilay on 19
Avenue Toward the South Elevation of the Chapel of St Ignatious

JohnSavastated that this was his suggestion. He noted that this is mainly a pedestrian issue.
Members noted that this would be difficult to do and would redupetuiidieg op the west

side of PAvenue. Betsy Hunter stated that she supports this motion because of the significance of
this buildingateri Schlessmstated that during the developméefaifilities master plan there

was discussion of thgsie and some consideration to budding the new building on the west side of

12th Avenue with a glass atrium so that the view of the Chapel might be maintained. She stated that it
was not the intent of the University to limit views of the chapel.

Bill Zosddtated that he opposes the motion because he trusts the University to do the right thing.
The motion failed 3 in favor and 6 opposed.

ConcernindJses along ¥PAvenue

Maria Barrientos noted that the discussion of the University Services eliddidatPéasteeally was a
more general issue. She suggested that the statement really should be:

That any new developmerstiulzstantiatenovations or existing uses, htwhgside$2"
Avenuavill follow the provisions of 23.47A005 with retieedeoél uses and specifically
include entries alon§ A2enue and includes both pedestrian oriented wsdses along
12h Avenue.

Lisa Rutziakoted that the underlying zoning includes a pedestrian designation that requires certain pedestrian
oriented uses at the street level. Steve Sheppard noted that this is not an automatic in the MIMP unless
adherence to the specific provisions of the underlying zoning is specifically called out, but that he believed that
plan made such a commitnkateri Schlessmarot ed t hat on page 100 notes t
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shows the location of pedestrian designated streets. Per 23.69.008.C# development in the underlying commer
zones will follow the provisions of 23.47.005 with respdet/&d stesgt

Ellen Sollod noted that the illustration on page 100 excluded portions on thé& Asensie@ind 12at she
would prefer that the original wording that has been suggested be included.

Themotion was recalled and the motion passetbusign

Concerning the Alley and Street Spur Vacation East of Broadway.

John Savo informed the Committee that he would recues himself from voting on this issue as his firm has
business with a property owner in the general vicinity of this poaesible vacatio

Betsy Michstated that the issue is that the Northwest Kidney Center has deliveries and patient access off of thi
street and alley. By vacating this street stub this access pattern would no longer be possible. In addition park
is located off thiis combined street end and &lbagri Schlessmasponded that Seattle University is aware

of the situation and is discussing this with the Kidney Center administration. Ellen Sollod noted that the area i
proposed for inclusion within the @ebolMidary and asked if the vacation would occur prior to its ownership of
the area. Ron Smith stated that Seattle University has no intention of pursuing this vacation so long as the
Northwest Kidney Center was operating in that location.

Joy Jacobsotased that leaving the alley vacation on the books might be a good idea, but that conditioning it on
the Universityds acquisition of the properties mi

Steve Sheppard suggested the following possible wording for such an action.

That theootential vacation of that portion of E. Columbia Street between Broadway and mid
block between Broadway and the vacatedethQe Righfway and the connecting alley

south to E Cherry Strelwdlibe pursued by Seattleiversity only in the eveatt ttie

University is acquires all properties accessed by this street end and alley.

Bill Zosel stated that he felt that this wording adequately protected the current private owners. Betsy Michel ste
that she would still \amjainst the revised mamthe Northwest Kidney Center would like to see the vacation
removed entirely.

John Savo noted that there appeared to be two proposals before the Committeds 1nitatspiticbet
and the 2) the alternative language proposed a the maetingeHe t hat t he Committee v
motion that:

Seattle University furtihvaluate and consider ametigénglan to delete the alley vacation
just east of Broadway between Columbia and Cherry Streets and the vacation of the Columbia
Street sjr

The motion failed 1 in falvopposed and 4 abstaining
The second proposal was mavegimotion passed 5 in fa&vgpposed and 3 abstaining.

Concerning Boundary Expansions

John Savo noted that the Committee had begun to discuss boudarpexdpansleferred any decision on
that issue to this meeting.

Loyl Hanrahan suggested alternate wording as follows:

Seattle University MIO boundary expansion along the east Aidmoé Should include
only that property on the immediate siodbeeer of ®2nd E Marion Street (currently
occupied by the Photography School Building).
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He noted that Seattle University has no plans for that area. In addition it had been previously stated that this
give private developers who are roMiQhmight have opportunities that Seattle University might not have.
However, the photography school is collaboration between Seattle University and that use. It appears to be
beneficial to both parties and to the broader community.

Maria Barrientstated that she sees the expansion of the MIO boundary to the entire area is a positive. It allows
collaborations between the University and private developers. Since the pedestrian designation applies to this
area, the community is protected agajiestisiversity use on this street.

Bill Zosel stated that as the University has no plans whatsoever so that one can only assume that nothing will
happen. He noted that this proposal goes to the cofefoafetheclRevelopment Plan that attempsed to re

control of properties along 12th Aivemtlee University in order to promote private development. If SU is

allowed to construct to a greater height than any other private developer then it will be the logical purchaser an
developer of any propettiat come up for sale. He suggested that if the University did team up with developers
then it could come back to the Standing Advisory Committee and request the additionBrodight needed.
Bainnoted that any height or boundary expansior wonigdo amendment and would kick off a process that

is almost identical to going through a full plan and therefore not reasonable. Betsy Hunter noted that the most
exciting development alofignd2 been totally private. Others noted that exgabdingltdries made

properties subject to the other conditions in the Master Plan.

Bill Zosel stated that the hope is to see a more vibrant mix of private!leres thlahif 42pears to his that

Seattle University is essentially land bankingplerlpogerm needs. In addition the height difference to the

L3 zone to the east is significant. Others suggested that the properties to the east might convert to rentals anc
eventually also be incorporated into the Seattle University Campus.

JohnSaw called the vote on the initial motion presented at the last meeting.

Do not expand institutionb6és boundary to the ea
The motiokailed %n favors opposed anil abstaining
M. Adjournment and Setting Next Meeting Date

JohnSavanded that the Committee is still far from completing its review and asked if Seattle University might
consider extending the deadline for CAC comdateritSchlessmstated that the University would do so.

The next meeting was set for Judy 300 PM Kateri Schlessmaported that she has accepted another job

with the University of Washington and that the next meeting will be her last.

The appointed time for adjournment having passed the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #11
Wednesday, July 32008

Seattle University Campus
A.A. Lemieux Library
Stimson Room

Room 114
Members Present
Bill Zosel Betsy Hunter Lisa Rutzick (exficio)
John Savo (Chair) Ellen Sollod Katri Schlessman {efficio)
Steve Sheppard«#kcio) Tenaya Wright Mara Barrientos
Paul Kidder Loyal Hanrahan Darren Redick
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Others Present

Brodie Bain Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson
Michele Sarlitto Carly Cannell David Neth
Ron Smith

l. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo, Committeget hatiroductions follovibd.agenda was
approved with deferral of the approval of past minutes.

Il. ContinuedCommittee Review and Discussion of the Combined Comments to the Preliminary Draft
Master Plan

The Committee briefly discussed processngndMiembers requested an extension of the time for comments.
Seattle University Agreed and two additional meetings were set: Wednesday August 13, 2008 at noon and
Wednesday August 27, 2008 in the evening.

Ellen Sollod asked for clarification cogpeeimority reports. She noted that the Committee appeared divided on
some major issues. Steve Sheppard responded that the code provides for formal minority reports in the
Committeebs final report. He noted that this has

Followinthis the committee proceeded to complete its initial review of the Preliminary Draft Plan. John Savo
stated that he Committee had suspended its comments at the last meeting prior to a discussion of the old bottli
plant and suggested that the Constattest that point. Members agreed.

Concerning Use of 1313 Columbia (Old Coca Cola Bottling Plant)

e Specific Uses

Bill Zosel notétatthePlan identifies an intended fos almost all sites except this site which is

simply identified as a studenskfe He noted that there has been some dischiaging af

basketball arena attlocation. Sthf noted that the University has arranged for use of the Key
Arena for five years for basketball use. There has been no decision madelongdernmingsthe

of this siteThe site is also currently being proposed for landmark status. Seattle University would
presently support the retention of the facade of the building but not the entire building.

John Savo suggested that the issue beodpld Beparate actions: 1) a possible proposal that at plan
should specifically identify a location for the new Division 1 basketball facility; and 2) Identification of a
specific use for the site. This is one of the most sensitive sites for thad oeedgritybe dealt

with sensitively. Both preservation and public use of the site are issues.

John Savo moved:

The Seattle University Draft Major Intuitions Master Plan should identify the location of any
new basketball area:

The motion passed @worf, none opposadd nonabstaining.

John Savo moved:

That Seattle University Draft Major Intuitions Master Plan shaplecifefinee for the
1313 Columbia Site

Discussion followed. Darren Redick suggested that alternative uses\lrdeentifgede greater
flexibility. Maria Barrientos noted that Seattle University has stated thatdbetifieavesso
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John Savo stated that this is what is being noted andtiggielséng that this be rectifitiers
noted that aar and loAgrm use might be better.

The motion was amended as follows:

That Seattle University Draft Major Intuitions Master Plan shepleoifesinert and
longtermuseof usegor the 131BastColumbia Site

The motion passed 9 in favor,apmased, and none abstaining.
e Preservation of portions of the existing Building

John &vo stated #t he had proposed the preservation of a portion of the 1313 E Columbia Building.
He clarified that his intention was that this relate ordyoigribei8n of the building. Bill Zosel
stated that he supports this.

Preserve the thrstery portion of the existing building at 1313 E Columbia as a record
of the neighborhoods evolution.

The motion passed 7 in favor, none opposed, and two abstaining

Concening the Washington Performance Hall

Bill Zosel noted that this is an important neighborhood building that is threatened. The intention of his
recommendation is encourage Seattle University to consider partnering with others to helseenovate and re
this site. Others noted that this site is not within the boundaries and suggested that this possibly be included a:
separate proposal to SU encouraging them as good neighbors to participate in this, but not to include it as a
formal part of the MIMP.

Bil Zosel moved that:

Seattle University should explore ways it might participate with others in the adaptive reuse of the
Washington Performance Hall

The motion failed 2 in favor 4 opposed 3 abstaining.

Concerning the Lynn Building

Ellen Sollagbted thahis building is proposed for demolition both in the existing and proposed plan. She stated
that the building is charming and clearly appears to be a landmark. Loss of this building would not be mitigatec
addition of student housing at that siers <pated a similar commitment to retaining the building. Seattle
University Staff noted that this site is identifies as the location for a special statement aBaut the campus.
Kiddenoted that while the exterior of the building is charering dseéatnot work well. It was not initially

designed for any current uses and has some flooding probBotiech&iéshthat the building is one of the

few that relates well to the street. Its west fagade and its facades fronting pAstiisder aneeodst. |t

was also noted that the site plannimg @irapel assumed that the building would be demolished so that there
would be a view of the Chapel .

John Savo, suggested that the initial comment be amended as follows:

Seattle Univegsighould sediistoric designation (landmark status) for the exterior of the Lynn
Building and its adaptive reuse for the building rather than its demolition and replacement.

Themotion passed 7 in favor 1 opposed 2 abstaining.

Concerning Leasing
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It was nted that this comment had been suggesetesyKirkpatreokd that he was not present at this time.
Steve Sheppard noted that the plan must identify all leases. Maria Barrientos stated that this seemed like a go
comment since it simply asks fiioadtinformation.

The Comment was moves as:

The Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan should provide greater detail concerning
proposed SU leasing in the surrounding areas.

The motion passed 6 in favor, one opposed and 2 abstaining.

Concermig Boundary and Edge Treatment

John Saviead the proposed comments as follows:

The Plan should spettifit actiothat will be undertaken to improve the presence of the University at
its primary interface points with the community and espeaéfidlysdangrbadway and Madison

He noted that this had been propodanhby KkpatrickBetsy Huntaoted that she had made a similar

comment concerning the Madison Street frontage, but that this related primarily to pedestrian crossings. Memt
suwggested that the two comments were sufficiently related to each other to be combinedBill some fashion.
Zosel stated that he generally agreed with the statement and that the intent was to both improve the appearanc
and promote better integratiohs Skvo agreed.

John Savo suggested that the comment be amended to real

The Plan should specify those actions to be undertaken to improve the primary interface points
between the University and Comanuhiégpecially along Jefferson, Broadway and Madison

EllenSollodhoted that she had included additional details concerning this issue in her priority two comments. St
read those comments into the meeting notes as follows:

SU needs to redesign its border along Madison Avenue to create a stroagttycimughidutward

looking architecture, increased visual permeability, and improved the pedestrian experience. Pike/Pine is
becoming an increasingly vibrant area with significant residential, restaurant and retail. The campus turns its bz
on this righborhood.

A similar condition exists along James between BroadWa)y/lziledtA® is not a border, it is a major arterial
and has a major impact on the experience of the campus.

Finally, 2Avenue from Jefferson to Madison should be thetiytpoinsary face of the campus to the
community AND to the city of Seattle

The MIMP looks at each of these in a piece meal fashion, focusing on selected buildings and the addition of a
crosswalk or two. This is a significant urban design issampastaed community and warrants
concentrated study and the development of design goals and objectives.

John Savo stated that the first sentence appears to be the strongest and should be added to the general
comment.

The Plan should specify thoseattidoe undertaken to improve the primary interface points
between the University and Community. SU needs to redesign its imi@amalag

Edge, and arterials running through the Garopeete a stronger campus identity through
outwardboking architecture, increased visual permeability, and improved pedestrian
experience.

The Question was call&tde motion passed: 9 in favor, none opposed, and none abstaining.
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Betsey Hunter moved the following:

The Seattle University Major Institutioesastshould include a commitment to improving
pedestrian facilities along the Madison Street frontage.

The motion passed: 9 in favor, none opposed, and none abstaining.
Concerning Design Guidelines and Review

EllenSollodhoted that the Standing Agvidommittee (SAC) will be asked to review Master Use Permits and
comment on their designs. She noted that the SAC will need guidelines from the CAC. Maria Barientos stated
that she felt that guidelines for those buildings on the edges of thearampasadpjsable but that she

guestioned whether such guidelines are needed for those buildings totally internal to the campus. Ellen Sollod
asked for clarifications.

