











TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

VOLUME I

Chapter 4 — KEY TOPIC AREAS
O R o (01U 1o To TP PR TRR 4-2
4.2 Building Height Relationship to Surrounding USES..........ccccoverviinieriiennnnnn 4-7
4.3  Utility Demand Estimate Methodology/Cumulative Conditions................... 4-9
4.4  Overall Cumulative CONAITIONS ........ccooveiiiiiiiiciereseseee e 4-15
4.5  Innovation DiStrict ASSUMPLIONS. ......c.cccueiiieieeie e 4-17
4.6 CHMBDING ROCK.....ccviiiieiieie ettt ne 4-22
4.7 Transit SUDSIAY PrOVISIONS.........cceiieiieieiieseeie e e sie e sae e 4-22
4.8 HiISTONIC PreSErVatioN.......cccoieiiiiiiiiiiiesieie et 4-26
4.9 SPACE DEMANG ......oeiiieiece et e ns 4-27
4.10 University of Washington Capital Budget............cccccvevvvieiieneiieneece e 4-30
4.11 Commitment to Open Space, Waterfront Trail and View Corridors........... 4-35
4.12  Urban FOrestry Plan ...........coooiieiieiiee e 4-36
4.13 Relationship between Proposed Shoreline Access Plan & Seattle SMP...... 4-38
O N 7 1 1] 0] o - [ o S S 4-38
415 CRIIOCAIE ..o bbbt 4-42

Chapter 5 — COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

University of Washington i Table of Contents

2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan Final EIS






CHAPTER 4

Key Topic Areas






CHAPTER 4
KEY TOPIC AREAS

Consistent with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the City-University
Agreement, a public comment period was provided for the October 2016 Draft EIS and Draft
CMP. During the public comment period, a total of thirty-seven (37) letters and 129 emails were
received. All of the comments received, as well as responses to comments, are provided in Final
EIS Chapter 5.

A number of comments were received that identified common subjects; these have been termed
“key topic areas”. Rather than reiterating a similar response to each comment that shares a
common theme, this chapter of the Final EIS identifies the key topic areas and provides a detailed
discussion related to each key topic area. Responses to specific comments provided in Final EIS
Chapter 5 that pertain to these topic areas refer back to the corresponding discussion in this
chapter.

The following key topics are discussed in this Chapter 4 of the Final EIS:

4.1 - Housing

4.2 - Building Height Relationship to Surrounding Area

4.3 - Utility Demand Estimate Methodology and Cumulative Utilities Conditions
4.4 - Overall Cumulative Conditions

4.5 - Innovation District Assumptions

4.6 - Climbing Rock

4.7 - Transit Subsidy Provisions

4.8 - Historic Preservation

4.9 - Space Demand

4.10 - University of Washington Capital Budget

4.11 - Commitment to Open Space (Greens), Waterfront Trail and View Corridors
4.12 - Urban Forestry Management Plan

4.13 - Relationship between Proposed Shoreline Access Plan and Seattle SMP
4.14 - Transportation

4.15 - Childcare
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4.1 Housing

Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Population — All Action Alternatives

Under all of the action alternatives, the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan anticipates
continued University population growth at the rate of 20 percent between 2014 and 2028;
from 67,155 to 80,479. Population growth of 13,324 is divided into three groups: students
(8,675), faculty (1,410), and staff (3,239).

Housing, Students — All Action Alternatives

Current on-campus housing incudes 11 residence halls with capacity for 7,009 students, and
student apartments with capacity for 2,508 beds (1,811 single students and 697 family
apartments). In total, the University currently has the capacity to house approximately 9,517
students on campus. The University’s North Campus Student Housing Project is also currently
under construction, which will add a net increase of 1,353 student beds on campus! and
increase the capacity for student housing to approximately 10,870 students.

Under all of the action alternatives, housing to accommodate the anticipated student
population growth will be located both on-campus and off-campus. On-campus, 1,000
additional beds will be added under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan. These additional
beds increase the current share of students housed on-campus from 21 percent to 22
percent. Under the no action alternative, only 21 percent of students would be housed on
campus with the planned completion of the North Campus Student Housing Project.

The University of Washington Student Housing Statement of Principles was adopted by the
Board of Regents in 1978 and states that “the primary source for student housing continues
to be the off-campus private housing market.” Therefore, the remaining students have and
will continue to reside off-campus. Existing data suggests that of students who currently
reside off-campus, 33 percent live within the Primary Impact Zone; 12 percent live within the
Secondary Impact Zone; 22 percent live in other Seattle areas; and 33 percent live outside
Seattle. This pattern is anticipated to continue for the purposes of the analysis in the draft
EIS. Thus, under all of the action alternatives, 3,453 students would seek housing within the
Primary and Secondary Impact Zones. If all of these students resided only within the
boundaries of the University District Urban Design Final EIS and one of the proposed plans
were approved, then students would occupy 65 to 69 percent of units, a decrease from the
current 77 percent.

1 The North Campus Student Housing Project includes the demolition of McCarty Hall and Haggett Hall (1,480 beds) and the
construction of new housing facilities with approximately 2,833 beds. The current phase that is under construction will add
approximately 2,133 beds and the proposed next phase will add approximately 700 beds.
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Housing, Faculty and Staff — All Action Alternatives

All faculty and staff reside off-campus. Existing data suggests that 8 percent reside within the
Primary Impact Zone; 23 percent within the Secondary Impact Zone; 37 percent in other
Seattle areas; and 32 percent outside of Seattle. This pattern was anticipated to continue for
the purposes of the analysis in the draft EIS. Thus, under all of the action alternatives, 1,441
faculty and staff would seek housing within the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones. If all of
the staff and faculty resided only within the boundaries of the University District Urban
Design Final EIS and one of the proposed plans were approved, then they would occupy 29
to 37 percent of units.

Summary of Supplementary Analysis from the Final Environmental Impact
Statement

Background Information

Many and diverse factors weigh into the residential housing choices of students, faculty, and
staff associated with the University of Washington. For students, these include but are not
limited to, whether they moved to the area to attend University, if they have family to live
with, if they have dependents of their own, their financial situation as a result of parental
support, grants, loans, savings, partner’s income, or work income, the frequency of travel to
campus, and neighborhood amenity preferences.

For faculty and staff, these decisions are often more complex as their relationship to the UW
is not as time limited in nature compared to students, and employees are older and more
likely to be making residential choices jointly with other members of their household. Their
income and accessibility to campus also play a central role.

The University of Washington understands housing decisions and opportunities impact not
only the wellbeing of the individual, but that they must also be addressed as housing concerns
are a critical factor in attracting talented students and employees necessary to fulfill its
mission as a premier educational institution.

While the primary source for student housing will continue to be the off-campus private
housing market, the University of Washington, through the 2018 Campus Master Plan, is
directly addressing this concern through the 1,000 additional student housing beds that are
intended to accommodate a higher share of students on campus than exists currently. In
addition to the expansion of on-campus housing, the University of Washington offers
discounts and access to counseling services for eligible employees purchasing a home, rental
opportunities affordable to employee’s households making 65 percent to 85 percent of the
area median income, and competitive salaries to secure housing in the private market.
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Existing Conditions Housing Summary

To better understand where students, staff, and employees live, a comprehensive residential
choice analysis was conducted that demonstrated several key points:

e Nearly 95 percent of on-campus housing is occupied by undergraduate students, the
majority of which are freshmen.

e For students who reside off-campus, they are more likely than staff or faculty to live
near campus.

e For students who do not live near campus, they are widely dispersed throughout the
city and many (43 percent) live outside of Seattle.

e Only 5 percent of staff and faculty live in the U District.

e Many staff and faculty live outside Seattle (43 percent).

e More classified staff live outside Seattle compared to academic and professional staff.

Population Summary — All Action Alternatives

Under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan, it is anticipated that the campus population
(student, staff and faculty) would continue to grow, similar to current and prior trends over
the 10-year planning horizon. The anticipated growth was planned according to and falls in
line with overarching policies, plans and investments. In Washington State, growth
management planning is structured in a manner that advances coordination amongst
jurisdictions. In the central Puget Sound region this process begins with long run forecasts of
population and employment for the four county region. These forecasts, developed by PSRC,
then support small area (Forecast Analysis Zones) forecasts of future population and jobs
which in turn support both regional and local planning efforts. The population and
employment forecast of the central Puget Sound includes approximately 630,000 in added
household population between 2015 and 2030. During this period, the region also expects to
add about 460,000 new jobs. Of those jobs nearly 19,000 are anticipated to be in the state
education sector?.

According to Seattle’s long-range plan, Seattle 2035, between 2015-2035 an additional
70,000 housing units will be added while jobs will increase by over 115,000. This reflects
Seattle’s continued role as a regionally significant employment center. In the City of Seattle,
a neighborhood-level planning process supports long-range planning. Neighborhood plans
have been adopted for urban neighborhoods throughout the City including the University
District. Neighborhood plans are approved by the City and go through the state’s
environmental review process; which identifies social and environmental impacts and

2  State employment in education is predominantly in state higher education institutions
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mitigation measures. In addition, the University District is part of a regionally designated
Urban Growth Center2.

The employment growth anticipated in the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan, which is
relatively modest at just over 4,600, is within the growth expectations for “Forecast Analysis
Zones” 6214 and 6215. Similarly, expected increases in on-campus student population and a
share of the non-campus student population are also within the growth projections for
Forecast Analysis Zones 6214 and 6215 even before the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan
and University District zoning changes are taken into account.

Housing Summary — All Action Alternatives

The City of Seattle recently adopted new zoning following publication of the University
District Urban Design Framework Plan. The new zoning increases density and building heights
in the area, and encourages a range of housing types and housing affordability levels. The
University District Urban Design Final EIS assumed growth levels of 5,000 housing units for
the purposes of studying the impacts of increased density, and found that both levels of
assumed housing growth could be accommaodated in the University District study area* under
all of the alternatives studied, including the no action alternative. The University District
Urban Design Final EIS also disclosed the amount of development capacity available in the U
District study area, and found that that 9,800 units® could be accommaodated in the District
under the action alternatives studied.