Steve Sheppard responded that ot heforthEéd@edsfthave i n
campus where the institution meets the community. They have also noted that these guidelines should be
review3ed by the CAC prior to the adoption of the Master Plan. These guidelines have then been included as
council conditioridr. Sheppard suggested that following wording:

Seattle University should work with their CAC to develop desigrithusgelinads

emphasis on new developmentthksigeetdges of their Campus, and along any arterial
street running through campheseaguidelineshould be reviewed and approved by the CAC
and included in the fathdpteglan.

Mr. Sheppard noted that the guidelines that are developarpbfigetlzsiee less detailed than those for the

formal City Design Review Boards. aledypically been developed as a collaborative effort between the
Institutions consultants and design professionals on the CAC and then reviewed and adopted by the full CAC.
noted that all projects coming out of the Plan that require any diestisitionetnich includes a comment

period must be presented to the SAC for its comments.

The motion passed: 9 in favor, none opposed, and none abstaining.

Bill Zosel noted that he had suggested that a design review board staffed with desingatofelsstiecals

and that this board have the ability to make binding recomrh&adRiibrisdtated that subjecting the

institutions to design review would be a major issue that would transcend this process. Steve Sheppard noted
the Cityisnawo | i ci ting design professionals for the SACE¢
negotiation of the 1996 Code revisions and that the institutions preferred not to go through both design review
the MIMP process. Bill Zosel withdewntnents. Steve Sheppard agreed to report back to the CAC on
progress towards looking into this issue Citywide.

Concerning Master Plan Goals

John Savo read firetproposed comments as follows:

Add a goal relating to promoting a positive relatibrishipammunity.

The comment was approved 9 in favor, none opposed, and none abstaining.
John Savo read the second proposed comments as follows:
Add a goal that addresses striving for design excellence in campus development

The wording of the comimes amended to incorporate the wording that John Savo had suggested.

-68-



Add a goahat Seattle University shall continue and expand upon its tradition of design
excellence in Architecture.

The comment was approved 9 in favor, none opposed, anchitane abstai
John Savo read thedproposed comments as follows:
Add a goal to integrate art and the thinking and work of artists in campus development
The comment was approved 9 in favor, none opposed, and none abstaining
Il Adjournment
No further businessry before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #12
Wednesday, August 13, 2008
Seattle University Campus
Student Center

Room &0
Members Present
Bill Zosel Betsy Hunter Lisa Rutzick (eXficio)
John Savo (Chair) Ellen Sollod Steve Shmpard (erfficio)
Tenaya Wright Paul Kidder Loyal Hanrahan
Darren Redick James Kirkpatrick Betsey Michel
Others Present
Jim Cary Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson
Michele Sarlitto Carly Cannell Tina Gilbert
Terry McCann Kristen Wallace Ron Snrit

I. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo, CommittBei€fHafroductions folloWeel.agenda was

approved with addition of a discussion of the landmarks designation of the Coca Cola Building. The minutes fo
meetings 2nbugh 7 were approved. Members noted that they had minutes for meetings 8,9,10 and 11 and had
few issues but wanted to delay formal adoption until meeting 13. The Chair noted that the CAC has put off
approval of minutes for several meetings and ritedtedembers come prepared to approve the minutes

at the next meeting.

Il.  Report on the Landmarks Designation for the Coca Cola Building

John Savo reported that the landmarks board unanimously endorsed designation of the building as a landmark
Bil Zosel also stated that the landmark&evedss some very interesting information on this building.

lll. Presentation on the Preliminary Draft EIS and the Transportation Planning
A TransportatiorPlanning

David Johnson with TSI was introducedd® tidésw@portation planning. Mr. Johnson stated that he
would focus on the following three elements: 1) Parking; 2)

Traffic Volumes; and 3) fidmsportation management pliwof these factors are driven by campus
population. Since 1995 campusfioguias increased from about 6000 to almost 900@ ie 2007.
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forecast to continue to increase under the proposed m&stenglang this is a trend toward a
greater cnampus residence.

In 1995 Seattle University had a total of about h20€tg&rlan campus. This had grown to about

1600 today and the plan now provides for 2150 stalls. The Seattle Municipal Code establishes both
minimum and maximum parking requirements with the maximum being 135% of the minimum. Both the
current and piaged number falls within the limits established by the code.

Mr. Johnson noted that in 1995 when parking often fully (100%) utilized and up to 290 Seattle Universit)
related or generated vehicles were parking on adjacent streets in the neigidgottheatldin 20

was redone. This time theaompus parking was found to be only 90% utilized and about 170 Seattle
University related vehicles were parking on adjacent streets. Forecasts done for this plan anticipate an
additional 10% shift from singlpawtvehicles to other modes and thus a further reduction in both on
campus parkingignétion and estreet parking.

Mr. Johnson noted that the Residenti al Par ki ng
Seattle University related vedadkéng on the adjacent residential streets. He noted that Seattle
University presently pays a maj otlyreyewingttheon of t
function of these zonkk. Johnson also noted that the City of SeattieeDephiitransportation

has conducted traffic volume counts that show that all of the volumes appear to have remained stable
sincel 9 9 6 . I n addition Seattle Universityébés cont
somewhat.

The goals of the emtrTransportation Management Plan were established in 1995. The SOV goal that
was established in the past master plan was 60% for faculty and 40% for staff. In 2001 actual
percentages use percentage were below 50% at 38%. This is a majorgudemsstiudietds the

goal was 55% and was met in 2001 and is now down to 50%. Again this is a major success story.

Mr. Johnson then went over the proposed incentives and disincentives to push students, faculty and sta
to further shift from using altitesdo other modes of transportation. The major disincentive is the use

of parking pricing. Ot hers di sinccampusi ves i ncl
parking. Staff also outlined the various subsidies for the tramsg flegsasd

After much discussion the University has decided to commit to a 35% SOV goal. This will apply to all
groups, including faculty, staff and students. This is very aggressive and farr@opmethe code

50%. In fact Seattle Universitydetieat it may be able to reach as low as 30% depending upon the
availably of transit options. The University is also looking at carbon emissions and looking at establishit
some internal goals in this regard. Brief questions and answers followed.

John Savo asked what the impact would be of the prohibition of having cars on campus for freshmen.
Mr. Johnson noted that the actual policy is that they cannot have a car. Bill Zosel asked why the goal
was being reduced. Mr. Johnson respondedéHfatthithe strong commitment to reducing the
Universities carbon footprint.

. Preliminary DraEnvironmental Impacta®emen{PDEIS)

Terry Mc Carwas introduced to lead the presentation on the PDEIS. He noted that his is the
preliminary Draft ofdleeument. This document identifies both the alternatives and the anticipated
impacts of the alternatives. He noted that following a brief introductory fact sheet, that the document is
composed of three major sections: 1) Susumemary of and dgstoon of the proposed action, the
development of alternatives and a summary of the significant environmental impacts, mitigation
measures and unavoidable adverse impacts; 2) Detailed Description of the proposed action and the
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development of alternatmed;3) the analysis of the probable significant environmental impacts that
could result from implementation of the proposed actions.

IV. Presentation on the Plastile BuildDegsign and Consideration of Mimor Amendment
Request

Steve Sheppard noted tiiea CAC had previously reviewed the design but that Seattle University staff would
briefly go over the design to make sure that the Committee was oriented to the issue. However the issue befo
the CAC today is a single minor amendment relatied¢oniet pf trash dumpsters on the site. SU staff

noted that this was the second presentation on this building.

Seattle University Architects noted that the building is |6tated\drién and was purchased by Seattle
University about fifteen nsaanglo. Seattle University is presently in the process of looking at possible uses for
the site. Seattle University hopes to have construction commence in the late fall.

The current property is about 15,000 square feet with and 8,000 squanfdot Theldilagy for the project

includes removal of the loading docksitelgarking and expanding and remodeling the building. This will

include public meeting spaces and gallery®aforen@ and the reception falwhenand admission

offces which will also include additional gallery space. Staff briefly went over the floor plans and elevations an
exterior materials. It was noted that the exterior material has changed

It was noted that this site is in a pedestrian overlay.t fkeeeraselrequirements for pedestrian orientation

to uses. The University is complying with this by locating the vestibule and additional gallery and the communi
center (meeting room). Museum use is also allowed and the rotating gallenngracssdaredeas in

this category. Lisa Rutzick noted that a great deal of time was spent assuring that the uses complied with the
technical requirements of the pedestrian overlay. According to the definitions for museum and community spa
appeardiat SU can come up with a program of uses that meet theydddetefigjgested that the

building might include some space for private retail uses not related to Seattle University. She asked what the
projected life of the building was. SUsptaiflex] that the building would be designed to a high standard with

the intention that it be a signature building and wouhdtgsydars.

The minor amendment that is being requested is to forgo the requirement to locate a dumpser on site during tt
construction phase of the project. Betsy Hunter moved that the CAC consider this taltpert.minor amen
Members stated that this appearednaorienportant issue compared to design and use questions. The

motion was seconded and passed unanimousl

Il Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #13
Wednesday, August 27, 2008
Seattle University Campus
Student Center

Room @0
Members Present
Bill Zosel Lisa Rutzick (exficio) John Savo (Chair
Ellen Sollod Steve Sheppard«#fcio) Tenaya Wright
Paul Kidder Loyal Hanrahan James Kirkpatrick

Others Present
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Marianne Mork Robert Matthews Joy Jacobson
Carly Cannell Terry McCann Ron Smith
Casey Corr

I. Welcome and Introductions

The meting was opened by John Savo, Committe®f@dfaintroductions folloWeel.agenda was
approved. The minutes for meetihgsugihl were adopted. Adoption of the minutes for meeting 12 was
deferred until a later date.

Il. Continuediscussion o€ommentsto the Preliminary Draft EIS:

Steve Sheppard explainechthbtd receiveelatively few commdrdsn members and tiatmade effort to

put comments into the same format as the CAC comments kdritgheggard stated that the most
substantive comments forwarded to him called for the development of a wider range aoflaltematives with
height, different boundary expagsamid eveno boundary expansion. Another major coomecenmied

the need to more fully discuss the imiphetplan on future implementation ¢f Averd2e Development

Plan andn the broader FirstNdiighborhood

John Savogaeed that h e mo st s u b s t TheBIS shoald be amendedta inchvde s broadier

range of altertinges which shoundlude: 18 no boundary expansion alternative; 2) an alternative significantly
reducing proposed height east;d)1&n alternative encompassing boundary expansion toleensxeith

tht this later alternative was suggested by Bill Zasetlugawb In addition he noted that another substantive
comment coamed the elimination of those alternatives that did not appear to represent a real attempt to look at
a feasible direction. These incdlidgdadnfrom further consideratiookthreno student housing

alternativ@ndno vacation alternative neither of which are feasible for a variety of reasons He asked for
comment®illZosel also stated thdtit d n 6 tthatdheléematives providedthosehat reasonably

attaiedor approximatieeproposia objectives.

EllenSollodasked for clarificattmmcerning the possible reduced height alternative. She noted that the present
language is confusing. John Savo responded that the intent of the comment relsaesan@abt tf the

12hwhere SU would be encouraged to consider a range of possible heights or even retention of existing height
SU staff responded that they would have to look at a variety of possible heights.

Steve Sheppandted that another clear them@&ng through all committee comments phenatileat te
him was a desire to see reduced heights eashefwWarding presented is general in order to allow SU to
come up with the reduced height alternative rather than having the Comtinétakereatia

TernyMcKanstated that Seattle University has received comments from DPD. This include a comment on
alternatives as follows

The EIS should be expanded to include alternatives that showwékpareskisting
boundaries Anotherltrnative might be expansions across 122th Avenue but without height
increases.

John Savo noted that both the SCAC and DPD appeared to be going in the same direction. Bill Zosel stated th
he was concerned that some of the alternatives presel8dim loé reasonably achieve the objectives of
the institution and are thus straw men. He suggested tht all alternatives be real.

After brief further discussioarij@matomment wordiligm the Committeasapproved unanimously

John Savor the réhd suggested second comment:
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The broad focus of the DEIS needs to be expanded to fully evaluate the impacts of the SU MIMP
of the broader Firit/ Capitol Hill Community.

EllenSalli s uggest edobédddet to fneSligt oficomenur®iesly kr 6 s suggested t he
Central Area Nor t hiththe suggestdasgeshe comniestowadaeloptadd d e d .

John Savor read the next possible comment:

Modify language inpheliminary draft to indicate that demolition of dkdstigyiba
significant impact and that the Linn building is a historic landmark.

He stated tht he was concerned that this did not get to the actual issue which is focused not only on the Linn
building but also on development afohgeihdie. He notibat the historic nature of all of these buildings
needs to be evaluated

James Kirkpatrick statedatlhat the edges of the campus need greater attention.

He also stated thatWwas concerned that the EIS did not look at the possible displacemesersityn
uses in the possible boundary replacement areas. After brief discussion it was moved and seconded that:

The EIS should specifically evaluate the impact of potential displacement of private, for profit
non university development in those progesed for boundary expansion under any
alternative proposed.

The motion was called and passadmous.

JamedsKirkpatrick noted ttregtre is the proposed near term project up on Broadwidlyclehiddifect

traffic and parking.isTib redelopment of the present storage baiidiflg This redevelopment miag a

major hit on Madiséte further noted that we still seem to be focusing primarily on those #reas abutting
Squire Parkreas with relatively little focus on the neghsides of the Campus. Others agreed.

Discussion then turned to Historic Resources. Membersheseehatdiieen discussion about both 1313
(the Coca Cola Builjliagd the Linn Building as potential historic landmarks. After Briessiother Discu
was moved and seconded that:

Committee considers the Coca Cola Building and the Linn Building as heddethtistoric
and that theshoulde considered for preservation/rehabilitation

The motion was called and passed unanimously.

Discussiothen turned to lot coverage and openldpadegers noteditlthe current plan ang &bk at the

areas east and west éfAZnue very differently. All of the designated open spaces appear té be east of 12
lower heiglitallowed east offidnpared to west ofl2 ot coverage appears vastly different in each area.

Lisa Rutzick stated that any statement on this needs to be very specific, especially if it is dealing separately wit
areas east and west &f 1Rill Zosel suggested thashiaigld focus on east &f 12

SteveSheppard noted tBatttle Universitylike most other campis&eattlés a hybrid. University of

Washington, Seattle Pacific and even the community colleges in town are all what he considers European style
cloed campuses. SU has both the traditional boundary closed campus and now has an area that is more like
Columbia University or City University of New York which is a mixied difisgegtidnimal. And it may

have different ways of treating@valofting it and the two different parts of the campus certainly does impact

the community differently.

Members agreed that the areas are very different and noted that there is a negqdatiitymwdk quiameity
ofopen space east of I coerage and setbaels well as whathekind of characters woulgdsitive
there as it clearly melds into the abutting neighborheedsainassipart of their neighborhood as well as part
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of theUniversityOthers noted that they want toseaith a development pattern similar to that evolving in the
S. Lake Union and Cascadéas with minimal open space, few setbawkes lanidding after another.

After Brief further discussion it was moved and seconded that:

That staff, chairandcacha wor k on | anguagammmentletbeethat ncl uded i
includes approprigtten t h e ¢ o mimegarding BtT®/erage dastwiElmnie.

The question was called and the motion passed unanimously

Ellen Sollod read comments faorarCRedicklohn Savo suggested that the Committee incorporate these
comments into its comments and added that each be dealt with separately. The comments and results of the
votes were as follows:

There is no mention of utilities capacity in taadlaissimportant to references the estimated
electrical, gas, steamatey and sewer needs for fewdingsaand determine if the current
capacity of tleystenwill support the new construction

The statement was approved unanimously

Noise levels toet shrouding residential areas needsvaliedndspecial attention
should bgiven to keep decibel Idvellsw the levels required by the code

Bill Zosel noted that the code allows greater decibel levels that is comfortable andiitest ihiscien re

from ventilation equipment. He stated that it would be helpful if the institutions went beyond the code. There w
acknowledgement that this is a d#figaltand not easily addressed. Buildings are often designed to the best
possiblstandards and then perform differently. John Savo stated that he believed that this comment was initial
intended to relate primarily to constructionSteises$heppard stated;

That in the period immediately following the construction ofildiygn&editie University

measure the actual levels in the surrounding community to assure that achieved noise levels
match those that were identified and proposed in the original plan and that where that deviates
from those levels institutes measunégytde it.

Bill Zosel suggested that the comment be simply:

That the draft EIS should evaluate noise impacts to the surrounding neighborhood and that
measures should be considered that are more stringent than the minimum City Standards.

The above wasoved and seconded and passed unanimously.
There needs to be clarification concerning the SOV goals will be measured in the TMP.
The statement was moved and seconded and passed by acclaim.
Discussion then moved to transportation goals.
John Savo read firet comment and summarized it as follows:

Seattle University shoelktbp a TMP that more significantly encourages trafisé 8&és.
TMPshould include:riBw and innovative methods for encouraging and supporting public
transportatipand 2) quiitative goals to evaluate its success.

Following brief discussi@mbers endorsed this comment.
John Savo read tihextcomment as follows:

Reevaluate the need for additional parking and consider commitments to eliminate parking.
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It was noted that tbede requires a minimum amount of parking and that it might be unreasonable to advocate
elimination of all parking. Others noted that thisagdgign and that over time goals might Ginenge.
guestion was called and the motion failed enicatkinez vote

John Savo read the next comment as follows:

Increase the efforts to partner with, and spend money with, other institutions such as
Swedish, King County Youth Services, Harborview, DSHS, and with Metro to improve
public transit serving thivé&fsity and its neighborbhoddeduce parking.

Bill Zosel requestedtth t he | ast ¢l ause O6and reduce parkingo &
approved.

John Savo read the next comment as follows:
Explorestrategies to reduce parkingrapus
Mr. Kirkpatrick suggested tht there be greater detail provided and suggested the following.

Explorestrategies to reduce parking on campus. such as: 1usgredtpricing
(Higher costs for-campus parking) further decreasecampus pard demand
and further subsidizing transit passes up to 100% of their cost..

After brief further discussion, iimthig change the comment was approved.
John Savo read the next comment as follows:

Prohibithe establishment of reemface parking lotsder the new MING? the
institution on or east éfll2ether they are temporary or permanent

Members noted that surface parking lots are a general blight and that this should be a goal. After further
discussiothe comment was apprdeadin favpthree against.

John Savo read the next comment as follows:

Increase the commitment in the plan to encourage greater use of flex cars

The comment wiag acclimation
John Savo read the next comment as follows:

Consider ¥venue as a future primarasouth pedestrian route (after full
development) and develop streetscape and building facades accordingly

After brief further discussion, the comment was approved.
M. Adjournment
No further business being before the Committee , the meetingestas adjou

Meeting #14 part 1

November 24, 2008

Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cherry

Members Present

Daren Redick  Bill Zosel Betsey thter John Savo
Paul Kidder Tenanya Wright Maria Barrientos  Steve Sheppard{#kcio)
EllenSollod LisaRutzickexofftio)i present for theecenvened portion only.
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Excused Absences

Loyal Hanrahan Betsey Michel

Staffand Others

Michael Kerns  Jim Carey Tina Gilbert Joy Jacobson

l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo. Brief introdweédns foll

Il. Discussion of the Minor Amendment Requests fortfadZherry Housing Building
A. University Presentation

Joy Jacobson was introduced to give a presentation on the request of Seattle University for amendments
to accommodate the renovetittre 1®2and Cherry Student HousMg.Jadoson notethat Seattle

Universitig close torapping up permitting butthethnical issue has arisen that must be addressed.

Minor setback issues have arisen related to the setbacks in theamagiyid the MIMP. In order

to achieve modulation the balconies extend into the setback in minor ways. This teahnically requires
amendment to the MIMP to allow this. This projection is only about 4 feet at the maximum. SuU is askin
for a min@mendment to allow balconies to extend into the setback.

B. Committee Discussion

Steve Sheppard noted that the City Generally requires modulation and that if the slight overhangs were 1
allowed then the facade would have ‘wesegred in some wathis might result in loss of square

footage. John Savo noted that overhangs and bays are a very good way to express residential characte
and that he believed that the present design was acceptable.

It was moved and seconded that:

The Seattle Universiya j o r I nstitutions Master Pl an Ci
recommend: 1) that the request for an amendment to allow less than require upper floor
setbacks to accommodate modulation and bay overhangs for the student housing project at

12 and James Colm¢ considered a minor amendment; and 2) that this amendment be

granted.

The motion passed unanimously
lll.  Discussion of the Minor Amendment Requests for the Plasteel Building

Joy Jacobson nothdre are two minor amendment issues related to the ofrloeatid Plasteel Frame

Shop. The first is transparency. "@rnerie 60% glazing is required bec&udsehle is a designated

pedestrian overlay. Seattle University is providing 80% &lérgribe &@le which is more than required.

The Marion Street (north fagade) is not within the pedestrian overlay so 60% glazing is required. SU is
proposing to provide only 40% glazing along this fagade and is therefore requesting a minor amendment to allc
40% instead of 60% along the MadenhFattade

The second issue is modulation (width and depth). The 1997 MIMP required a very complex setback and
modulation requirements. These requirements were established to avoid the constmotiafatédong un
walls on the public streets. DRrds that the building does not meet the modulation requirements.

Ms. Jacobson read the MIMP modulation requirements as follows:

Modulation of building facades facing public streets shall be required when the facade widifivexceeds seventy
feet, exqd for those portions of any facade with an average front yard setback five feet or more than the require
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minimum of the underlying zone. The minimum width of modulation shall be five feet, the minimum height of
modulation shall be five &t theninmum width of modulation shall be 20% of the total structure width. Any
unmodulated portion of the facade shall not comprise more than 50% of the total facade area

She noted that the minimum setback affecting the site is zero.
SU is requesting a min@raiment to allow the modulation to remain as currently designed.

Betsey Hunter stated that the intent of this requirement is to promote vibrancy along the public streets and that
best way to do this is to locate more active uses in the spaceayltab8sattle University could do this

would be to locate a use that is more active than the meeting space at this active corner. If this were done she
stated that she could wholeheartedly support the amendment requests. She stated tha¢dhlawvas conce

the location of the current use will create relatively inactizdesoBmiostated that she was not

convinced that the use could be changed and that she therefore believed that the Committee should deal with 1
design features. Shated that the Marion Street Side appears inactive and appears very institutional on the
Marion Street side. She noted that these comments have been made before during prior reviews. The main
concern that has been expressed previously has beenhatagsarever the University meets the

community that it be active and inviting. John Savo suggested that more interest might be able to be added
through use of more landscaping.

Discussion then turned to the nature of the uses in the buildingte8thstiathe building would contain an
art gallery in the vestibule and alond'#heehRe side south of the entry. The corner draacaMEzion

would be a community Center meeting room. Maria Barrientos suggested that the @ommittee refrain
dictating building programming and that the committee was being a bit too proscriptive concerning use.

Joy Jacobson stated that Seattle University had gone through a great deal of evaluation to assure that the use:s
technically met the requiremetiis pédestrian overlay. Bill Zosel stated that the interest of the use might be

able to be accentuated by the use of lighting and other interior features in the Community Center and Gallery
Space.

John Savo Moved:

The Seattle University Major InstitutioMa st er Pl an Citi zenbdés Advi sor
that the amendment request to allow less than the required transparency along the Marion Street
Facade of the Plasteel Building be considered a minor amendment and be allowed on condition

that Seattl&niversity develop a plan to address the lack of activity at the corner of the building

and that such plan be presented to the Seattl
Advisory Committee for its consideration

The motion was second@sdcussion followed.

A member stated that he felt that the use might have a positive impact as people convened for meetings in the
community center or to take tours of the Universaiglloigted for more information on the design of the

interior sgres. SU Staff noted that discussions are ongoing concerning how the space will be designed both for
the gallery and community center space. The community center space will be large enough to accommodate
community meetings.

The Question was called lmmdnbtion passed: 6 in fava opposed

Discussion turned to the consideration of the amendment request concerning modulation. The technical probl
is those portions of the facades that are less than five feet from the street. Thes¢ potas afdll tha

12h Avenue facade at the extreme southwestf¢benietiibng and 2) the north facade obthmunity

center meeting room east to bathrdoyndacobsoriterated that there is an ongoing disagreement over

whether this amendnigltven required, but in order to address the issue directly, a minor amendment request
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is being sought. John Savo stated that he felt that the current design met the intent of the plan. He asked Mr.
Sheppard to craft language that indicated thiscued @y required amendment.

Mr. Sheppard stated that a possible amendment to accomplish this might read as follows:

The Seattle University Major l nstitutions Mas
considers the current design of thei Alndhdmissions Building meets the intent of the

modulation requirements contained in the 1997 Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan.

In the event that the City determines that a minor amendment to exempt this design from any
technical adidibhal compliance is needed, such an amendment should be considered minor and
granted.

He noted that as staff and affielo member he could not make a motion.
John Savo moved the motion and the motion was seconded.. The motion passed unanimously.
IV.  Temporary Adjournment

The appointed tifoe adjournment having arrived, the meeting was adjourned. Seattle University agreed to
come back to the committee with additional information on the use of the community center space

Meeting #14 pt 2
November 24, 2008
Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cheryembers Present

Members Present

Daren Redick  Bill Zosel Betsey thter John Savo

Paul Kidder Tenanya Wright Maria Barrientos  Steve Sheppard{&cio)
EllenSollod LisaRutzickexofficio)

ExcusedAbsenes

LoyaHanrahan  Betsey Michel
Staffand Others

Michael Kerns  Jim Carey Tina Gilbert Joy Jacobson
l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by chairperson John Savo. Brief introductidnSoltowetgd that there is a
single iage before the committéee minor amendment request to allow permitting of renovations and additions
to the Plasteel Building.

Il. Additional Discussion of the Minor Amendment Request for the Plasteel Building
A. University Presentation

Joy Jacobson adtthat the University was requesting a second minor amendment to allow slightly less than
require glazing on the Marion Street side of the building. The first minor amendment was the Modulation
Minor Amendment, approved at the Novemiestit®). Thabjective of the meeting is to provide

additional information particularly concerning the programming and use of the building, as it relates to activi
and visibility to and from the glazing.

-78-



Michael Kerns handed out a letter concerning the preijeect grad s& and the Univestsity

understand that the major issue is to Ree@ide lively and pedestrian oriented. The two primary uses

that will be in the building are admissions and alumni relations. These uses focus on éxternal relations.
addition the Art Gallery and Museum will bring additional activity to the building. The University estimates t
foot traffic will be between 150 and 300 people per day. This may vary depending upon the staffing at the
site. Jim Carey briefly west the design of the building.

Editors Note: This related to plans and elevations and was not easily presented in verbal form and is
not generally summarized in these meeting notes.

Jim Carey also briefly discussed uses. He noted that the pacerairtitye siorthwest corner of the

building is designed to allow a wide variety of uses from formal meetings to informal gatherings in preparati
of the campus tours that will start from this location. In addition the huilEDEoldll Gdisay be

a draw for persons wanting to see how that standard is met.

B. Committee Discussion

Steve Sheppard stated that the committee took action last meeting on this issue. He noted that the CAC h:
stated:

The Seattle University Major Institutions Mastar PCi t i zends Advi sory Comn
that the amendment request to allow less than the required transparency along the Marion Street
Facade of the Plasteel Building be considered a minor amendment and be allowed on condition that
Seattle Universitgvelop a plan to address the lack of activity at the corner of the building and that
such plan be presented to the Seattle Univers
Committee for its consideration.

He noted that this motion passed.

He mted that Seattle University is returning to the CAC to discuss this issue and that they hope that the CA
will consider dropping the condition and simply approving the minor amendment.

Michael Kerns responithed the retail discussion is appropriwétodder issue of ARenue. The

University took another look at whether the building program might accommaodate retail use for a portion of
the building. The conclusion was that this was not possible for this specific building but that it might be
passible for future buildings. He also noted that the MIMP is being amended to reduce the proposed
extension of the SU boundaryttmth2 north. As a result there is no longer as great a possibility of

seeing retail use displaced.

Maria Barrientasited that the current economic climate makes it very difficult to locate more retail in the
area and that having empty or partially used retail space does not necessarily result in a more active street
Many establishments actually close relativelyteadlgo noted that street lighting and design can create
greater visual interest, especially at night.

Betsey Hunter noted that the building will be in existence for many years and that the current economic
climate might not be so relevant. Sktatdsithat the discussions that have occurred since the last CAC
meeting have greatly added to her level of comfort concerning what is occurring. She also asked for some
discussion of the possible design changes that Seattle University is dstaffssatgd ®idt this

includes possible sidewalk seating or other artwork on the exterior of the building. She also noted that the
actual programming and hours of operation of the building will be important. She also noted that engaging
artist for ehartworks would be useful.