UW student and employment growth could impact housing dynamics but there are many
uncertainties as to how. The following provides two analyses - one that outlines future
residential patterns after current preferences, and one that takes the impact of major
transportation infrastructure on housing choices into account.

1) Future residential patterns following current preferences:
Based on existing residential location preferences, there is ample capacity for
additional housing units within the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones. University
of Washington home zip code data indicates that approximately 35 percent of current
students living off-campus reside in the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones.
Applying this same percentage to the estimated 8,675 new students accommodated
on campus under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan, and considering the proposed
1,000 new student housing beds on campus under the Plan, approximately 2,661 new
students® would be anticipated to search for housing in the Primary and Secondary
Impact Zones. Under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan approximately 641 new

3 http://www.psrc.org/growth/centers/

4 The University District study area was generally bounded by Ravenna Avenue NE to the north, 15t Avenue NE to the east,
Portage Bay to the south, and I-5 to the west.

5 To provide a conservative analysis, the subsequent discussions analyze the lower end of the development capacity (9,130
units).

6  This total also assumes the completion of the North Campus Student Housing Project, which is under construction.
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faculty and staff would also be anticipated to search for housing in the Primary and
Secondary Impact Zones. Given the recent adoption of proposed zoning changes in
the U District, this leaves 3,348 housing units available to non-UW affiliated residents.

2) Future residential patterns follow different preferences.
The previous analysis assumes that new students, faculty and staff will make

residential location choices similar to the choices made currently. This is a reasonable
approach for understanding housing needs related to campus growth. However,
major transit investments that will be completed within the 10-year planning horizon
of the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan will very likely influence future residential
housing choices. There are uncertainties as to how much influence transit
investments will have on housing choices. Improved transit services could expand the
rental housing market search area to include more distant and affordable housing
options. For example, accessing campus from Northgate during the morning commute
on a weekday currently involves a 26-minute bus trip, and would involve a similar trip
home for a resident of Northgate at the end of a school day. Once the Northgate Link
Light Rail Station is operational, the transit travel time is expected to be reduced to 5
minutes during peak travel times. This means that accessing the campus from
Northgate will be comparable in travel time to accessing campus from within the
University District itself. Therefore, an analysis was developed based on current
residential location patterns, but accounts for improvements in transit accessibility
(see Section 3.8 for further details on the analysis methodology). The analysis results
predict that a lower share of new students will locate in the Primary Impact Zone than
is true for the current student population. Instead, some students and employees will
likely choose other neighborhoods with improved transit access, as illustrated from
the table below.

ESTIMATED OFF-CAMPUS HOUSING DISTRIBUTION FOR NEW STUDENTS, STAFF, AND FACULTY BASED
ON TRANSIT ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS

Baseline New Transit Access Updated New
Student Locations | Induced Change Student
in Location Locations

Primary Impact Zone 2,280 -543 1,737
Secondary Impact Zone 381 128 509

Other Seattle Areas 1,694 414 2,108
Outside of Seattle 3,320 0 3,320
Total 7,675% 0 7,675

Source: University of Washington, 2016, ECONorthwest.
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Housing Impacts — All Action Alternatives

Housing choice is a complex decision driven by many factors such as whether people are
relocating to the region to work or study, or simply shifting jobs or schools while remaining
in their residence. A such, the simple quotient of population divided by two (for average
number of people per unit) is an incomplete measure for housing demand and does not
account for the fluidity of choice based on supply conditions. Furthermore, how and where
the demand will materialize is unclear. What it does indicate is that the population associated
with the University of Washington is widely disbursed throughout Seattle, and to a large
extent, beyond the City.

Housing Mitigation — All Action Alternatives

For on-campus housing, the University of Washington has committed to adding 1,000 beds
to accommodate a larger share of students and decrease demand for housing off-campus in
surrounding neighborhoods. For off-campus housing, it is difficult to know with precision
what the exact number of housing units needed to meet future demand is likely to be based
on the 2018 Campus Master Plan. As stated previously, housing choice is a complex decision
driven by factors such as whether people are relocating to the region to work or study or
simply shifting jobs or schools while remaining in their residence. Furthermore, how and
where the demand will materialize is unclear, what this analysis does indicate is that the
population associated with UW is widely disbursed throughout Seattle and to a large extent
beyond its borders and the extension of light rail north from the existing station has the ability
to extend the reach of housing markets to the campus.

As demonstrated in the previous analysis in Section 3.8, any positive new demand for housing
generated by anticipated population growth has already been planned for at the regional,
city and neighborhood level through a prescribed long-range planning process. To this end,
impacts of associated actions to accommodate future population and housing growth have
been identified along with appropriate mitigations measures through efforts such as Sound
Transit’s LINK light rail system, King County Metro Connects, U District rezone, and City of
Seattle’s Mandatory Housing Affordability program.

4.2 Building Height Relationship to Surrounding Area

Building height concerns, as communicated through the emails, comment letters and the
public hearing transcript on the Draft EIS and Draft 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan largely
focused on the potential development sites where University property abuts non-University
property, as well as along University Way NE, NE Campus Parkway, and NE Pacific Street.
Comments expressed concern about the creation of street walls, as well as shadows cast by
tall structures. Based upon various sources of feedback, the following modifications have
been made to the maximum building heights and massing proposed within the 2018 Seattle
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Campus Master Plan. All associated graphics in the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan and
this Final EIS have been updated to reflect these modifications.

e To promote variation and modulation in fagades, as well as to create a more gradual
transition between University and non-university property, a second upper level
setback would be required on Pacific Street, University Way NE (the Ave), and Campus
Parkway under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan. For development with ground-
level floorplates that exceed 20,000 gsf and whose building height exceeds 160’, two
upper level setbacks would be required: a 20’ setback at 45’, and a second 20’ setback
at 90’ (for development along University Way and Campus Parkway) or at 120’ (for
development along NE Pacific Street). The second upper level setback would create a
more gradual transition in massing, and allow greater access to light and air on sites
W21, W23, W28, W29, S39, S40, S41, S43, S44, S45, S57, and S58. The second upper
level setback would be required along a minimum of one facade, generally the facade
facing the more prominent street edge.

¢ The configuration of site W25 has been modified so that its maximum height steps up
from 45’ to 90’ to 240’ (west to east), similar to W24, to provide a more incremental
transition into the West Campus.

e The maximum building heights on sites S47, S48 and S49 in the South Campus have
been reduced from 240’ to 200’ to provide additional light and air access to S43, S44
and S45. This change would also provide a more gradual transition in heights as
buildings get closer to Portage Bay.

e Additional discussion has been included in Chapter 6 of the 2018 Seattle Campus
Master Plan to complement the graphic “potential building envelopes” that identifies
the percentage of each theoretical building envelope to which development is limited.
This percentage varies on a site by site basis, and highlights the degree to which light
and air are introduced on each site.

e The following discussion has been added to the development zone graphic for the
South Campus in Chapter 6 of the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan: “Building heights
of future development shall be sensitive to the daylighting needs of the sundial
mounted on the south face of the Physics-Astronomy Tower, and the Life Sciences
Building greenhouses.”

e A new graphic has been added to Chapter 5 of the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan
that illustrates the proposed CMP development in West Campus adjacent to potential
development in the recently-approved U-District upzone along NE 415t where the U-
District and West Campus converge.

e The maximum building height for S52 and S54 on the South Campus development
table (page 198) has been modified from 105’ to 30’.

e The following new development sites have been added to the 2018 Seattle Campus
Master Plan:

o E64-(30,000 gsf)
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E66 — (30,000 gsf)

E73 - (30,000 gsf)

E74 — (30,000 gsf)

In West Campus, on the same block as site W36, and north of W35, a new

development site has been added. The site is W37

o Parking underneath the Dempsey Indoor Facility for 300 parking spaces.
(When the building was built it was built to accommodate parking)

e Development site E82 (in Laurel Village) has been removed.

e For sites E80 and E81 (in Laurel Village), the maximum building height along NE 45t
and Mary Gates Way would remain at 65’, while maximum building height on the east
edge that abuts residential development would be reduced to 30'.

e The area where the School of Social Work is located on 15™ between NE 415t and NE
429 (which is not a development site) has been lowered from the 240’ to the current
105’ .

e The area behind development site W23, the new Cedar Hall apartments (which is not
a development site) has been lowered from the 240’ to the current 65’

e Site W39 (formerly W38) has been lowered from 200’ to 130’ to provide a more
gradual transition.

O O O O

4.3 uUtility Demand Estimate Methodology and
Cumulative Utilities Conditions

The following provides a summary of the information provided in the Draft EIS and Final EIS
in regards to utility service (electricity, water supply and sewer service), methodologies
utilized to estimate utility demands, capacity of existing systems to serve proposed campus
development and proposed mitigation, and cumulative utility conditions with proposed
campus development in conjunction of development in the Primary and Secondary Impact
Zones.

Existing Utility System Conditions

Electricity

e Electricity for the University of Washington campus and surrounding area is provided by
Seattle City Light (SCL).

e Electricity is provided to the University of Washington campus at two University-owned
receiving stations; the East Receiving Station and West Receiving Station.

e Electricity is distributed to the majority of campus via the University system, with portions
of the West, South and East campus served directly by the SCL system (see Figure 3.4-1
of this Final EIS).
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Between 2000 and 2015, building area on campus increased by 21 percent with only a 15
percent increase in electrical use, indicating increased energy efficiency in newer
buildings.

The majority of electricity consumed on the campus is for building lighting, building
ventilation, lab equipment and office equipment.

SCL has indicated that the existing system is adequate to serve current demand, although
the substation and distribution system demand is approaching system capacity and the
ability to serve additional demand is limited.

Electricity in surrounding Primary and Secondary Impact Zone, including University
District, is provided by SCL.

Water Supply

Water supply for the University of Washington campus and surrounding area is provided
by Seattle Public Utilities (SPU).

Uses on the University of Washington campus currently consume approximately 198
million gallons of water annually.

Sewer Service

Sewer service at the University of Washington campus is provided by a series of systems
owned by the University, King County Metro and SPU.