Bill Zosel noted that the stated that the ideal of street furhimighbbel?ery good and suggested that
the CAC endorse this.
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Paul Kidder asked for clarification concerning the blinds on the building.viseahatézt ¢isais
important. Joy Jacobson noted that therblindlsh@owever they are onfglavm screens and are still
transparent to and from the interior and theandehat all uses of the community space will be visible
from the ste¢

Following brief further discussion, John Savo moved:

That the Seattle University Major Institutions Program Citizens Advisory Committee
recommends that the amendment to allow less than required percent glazing ( 40% rather
than 60% along the MaBiiret side) be considered a minor amendment and that Seattle
University be encouraged to consider seating"@duagu?

The motion was seconded.

Members suggested that great care be taken to assure that the language of the motionimgs clear concern
both the seating and possible artwork. John Savo amended his initial motion to read as follows:

That the Seattle University Major Institutions Program Citizens Advisory Committee
recommends that the amendment to allow less than requiredmp(cédfgiather than

60% along the Marion Street side) be considered a minor amendment and that outdoor seating
be incorporated for the plaza setback &ldwgrie just south of the building entrance and

that artwork be incorporated on the blard thallMarion Street Facade..

The seconajreed to the change. The question was calledhaottbh passe€.8
Il Adjournment
No further business being before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting 8
April 15208
Seattle Universityngaus
1218 E Cherry

Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan Ellen Sollod
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppard-#ficio)
Betsey Hunter  Betsey Michel

Excused Absences
TenayaVright Maria Barrientos
Staffand Others

Brodie Bain Tatiana Nealon  Michael Kerns Joy Jacobson
Ron Smith Robert Mathews Jane Kitter

l. Opening and Introductions
The meeting was openetthé@johnSavo Brief introductions followed.

Mr. Savoelcomdto alland noteahight the focus is on the brigfitige final draft Major Institution Master
Plan

Il. Presentation on the Draft Plan
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MichaeKerns, with Mithun Architects was introduced to lead off the decision. He noted that the process had
been put on hold for a while but was now underway agamturkled the meeting over to Robert Mathews
to gahrough the changes since the last draft.

Robert Matthewsted that changes have been made in response to comments from both DPD and the
Committee. There will be a follow on meeting in Junribbcahiediringle noted tht the CAC will have
additional opportunities to comments both during the remainder of the process and before the hearing examine

He then went over the changes.

MIMP boundarigsThe boundary expansiorbeasreduced alorig"to eliminate all except the
photographic Center and the parking lot to its rear. Mr. Kerns notegthsialhfersttrnershef
projectediain entranc® the campuwégthirtheMIMP boundarifo changes have occurred to the bagindarie
proposed along Broadway.

Height Limits Everything west of"B/enue remains uncharegedlO 105 except the boundary expansion
areaalong Broadwesich i811 O . The Phitographic Ceist@roposed dd | O ashishthiie remainder of
the area vee of12th.

Near and Lontgrm Project$ Mr. Matthews briefly went over the list of neartent lorgects and noted

that there are no substantive changes from what was previously proposed A great deal of attention continues t
be given to the us¢haf 1313 E. Columbia block. We continue to consider the possividityt treattan

may fit there as have also evaluated possible usedoaéé&hec spaoe studerftousing. This is identified

a longerm potential project. Seattle Univesioposing a Mi®for this site asitmportant for all of those

projectsSU is still considerimgving our athletic programs to a Division | level.

Community ContektBrodyBain noted that thera ighole new section called: Comnmmah@patexdnd

briefly went over It.includesomeadesigrguidelinesind ampusdge Improvemenghe noted that Seattle
University hapent a fair amount of time lookingAateirilie in particul&@he noted trsiteet activated

uses are pragsed along much of. Bhe then went over a series of drawings that illustrated this context plan.

Consistency with other plan$/s. Bain noted thatldst section of this new chapter is a look at the master

pl ands consi st emoydwictohmmiemde sot hawe 6mei glakkamg i nto
Plan, the ¥Avenue Development Plan, the Madison/Union Gateway Project and the Pike/Pine Neighborhood,
with all of those we took a look at each of those plans and looked gddleanc:pilicies and strategies

and how the master plan is supporting those and what we can do to continue to support those.

Ms. Bain asked for CAC comments on this element. Members expressed general approval of the direction but
noted that in the plasre had been a great deal of discussion of center medians which were not approved and
expressed hope that this time they Rolibe and fire has legitimate concerns about what goes on in the

medi an having said t hgaotodddesmgt smadn tshoarte tihti hsg rnt dh
Maybe therebds a different approach to achieve wha
trying to show a sense that we can sort of change the cévAgghoe.12

Il Committee Questions and Comments

Ellen Sollod stated thatagipreciatithe pull back on the bouralaryd ir@eledt én capturing those four

corners buo not consider this sufficaionale for taking the photographicarehtieat she conésuo

strongly oppose that action for a variety of rBheaso noted that the addition of the L3 ared'along 13

appeared new and was never discussed with the CAC. SU staff responded that there had not been a vote but
there appeared to be easss in the discussions.

Ms. Sollod noted tht the CAC had expressed support for additional open $placeteastrer@alid not
appear to be much additional space. She also expressed concerns over the event center option for 1212 E.
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Columbia tet. She stated thatwbeldike to seanother location for Event Cdaten though the plan
shows the setback of 10 ft. at the upper level, the net result reBHisis @6dthigh for this location
adjacent to residential uses

Ms. Sd¢bd also stated that there should be additional attention given to the area along Madison similar to the
attention given to"12t 60 sfakemanmés | and right now.

Steve Sheppard noted tht the 1313 E. Columbia Building has been nominateciad tné&ridimanay or
may not ultimately affect the nature of redevelopment and stated that he would assure that the outcome of this
process was provided to the CAC.

Bill Zosel Stated that he was concerned with the proposed height idammaseurtizand Barclay Court
areas as well as the area souft bétween Columbia and Marion.

John Savo stated thatheourageSU teemphasizing that East Marion &nmgld Bateway, a principal
gateway on campus off ®bliRthat this has not beelexplained and that the overall concept needs to be
better presented. SU Staff agreed. He also asked for more infogaatieielon

John Savo noted thatidiea of the buildizig Logan fiedd the corner of Cherry atidva® initially mented

as retail. SU staff responded that that is still th€heterit still some consideration for a larger
redevelopment includedgvelopmeotthe whole fielshderground parking iatdil along the entire
JeffersoandCherngtreet frda. The cost of this option is now making this less likely. Members noted that
whatever the reduced scope prabouis be carefully outlines as it has a major effestemui?

Steve Sheppard stated tht the CAC will need to look bottifat thesigpeguidelines and how they will be
used.

Ellen Sollod noted that she had expressed concerns over the height of the 1313 block and asked if others shar
her concern. Members agreed that this appeared to be a problem. Bill Zoséhlnotedlthvay Adid

certainly want to weigh in on this and are unlikely to support a full 65 foot hkighSoitdassed that

this height would also likely affect areas furthitupB#ivo noted tht light glare and shadowing were the

mdgor issues and that there might be ways to be creative on those blocks and structure a series of setback to
reduce this.

V. Process

Staff noted that the anticipated publication date for the EIS is May 7. Following publication there will be at leas
21day comment period during which a public hearing must be held. Lisa Rutzick noted that these dates may s
a bit and tht the hearing might not occur until either the last week in May or the first week in April

Steve Sheppar d n o tceitherttwo artthree indetngs toCév€ldp somments.eSorhetimes
there is a meeting before the public hearing and a meeting after the public hearing. He asked the CAC which
option they wanted. Members agreed to hold the full complement of en¢stiveyg ackeduled a

meeting for May"20The CAC would then meet about a week after the public hearing probably the first or
second week of June.

V. Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #16

May 20, 2009
Seattle University Campus

1218 E Cherry
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Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan EllenSollod
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppard-dficio)

Excused Absences

Betsey Hunter ~ Betsey Michel Tenanya Wright Maria Baentos
Staffand Others
Robert Mathews Terry McQu David Johnson Joy Jacobson

Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo. Mr. Savo noted that the purpose of the meeting is to begin deliberatic

on
Il
A.

t he CACOs cPtamancDraft £1S.tBoief inttoducti@ns fallbvied.
Draft Plan and EIS Review
Introductory Statement and Presentations

Steve Sheppard stated that he had forwarded comments from Mr. Zosel and that there were also
comments from the ChRiterSollodasked for clarification on who the client for the EIS is. She

observed that the EIS alternatives appears to discuss the impacts on the institution but slights those on t
neighborhoods. She stated that she believed that the EIS needs to bel inaiehedgace. Lisa
Rutzickesponded that the City retains the consultant and the institution pays the bills and that it is the
intent is that the EIS address both the needs of the institution and the neighborhoods. Bill Zosel noted tf
the purposef the EIS is to look at all of the impacts and not be an advocacy document for the plan.

Steve Sheppard noted that this became an issue before the City Hearing Examiner related to the EIS for
Chil drenbds. The Hear i ngfor e alditiomoésomeraddftianalr ed t he
information so that there is presently some greater level of sensitivity to this issue.

Lisa Rutzick noted that there is a public hearing on June 3 and a CAC medtiagdstlsse 10

these issues. Seattle UsityeStaff and consultants briefly outlined the schedule of upcoming events
and the formats of the Draft Plan and EIS. David Johnson noted that the Plan and DEIS incorporates
changes related to transportation based in part to the comments fronitl dhe SitnawMr. Shaw

had asked for clarification on the change related to the relocation of the parking garage location, more
analysis of the-action alternative, and some further detail on the TMP elements.

Committee Discussion
John Savo askeatBill Zosel go over the main points from his comments.
Mr.Zosel noted his main issues as follows:

1) Expansion of the MIO Boundari€se of the major policies in the Land Use Code is a strong
preference against institutional expansion beyotablisiedsoundaries. It is clearly the intent that
institutions stay within their boundaries and if there is to be an expansion of the MIO boundaries, then
there needs to be a very extensive analysis of why this is necessary. He noted tygpeere did not

to be any acknowledgement in the EIS of this policy. The most logical alternative to the expansion of th
boundaries is greater heights on the existing campus, yet the draft EIS gives very short attention to this.

Mr. Savor responded that iéte of development proposed is to occur then the alternative of
accommodating this on the main campus would probably result in a loss of open space of demolishing
some existing buildings for greater height develMprdestl responded that thegdtareatives
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that could utilize existing space on the Central campus that might not involve loss of open space and
existing buildings and that the EIS needed to look carefully at this prior to simply assuming that the
expansion of the boundaries anddadrieeights west df /8ould be don&llenSollocstated that

she too wanted greater attention to other alternatives.

2) Preservation of Housing Development Opportuniigganding the MIO boundary into
residentially zoned land might redwgptraunities for the development of new housing. This is not
discussed in the EIS and definitely should be.

3) Evaluation of Height Chang&d%e EIS discusses the impact of increasing the height$ east of 12
as a single issue. Howeveantpacts ospecific suéireas ardramatically different and this analysis
needs to be much more detailed and look at thewsaneashat the CAC sddered at its previous
meetings.

John Savo stated that he also observed that the evaluation ofsiseetehateewed toward

looking only at their negative impacts of disadvantage and did not discuss their advantages and that if th
EIS is to be balanced it needed to look at both. He noted that he was pleased with the changes made tc
the preferred plagaeding the boundaries. There may still be work to do regarding that but it is much
improved.

John Savo noted that he was concerned with the options for 1313 Columbia. He noted that there were
three options discussed; 1) Event Center; 2) Housingadehi8s AAll three may work, but the

event center has poses the greatest challenges. He noted that in neither the plan nor EIS were the
challenges associated with this use discussed. For instance an Event Center would necessitate a great:
parking supplbut there was no discussion of how to provide parking for 5000 persons. He also noted
that both noise generated from such a facility and access to it might be major issues, especially since it i
anticipated that the adjacent areas will remaiiatedidaddition there is an issue with the historic

nature of the existing building on the site. He noted that this is a lot of people and the parking especially
needs to be addressed. Joy Jacobson responded that this is related to the ShiPrelerdahts.

there will be new parking constructed in the future.

Mr. Savo also noted that: 1) it is unclear how the possible demolition of portions of the Lynn Building wol
work; 2) some additional open space e&sthoiul@ still be considersdeeially at the 1313

Columbia Site; and 3) that the National Park Service Guidelines for Historic Structures should be
referenced. He also noted that he had several additional minor comments listed on his comment form.

EllenSollochoted that the expansof the boundaries north of Marion continues to trouble her. Crossing
Marion to capture the photographic center makes a funny boundary and may set up the next argument f
having to move further north. She stated that she understands thepationgleliofonir corners of

this intersection, but continues to object to the inclusion of the photographic center and its parking lot int
the Seattle University Boundaries. She noted that she continues to be concerneecalorglthe Mono
developmemlong 12 Loyal Hanrahan stated that he had argued in favor of having the Photographic
center within the SU boundaries as he believed that this would increase development options. He also
stated that he was pleased that the boundaries had Hesck@mrtbthat he sees advantages fort SU

to develop all four corners at this location.

Ms.Sollodlso stated that she continues to be concerned with the increase of the height along 14
Avenue. This results in great height disparity with a step Mé@65to a 37 foot height limit. She

noted that this is a particular issue where no alley exists and noted the controversy related to the possibl
Sabey Development alofgAt8nue at the Swedish Medical Center Cherry Hill Campus. This is a
majormpact on adjacent neighbors. Loyal Hanrahan noted that this is the same issue that Mr. Savo
raised and that it argues for a more detailed evaluation of height ingraeats f&teud Sheppard
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noted that the CAC had looked in detail at this bidkated to endorse the 65 foot designation for
this block. Others noted that this was a split vote and was decided by only one vote.

Bill Zosel stated that he was concerned with the effect of increasing the height along 12 in the MIO to 65
feet whereehunderlying zoning is much less, as past experience has been that private owners forgo
development at lower heights anticipating higher values to Seattle University. This in effect creates a lar
banking situation. He stated that this phenomenomeesdsuaied in the EIS. Bidindalso

stated that this is a concern for her and particularly when privately owned land is incorporated into the M
boundary where the institution has no immediate plans for its use. Steve Sheppard noted that the Plan
need not show any immediate use and that Seattle University could build on any of the sites so long the
total level of development stays below the total amount of square footage of development established
under the plan.

Loyal Hanrahan suggested thatdiel write up a fuller discussion of tharkimgd) concern. John
Savo agreed and Bill Zosel stated that he would consider doing so

Il Adjournmenand Next Meetings

Joy Jacobson noted that there are some projects coming out of the oldansistewplad tike to have the
CAC review and suggested that this be done at a separate meeting. Members agreed and suggested this be &
noon meeting sometime in June.

Meeting #17
June 10, 2009

Seattle University Campus
Teilhard de Chardin Hall

Members esent

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan EllenSollod
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppard-(#ficio)
Betsey Hunter  Jim Kirkpatrick Tenanya Wright

Excused Absences

Betsey Michel  Maria Barrientos

Staff Present

Joy Jacobson  Michael &ns David Johnson
l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by John Savo. Mr. Savo noted that the purpose of the meeting is to continue
del i berations on the CAC6s comments to the Draft

Il Draf Plan and EIS Review

Steve Sheppard thanked all of those who provided comments. He noted that the Committee is about half way
through the process. You have the opportunity to make comments on the doaftsaywhichresyt in

changes in the fmaYou will have a majordppdrtunity make your formal final comments later in your

final report. Hat will be the point at which you make your major actual recommendations. Hopefully any
comments you make at this point will result in fiest®betmeen you and Seattle University at the end of the
process. But this is not necessarily true as you final comments may be significantly different.
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He passed out a packet containing both comments received and possible overall comna¢htdhdrawn from b
e-mailed comments and phone calls and briefly went over what will be included inHbeafsahogpart.
tht the possible comments are not broken down between plan and EIS.

The committee then proceeded to go through each of the eongestssue areas order.

Bill Zosel was recognized to discuss isslié @igactivity of the EIS. Mr. Zosel stated tht he believes that it is
critical that the CAC have sufficient information to make its recommendations. Ellen Selsl stated at she
concerned that the EIS does not adequately analyze how the variousfalténeadijesent community

and particularly the issues that were noted in the third paragraph of the possible combined comments. Betsy
Hunter also noted that she dvag £oncern that the EIS is essentially commissioned by the institution and that
there is at least an appearance of a conflict of Tiheestas brief discussion of the time frame for the plans.

Members sated that they likes the specifics rategdrearal commerRswul Kiddesuggested combining
the two comments as follows:

The Final Environmental Impact Statement should be amended to provide moriﬁjustification for
and evaluation of the boundary and height expansions and to addrestahénteragiun

and Ci t yid avoidig institationalsboundary expansioosnegwtrate height

increases toward the Center of Campus and the desire to constrain most institutional
development within existing MIO boundaries. This shoulyg sphaifecainalysis of the

ability to satisfy SMC standards by increasing the density of development in the core of the
existingampus and specifically including at émd12pring, (b) Broadway and Madison. (c)

Madison at 2{Lynn Building Sitd), Broadway and Columbia (vacant building site).

He noted that he was eliminating the section of the second comment that the CAC shakidgdfraih from m
recommendatiofdembers suggested that the first sentence be amended to add th&b this pidate
also. It was also notetl loundary expansion was referenced twice and that once would probably be sufficient.

Steve Sheppardread the revised motion language as follows:

The Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement shoulédo¢ogpnevide mare

justification for and evaluation of the baivedagight expansions and to address the
communities interest and Cityods Pol cies to c
Campus and the desire to constrain most instexelogiment within existing (MIO

boundaries. This should specifically include analysis of the ability to satisfy SMC standards by
increasing the density of development in the core of the existing campus and specifically
including at (a)M&nd Springb) Broadway and Madison. (c) Madisén(latritil Building
Site), (d) Broadway and Columbia (vacant building site).

The above was moved and seconded and After brief furtherlibsmllssias called andvibie was as
follows

Betsey Hunter Yes
Janes Kirkpatrick Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Ellen Sollod Yes
Tananya Wright Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Paul Kider Yes
John Savo Yes

Havingeceived a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed
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Issuearea tweHeight limitsEllen Sollod was rewagd to discuss her proposal for heights. She noted that
her proposal dealt only with heights edsAvéri2e. She stated that 65 feet appears to be a logical height for
properties fronting the east sftdevEhue. The proposal maintains tinegeMiD 37 alond"aéd portions

of 14th and MIO 50 for frontage along Cherry and 37 feet along James and Barkley Courts.

John Savo noted that the | argest difference betwe
sites. In thesgeas SU has noted that the lower heights significantly reduce the possible uses of these sites. Bi
Zosel noted that in some cases the increase to 65 feet might allow existing planned projects to add floors and

asked if this might affect the planrgddproject. SU staff respondeid ltkely would not as they were

trying to move this forward now.

John Savo presented another alternative. He noted that his alternative deals only with the 1300 and 1313 E.
Columbia Blocks. This alternative dbdteeveompatibility issue by varying setbacks. He stated that the
proposal was:

The Final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement should be amended to include a
setback from"Avenue of 25 feetdll structures less than 25 feet in heightestd 50 f

for all development greater than 25 feet in height, with provisions for intensive landscaping
and bufferingr alternately a 45 degree angle setback envelope ahove 40 feet

Steve Sheppard noted that this is the issue that he has receivedstbenoestingll The thrust of these
comments seems to focus on the need for a more detailed look at these sites similar to what is being proposed
12 AvenueThere have generally been Three options put forward by callers:

Option 1 No Height Change

Option 2 Retention of MIO 37 on the half blocks frémiitly WMO 65 allowed on the western h#ihees of
blocks only

Option B Increased setbacks and landscaping , especialli.along 14
John Savo agreedtitinere needs to be greater attenitbto phae possible desigtisése areas

After considerable discussion the Comwadtiggable to reach a consensus on this isteedattito form
asucommi ttee to | ook at wvarious possi bdaadtlel t er nat.i
Cities concerns about height and setbacks éasvefid@nd to have this stdmmittee report back to the

full committee at its next meeting.

Il Public Comment
The meeting was opened to public Comments. Only one commenter came forward.

Comments of John Shiavr. Shaw noted that he livedtonHelstated tht he opposed the change in height.
Setbacks would help but lower height would be better.

V. Continued Draft Plan and EIS Review

The Committee then turned its attention tswékenithe plan. The first issue was the issue of giving greater
attention to Broadway. The initial wording provided by Mr. Kirkpatrick was amended to read as follows:

The plan should be amended to include a package of pedestrian streetscapealomgovemen
13rth Avenue between Cherry and Marion, and possiliiyadrepdden Cherry and
Marion, and to include urban design strategies and community context evaluationg similar to that
completed forf12venue for both Madison Street and Broadway
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Members expressed support for expansiorzoindaleng much of Broadway but ultimately decided to forgo
a specific recommendation on this issue at this time. After Furtheh®istussiscatled andvibie
was as follows

Betsey Hunter Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Ellen Sollod Yes
Tananya Wright Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Paul Kider Yes
John Savo Yes

Havingeceived a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed

The Committee members then stated that thegfeotddhawve a separate recommendation concerning the
pedestrian environment. The following wording was suggested.

That the Seattle University Major Institutions Master Plan give a priority to street front
pedestrian experience improvements alomgdésibs with the public realm separate [and

distinct from the design of individual buildings and provide further definitions of the nature and
guality of suggested improvements

The roll was called andrtdte was as follows

Betsey Hunter Yes
James Kirlgprick Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Paul Kider Yes
John Savo Yes

Havingeceived a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed
V. Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #18
June T7, 2009

Seattle University Campus
1218 E. Cherry

Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick texficio)
Steve Sheppard«#fcio) Betsey Hunter Jim Kirkpatrick Betsey Michel

Excused Absences
Loyal Hanrahan Ellen Sollod Maria Baientos TenayadVright

Others Present

Joy Jacobson Robert Mathews  Frank Schich Carol Simons
Ron Smith Terry McCann Brodie Bain Kate Parkhurst
Steve Bennett David Neth
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l. Opening and Introductions
The meeting was opened by John Savo, Chair. Bidgbh#iedllowed
Il. Continued Discussion of CAC Comments to the Draft Plan

John Savo noted that a sub committee met to discuss the 1313 and 1300 E. Columbiz&teettedhis sub

looked at various possible alternative proposals for how heiggdlanidhbulk. The-coimmittee

consisted of four persons who looked at the alternatives. No single alternative had support from everyone. Th
meeting tonight will focus on what came out of that meeting.

Robert Mathews was introduced to go oussibie plternatives. He briefly outlined the heights proposed by

SU in the proposed plan. He noted that for the propertiethatcang ©8 greatest concern there is both a

ground level and upper level setback dlohg3 feet from the proypkame at ground level and then and

additional ten foot setback above 40 feet before being able to go to the full MIO 65. This would make the total
upper level setback 25 feet.

John Savo stated that even with this, the subcommittee felt thdteapitore@ded to be made to the
1300 and 1313 E. Columbia Street blocks.

Option One Option one condition the heights down to 55 feet so that the buildings could not exceed that height.
Setbacks would also be increased. The 15 foot setback algvouttidevretained but the upper level

setback would be increased to 40 feet. These setbacks would @pplyetoutnérddtages and would also

apply to the north property line of the north block. John Savo noted that the choiceatib@bddatl was to

five story academic building. An alternative within option one changes the way the south block would be handle
This option retains the MIO 65, does not condition it down but measures the height as a flat plane from mid blo
on 13. It wald thus be about 55 feet aldhigut & full 65 feet alon§ 14 might even exceed 65 feet slightly

at the southwest corner.

Option Twad Option two splits zoin9ng at the mid block line with the western halves of each block remaining MI(
65 and thevestern MIO 50. The setbacks were brought back to the initial 154 foot and 25 foot setbacks.

Option ThreeDption Three from Ellen Sollod would retain the current MIO 37 with a few minor changes in
setbacks.

John Savo stated that the combined chapges ione were considered to reasonably protect the adjacent
residential properties along 14. Bill Zosel noted that in the EIS it notes that there will be impacts from all of the:
He asked why the swinmittee did not consider an option that alcgtedith to other portions of the

campus and forgo changes here. The best option is not building here at all. He noted that if we are looking at
maintaining neighborhood vitalityoaild option would be best and that it was his understaediaGhat t

had directed SU to look at such an option. John Savo aSkeg&ttyed r ead back t he CACSH
this item. Mr. Sheppard noted thmotioe from the Committee at the previous meeting was

The Plan and Final Environmental Impacei8taieould be amended to provide more

justification for and evaluation of the boundary and height expansions and to address the
communities interest and Cityds Policies to ¢
Campus and the desire to constrast institutional development within existing MIO

boundaries. This should specifically include analysis of the ability to satisfy SMC standards by
increasing the density of development in the core of the existing campus and specifically
including at (&¢"and Spring, (b) Broadway and Madison. (c¢) Madis@ymt Blilding

Site), (d) Broadway and Columbia (vacant building site).

He noted that that passed unanimously. Jim Kirkpatrick noted tht the sentence concerning refraining from to
endorse delopment on the tw# d3enue sites until other sites were completed had been eliminated from the
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motion. Bill Zosel stated tht he felt this issue had to be considered and that a no build alternative should be vo
on. John Savo noted tht the efffectebuild alternative would be to tell SU to accommodate a full 2,000,000

gsf of newuildingvithin theexistindpuilding envelopes. Bill Zosel responded that he was not convinced tha

this might not be the begttov@a to accommodate new gravaiinlyonthe existing campus. These

increasesast of M2dramatically affect adjacent properties.

John Savo summari zed what he considered Mr. Zos el

That the CAC should table any further exploration of heighenalddgtgdinstead direct
SU to study alternate locations for the uses they project.

Mr. Zosel responded that that was his position. Mr. Savo responded that he felt that some middle ground betw
SU full desires and some changes was reasonable. Other mesdxetbekoee that the CAC not simply
stop or holdup the process.

Community members expressed frustration that the CAC did not appear to be taking efforts to protect their are:
from the many impacts associated with this development. They naeebthabattidre looked at for

expansion that wouldatffgtctowdensity residential areas so much. They could expand into the Pike Pine area

or south of the existing campus with much less impact.

Steve Sheppard briefly went over the MIO boundanied trad expansion into the areas noted would

require expansions of the boundaries. He further stated that the major decision is whether the proposed uses
appropriate. If they are, then the EIS appears to imply that 65 foot height iheagded mHitiseat 37

feet then it appears likely thasésemight be support services.

John Savo stated tht he felt that some incretisedxisiing and suggested that the CAC vote on a no

change option. Betsy Michel noted that she had  emvedno give her position. She stated that she is

not in favor of keeping within the existing boundaries and believes that we should look at allowing developmer
on these two sites with the additional setbacks. Betsey Hunter stated tlssbe wadsdhkireg at some

compromise and hoped that some public benefits might be identified. She also noted that she felt that there w:
insufficiemhformation presented to make a final decision on tDikhésusgreed that much more

informationas neededSteve Sheppard noted that the CAC had lost its quorum and that thus no action could be
taken at the meeting.

David Neth noted tht the added setbacks did address some shadowing, but probably not so much. He also nof
that at 65 feet neighladong 1Bwould also be affected.

Joy Jacobson suggested tht the next meeting be extended into the evening to further aBdress this issue.

Zosel stated that he wanted enough time taken to really look at all alternatives. He also astted why Logan Fiel
was not chosen. John Savo responded that there were answers to that question and suggested that SU provic
these at the future meetings. He also suggested that this issue might be deferred until other issues have been
dealt with. Steve Sheppard atraethis was an option.

lll.  Adjournment and Next Meeting

Members decided to hold two meeting df tmee 2d deal with the minor amendment to the current plan and a
second in the evening to continue discussions on the current plan. Nestubbieghhefiore the
Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #19
June 24, 2009

Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cherry
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Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan Betsey Hunter
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppareb(@sid
Jim Kirkpatrick

Excused Absences
Betsey Mickel  Tenanya Wright  Maria Barrientos  Ellen Sollod
Staff and Others

Robert Mathews Terry McCann David Johnson Joy Jacobson
Ron Smith Brodie Bain

l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by Loyahdan Mr. Hanrahan noted that the purpose of the meeting is to discuss
the Minor Amendment Request of Seattle University concerning the Seaport Building at 1215 E. Columbia Stre

Il. Discussion of Amendment Request

Joy Jacobson was recognized ta gresentation on the amendment request. She noted that she had
provided information in advance and that there are four elements to the amendment request. The four elemen
are:

Building DemolitionJoy Jacobson She noted that the current 1997 Mi&igetdd that this building
would be demolished. Seattle University now antiefgatéshis building so the first element of the
amendment request is to designate the buildirggefoather than demolition.