In general, the Central, South and East Campus served by the University, with West
Campus served by University and SPU systems.

All sewer flows directed to King County Metro trunk line.

Uses on the University of Washington campus currently generate approximately 181
million gallons of sewage annually.

Isolated areas of Central Campus are served by older combined sewer/stormwater
systems, which can result in overflows of sewage into Portage Bay from the Metro trunk
line at certain times, including periods of considerable stormwater runoff.
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Utilities Demand Estimate and Methodologies

Electricity

e In 2015, the approximately 17 million gsf of building space on campus generated an
annual electricity demand of approximately 987 Btux10° resulting in an electricity
demand of approximately 0.000058 (Btux10°) per gsf of building space’.

e Assuming up to 6 million gsf of new building space and a per gsf measure of electricity
consistent with 2015 conditions, up to 348 Btux10° of additional electricity demand is
assumed under the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan (a 24 percent increase from existing
conditions).

Water Supply

e Based on a sample of representative metered buildings, annual existing water demand is
estimated to be 12 gallons per gsf of building space.

e Assuming up to 6 million gsf of new building space, annual demand could increase by
approximately 72 million gallons, an approximately 36 percent increase over 2015
campus levels.

Sewer Service

e Based on available water meter data and known irrigation demands, annual sewer service
demand is estimated to be 11 gallons per gsf of building space.

e Assuming up to 6 million gsf of new building space, annual demand would increase by
approximately 66 million gallons, an approximately 36 percent increase over 2015
campus levels.

Ability of Existing Utilities Systems to Serve Proposed Development and
Identified Mitigation

Electricity

e The existing electrical system has capacity to serve approximately 1.5 to 2.0 million gsf of
additional building space on campus. This estimate is based on extrapolated historical
energy use for the existing buildings on campus with an accommodation for conditions
associated with higher efficiency in new buildings. This estimate includes assumption for
research and academic focused buildings (primarily in the South and West Campus
Sectors) which can exhibit a higher demand for electricity.

" This estimate is conservative given that energy demand from older, less energy efficient. Buildings comprise a
substantial proportion of existing building space.
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e Accommodating additional growth beyond 1.5 to 2.0 million square feet (up to the total
6.0 million gsf of building space identified in the 2018 Seattle CMP would require
improvements to the existing University system. Options for providing increased capacity
include a combination of the following:

e The types of land uses anticipated on campus would be intended to provide a mix of uses
similar to those currently located on campus, such as instructional uses, administrative
uses, student housing and student services, and innovation district type of uses.
Innovation District uses are defined by the University as places that promote
collaboration where experts in social work, public health, engineering, life sciences and
performing arts can partner with government, education, business, and non-profit
organizations. Current examples of innovation district collaborations on campus include
Microsoft contributions to the Computer Science & Engineering Program, the Automobili
Lamborghini Advanced Composite Structures Laboratory, the Population Health Initiative,
CoMotion and StartUp Hall. Innovation District type uses are not anticipated to reflect
electricity demand substantially different from other University uses.

e The overall SCL substation and distribution system serving the University District,
including the University of Washington campus, has limited capacity to serve future
growth in the area. Accordingly, the University of Washington and SCL are coordinating
to address both short-term and long-term solutions for serving growth in electrical power
demand in the area. Options for providing increased capacity include a combination of
the following:

- Provision for expansion of the existing SCL substation serving the campus.

- Provision of an additional substation on or in the vicinity of campus.

- Upgrades to the existing East and West Receiving Stations.

- Serving additional buildings directly from the existing SCL grid where available.

e The pace of development during the last 15 years (2003 to 2018) has been around
200,000 gsf per year. Some years has seen more development and some years, less. On
page 85 of the 2003 CMP, it says the following: “....Because the funding of capital projects
depends upon the State Legislature and/or private sources, the University’s development
program is difficult to predict. Based on past development trends, need and funding
sources, it is anticipated that during the life of the plan the University will build
approximately 600,000 gsf of new buildings every biennium up to 3 million gsf. However,
there may be some biennia where the development is less than 600,000 gsf or more than
600,000 gsf.” The same assumption is being made for the 2018 Seattle Campus Master
Plan. In Chapter 6 of the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan it says: “... Based on past
development trends, need, and funding sources, it is anticipated that during the life of this
Plan the University will build on average 600,000 gsf of net new buildings annually for a
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total development of 6 million net new gsf over the life of the 2018 CMP. However, there
may be some years where the development is more or less than 600,000 net new gsf.” If
the 2018 Seattle CMP takes the same 15 years to complete as the 2003 CMP did, then the
average pace of development during a 15 year period would be 400,000 gsf a year instead
of 600,000 gsf. If this plan takes longer to complete due to funding constraints, the
amount of development per year would decrease accordingly.

The University desires to continue to work with SCL to help with long term planning of
load forecasting and power demand. The University believes best way to do that is to
continue to work closely with SCL staff as new information about building funding is
received. The University currently reports through the Campus Master Plan Annual
Report on efforts to obtain legislative funding and identify which sites buildings will be
built on once funding is secured.

The University of Washington would coordinate with SCL and monitor electrical demand
and capacity as development under the 2018 Seattle CMP proceeds (initial options for
providing increased capacity listed above).

Water Supply

Water distribution system on campus considered adequately sized to meet current and
anticipated demands under the 2018 Seattle CMP.

The University of Washington would implement measures to reduce water supply
demand, including low-flow fixtures, reuse of stormwater for non-potable uses, and low-
water landscape irrigation systems.

Sewer Service

The existing systems serving the campus considered adequately sized to meet current and
anticipated future demands, although specific improvements could be required when
individual projects are proposed.

Consistent with current University of Washington policy, as individual development
projects in areas currently containing combined sewer/stormwater piping systems
occurs, the combined systems would be converted to separated sewer and stormwater
systems, as feasible.
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Cumulative Utilities Conditions

Electricity

Development under the 2018 Seattle CMP would contribute to the amount of overall energy
use (electricity and fuel) in the area and, in combination with future new development in the
area, would contribute to the overall SCL power generation and distribution system. To the
extent that increased campus population and development increase the pressure for
supporting development in the area (primarily in the University District), campus growth
could contribute to energy demands in the area.

Recent changes in the zoning and development capacity of the University District could result
in increased development and associated electricity demand in the vicinity of the University
of Washington campus. Although the level, timing, and specific location(s) of future
development in the University District is not known, it is possible that some level of
concurrent development, and associated energy demand, would occur over a concurrent
timeframe and in proximity to development under the 2018 Seattle CMP, especially given the
proposed focus of development in the West Campus under the 2018 Seattle CMP. The
University District Urban Design EIS indicates that “the existing substation and transmission
infrastructure may be adequate to meet future needs. Further studies are required to
determine whether major upgrades to the substation infrastructure will be required.” There
is a potential for cumulative energy-related impacts associated with concurrent demand
increases on the University of Washington campus and in the University District.

Continued coordination between the University of Washington and SCL will be necessary to
determine the improvements required to adequately serve development on the University
of Washington campus and the University District.

Water Supply and Sewer Service

Development under the 2018 Seattle CMP would contribute to the amount of overall demand
on water supply and sewer service in the area and, in combination with future new
development in the area, would contribute to demand on these utility systems. To the extent
that increased campus population and development increase the pressure for supporting
development in the area (primarily in the University District), campus growth could
contribute to water and sewer utility demands in the area.

Recent changes in the zoning and development capacity of the University District could result
in increased development and associated water and sewer utilities demand in the vicinity of
the University of Washington campus. The University District Urban Design EIS indicates that
“development under any of the alternatives would create additional load on the utility
infrastructure in the U District”. The University District Urban Design EIS also indicates that
“no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to utilities are anticipated.” Development on
the University of Washington campus under the 2018 Seattle CMP in combination with
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development in the surrounding area would not be anticipated to result in significant impacts
to the overall water supply and sewer service systems.

4.4 Overall Cumulative Conditions

As indicated in Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action & Alternatives) of the Draft EIS,
“the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires that cumulative effects be considered in
an EIS (WAC 197-11-792). Although SEPA does not specifically define the term cumulative
effects, the term is defined under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as “the impact
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative effects can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7)".

Each element of the environment analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS includes discussion
of the cumulative effects to which the EIS Alternatives could contribute. The primary
foreseeable action in the vicinity of the University of Washington campus is increased
development in the University District consistent with the University District rezone and
Urban Design Project. The University District Urban Design EIS identifies three primary
alternatives for the zoning and development character of the U District, including: Alternative
1, medium tower heights with a more dispersed development pattern; Alternative 2, taller
towers with a focused development pattern; and, Alternative 3, current zoning with most
dispersed development pattern. The University District Upzone was approved by the City of
Seattle in March 2017 and is discussed further below.

As also stated in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the City-University Agreement indicates that the
Primary and Secondary Impact Zones are to be utilized to assess and monitor direct, indirect
and cumulative impacts from University development (see Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIS and this
Final EIS for a map illustrating the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones). Accordingly, the
Draft EIS includes discussion on impacts to the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones under
the EIS Alternatives for each element of the environment.

Summary of Cumulative Effects Information in Draft EIS

Cumulative Effects

As indicated above, each element of the environment analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS
includes a discussion of the cumulative effects to which the EIS Alternatives could contribute.
As an example of the discussion provided for each element of the environment in Chapter 3
of the Draft EIS, Section 3.6 - Land Use indicates that “the scale of campus development under
Alternatives 1 through 5 could further continue the existing and planned trend toward more
intensive development in the University District, consistent with current and evolving goals
and policies of the University District Urban Design Framework, as well as the Urban Center
strategy associated with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The University District Urban Design
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EIS indicates that the study area is expected to experience new growth and development, but
the overall mix of uses is not expected to significantly change from the existing mixed-use
pattern. In addition, increases in campus population would further increase pedestrian
activity on the streets surrounding the campus, particularly in the University District and
University-Village areas.

Development under Alternatives 1 through 5 would contribute to cumulative employment and
population growth in the area surrounding the University of Washington campus, particularly
contributing to the planned increase in the intensity of land uses in the University District. In
addition, surrounding businesses (particularly in the University District and University Village)
could experience an increase in demand for goods and services as a result of increased campus
population. To the extent that increased campus population and development under
Alternatives 1 through 5 increase demand for business uses in the campus vicinity (retail uses,
restaurants etc.), campus growth could influence timing associated with redevelopment of
properties in the campus vicinity.”

Section 3.9 — Aesthetics of the Draft EIS indicates that “the 2015 University District Urban
Design EIS indicates that overall, the development pattern in the University District would
reinforce the highly urban visual character. To the extent that campus development under the
2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan contributes to growth in the University District, campus
development could contribute to this visual character.”

Section 3.7 — Population and Housing of the Draft EIS indicates that “to the extent that
increased on-campus population creates an increased demand for housing, additional
pressure to develop new housing in the surrounding off-campus areas could occur.”

Primary and Secondary Impact Zone

As indicated above, each element of the environment analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS
includes discussion on conditions in the Primary and Secondary Impact Zones under the EIS
Alternatives. As an example of the discussion provided for each element of the environment
in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, Section 3.6 —Land Use, indicates that “within the Primary Impact
Zone identified in the City-University Agreement, it is anticipated that potential land use
impacts under Alternative 1 would be as described for adjacent off-campus land uses above
for each of the campus sectors and primarily include changes in land use character associated
with increased density and building heights (primarily to portions of the Primary Impact Zone
adjacent to the West Campus and South Campus where the majority of potential development
would occur under Alternative 1), as well as increased activity levels associated with
development within the campus sectors. Due to the distance between the Secondary Impact
Zone and the campus, potential impacts to the Secondary Impact Zone would be primarily
related to indirect impacts from increased density and activity levels within and adjacent to
the campus (i.e., increased traffic, noise, air emissions, etc.).”
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Updated Assumptions Regarding U District Urban Design Upzone

In early 2017, the Seattle City Council and Mayor approved the U District Urban Design
Upzone (U District Upzone). The U District Upzone consists of four main elements:

Zone changes allowing greater height and density in the core of the neighborhood
near light rail and campus. The new zoning allows a limited number of new towers,
up to a maximum of 240 feet or 320 feet tall in certain areas.

New design standard requirements including setbacks, landscaping and tower
separation.

Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) requirements require all new development
to provide affordable housing on site or pay a fee for affordable housing consistent
with the City’s Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda.

New requirements and incentives for amenities including open space, historic
preservation, family-sized housing, and childcare.

Summary of Additional Cumulative Conditions Information Subsequent to

Draft EIS

Based on comment received on the Draft EIS and changes in conditions subsequent to
issuance of the Draft EIS (i.e. approval of the U District Upzone), additional discussion of
cumulative conditions under the EIS Alternatives has been provided for this Final EIS. The
additional cumulative conditions information provided for this Final EIS includes:

4.5

Figures illustrating the height relationship of potential building development in the
University District under the U District Upzone compared to potential building
development on the University of Washington campus under the 2018 Seattle CMP
are provided in Section 3.9 (Aesthetics) of this Final EIS.

Section 3.7 (Population and Housing) provides updated analysis and discussion
regarding housing availability and affordability conditions in the area with increased
density in the University District and transit investments in combination with the
anticipated student, faculty and staff increases under the proposed 2018 Seattle
CMP.

Innovation District Assumptions

Existing Inclusive Innovation Framework

The University of Washington has been and continues to be an innovator, which is integral
with its mission of education, research and service. Faculty, staff and students at the UW
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tackle big issues like curing cancer, disease prevention, climate change, wage inequality,
affordable housing, and paid family leave.

In 2015, the UW was ranked as the most innovative public university by Reuters. UW regularly
is the top recipient of federal research dollars in the nation, among public universities, and
second overall. Collectively, the University spurs $12.5 billion annually in economic impact
for the State of Washington and ranks among the top universities for tech startups. In 2014
alone, the University helped launch more than 100 new companies, 18 of which were a direct
result of its research technologies.

Throughout the University’s 150-year history, schools and departments within the University
have collaborated with other departments, organizations, and companies; facilitated or
incubated many successful startups and accelerators; and connected educated, intelligent
and valuable talent with some of the most innovative organizations and businesses in the
region and world. The diversity of research funding and the University’s record of partnering
reveal its strength and ability to bring people and organizations together for a common
purpose. A few examples of such collaborations that have occurred at the University include:

e Boeing - One of UW’s longest and most collaborative partnerships started with a gift
from the fledgling Boeing Company. William Boeing made a large donation to the UW
in 1917 to construct a wind tunnel for testing plane models. In return, the University
offered courses within the engineering department to develop skills that would be
valuable to aeronautics companies, and Boeing in particular. Through much of the
20th century, the popularity of engineering and technology-related courses at the
University grew alongside the success of the aerospace company. Numerous research
collaborations, partnership opportunities and grants were made possible by the
continued support of the Boeing Company. The investment of the company led to an
educated workforce that contributed to larger innovations and opportunities in
astronautics, aerospace, and government-sponsored research.

e Microsoft — Microsoft has contributed to the growth of computer science-related
education at UW over the past several decades. The company has both funded and
collaborated on a number of initiatives that support the innovation and growth of
computer science. In 2003, the Paul G. Allen Center for Computer Science &
Engineering opened with support from Microsoft’s co-founder, and helped to
transform the department into one of the nation’s top computer science programs.
In the last few years, Microsoft also partnered with the University to expand the
computer science program and contributed $10 million towards the new Computer
Science and Engineering Il Building (CSE II). In 2017, Paul Allen and Microsoft
established a $40 million endowment which will provide $2 million per year in seed
funding for new initiatives in computer science and engineering.

e Gates Foundation and Population Health Initiative — Launched in 2016 by UW
President Ana Mari Cauce, this initiative addresses challenges in human health,
environmental resilience, and social and economic equity through partnerships with
local, national, and global communities. The executive council engages faculty and
staff facilitates collaborations across the University of Washington system, including
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Global Health to Public Policy, Engineering to Medicine, Computer Science and
Anthropology.

e PATH and Nifty Cup — The University’s School of Dentistry worked with the non-profit
global health organization PATH, and Seattle Children’s Hospital Cranio facial Center
to design a feeding cup to prevent starvation among premature or high-risk babies in
developing countries. The partnership has supported the distribution of several
hundred of the cups to hospitals in Africa.

e One Bus Away - Created by PhD students, the One Bus Away open source project is
a real time application that provides a user-friendly interface built on existing bus
route data from Sound Transit (along with King County Metro and Pierce Transit). The
application provides bus arrival times and produces meaningful data about the
attitudes and behaviors of transit users. Various non-profit, government, and business
entities contributed to the development and continued research behind transit use in
the greater-Seattle region.

e West Cost Poverty Center — The West Coast Poverty Center is an antipoverty
collaborative started by the UW School of Social Work, the Daniel J. Evans School of
Public Affairs, and the College of Arts and Sciences. The Center encourages
meaningful exchange between professionals in the realms of research, policy, and
action in the west coast region. The Center enables the next generate of poverty
researchers and practitioners through grant funding, research opportunities and
training. Outside of the campus, the Center works to bring poverty-relevant
knowledge to policymakers and practitioners to help alleviate poverty.

In 2014, the University appointed a Vice Provost for Innovation to facilitate the transfer of
innovation gained from discoveries made by UW student, staff and faculty (termed “tech
transfer”), and direct CoMotion, a hub for expanding the societal impact of the UW’s work.
Fluke Hall, StartUp Hall, Urban@UW, and the Future Earth Lab strengthen the University’s
commitment to innovation and entrepreneurship. The University is at an important milestone
as a research institution. New opportunities have emerged for UW to take an active role in
the development of an innovation district that will continue its legacy as an innovator, spur
connections, and facilitate the production of ideas in a cross-disciplinary and dynamic
manner.

As a nationally recognized innovation generator that propels research and drives startups in
the Seattle region, the UW is uniquely positioned to cultivate a cutting-edge innovation
district. Its location in Seattle, the economic heart of the Pacific Northwest, and its
contributions to a highly educated workforce, positions UW to attract new partnerships,
expand research efforts and create jobs. UW’s proximity to regional transportation systems
inlcuding fast-growing light rail transit, high quality student housing, cafes, retail and jobs,
and an attractive urban waterfront area, all support its identity and potential as a center for
innovation.

An innovation district is a physical place that promotes collaboration. The University sees an
innovation district as a place where experts in social work, public health, engineering, life
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sciences, and the performing arts can partner with government, education, business, non-
profit organizations and the Seattle community to solve critical challenges. From public safety
to homelessness to curing diseases — it is intended to be a place to find answers to big
questions important to the people of Seattle the world.

To better understand the program elements and types of spaces that support innovation
districts, UW prepared case studies of existing innovation districts as part of the campus
master planning process, including those developing at Massachusetts Institute of
Technology and Kendall Square in Boston; Drexel University, University of Pennsylvania, and
the Keystone Innovation District in Philadelphia; Washington University — St. Louis, St. Louis
University, and University of Missouri St. Louis and the CORTEX Innovation Community; and
the University of California San Francisco-Mission Bay campus. The study looked at the
amount of land used, buildings square footage, programmatic elements and amenities, the
mix of tenants and the development process. Many innovation districts provide a diverse mix
of programmatic elements including prototyping spaces, manufacturing facilities, incubators,
social spaces, and event spaces that are shared by start-ups, research labs, incubators and
accelerators within a typically dense, mixed-use environment. These spaces are already
represented on a small scale across the University’s campus in the form of fabrication and
maker spaces such as CoMotion, and StartUp Hall.

The study also showed that each innovation district is closely tied to a particular industry:
biotech for Kendall Square, technology for CORTEX and Keystone, and health sciences for
UCSF Mission Bay. “Inclusive Innovation” differentiates an innovation district at UW—it will
bring together all fields of study, support a wide range of students and faculty, and take on
problems challenging our world. All of these endeavors will have critical ties to UW’s
institutional mission. Arts and sciences, technology, public policy, business, design, health
sciences, and engineering are all welcome — and needed — in order to find the most creative
solutions to local, national and global problems.