Setbacks The plan calls fordd setbacks. However since this is an existing building, it is considered non
conforming and its present ground level setbacks caiThe peesknt building is constructe Vatht
setbackHowever, Seattle University plans to renovatdinbe Bhils will include an addition to the existing
second floor.

A setback of 10 feet is required on the north and east side and 5 feet on the west side. This project is a remod
to the existing roonforming building which currently has no setbaek®gr the second floor addition to the

project is subject to the setback. Seattle University is therefore requesting less than the 10 foot setback the en
length of the north side and 50 feet or the east side for the second floor addition.

Modulatini Modulation is required for the second floor addition on the north side, due to the length of the
fagade. Ms. Jacobson noted that modulation is being included which aligns with the first floor modulation, and
ruled by the existing structural l#tyisuiot technically sufficient per the 20% minimum width required by DPD,
and there for SU is requesting relief from this requirement.

Setbacks in the-B Zone Seattle University is requesting that the existing setbacks be continued in this zone.
Ms Jacobson then briefly went over elevations and floor plans for the proposed renovation.

Betsey Hunter stated it is exciting to think about this building becoming livelier than it appears to be today. She
asked for more rationale for requiring setlseclRutzick responded that these are typical residentially

oriented setbacks. Ms. Hunter observed that this is not necessarily compatible with what is planned. Joy
Jacobson noted that the rational for requesting no setbacks is twofold: tt¢toreitoty @ Ilee existing

buildings, and 2) in response to the structural elements of the building. The current building has a clearstory in
portion of the second floor and the University hopes to retain this element.
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Paul Kidder asked for clarficat the modulation requirement. John Savo noted that the initial intent was to
avoid blank walls on multiple lots. It tries to address the Cityscape to keep newer buildings more in scale with
older buildings. Mr. Kidder noted that this is notededlithefr in this amendment request or in the plan.

Steve Sheppard asked for clarification concerning the reason that the modulation requirement applied. It was n
included as a requirement in the existing plan but is being applied hereedpsadadzitkt since the

issue was not addressed in the plan, the Department of Planning and Development must revert back to the
underlying zoning. Mr. Sheppard suggested that Seattle University might want to carefully look at this issue wt
setting iteew development standards.

Betsey Hunter asked how long it is anticipated that this building will be retained after it is renovated. Joy
Jacobson responded that the building will likely remain for at least ten to fifteen years. AftddeRenovation it will
available for law school uses. Someday the site is anticipated to be available for a full block building. Ms. Hun
stated that Ms. Sollod had asked her to strongly recommend that an artist be involved in the design of the build

Bill Zosel notduat the charge of the Committee is to recommend whether the requested amendment is major or
minor and whether it should be granted in either case. He noted that the criteria for determining what is a maj
or minor amendment states stated that @eytoleadevelopment standard that is less restrictive than in the

plan is a major amendment. Ms. Jacobson stated that it had been her understanding that DPD had already
determined that this was a minor amendment. Lisa Rutzick responded thabil#Qaaeig timeon this

at this point. DPD6s assumption is that this is
amendment requests that have been determined to be minor. DPD is referencing criteria D2 that states:

The amendmentisvaiver from a development standard or master plan condition, or a change

in the location or decrease in size of designated open space, and the proposal does not go
beyond the minimum necessary to afford relief and will not be materiallyhaepihintal to t

welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity in which the Major Institution
is located

DPD believes that this is the case for this amendment.

Bill Zosel stated that he was concerned that the Committee referencasdhed€odttesasked if the light

from the second floor addition might be detrimental to the welfare of adjacent residents. Ms. Hunter noted that
she resides near a new building and that it has not been as troubling as she initially expedted. Others noted
the proposed windows are not very large and major light and glare is not anticipated.

Steve Sheppard noted that no DPD Directords deci s
concerning a likely outcome, but until the CAC weiggétavitmendation no decision will be made
concerning whether this is a major or minor amendment.

Betsy Hunter Moved:

That the request of Seattle University to: renovate rather than demolish the Seaport building,
and reduce setbacks, and modulatioemesnis as they apply to the Seaport Building should
be considered a minor amendment and approved as such.

The motion was seconded and approved by unanimously show of hands.
lll.  Continued Discussion of Committee Positions concerning its Commentgédt thlaand EIS
A. Campus Edges

Discussion then turned to the treatment of campus boundaries with an emphasis on Broadway and Madiso
James Kirkpatrick noted that there has not been as much attention paid to the Broadway or Madison edges
the campuas to those areas east #r Idhn Savo stated that he believes that added height is appropriate
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in these locations and that the bigger issue is what the proper street front treatment should be. He suggest
that there be additional standards deveBiietbsel noted that every building with only one acceptation

along Broadway or Madison turns its back to the community. Joy Jacobson noted that Seattle University is
presently looking at its edges and intends to have this done earlier.

John Savo sgegsted that a motion be developed to address this issue.
John Savo moved:

That Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan should give a priority|to street front
improvements and the pedestrian experiences along its principle campus boundaries with
the public realm separate and distinct from the design of individual buildings and including
further definition of the nature and quality of street front improvements.

The motion was seconded and role was called.
This being a master plan vote the ralalleds
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

James Kirkpatrick Yes
Paul Kidder Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Betsey Hunter Yes
John Savo Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.
MidTerm Geck in

James Kirkpatrick noted that he had requested that theterbechedk in of some sort. He noted that
the plan has no expiration date and could be in force for longer than 20 years. He had seen many changes
the area and none were reatigipated twenty years ago.

Steve Sheppard cautioned that other committees have discussed this issue and there is some sensitivity
concerning this. The intent is to allow institutions o develop up to the development capacity that they identi
and notta certain date. If the CAC wants interim a check in it must be done in ways that make it clear that
is not a déacto expiration date. He noted that there is an annual report requirement but observed that this
does not appear to be what the Camsiitieng to get into. He also noted that any such requirement

would have to be proposed as a possible Council Condition and that the City Council would have to determ
if they wanted to do this or not.

John Savo moved:

That MIMP include a provisiana regular process, including extensive neighborhood

outreach, be established to periodical review progress towards implementation of the Master
plan to occur at any point at which a major change to development is proposed and no less
frequently thatesy five years.

This being a master plan vote the role was called.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

James Kirkpatrick Yes
Paul Kidder Yes
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Loyal Hanrahan Yes

Bill Zosel Yes
Betsey Hunter Yes
John Savo Yes

Having received a majonitiaaquorum being present, the motion passed.
IV Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #20
June 24, 2009

Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cherry

Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan Betsey Hunter
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppard-Kcio)
Jim Kirkpatrick

Excused Absences
Betsey Mickel = Tenanya Wright  Maria Barrientos  Ellen Sollod
Staff and Others

Robert Mathews Terry McCann David Johnson Joy Jacobson
Ron Smith Brodie Bain

l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by Loyal Hanrahan. Mr. Hanrahan noted that the purpose of the meeting is to discus
the Minor Amendment Request of Seattle University concerning the Seaport Building at 12%8.E. Columbia Str

Il. Discussion of Amendment Request

Joy Jacobson was recognized to give a presentation on the amendment request. She noted that she had
provided information in advance and that there are four elements to the amendment request. The four elemen
are

Building DemolitionJoy Jacobson She noted that the current 1997 MIMP had anticipated that this building
would be demolished. Seattle University now anticggatéshis building so the first element of the
amendment request is to designdueiltiiag fortese rather than demolition.

Setbacks The plan calls for 10 foot setbacks. However since this is an existing building, it s considered non
conforming and its present ground level setbacks cailbe psesent building is constrwittewfoot
setbackHowever, Seattle University plans to renovate the building. This will include an addition to the existing
second floor.

A setback of 10 feet is required on the north and east side and 5 feet on the west side. Mbideproject is a re

to the existing noonforming building which currently has no setbacks. However the second floor addition to the
project is subject to the setback. Seattle University is therefore requesting less than the 10 foot setback the en
length of theorth side and 50 feet or the east side for the second floor addition.
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Modulatiori Modulation is required for the second floor addition on the north side, due to the length of the
facade. Ms. Jacobson noted that modulation is being included vithitheafiggtslaor modulation, and is

ruled by the existing structural layout. It is not technically sufficient per the 20% minimum width required by DP
and there for SU is requesting relief from this requirement.

Setbacks in the-B Zone Seattle Uversity is requesting that the existing setbacks be continued in this zone.
Ms. Jacobson then briefly went over elevations and floor plans for the proposed renovation.

Betsey Hunter stated it is exciting to think about this building becomirtgplppeemsttabe today. She

asked for more rationale for requiring setbacks. Lisa Rutzick responded that these are typical residentially
oriented setbacks. Ms. Hunter observed that this is not necessarily compatible with what is planned. Joy
Jacobsonated that the rational for requesting no setbacks is twofold: 1) to allow a better match to the existing
buildings, and 2) in response to the structural elements of the building. The current building has a clearstory in
portion of the second floorrentniversity hopes to retain this element.

Paul Kidder asked for clarification on the modulation requirement. John Savo noted that the initial intent was tc
avoid blank walls on multiple lots. It tries to address the Cityscape to keep neneimbsdaieggtm
older buildings. Mr. Kidder noted that this is not well defined either in this amendment request or in the plan.

Steve Sheppard asked for clarification concerning the reason that the modulation requirement applied. It was n
includeds a requirement in the existing plan but is being applied here. Lisa Rutzick responded that since the
issue was not addressed in the plan, the Department of Planning and Development must revert back to the
underlying zoning. Mr. Sheppard suggeSedtttatniversity might want to carefully look at this issue when
setting its new development standards.

Betsey Hunter asked how long it is anticipated that this building will be retained after it is renovated. Joy
Jacobson responded that the buillliigelyiremain for at least ten to fifteen years. After Renovation it will be
available for law school uses. Someday the site is anticipated to be available for a full block building. Ms. Hun
stated that Ms. Sollod had asked her to stronglynetomtisue artist be involved in the design of the building.

Bill Zosel noted that the charge of the Committee is to recommend whether the requested amendment is major
minor and whether it should be granted in either case. He noted thait tletecritgriag what is a major

or minor amendment states stated that any change to a development standard that is less restrictive than in tl
plan is a major amendment. Ms. Jacobson stated that it had been her understanding that DPD had already
deterrimed that this was a minor amendment. Lisa Rutzick responded that CAC hasigffiz alilityido

at this point. DPD6s assumption is that this is
amendment requests that have been aet¢anie minor. DPD is referencing criteria D2 that states:

The amendment is a waiver from a development standard or master plan condition, or a change
in the location or decrease in size of designated open space, and the proposal does not go
beyond theainimum necessary to afford relief and will not be materially detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity in which the Major Institution
is located

DPD believes that this is the case for this amendment.

Bil Zosel stated that he was concerned that the Committee references the Code standards. He asked if the lig
from the second floor addition might be detrimental to the welfare of adjacent residents. Ms. Hunter noted that
she resides near a new buddidghat it has not been as troubling as she initially expected. Others noted that

the proposed windows are not very large and major light and glare is not anticipated.
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Steve Sheppard noted that no DPD ital@imionor 6s deci s
concerning a likely outcome, but until the CAC weighs in with its recommendation no decision will be made
concerning whether this is a major or minor amendment.

Betsy Hunter Moved:

That the request of Seattle University to: renovatenatienolish the Seaport building,
and reduce setbacks, and modulation requirements as they apply to the Seaport Building should
be considered a minor amendment and approved as such.

The motion was seconded and approved by unanimously show of hands.

ML
A.

Continued Discussion of Committee Positions concerning its Comments to the Draft Plan and EIS
Campus Edges

Discussion then turned to the treatment of campus boundaries with an emphasis on Broadway and Madiso
James Kirkpatrick noted that theretHasem as much attention paid to the Broadway or Madison edges of

the campus as to those areas eadt afdtih Savo stated that he believes that added height is appropriate

in these locations and that the bigger issue is what the properetitestrit@itduld be. He suggested

that there be additional standards developed. Bill Zosel noted that every building with only one acceptatiol
along Broadway or Madison turns its back to the community. Joy Jacobson noted that Seattle University is
presatly looking at its edges and intends to have this done earlier.

John Savo suggested that a motion be developed to address this issue.
John Savo moved:

That Seattle University Major Institution Master Plan should give a priority|to street front
improvenmgs and the pedestrian experiences along its principle campus boundaries with
the public realm separate and distimtte design of individual buildings and including
further definition of the nature and quality of street front improvements.

The motiowas seconded and role was called.
This being a master plan vote the role was called.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

James Kirkpatrick Yes

Paul Kidder Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Betsey Hunter Yes
John Savo Yes

Having receivadmajority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.
MidTerm Check in

James Kirkpatrick noted that he had requested that theterbechedk in of some sort. He noted that
the plan has no expiration date and could be in force fan Pdgeatls. He had seen many changes in
the area and none were really anticipated twenty years ago.

Steve Sheppard cautioned that other committees have discussed this issue and there is some sensitivity
concerning this. The intent is to allow imstitdiéeelop up to the development capacity that they identify
and not to a certain date. If the CAC wants interim a check in it must be done in ways that make it clear the
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is not a déacto expiration date. He noted that there is an annuglirepehtdout observed that this
does not appear to be what the Committee is trying to get into. He also noted that any such requirement
would have to be proposed as a possible Council Condition and that the City Council would have to determ

if they wated to do this or not.
John Savo moved:

frequently that every five years.

That MIMP include a provision that a regular process, including extensive
outreach, be established to periodical review progress towards implementatio
plan to occur at any point at &hic&jor change to development is proposed an

neighborhood
n of the Master
d no less

This being a master plan vote the role was called.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows
James Kirkpatrick Yes

Paul Kidder Yes
Loyal Hanrahan Yes
Bill Zosel Yes
Betsey Hunter Yes
John Savo Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.