The University plans to focus development space on campus to create an inclusive innovation
district. The Campus Master Plan envisions between 500,000 to 1,000,000 net new gsf of
space to support the development of an innovation district. These spaces will serve both the
University community and its partners and are all related to the academic mission of the
University. The majority of employees working in this space will be UW students, staff and
faculty with the balance being employees of partner organizations. For more information
about partnership space needs, please refer to Section 4.11 of this chapter (Space Demand).

Proposed Inclusive Innovation District Framework

The creation of an inclusive innovation district is important for a number of reasons. It will
position and sustain UW as a leader in innovation, and maintain its relevance to the students
and the community it serves. Every day, the pioneering work of the UW faculty and students
is growing along with the partnerships needed to make such work happen. Government,
business, and the public are increasingly reliant upon academic institutions, including UW, to
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conduct research, evaluation and clinical trials. Federal funding for research is limited, so
collaboration is critical. Private companies know that partnering with research-focused
institutions is the best way to develop new ideas and work with a pool of exceptionally
talented people. Students know that they need access to new ways of learning in order to
find a job and have the tools needed to solve real world problems.

Taking UW'’s innovative work to the next level requires changing the way education is
delivered to better reflect how students learn, teachers teach, and researchers work.
Traditional campus buildings and lecture halls must evolve into spaces where students,
faculty, researchers and others can easily connect and work together. The UW is committed
to creating an inclusive innovation district within its campus that will give students the hands-
on experiences and tools they need to succeed, and will reinforce the UW as a major
innovation and economic hub in the region and a top-tier place for learning and professional
growth.

The 2018 Seattle CMP accounts for the space needed to create a robust innovation district.
Both the West and East Campuses have benefits that can support a thriving innovation district
connected to the University’s institutional mission, encourage collaboration, and give
students the tools they need to solve big problems. The West Campus has roughly 70-acres
and a development capacity of over 3.2 million square feet that could be developed during
the 10 year conceptual plan. East Campus has even greater potential in the long-term; but
during the 10 year conceptual plan, only .75 million net square feet of development is
envisioned. The East Campus has the capacity to house 4.6 million square feet on 27-acres of
mostly undeveloped land under the long term vision for the campus. While overall
development capacities are significant on both the West and East Campuses, the growth
allowance during the 10 year conceptual plan for the West Campus is larger at 3.0 million net
new gross square feet, versus 750,000 net new gross square feet for the East Campus.

The West Campus is the most urban of the four campus sectors and already includes many
functions that emerging innovation districts around the country either have or are working
to include, like a dense core of undergraduate and graduate student housing, and existing
facilities for Health Sciences, School of Social Work, College of the Built Environment and
College of the Environment. The West Campus is easily accessible by car and public
transportation, and is well-served by bike lanes and a walkable public realm. The vision for
West Campus is anchored by a new large open green space, the planned West Campus Green,
which will provide views and access to Portage Bay and a front yard of sorts for most of the
proposed development in this campus sector.

The inclusive innovation framework of West Campus encourages exploration and engages
social connectedness. The 2018 Seattle CMP envisions activated ground floor functions and
programmed public spaces to showcase inventions and developments in research. The public
realm is supported by development opportunities that can accommodate a range of
functions, including academic and research partnerships, discovery centers, fabrication and
prototyping spaces, incubators and startup accelerators, and university research. The long-
term future of the West Campus is supported by plans for a rich new open space network
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that reinforces its diverse urban context and enhances the pedestrian experience within West
Campus and connects to South and Central Campus.

Although both the West Campus and East Campus can support significant development
capacity, only a small percentage of that overall capacity is earmarked for partnership spaces.
The 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan allocates between 500,000 to 1,000,000 net new gross
square feet of space to facilitate the development of an innovation district within the 10-year
planning horizon. For more information about partnership space needs, please refer to
Section 4.11 (Space Demand) of this chapter.

4.6 Climbing Rock

The climbing rock is a valued recreational asset for the University of Washington and broader
community. Development site E85 has been shifted further to the west to fully accommodate
the existing climbing rock in its current location.

4.7 Transit Subsidies

The University of Washington has been committed to managing its transportation impacts on
surrounding neighborhoods and the region for over four decades. These efforts have resulted
in one of the lowest single occupancy vehicle (drive-alone) rates in the region. As noted in the
figure below?, in 2016, the drive-alone rate was 17.3%, compared to 30% for all businesses in
downtown Seattle. The University’s exemplary efforts in transportation demand
management (TDM) have earned local recognition, including three consecutive Commute
Trip Reduction Champions awards at the gold or platinum level from the City of Seattle. (2015,
2016 and 2017)

H Al Respondents B Employees Faculty mStaff = Students

50.0%
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30.0%
20.0%
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gl alla LT -
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Transit Walk Drive Alone Bike A0
Vanpoaol
W All Respondents 40.6% 28.0% 17.3% 6.8% 5.4%
W Employees 41.1% 4.2% 34.7% B.5% B.6%
Faculty 35.0% 6.5% 31.5% 14.9% 9.0%
W Staff 43.8% 31% 36.2% 5.7% B.5%
o Students 40.3% 43.0% 6.3% 5.6% 3.4%

8 Wit
staff.

hin this figure, “Respondents” includes all students, staff and faculty. “Employees” is a combination of both faculty and
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The University’s drive-alone rates are among the lowest amongst large, urban university
campuses as seen in the chart below of 12 urban campuses.

Student drive-alone rate | Employee drive-alone rate | Year
UC Berkeley 6% 43% 2015
Loyola — Chicago 6% 24% 2014
University of Washington 6% 31% 2016
Univ. of lllinois - Urbana 10% 62% 2015
Colorado Univ. — Boulder 10% 45% 2014
Western Washington Univ. 11% 55% 2013
University of Oregon 12% 46% 2014
University of Michigan 13% 76% 2015
University of Florida 15% 59% 2011
UC Los Angeles 25% 53% 2011
Univ. of Arizona 33% 69% 2012
Arizona State Univ. 37% 71% 2014
Univ. of Utah 53% 67% 2011

Source: STARS reports, Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education, https://stars.aashe.org/

The U-PASS program is the keystone of the University’s Transportation Management Plan
(TMP). The program’s 25-year history of success has allowed the University to pursue its
mission, offering world-class education, research, and healthcare, while reducing the need
for capital investment in parking facilities and construction. Implementation of the U-PASS
program in 1991 helped to increase the use of transit by students, faculty and staff. This
reduced the dependence on SOV trips to and from campus during peak hours. The chart
below shows how the introduction of U-PASS in 1991 dramatically changed the travel
behaviors between transit riders and drive-alone commuters. See Figures 194 and 195 in
Chapter 8. Today, as University employees and students continue to use the U-PASS to access
six regional transit providers, the program’s costs have become a concern for some users.
Transit costs represent between 94% and 97% of all program costs. The University pays for
every trip taken using U-PASS — around 12 million annually — through a combination of user
fees, administrative subsidy, and parking surcharges. The costs for each U-PASS trip are based
on the full fare one would pay out-of-pocket, and the University receives no bulk or volume-
based discounts from the ORCA transit agencies. This model leaves the program particularly
sensitive to changes in transit fares. The 2015 U-PASS rate increases for students and
employees, for example, were largely the result of fare increases by King County Metro,
Sound Transit, and Community Transit that all occurred in 2015. The following charts® below
provide a summary of U-PASS revenue splits and program costs for faculty/staff and students.

9 TDM fee refers to the fee that supports the University’s Transportation Demand Management programs.
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Faculty/Staff U-PASS revenue splits Student U-PASS revenue splits

FY18 (projected) FY18 (projected)
$1.8M
10%
$2.2M
20%
$6.4M
57%
$11.7M
66%
U-PASS User Fees = TDM Fees
Institutional Support U-PASS User Fees = TDM Fees = Institutional Support
Faculty/staff U-PASS program costs, FY18 (proj.)
(Smillions)
‘Shuttles and vanpool _
so'ga o Shared services

2 $0.07
3% 1%
= —— Other costs
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Student U-PASS program costs, FY18 (proj.)

(Smillions)

Shuttles and
vanpool Shared services
$0.24 50.13
1%
1%

Salaries and wages
50.22
1%

The U-PASS does not fund service purchases (e.g. additional busses on specific routes) for the
Seattle campus; instead, the University works to empower students and employees to
advocate for service decisions that improve their transit options.

Even with increasing costs to the University for the U-PASS program, the University continues
its commitment to supporting and maintaining the program. The large buying pool socializes
the purchasing power of the University and makes the U-PASS program’s average cost per
participant well below the retail cost of transit travel as indicated in the chart below.

2016 Quarterly Cost of Student Staff Faculty
U-PASS

Average Transit Pass* $303 $314 $150
U-PASS Cost (per $84 $150 $150
quarter)

Savings $219 $164 $158
Savings % 72% 52% 51%

*Weighted average of cash fares and passes needed to cover the average transit user’s costs.

The University administration carefully considers all decisions involving fees paid by its
employees or students. At the same time, Transportation Services is a self-sustaining unit of
the University and is required to have a balanced budget. All decisions around U-PASS rates
are discussed and vetted in the appropriate University committees in an open public process
before coming to the Board of Regents for final approval. Such transparency will continue in
the future.
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The University is committed to continuing a U-PASS program. There will be continued
collaboration with faculty, staff and students to deliver a financially sustainable, individual
fare-free pass program to the growing University community. The future of the U-PASS
program will be determined by the collaborative relationship between the University, ride
stakeholders and its six transit partners, and ultimately on the cost of the transit service our
partners provide.

4.8 Historic Preservation

The University acknowledges the diverse values and needs of the University’s community
along with that of the greater community beyond the campus’s boundaries. At the same time,
the University strives to meet the continually expanding academic and research needs of
present day and future generations. The University also strives to protect historically
significant and culturally valued assets.

Finding a balance between these frequently competing priorities is challenging as
advancement of knowledge often requires renovation of existing facilities and construction
of new facilities. The University’s long-established approach has provided flexibility in
meeting the mission of the UW, while at the same time preserving buildings, landscapes, and
other campus elements as sites of historical, aesthetic, and architectural significance. Plans
for new buildings have been sensitive to historic plans and have ensured the preservation of
the context created by nearby buildings, open spaces, view corridors, and artwork. Since the
establishment of the University in 1861, this careful approach has been successful and has
improved the aesthetic, academic, and economic vitality of the campus.

The University works to ensure that the historic significance, value and association of the
campus is preserved for the community, City, State and nation. To ensure that appropriate
preservation occurs on a project-by-project basis, the University utilizes a multi-step process,
outlined in the University President’s Executive Order No. 50, involving several review points:
the Design Review Board, the Campus Landscape Advisory Committee, the University
Architectural Commission, and the Board of Regents. Each body reviewing the project is
responsible for raising issues for consideration and balancing the desirability and means of
protecting, enhancing, and perpetuating historical (person, event or structure), cultural,
engineering and architectural campus resources in terms of buildings, spaces and elements
of the environment, with the desirability of fostering continuous use, required improvements
and innovations for significant buildings.

The University’s State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review process (WAC 47-324), and
preparation of Historic Resources Addenda, where appropriate, also ensure appropriate
consideration of historic and cultural resources and potential impacts.
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Historic Asset Survey Underway

As mitigation for the State’s SR 520 expansion project impacts on portions of the Arboretum,
a historic asset survey was scoped and funded through an agreement associated with the sale
of the University’s Bryant Building and site to the State, for use by the City of Seattle as a
public waterfront park, Portage Bay Park.

The survey’s steering committee includes representatives from the City of Seattle,
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and the University.
The steering committee solicited, interviewed and selected the multi-firm consultant team
that is conducting this study. The survey is to include the UW Seattle campus’ historic
buildings, landscapes and cultural artifacts predating 1975. The survey will state the
preparer’s opinion of the resource’s eligibility for listing on the National Register.

As of writing of this discussion, the University had received preliminary draft surveys that
include the background history of each resource. It is anticipated that in the Summer of 2017,
the surveys will be completed and posted to the DAHP’s online WISAARD database.

The University will receive the surveys and have the opportunity to use the information to
form the basis of future Historic Resource Addenda that will inform work on and development
of facilities and sites on or adjacent to historic facilities.

The University and the City of Seattle Landmarks Preservation Ordinance

The legislature has granted the University’s Board of Regents “full control of the university
and its property of various kinds, except as otherwise provided by law.” RCW 28B.20.130. The
University’s position is that the Regents’ authority supersedes any restrictions imposed by
the City of Seattle’s Landmarks Preservation Ordinance (LPO)(SMC Ch. 25.12). Unlike other
entities to which the LPO has been applied, state universities are encumbered with a public
purpose that is essential to the future of the State, and this public purpose requires that the
campus continue to be developed to meet the growing and changing education needs of the
State. The King County Superior Court recently confirmed that the University is not subject to
the LPO, and the City has appealed (see Washington Div. | Court of Appeals Case No. 75204-
9-1). The Washington Supreme Court has heard argument on this topic, and a decision is
pending.

4.9 Space Demand

The identified growth allowance in the 2018 Seattle CMP of six million net new gross square
feet of space was determined by modeling the University’s future space need, and by
analyzing the University’s historic rate of growth. The requested growth allowance applies to
the Seattle campus area situated within the MIO. The identified space need addresses the
following space types, all of which support and contribute to the advancement of the
University’s educational, research, and service missions:
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e (Classrooms

e Teaching labs

e Research labs

e Offices

e Sports and recreation

e Student life space

e Student housing

e Innovation Partnership Space (office, lab and collaboration space for UW’s academic
and research partners)

Space Needs Model

The space needs model compares the University of Washington’s existing space on its Seattle
campus against projected need for the identified space types. The difference between the
two numbers reveals a space surplus or deficit for each category. The projected space need
not only helps accommodate future growth, but it helps to offset any existing space deficits.

The space needs model is based on national space guidelines, notably guidelines developed
by the Council of Facilities Planners, International (CEFPI). Inputs in the model include existing
and projected UW student, faculty and staff counts, weekly student contact hours (WSCH)
for instructional spaces, best practices for classroom and office sizes, and assumptions
around utilization and occupancy levels. The model does not account for the demand for the
University’s academic and research partnership space, which is analyzed separately below
and can be found in Chapter 3 on pages 34 and 35. Inputs, assumptions and space deficits for
the various space categories are as follows:

e Classrooms Deficit: 375,500 = (future classroom weekly student contact hours * 26
asf station size) / (65% of 45 hours * 65% station occupancy rate) + 10% service factor

e Teaching labs Deficit: 98,500 = (future teaching lab weekly student contact hours *
50 asf station size) / (30% of 45 hours * 80% station occupancy rate) + 15% service
factor

e Research labs Deficit: 727,000 = assume a 2.5% increase in expenditures, which
translates into a comparable increase in research space (not dependent on FTE
figures)

e Office space Deficit: 1,912,000 = (future faculty FTE * 155 asf per station) + (future
staff FTE * 120 asf per station)

e Library/Study space Deficit: 953,000= 28 asf * (30% of future faculty FTE + 30% future
student FTE) + 10% service, Library stack space = .07 asf / volume at 2.5% collection
growth rate per year + 10% service factor

e Recreation Deficit: 222,000 =10.5 asf per student FTE + (10asf * 65% student FTE for
spectator seating)

e Student Life Deficit: 367,000 = 16 asf per FTE

e Housing and Food Services Deficit: 245,000 to retain 22% housing goal

e Innovation partnership space: Deficit: 500,000 to 1,000,000 gsf
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Partnership Space

The space needs model does not project the square footage need for innovation partnership
space. The 2018 Seattle CMP allocates between 500,000 to 1,000,000 gsf of space for future
partnerships. This is sufficient space to generate a critical mass of activity in support of a
thriving innovation district. Within that 500,000 to 1,000,000 gsf of space, it is anticipated
that one-quarter to one-half of the people in the buildings or buildings would be non-
University employees. These could be employees associated with University governmental
partners at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration or the Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory or other private partners.

Population Projections for Students, Staff and Faculty

The projected space need corresponds with the projected future student, faculty and staff
figures for 2028 as identified on the following table. Total student population in 2014 was
43,725 full time equivalent students (FTE). Looking forward, total student enroliment is
projected to grow by 8,675 FTE to 52,400 FTE students in 2028. Future enrollment was
projected using a straight line trend analysis of historic enrollment data, an analysis of the
State of Washington’s graduation rate data, and feedback from UW’s Enrollment Committee.

As of fall 2014, the University employed roughly 16,325 FTE staff and 7,100 FTE faculty. Future
faculty and staff figures were determined by maintaining the 2014 student to faculty and
student to staff ratios over the 2015 to 2028 timeframe. This methodology generates a total
future faculty of roughly 8,517 FTE faculty, and a future staff population of roughly 19,563
FTE staff.

The numbers in the table below show the projected increase from 2014 to 2028 which is a 15
year time period. This 10 year conceptual plan is looking at the projected growth over the
2018 to 2028 time frame which shows a 15% increase over that 10 year time frame. The table
below illustrates the projected increase over a 15-year period which shows a 20% increase
even though the 2018 to 2028 increase is only 15%.

University Student, Faculty and Staff Figures

Table 1. Student, Faculty and Staff Figures

2014 2018 2028 ;F;F4E_Rgﬂf:i % CHAMGE
Total Student Populotion (FTE) 43,724 g | 52,399 8 &75 20%
Staff (FTE) 16,324 17,620 19,563 3,239 20%
Faculty (FTE) 7.107 747 8 517 1.410 209

72,523
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Existing Space

As of 2014, the University of Washington recorded roughly 17 million gross square feet of
space on its Seattle campus. This figure accounts for structures located within the Major
Institutional Overlay (MIO). This space does not account for any space associated with
parking structures within the MIO.

Space Needs Projections

The model compares existing space against projected need to support the 2028 population.
The difference between the two figures quantifies the space deficit. The collective space
deficit associated with the 2028 population approaches 3,115,000 assignable square feet, or
5,065,000 gross square feet assuming an average net to gross ratio of 61.5 percent, which is
a standard average building efficiency.

4.10 University of Washington Capital Budget

During the public review of the draft 2018 Seattle CMP, questions were raised regarding the
University’s operating funds and competitiveness in the higher education market. The
University of Washington’s (UW) operating budget represents many months of collaboration
between deans, faculty, students, and staff along with executive and academic leadership.
The final budget which will be approved by the Board of Regents in June or July of 2017 will
incorporate changes in state funding and revenue projections, including tuition and fees,
grants and contracts to support research, restricted funds, UW Medicine, and auxiliary/self-
sustaining activities. The operating budget provides the Regents and the public with a sense
of scale for total revenue projections. To find more detailed information about the budget,
see the presentation to the Board of Regents from May of 2017:
https://www.washington.edu/regents/files/2017/05/2017-05-B-3.pdf

At the UW, incremental revenues in core operating budget groupings are distributed to units
formulaically, as determined by Activity Based Budgeting (ABB). Under ABB, central
resources, such as tuition revenue and indirect cost recovery (ICR) from research, are
allocated directly to the unit responsible for the activity. First, however, a tax is taken to fund
central administrative operations, strategic investments in student and faculty experience,
and critical compliance efforts — shared expenses that would otherwise have no direct source
of funds. These activities are taxed at a rate outlined by ABB The tax is part of the funds the
administration uses to address the President’s and Provost priorities for the University and
deployment of these funds is the result of a lengthy and highly consultative budget
development cycle with the faculty leadership.

In the fall of 2016, the Provost Budget Development cycle was initiated, which included a
rigorous budget review and consultation process involving students, faculty, staff, and
executive leadership. This nine-month process required that each unit provide detailed
expenditure plans for FY17 and FY18, prepare and enact immediate administrative
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efficiencies, detail their use for carryover and temporary reserves, and detail their plans in
regards to hiring and compensation. School, college and administrative unit leaders were
asked to redeploy resources, rather than ask for budget increases. University priorities for
the coming fiscal year were developed in consultation with academic, student and
administrative leadership and were identified as follows:

e Provide competitive compensation
e Transform administration

e Fund areas of critical compliance

e Investin the student experience

University priorities were clear, but influenced by factors external to the UW, including
uncertain funding levels from both the state and federal governments; shifting global and
national financial markets; and, importantly, local market conditions, including rising regional
wages and cost of living. Consequently, new investments were minimal, and targeted toward
the most critical initiatives and projects.