IV Adjournment

No further business being before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting 20
June 24, 2009

Seattle University Campus
1218 E Cherry

Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Loyal Hanrahan Maria Barrientos
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick tefficio) Steve Sheppard-{&kcio)
Jim Kirkpatrick Bety Mickel Ellen Sollod

Excused Absences
Tenanya Wright Betsey Hunter
Staffand Othes

Robert Mathews Terry McCann David Johnson Joy Jacobson
Ron Smith Brodie Bain Alan Hudson David Neth
Carol Simons Ron Erickson Debora BlankenshipJordan Heitzman

Flow Belmont
l. Opening and Introductions
The meeting was opened by John Savo. d@hedtioms followed.

Il. Deliberations on Committee Positions Concerning the Draft Plan and EIS
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Mr.Savo noted that a meeting had been held at noon during with issues nbtAekaied toetd dealt
with. He also suggested that the Committede@tdeaiith other minor issues prior to getting to the issue of
14" Members agreed.

A. Preservation of Housing Opportunities

Mr. Savor noted that the suggested comment was as follows:

The Final Platmould be amended to include commitmentsve préstinigousing
opportunities, especially low income housing, within the exigtirgriMR. to
properties on James Court, Barclay Court

Bill Zosel noted that this was one of his comments but that he had not intended that it deal only
with Jmes and Barkley Courts. He noted that it was City

policygenerally Ellen Sollod noted that in someoaifest that she had been involved in replacement

housing was required as mitigaigmRutzick responded that there is an overall GitypRsaEye

affordable housing but for the Major Institutions plans this comes into play when there is a plan to demolis
hosing. Steve Sheppard noted that when Harborview demolished housing for their new Medical Office
Building, they were requiredvidnglan in place for the replacement of the lost units prior to the

issuance of a building permit. Bill Zosel noted that the previous master plan had limited the amount of
housing in the James and Barkley Court area. Steve Sheppard noteddhatdkis Wasincil

Condition to that plan. He also noted that the institution can purchase land or buildings anywhere, includi
directly adjacent to their boundaries, if they intend to develop and use it in accordance with the underlying
zoning only.

Afte Brief further discussion, the original wording was amended to read as follows:

The Plan should be amended to include commitments to preserve existing housing
opportunities, and especially low income housing within the MIO Boundary. Prior to the
issuancef a permit for any #mmusing development that would displace housing; a plan

must be in place to replace any such lost housing.

The motion was moved and seconded
This being a master plan vote the role was called.

The roll was called and the vote i@kbas

Loyal Hanrahan Yes Maria Barrientos Yes
Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
JohnSavo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.

JohnSavo noted thaete was a second suggested comment. The suggested comment was:

The Final EIS should be expanded to fully evaluate the impacts of the loss off existing
hausing and hising development opportunities related to the Seattle University Master
Plan

Terry McCarstated that if required they would probably pattern the evaluation on that done recently for
Seattle Childrends Hospital

Bill Zosel moved the previous wording. The motion was seconded.
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This being a master plan vote the role was called.

The roll was @dland the vote was as fallows

Loyal Hanrahan Yes Maria Barrientos no

Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
John Savo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.
Use of 1313 E Columbia

John Savo noted that he had suggested additional evaluation in the EIS related to any use on 1313 E.
Columbia, but that this was misstated slightly in the hand out. He clarified that the wording of the motion
should be as follows:

The final EIS should be expanded to fully discuss both the impacts of,|and possible
mitigation related to, access, transportation, parking, light, glare and noise specifically
related to any use on 1313 E. Columbia Street Site.

The motion was moved byyBdickel and seconded.
This being a master plan vote the role was called.

The roll was called and the vote was as follows

Loyal Hanrahan Yes Maria Barrientos Yes
Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
John Savo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.
Open Space East ofM&venue

John Savo noted that he had authored the statement concerning open space and admitted that it was
rather general. Elfollodstated that she felt that the statement was too general and that typically a

maj or public institutionds expansion would incl
that provision of a greater amount of open space should be oneria Bersentds stated that the

definition of open space is relatively subjective, but that some additional commitment is needed.

Paul Kidder suggested that the initial working be replaced with the following:

In development east 6fAZnue, Seattle Wbrsity should mitigate greater density and
building heights with more open and green space than is currently indicated in the Major
Institutions Master Plan.

He noted that this appears to meeting members desire to see provision of more opanamnd green spac
mitigation. Ellen Sollod suggested that the possible motion be amended to remove the height increase al
instead focus on development density only. John Savo suggested that the possible motion be amended 1
read:

In those areas east df AZenuen any case where Seattle University proposes|an

increase in the overall intensity of use in that area, Seattle University should provide more
open space, green space or other public benefit features than is currently praposed in the
Major Institutionadter Plan.
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The motion was moved by Bill Zosel and seconded.
This being a master plan vote the role was called.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

Loyal Hanrahan Yes Maria Barrientos Yes

Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes

John Savo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel Yes

Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.
Boundary Expansions and Heights

Brodie Bain was introduced to provide additional information concerningshe stassaigsat the
overall MIO boundary is 55 acres and the proposed boundary expansion is only 2.4 acres. This is a little
less than 5% total. This is to accommodate 2,000,000 new square feet and a 22% growth in students.

She noted that there has bernpern stated that there are sites proposed for inclusion within the MIO
boundary where no specific development is proposed. In many cases this is because the University does
not own the land. Specific examples are: 1) the gas statichEatCkery; 2) the Laundry building

along 14, and sites along Broadway. The Lynn Building currently has no proposed use in part because o
its historic nature. There were also questions corfcanuirsprig andtland Marion. IN these

cases thesetas are proposed for expansion of housing. Champion Field is not proposed for development
because it is impossible to replace.

Bill Zosel asked if some type of developmertomoaidodated Logan Field with a smaller field. SU

staff noted that tlsisirecreations sports field and is needed for that purpose. Mr. Zosel stated that his
position is that these sites should all be evaluated further. Joy Jacobson noted that there are two types o
fieldd general and intercollegiate sports. The néeelsefgroups are different.

John Savo suggested that members identify specific sites where we believe that development should occ
There was a question concerning why the University is proposing development standard changes for
properties that theyndd now own. Brodie Bain responded that this is the way that the Master Plan
process works and that the University has to propose an overlay designation for the entire MIO. A memb
of the public noted that in that case if Seattle Universityatdneagmperty is would likely develop it

to the higher intensity.

Steve Sheppard noted that the code requires that the institution is required to identify its development
standards. This does not necessarily change underlying zoning and otlenevatigrBartenot

always, governed by the underlying zoning. Other owners can develop to the MIO designations only if the
development is functionally related to the role and mission of the institution. Bill Zosel responded that it
would be his positibat the institutions master plan should direct it to develop on some sites and forgo
development on others for the life of the plan.

Ms. Bain noted that CAC members had also asked why not put additional development on the Central
Campus west of'1Ske noted that there were several reasons. The existing open space on the central
campus is considered important and Seattle University. In addition, there are constraints upon the
development height. In general academic space (classrooms) skduba beeldicstt four stories of

buildings. Since the Central Campus is the primary academic center this tends to limit height somewhat.
The University is looking ad developing more student housing, and Seattle University is therefore looking
some mixkacademic/housing developments.
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Bill Zosel stated that the real issue is a trade off between greater height on the central Campus and great
height and development alohg§ghue and east of there. When you discuss this you need to look at it

as aftade off. A member of the public noted that it appears that Seattle University is protecting the
aesthetics of its central campus by limiting additional development there while devé&lopang east of 12

way that negatively affects the broader cammunity

Brody Bain then turned her attention to the specific 1313 E Columbia Site. She noted that the University
trying to maintain the option to build a major event center and this is the only available site that might be
suitable for this use. In addifithis is not an event Center it | is again one of the few sites than might
accommodate a major academic building. Its location also would be favorable for student housing.

Robert Mathews then presented a series of sections showing hoheigbteartaisd to the

adjacent neighborhoods, and shadow studies. He noted that the shadow studies were based upon the
proposed setbacks in the MIEtRto(si0te: It was not possible to convert tgsidisof drawings

into a verbal format.)

Amember of the public stated that the drawings were in error. He noted that the existing building is much
lower than shown. He stated that it is only about 29 feet rather than 40 feet. Mr. Mathews stated that the
heights came from an existing surveffetrd to mmeasure. Others noted that with so large a change

in height there will be a significant reduction in light in the evening for adjacent homes. Mr. Mathews note
that the academic and housing alternates have the greatest shadowing effect.

Jdhn Savo stated that he had attended-ttwersulitee meeting that dealt with height eéast of 12

Avenue. He noted that there are four possible options that grew out of this meeting. Those were: 1) allo
no height increase at all; 2 adopt the setbagtimad in the plan; 3) pull the increase back to the mid

block betweentland 1% Avenues with only 50 feet allowed on the eastern portions of those blocks; and

4) increase both lower level and upper level setbacks while allowing the 65 foot height.

Robert Mathews presented drawings of the two options. The current proposal would have a unified Heig}
of 65 feet for most of the area, except for a small area. In this alternative there would be a 15 foot setbac
from the property line along 145heéAzrd at the north edge of the Seattle University MIO on the block
bounded by E. Columbia, E Maritamd 3# Avenues. There would be an upper level setback of a

total of 25 feet for any portion of the building above 40 feet. John Sdierstatad tiatcern that

the upper level setback might not be3 sufficient.

Mr. Mathews theantrovethe twadditionallternatives frtheSubcommittee

OptionOnei this option would allow the Laundry block to be 65 but conditioned down via a council
condition to 55 feet maximum. John Savo stated that this was in order to allow a four story academic
building. For the 1313 site the height would be allowed at 65 feet but measured as a flat plane from the
midblock along ®3venue. This would resteght alongtwhile allowing greater height aléng 14

Avenue. Setbacks would be increased.

OptionTwoi This option would designate the western half of the blocks at MI€aste amnalfthe
MIO 50 with the setbacks as proposed by Seatlty Univer

There was further discussion of the shadowing patterns from each of the alternatives.

A member of the public noted that both of the proposals would raise height on properties that the Univers
does not own and particular noted the Laund8hklasked why the University felt that this was
appropriated. Maria Barrientos responded that the University probably wants to buy that property
eventually.
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Bill Zosel stated that this raises the fundamental question that we started eartigrgiVéhaipsiio

other locations in order to build alongld 3tated that he believes that this conversation needs to be
completed prior to being able to make a reasoned recommendation concerning height here. He stated th
he wondered whether itdessrable to sacrifice the 65 foot height east ofd& to lessen the

impact. However, since we do not have a full discloser of what might be accommodated on the central
campus by more fully developing vacant and underutilized sitbartthéoedigésiss the 65 foot

height. He asked why the CAC is spending time on these sites without finishing this discussion first.

John Savo responded that he feel that there is a disconnection here. No matter what the decisions are
concerning the maimpas we must deal with the uses of those properties that Seattle University

currently owns east ¢t 1Rill Zosel stated that he agreed with that but that is totally dependent upon a

true determination of how much space Seattle University realgvedsp east of aad that is

dependent upon how much and how they develop on the main campus. He stated that as a nei8ghborho
representative, he believes that it is his job to try to maximize development on the central campus in orde
to see ragttions in proposed levels of development along the edge with the residential community along
13h

Bill Zosel stated that he recognized that there were issues relat4ed to the desire of the University to local
an event center and that they see thedlmséeCas the best or only real option., He questioned this
assumption and the appropriateness of an event center on this site. Maria Barrientos stated that she
remembers the Ms. Bains had stated that there were no other spaces upon whihcanleMeat cen

build. Ms Bains responded that the University needs the option to be able to have an Event Center and tl
there are no other parcels that have the needed dimensions for sulaginstosherved that

Mr . Zos el 0 s beghatde dislikesithis ansveenasad wards the Center built somewhere else on
Campus. She asked Mr. Zosel to clarify his positions.

Mr. Zosel responded that Seattle Unhassdityl out several possible uses for tieesitban the

Event Center.wi take their word that there is no other site where it might go, then Seattle University is
acknowledging that they might not need the Event Center. Brodie Bain noted that there are financial
guestions and priority questions that will impact wbethrerah Cent er i s or i snodt
that the University rarely discusses the need for the Event Center or its relationship to the basketball
program, but that the Event Center might have a totally different and greater impacetmltanything el
on that site.

Ellen Solladid not state that she believes that the modified scheme does lessen some impacts but is
troubled by the insistence of Seattle University to increase heights east of 12th for proparties that they
nor have any stagens for.

Steve Sheppard suggested that the Committee attempt to deal with the two major blocks in as consistent
way as possible. Members of the community suggested that Seattle University should be required to giv
something back t the communitghiarege for the expansion of boundaries and greater development.

They suggested that the blocks be maintained at MIO 37 as SU had purchased that property knowing tha
was so designated. John Savo responded the CAC is seeking compromiseandfiigtofibent

community in terms of additioHaddles and landscaping etc. He stated that he believed that his role is

to reach some common ground between the need of the University to be able to effectively use the land
and the neighborhood tosggaficant mitigation for any height.

Steve Sheppard noted that this istedomplan. This will set heights abdckefor more than twenty

years. Under the code a change of height is an increase in the development standards and would
essentiallequire the completion of a whole new plan. This should be avoided and therefore Seattle
University is seeking sufficient flexibility fortdéreniéutmire.

-102-



EllenSollochoted that this is similar to the situation &laagriL® near Swedish Cliility She

suggested that there is a need to look at the north edge too. She stated that personally she would feel
more comfortable if the current proposed boundary expansion that includes the photographic center and i
parking lot and properties tedtmh was not there and that the Laundry site be retained at MIO 35 with

the proposed scheme being suggested bycthmrmitbee on the 1313 site. She noted that she would

intend that each block be looked at individually with the possibititviai Hefghea being applied to

each site.

John Savo stated that he believed that the alternative that Ms. Sollod be considered a third alternative.
That would be retaining the current MIO 37 on the Laundry block and MIO 65 as conditioned in option 1.