Key Focus Areas FY 2018 Operating Budget

In Fall, 2016, the Bill and Melinda Gates foundation awarded $210 million to fund
construction of a new building to house several UW units working in the Population Health
space. This budget provides funding for this program, including funds for pilot awards, grants,
bridge funds, and general program support. At the May meeting of the Board of Regents, site
21C of the 2003 Campus Master Plan was chosen as the site on which to build the Population
Health facility.

In the summer of 2017, the administration hopes to initiate fiscally responsible merit
increases for faculty, librarians and professional staff that provide much needed relief in areas
of salary compression and external competition. The actual increase authorized will be
determined once final appropriations from the 2017 legislature are known. However, for
planning purposes, salary increases are assumed at the 2.5 percent level in this document
and in planning documents furnished to deans, vice presidents, vice provosts and chancellors.

In the summer of 2017, the UW will launch Workday, a new Human Resources (HR) Payroll
system and will embark on a new shared services center, known as the Integrated Services
Center, to support integrated employee Human Resources, Academic HR, and Payroll
inquiries and transactions in an efficient, accurate, and compliant manner. This budget
contains both new permanent funding for this effort and contributed funding from existing
units. The 2018 budget contains new funding for critical research and learning investments
in UW Libraries, Office of Research, and Health Sciences Administration.
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Publication of the University budget can be found at
https://www.washington.edu/regents/files/2017/05/2017-05-B-3.pdf, and is made in the
interest of promoting a greater understanding of the University of Washington’s operating
budget and the processes through which it is annually determined. This document provides
the Board of Regents with the following operating plans: 1) state operating budget revenues
and proposed uses; 2) gross and net tuition operating fee revenue projections and proposed
uses; and, 3) self-sustaining and auxiliary revenues, expenditures and projected ending
balances. Not included are carryover fund balances from prior fiscal years, or unit-level
expenditures related to grants and contracts. Auxiliary, self-sustaining and other University
units, working closely with the Provost’s office, prepare and submit the information compiled
in this publication. Every effort has been made to provide accurate information in this
publication; however, this document represents the best and most accurate projections at a
given moment in time.

University of Washington Fast Facts: 2017

The University’s Office of Planning and Budgeting produces an annual document called Fast
Facts, which provides information about the University’s annual operating budget and
general information and key indicators. Fast Facts provides some background into the
University’s budget process and priorities as well as key indicators of the University’s success.
The most recent version of the University’s Fast Facts document (Fast Facts 2017) is provided
below.
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | OFFICE OF PLANNING & BUDGETING

FAST FACTS: 2017

PROFILE

The University of Washington
has three campuses that offer
over 579 degree options across
306 programs

The UW's fiscal year 2017 (FY17)
budget totals nearly $7.1 billion

Tuition revenue comprises 65
percent of the UW's general
operating fund resources (state
funds plus tuition revenue),
compared to 34 percent in
2003. This number is down
from 71 percent in Y15, due
atively mandated tuition
ions and increases in
state funding

Tuition as a % of UW general operating funds

207

2003
| | |

0% 20% A0% S0% 80% 100%

W Tuition Reverwe State Funding

Across all campuses, 74.5 percent
of UW undergraduate students

are residents o

Washington

The UW's 2016-17 resident
UH{I\'—‘[grr:{ll“-llH tition and fee
rateis £10,753, which is below
the mean and median of our
U.5. News Top 25 Public
Research University peers

BE BOUNDLESS

FOR WASHINGTON | FOR THE WORLD

ENROLLMENT AND DEGREES

FALL 2016 TOTAL ENROLLMENT

SEATTLE BOTHELL TACOMA ALLUW
UNDERGRAD 31,418 5N3 4,301 40,832
GRAD/PROF 14,663 622 70z 15,987
TOTAL 46,081 5,735 5,003 56,819

The UW's average time to degree is four years, and 82 percent of entering
freshmen graduate within six years, the highest percentage of any public
university in the state.

The UW is increasingly competitive:

18 percent
the past year

increase in the number of Seattle freshman applications over

45 percent - admission rate for Seattle freshmen, and UW's lowest
admission rate ever {down from 53 percent last year)

3.78 - average high school GPA of the Seattle entering class

1840 - average SAT compo

fru1 A IA(
(out of 2

400)

for the Seattle entering class

In fall 2016, 39.2 percent of UW students were pursuing at least one science,
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM} major and in 2015-16, the UW
awarded 6,007 STEM degrees, 4 percent more than 2014-15. Over 40
percent of students who have declared STEM majors are women,

DEGREES AWARDED 2015-2016

SEATTLE BOTHELL TACOMA TOTAL
BACHELOR’S 7,772 1,495 1,322 10,589
MASTER'S 3,598 220 264 4,082
DOCTORAL 778 N/A 25 803
PROFESSIONAL 518 N/A N/A 518
TOTAL 12,666 1715 1611 15,992

UW Continuum College (formerly Educational Outreach) educates more than
50,000 students annually through UW Professional & Continuing Education,
International and English Language Programs, Summer Yaouth, Summer Quarter,

UW in the High School, and the Osher Lifelong Learning Institute.
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AFFORDABILITY AND ACCESS

Since before the recession, the number and proportion
of underrepresented minority students at the UW
has increased, comprising 19.7 percent of the 2016
incoming domestic freshman class

The UW Tacoma student body has been ranked among
the top-50 most diverse campuses in the nation (Best
College Reviews)

In 2016-17, 34 percent of all domestic UW students
entering college for the first time would be the first
generation in their families to attain a bachelor's
degree. That number is 49 percent at UW Bothell and
64 percent at UW Tacoma

In 2016-17, 27 percent of undergraduates are eligible
for Pell Grant funding

As of the most recent data {2014-15), the UW has more
Pell Grant recipients than 21 of our 24 U.5. News Top
25 Public Research University peers

AWARDS AND HONORS

The UW is one of the best universities in the world,
ranked Na. 11 globally by U.S. News & World Report
(No. 3 among public institutions), No. 15 globally by
the Academic Ranking of Warld Universities (Shanghai
Jiao Tong University) and No. 14 nationally by
Washington Monthly

The UW has 52 graduate programs among the nation's
top 10; 26 of which {12 in health, nursing and medicine,
14 in public affairs and science) areinthe top 5

(LS. News)

Kiplinger's ranks the UW as the No. 9 best value in the
nation for in-state students, and Washington Monthly
ranks the UW campus in Seattle No. 36, UW Bothell
Na. 22, and UW Tacoma Mo. 4 in its "Best Bang for
the Buck” rankings

The UW is hame to 7 Nabel Prize winners, 15 MacArthur
Fellows, 171 members of the National Academies of
Stiences, Engineering & Medicine and 172 fellows in the
American Association for the Advancement of Science

In 2016-17, 30 percent (or about 9,900) of UW
undergraduate residents were eligible for Husky
Promise’, which provides free tuition to students with
financial need

In 2016-17, about 56 percent of UW undergraduates are
receiving some form of financial aid, totaling over
5410 million

Ower half of all UW undergraduates graduate with no
known debt, and those who borrow graduate with less
debt than the national average

In 2016-17, 2,800 and 7,400 UW students are
projected to receive funds from the College Bound
Scholarship Program and the Washington State Need
Grart, respectively.

In 2016-17, the UW is giving over $100 million in
institutional grants and scholarships to
Washington residents

RESEARCH AND SERVICE

The UW receives more federal research dollars than
almost any other public university in the nation — in
FY16, the UW received $1.37 billion in total research
awards

According to the 2014 UW Economic Impact Report,

the UW is one of the top five largest employers in
Washington, supporting over 79,000 jobs, with an annual
economic impact of $12.5 billion.

In FY15, CoMation launched 21 new startups and
the UW was recently rated the No. 5 most innovative
university in the world by Reuters, which examined
patent applications and impact

Over the last 10 years, the UW has produced more
Peace Corps volunteers than any other U.S. university

I Thiough a combination of state, federal and UW Local funds
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4.11 Commitment to Open Space (Greens), Waterfront
Trail and View Corridors

Open space plans presented in the Campus Master Plan reinforce the University’s
commitment to the creation and stewardship of campus open space and landscape features.
The Campus Master Plan builds upon and preserves the existing open space structure, which
includes Red Square, Rainier Vista, the Liberal Arts Quad, Olympic Vista, Parrington Lawn,
Denny Field, Denny Yard, the HUB Yard, Portage Bay Vista, and the Union Bay Natural Area,
among others. New open spaces introduced in this Campus Master Plan include the West
Campus Green, South Campus Green, East Campus open space, and the Continuous
Waterfront Trail. In addition to open spaces, the Campus Master Plan situates development
in a manner that preserves and reinforces the following view corridors: Rainier Vista, Olympic
Vista, and Portage Bay Vista; the view toward the Portage Bay waterfront across the South
Campus Green; the view south to Portage Bay across the West Campus Green; and the
mountain and water views east from the UW Faculty Club, across and from the East Campus
connection, and along and from the pedestrian walk on Snohomish Lane between Mechanical
Engineering and Computer Science Engineering Il. View corridors are identified on the
Development Standards maps in Chapter 7. Development sites are also limited throughout
the Central Campus to maintain the traditional campus setting.