Steve Sheppard restated the options on the table as follows:

Option # | Laundry Block Coca Cola Block (131] Additional Setback Requirementg
la MIO 37 MIO 65 west %2 block | 15 foot ground floor setback with
MIO 50 east 2 block | additional 25 feet above 40rfeet
height applicable to theAvkEnue
street front and the north bounda
the proposed MIO on the Laundry
Block
1 MIO 65 conditioned t| MIO 65 as a flat plang 15 foot ground flsetback with
no greater than 55 fe, measured from the-mi additional 25 feet above 40 feet i
block along ®Avenue | height applicable to theAvkenue
street front and the north bounda
the proposed MIO on the Laundry
Block
2 MIO65 west %2 block| MIO 65 west %2 block | No additi@h setbacks other than
MIO 50 east ¥ block| MIO 50 east %2 block | those proposed by Seattle Univel
in the Draft MIMP.

MariaBarrinetosioved :

That the Seattle University Draft Master Plan be modified as it applies to the blbeksl i&ween 13
Avenues, E Cherry and E, Marion Strisdtisvess 1) to designate the block occupied by the old Coca
Cola Bottling plant MIO 65 as a flat plane measured froindkelond ®Avenue with setbacks
increased tth foot ground flsetbackvith additional 2t setbackbove 40 feetheight applicabls
to the 4 Avenuetreetfront and 2) to designate the block occupied by the Laundrvi@ctby a
conditioned to no greater than 5&ittesetbacks increasetbtéoot ground flsetbackvith
additional 26dt setbackbovelO feet in height applicable tafthevénuetreetrontand the north
boundary of tpeoposed MIO

3%

[%2]

The motion was seconded.
This being a master plan vote the role was called.

The roll was called and the vote was as follows

Loyal Hanrahan Yes MariaBarrientos Yes
Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
John Savo Yes Ellen Sollod No
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel No

BetseyHunte(by ProxyNo

- 103-



Having received a majority and a quorum being present, the motion passed.

Ellen Sollod asked that therdsdormally show that there was considerable community and neighbor
concern and that while the CAC appreciates that Seattle University is trying to respond to community
concerns, that there was a split on the committee and that there are cwigbbwshd&ite noted

that this issue will likely continue all the way to the Seattle City council.

lll.  Adjournment

The appointed time having passed for adjournment, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting #21
July 15, 2009

Seattle University Campus
TeilhardelChardin Hall Room 145

Members Present

Bill Zosel John Savo Betsey Hunter Maria Barrientos
Paul Kidder Lisa Rutzick (efficio) Steve Sheppard-(#ficio)
Jim Kirkpatrick Betsy Mickel Ellen Sollod

Excused Absences
Tenanya Wright Loyal Hanrahan
Staf and Others

Robert Mathews Terry McCann David Johnson Joy Jacobson
Ron Smith Brodie Bain Alan Hudson David Neth
Carol Simons Ron Erickson Debora BlankenshipJordan Heitzman
Flow Belmont  Ed Mallia David Neth Kate Parkhurst
Jessie Atkinson Michael Kerns  Chuck DePew Daniel Mahalyo

l. Opening and Introductions

The meeting was opened by Steve Sheppard who agreed to facilitate the meeting thedhbi aival of
was running a bit late. . Brief Introductions followed.

II.  Housekeeping
The CAC appved the minutes for meeting 21.

lll.  Continued Deliberations on Committee Comments to the Draft Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

John Savo noted that at the last meeting there had been issues raised concerning the heightaof the old Coca C

BottlingPlart. Subsequently, Joy Jacobson went outlecksethe heightie asked Ms. Jacobson to clarify
what was learned. Ms Jacobson stated that she found that the survey that had been provided to Seattle
University was in error. The lgusdinbiess thaB0 feet in height. Seattle University raised the issue with

the surveyors and has obtained a new corrected survey. This has been provided to Mithune and all drawings &

analysis are being updated. John Savo stated that hbditetessdne had worked in good faith and that
the error in the survey was honestly dealt with.

Discussion then moved to specific Issues Remaining to be decided.

A. Boundary Expansion
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John Savo noted that the current proposal is a major pull baciinairptioposal. He read the suggested
motion as follows:

The final Plan should be amended to dejmetitraithe proposed boundary expansion east
of 12 Avenue that includes the Photographic Center and its adjacent parking lot.

Ellen Sollod ske in suppatthe positiorShe stated that Seattle University has not indicated a use for the
properties within this boundary expansion. The increase north of Marion puts the MIO boundary right in the
middle of the block. This situation isteith#éasituation north oL tiendrand creates inherent problems.

Seattle University has stated that the reason they want this block is so that they can control all four corners of
what they perceive as their primary entrance. She noteat taaittisat the public perceives this as the

primary entrance to the University. She stated that in the event that the CAC does not recommend that the M
be withdrawn from this area that the CAC recommend that ground floor uses not omytlstibald comply
provisions of the pedestrian overlay, but should provide some kind of culturajaofi¢nisg dhaiois not

operated by Seattle University.

Bill Zosel stated that he believes that the paramount role of the CAC is to pay Hiteptmndio o thf

the Code and to |l ook at the MI MPOs relationship t
deal of money and time doing ttAv&Bue plan. The very core of that plan was an exchange of property
between the Cépd University. The University gave up parcels it ownetl Aesthad City took the

money that they got from sale of these parcels to do street improvements. He stated that a short 15 year later
do something contrary to the very corelar isespmething that the CAC should not be supporting.

Mr. Zosel noted that the CAC has been told a number of times that the University has a need for 2 million plus
new square feet of development. However, if you look at the master plad stjuare 86106 already

accounted for so all that needs to be accounted for on sites for which there is not present designated use is the
amount. There is at least 400,000 of land available for this.

Paul Kidder asked for clarification concernihg Whavetsity could do with the property | f the boundary was

not expanded. Steve Sheppard responded that the University could purchase the property and use it for
underlying uses only. He noted that there would be special restrictions orrteasinyispseedwner.

Ellen Sollod asked how the University could purchase and use a property outside of heir MIO boundary without
this being considered a boundary expansion itself. Mr. Sheppard responded that the University is not prohibite
from actings any other buyer could. They could purchase a single family zoned property and use it for single
family use. However they could not use it for institutional use and take advantage of any of the provisions of th
Major Institutions plan withowxXpahding the boundary to cover the property.

Chuck De Pew was then introduced to briefly disciés¢hedan. Mr. DePew noted that the issues

being discussed today seem similar to the issues being discussed during the develdpraard of the 12

Plan. The plan involved a swap of lad. The City traded the old Jefferson Bus Base (now Connolly Field) to the
University for its other land to the edst 3h&2City then sold off these properties to private owners for

residential and commedgaelopment. The goal of the plan was totmalen@i2 a street that worked.

The hope was that there would eventually be a landscaped median with the west side institutional and the east
side generally retail. The hope was to create a moatdratiietter delineated boundary between the
neighborhood to the east and the University to the west.

Mr. Depew noted that there was major discussion concerning the dredt esst ofcdignized that the

University would retain its athletty sast of T2nd that there needed to be a connection between the

University and that facility. Therefore, the Columbia Street frontages were seen as being appropriate for possil
Seattle University ownership in order to make that connectidtey ToelB area was kept out of the

boundary in part because of its platting pattern.
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Michael Kerns stated that the University wants a®#rantié2 If #Avenue is to become even more
vibrant, then the University must engaeehle. THéniversity has plans to locate a great deal of new
residential development there &d/&@Bue is important for that. Alsc'thedlE Marion location might not
be perceived presently as the main entry to the campus, but it is the interfininextBe&dtmake it such.
The lack of that perception is partly due to the fact that the University eéspedtalebtithe uses it wants
to in that area.

David Neth read a statement from a recent article in the Seattle timestbyaProtessorBe Gr et t a t h

However projects built by Major Institutions are
where the City traded design review of large institutions for a agreement that they woulthenot expand into
surroundi ngThereforgthiboo r homomdist: tbeebds job is to balance

the neighborhoods needs and the code provisions.

Another member of the public noted that the location of boundaries at halfislpoiblecasibnis Maria
Barrientos responded that the zoning often goes to half blocks back to the rear lot lines or to alleys.

Steve Sheppard sated that the Code is a tradeoff between compact campuses and greater development
opportunity. That does m@imthat no boundary expansion is allowed. Boundary expansion is anticipated but
the expectation is that this would occur only after all reasonableithkpahs®n e x i lsasoccurrgd. MI O6 s

So the charge of the CAC is to look at the proptmauel®® assure that the expansion is needed. In

additional it is expected that the CAC will consider whether the changing of the boundaries makes more logical
edges and adds to the sense of entry to the institutions.

Concerning zoning, it is gendralijespite to have commercial zoning step dowornonaoaial

development along rear lot lines. The assumption is that this allows better screening etc. Where the zone
changes aimongsidiot lines this is a more difficult issue. This condiitiexistan two locations under this
expansion: 1: north of the Laundry Site andatonty D8 Marion to the north of the Photographic Center
parking lot

EllenSollod stated that the devedlopment of a building long the north side of gativoe afietthe
properties to the north of the Parking lot. Daniel Mahalyo stated that he believed that that University developm
of the Photographic Center site might actually add to the confusion of where the campus began.

Joy Jacobson notedthite | ast ten years has seen a major shif
University now views itself as more of a traditional University versus a commuter institution. The University is
clear in its intent to see thed@ Cherry develamngo forward, but present economic constraints have

slowed that. Other members of the public noted that Seattle University presently has many'buildings along 12
Avenue that do not engage that street and that that situation should be adiressediasmatked that

there do not appear to be plans for the development of properties in the boundary expansion areas.

Steve Sheppard responded that the major change in 1996 to the Major Institutions Code involved the dropping
the requirementtoshk uses for all properties within the MI O
boundaries and total amount of development. Following that they can move actual development square foota
around within the campus and come back to ihg Stgbry Committee for the review of the actual

buildings proposed. It is not unusual under these new procedures for an institution to have properties within th
MIO that they show no immediate use for. The rationale was that when ygisphnitifiedes, then

changes over the years resulted in amendment request after amendment request and was taking up a great de
of resources. Daniel Mahalyo noted that the key consideration would seem to be need. Did the institution actu
need thepace it has included within the boundary that has no projected use.

After brief further discussion, Ellen Sollod moved:
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TheCAC comments should include the recommendéugofindlaPlan should be amended to
delete thgportion fothe proposed boangl expansion east of ARenue that includes [the
Photographic Center and its adjacent parking lot.

The motion was seconded.
This being a master plan vote the role was called.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

BetseyHunter Yes Maria Baentos No

Betsy Mickel No Paul Kidder Yes
John Savo No Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick No Bill Zosel Yes

Aquorum being presént, the motion having failed to receive a positive vote from the majority of those
members present, the mdted

Steve Sheppard asked that he and the chair be authorized to include the comment in its letter and indicate that
received a split vote. He asked if any members had any objections to that. None expressed opposition to this.

Members then asked if teeigus suggestion that there be restriction on University ground floor uses might be
alternative motiornillen Sollod expressed some reservations that such an action might lead decision makers to
believe that those opposing the expansion mightppctyelpfat with the mitigation listed. Others felt that

this would not be a major issue so long as the CA

Steve Sheppard read the text of a possible motion

TheCAC comments should include the reatatiomethat in the event that Seattle Unjversity

acquires the property presently developed by the Photographic center that first floor uses be
required to comply with the provisions of thesrd2e Plan and that they beimuoarsity
retail, cultural eetail like uses through lease or other arrangements with private owrers.

After brief further discussion, the motion as stated above was moved and seconded.

The roll was called and the vote was as follows

BetseyHunter Yes Maria Barrientos Yes
Betsy kel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
JohnSavo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes Bill Zosel Yes

Aquorum being presant] the motion having received a favorable vote from the majority of those members
present, the motjgassed

B. Specific Uses fothe 1313 E. Columbia Street Site (Old Coca Cola Bottling Plant)

John Savo read the suggested comments as provided to the committee in the hand outs as follows:

The Final EIS should be expaodellly discuss both the impacts giossible mitigation
measures to address the potential irgradtsspecially transportation, light glare and noise
impacts.

He noted that this was intended to apply to the specific 1313 E. Columbia Site. Betsy Hunter suggested that th
wording be changed as follows:
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TheCAC comments should include the recommendatiofitizBtgshould be expanded
to fully discuss both the impacts pbssille mitigation measures to address the potential
impactselated to parking, access, and, light glare and noise imgactstiier gapose

uses for the 1313 East Columbia Street Site.

Dani el Mahal yo asked if the motion shoul dndét al so
Members responded that since that was already a part of the landmarksapnocteseddisdan this
motion.

The Motion was moved by John Savo and seconded.
The roll was called and the vote was as follows

Betsey Huer Yes Maria Barrientos Yes
Betsy Mickel Yes Paul Kidder Yes
John Savo Yes Ellen Sollod Yes
James Kirkpatrick Yes  Bill Zosel Yes

Aquorum being presant] the motion having received a favorable vote from the majority of those members
present, the motjgassed

C. Alley and Street Vacation East of Broadway

John Savo read the suggested comments as proviceatattee in the hand outs as follows:

The plan should be amended to clearly stdte gudéential vacation of that portion of E.
Columbia Street between Broadway abidakietween Broadway and the vachted 10

Avenue Rigbfway and the connegtailey south to E Cherry Street shall be pursued by
Seattle University only in the event that the University acquires all properties accessed by this
street end and alley.

Members observed that this did not appear to be required as the vac#tiauprecgssea greatel leve
of agreement than this would provide. After brief further discussion, no member moved the motion.

D. Transportation Issues

John Savo read the suggested comments as provided to the committee in the hand outs as follows:

The tansportation section of the MIMP and EIS should provide more details on the institution
plansto achieve the significant &@ reduction promised for facultgfsfaommuter
students.

Betsy Mickel asked if additional details were availabledteyasnichalnded in the EIA already.

David Johnson responded that if you look at the Transportation Management Plan as a menu of strategies to
reduce single occupancy trips, all of those strategies are outlined in the DPD Directors Rule. When you create
the Master Plan you take the actions from those rules by looking at what works for this or other institutions. TF
University looked at this and came up with the plan that is proposed in the MIMP and evaluated in the EIS.

One of the key componeriteedf M the commitment to increase the proportion of students who are resident
versus commuting students. This is one of the reasons why the current TM_P has achieved such good results
He noted that the major funding source for most of thégmnegitaris @parking revenues. He observed that

the plan needs to stay flexible.

Paul Kidder stated that he felt that there was considerable detail in the Plan and EIS. He stated that he felt tha
the spirit of the comment was that some believeldrattits in the TMP will just not work. Bill Zosel
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