In terms of open space commitments:

e The 4-acre West Campus Green would be completed co-terminus with the three
million net new gross square feet of development allocated to West Campus in the
10-year conceptual plan. This timeframe is consistent with the 10-year conceptual
plan for the West Campus. A plan for the Green will be completed by the time 1.5
million net new gross square feet of development has occurred in West Campus. The
area in the West Campus defined as the “West Campus Green” will be preserved for
open space. (page 89 of the CMP)

e The 2.9 acre South Campus Green would be completed co-terminus with the
development of sites S50, S51, S52, and S53. The 1-acre Upper South Campus Green
would be completed co-terminus with the development of sites S41, S42, S45, and
S46. A design and implementation plan for these two Greens, as well as the Soth
Campus section of the continuous waterfront trail shall occur when construction on
the first adjacent development site is completed. The area in the South Campus
defined as the “South Campus Green and Upper Campus Green” will be preserved for
open space. (Page 102 of the CMP).

e The East Campus Land Bridge is not part of the 10-year conceptual plan but is shown
in the Campus Master Plan to illustrate a long-term vision for that area. While this
connection will not be created during the life of this plan, the area defined as “East
Campus Connection” will be preserved for open space. (Page 103 of the CMP)

e The Continuous Waterfront Trail design would be created by the time 1.5 million net
new gross square feet of development has occurred in West Campus. The trail would
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be completed in whole or in segments that are co-terminus with the development of
three million net new gross square feet of development in the West Campus, co-
terminus with the development of sites S51, S52, S53 and S54 in the South Campus,
and co-terminus with the development of 750,000 net new gross square feet in East
Campus.

4.12 Urban Forestry Plan

The University of Washington developed an Urban Forestry Management Plan (UFMP) in
2015 which is intended to govern how the University manages tree and vegetation removal
on the campus. (See Appendix B for further details on the UFMP). The campus has an
integrated open space network, which necessarily must be managed on a campus-wide basis
by the University as the responsible public agency. Therefore, the University has indicated in
the 2018 Seattle CMP that the UFMP is a revegetation plan that qualifies as an exemption
from the City’s Tree Ordinance (SMC 25.11.030.D) for tree removal activities associated with
vegetation management on campus and not associated with the development of a particular
development site. In the future, the code could be amended to allow the UFMP to qualify as
an exemption for tree removal associated with development activities as well. Section 3.6.5
(Relationship to Plans and Policies) of this FEIS includes a discussion on such a code
amendment as a potential non-project action associated with the Campus Master Plan.
University’s compliance with the Tree Ordinance through the UFMP could be considered a
benefit to the City as it will further the goals of the Ordinance on campus and prevent a
wasteful redundancy in the City’s development approval process as it applies to campus
development.

UFEMP Consistency with the City of Seattle Tree Ordinance

The UFMP has been prepared to qualify as a revegetation plan within the meaning of the
City’s Tree Ordinance to allow tree removal and replacement across campus in accordance
with the Plan. The University’s UFMP meets the goals of the City’s Tree Ordinance by
preserving and enhancing the aesthetic character of the campus through effective tree and
vegetation management. In addition, the UFMP includes many of the same protections as
the Tree Ordinance. For example, the UFMP requires tree replacement on a 1:1 basis, and it
restricts activities within the dripline of existing trees (See Appendix B of this Final EIS for
further details on the UFMP).

The University’s UFMP also goes beyond the requirements of the Tree Ordinance to preserve
urban trees and enhance Seattle’s urban forest. The UFMP sets a University goal for tree
canopy coverage of almost 23%, which is greater than the City’s 20% goal for institutions (see
Appendix B for further details on the UMFP). The UFMP further allows for flexibility in
vegetation management to control and treat tree diseases that could, and do, infect campus
trees and threaten the urban forest (see Appendix B for further details on the UMFP).
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Effective treatment and prevention of tree diseases is necessary to meet the University’s
canopy goal. The UFMP also promotes increasing the diversity of trees on the campus as a
tool to increase the resiliency of the urban landscape (see Appendix B for further details on
the UMFP). Further, the University is the best steward of trees on its campus because it has
substantial resources already dedicated to this task. The University’s Grounds Management
department coordinates maintenance activity; the University’s Campus Arborist conducts
tree pruning, removal, tagging, inoculations, mulching and staking, and coordinates tree
assessments with third-party arborists; and the University’s Campus Tree Advisory
Committee, Architect, and Landscape Architect all advise on tree retention for development
projects on Campus. Through these measures, the University’s management of trees through
the UFMP goes beyond the protections of the Tree Ordinance and will result in a net increase
of trees on campus.

UFMP and the City of Seattle’s Approval Process

The use of the UFMP as the guiding regulation for campus tree management also will prevent
a redundancy in the City’s approval process for University development. Without UFMP
adoption and recognition of the University’s exemption from the Tree Ordinance, the
Ordinance requires University development that proposes tree removal to go through an
“early design review process.” That process is intended to determine whether there are
alternatives to tree removal that could be accomplished through development standard
departures (SMC 25.11.040-.080). However, because campus development is governed by
the Campus Master Plan, not development standards of the underlying zoning, the result of
the “early design review” process is always the same: that tree removal is allowed because
the City cannot modify the development standards in the Campus Master Plan through a
departure (e.g., Streamlined Design Review Decision for SDCI Project No. 3012183 [“No
adjustment or departures have been identified...DPD has determined there are no adjustable
or deportable development standards that are applicable to development at this
site. Development at this site is governed by the Campus Master Plan and not by the
development standards of the underlying zoning. Therefore, protecting the trees through a
development standard adjustment or departure is not possible in this instance. Therefore
removal of the exceptional trees is permitted.”]) Since the 2003 Campus Master Plan was
adopted, the City and the University have engaged in sixteen “early design review” processes
at great expense to the University and the City. It is proposed that a better use of the City
and the University’s resources would be for the University’s UFMP to constitute a
revegetation plan within the meaning of the exception allowed in the Tree Ordinance and for
the City to allow tree removal and tree replacement pursuant to the Plan.
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4.13 Relationship between Proposed Shoreline Access
Plan and City of Seattle Shoreline Master Program

The University of Washington manages approximately 12,000 linear feet (approximately 2.2
miles) miles of shoreline on Portage Bay, Union Bay, and the Lake Washington Ship Canal.
This area is varied in character, ranging from the marshy northeastern portion of the campus
in Union Bay, to the more developed commercial waterfront areas along Portage Bay. These
areas support the University’ mission of teaching, research, and public service in myriad ways.
Wetland areas in Union Bay are used for teaching and nature studies, while areas in Portage
Bay are a working waterfront for moorage of University research vessels. These areas are key
amenities for both the University and the Seattle community. The public nature of most of
the shoreline provides physical use and access and well as visual enjoyment for the campus
population and thousands of Seattle residents. The importance of these shoreline areas to
the University’s mission are reflected in past Master Plans and continued in this Campus
Master Plan.

This Campus Master Plan has created a shoreline public access plan that was included in the
Draft Campus Master Plan and DEIS for public review and comment. The access plan and
policies are contained in Chapter 7 of the 2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan and would govern
public access within the six Shoreline Environments which include: Conservancy Preservation,
Conservancy Management, Urban Commercial, Conservancy Waterway, Conservancy
Navigation, and Urban Maritime. Based on review of the shoreline public property managed
by the University, it is believed that these shoreline access policies are consistent with the
applicable principles and substantive standards set out in the Shoreline Management Act’s
implementing regulations, WAC 197-26-221(4). The access policies are also consistent with
the access principles in the City’s Shoreline Master Program. The Public Access Plan will
govern shoreline public access requirements within the MIO if it is adopted through the
process outlined in SMC 23.60A.164 k.

4.14 Transportation

Multi-Modal Transportation Context

The 2018 Seattle CMP has been developed in a transportation context that:

- Extends the success of current mobility programs,

- Continues to reduce reliance on overall single occupant vehicles,

- Adapts to changing transportation technologies and

- Can be monitored and measured during implementation and development.
- Creates a commitment to reach a 15% SOV goal by 2028
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Several comments on the Draft 2018 Seattle CMP and
Draft EIS emphasized the need to evaluate the broad
multi-modal system that §upports the Uﬁiver§ity. As an Trip Reduction) Champion
employer and major institution, the University has an |RSses winner taking home
exemplary track record in minimizing drive alone [T TTNIReETa TP re R
behavior. New and anticipated transportation EEXeEl e Rl A
investments will support the University’s sustainability
goals, including the recent opening of the University of Washington Station and the opening
of the U District station in 2021. Many comments asked for a deeper analysis and better
understanding of how the University measures and monitors the success of the
transportation systems that serve the University students, staff and faculty. The EIS and more
specifically, the Transportation Discipline Report, have been updated to include several
additional measures of effectiveness (MOE’s) to reflect the multi-modal transportation
system that serves the University. The measures of effectiveness that were evaluated in the
Transportation Discipline report include an analysis of:

University of Washington
has been a CTR (Commute

1. Capacity for pedestrians crossing arterials at the campus edge, specifically with a new
Light Rail Station coming on line (pages 3-17 to 3-21 and 4-8 to 4-9 and 5-7 to 5-9 of
the TDR)

2. Transit loads on key routes throughout the University District (pages 3-52 to 3-54, 4-
31-4-32and 5-16-5-18 of the TDR)

3. Transit travel times on arterial corridors (pages 3-50 to 3-52, 4-26 to 4-29 and 5-15 to
5-170f the TDR)

4. Transit stop capacity for pedestrians waiting for buses and for buses attempting to
enter stops (page 3-21 to 3-25, 4-8 to 4-9, and5-9 to 5-11 of the TDR)

Availability of bike parking (page 3-37-3-39 of the TDR)
Secondary impact zone comparative vehicle volumes (page 3-62-3-63 and 4-33 and 5-
19 to 5-20 of the TDR)

7. The quality of the bike and pedestrian environment and available parking in the

secondary impact zone (page 3-16 and 3-40 of the TDR)

The Transportation Discipline Report includes these details, and the calculation methods and
assumptions on how background data was used in the Campus Master Plan. The
Environmental Impact Statement includes summary results, potential impacts and potential
mitigation from for these measures. Specifically, the Transportation Discipline Report
includes methods for calculating the University trip and parking “caps” that are how the City
and the University monitor the success of the transportation management programs on the
Campus during the 2018 Seattle CMP.

A major element of evaluating modes is the evaluation of drive-alone mode split. Surveys of
students, staff, and faculty suggest that the drive alone mode for all campus commute trips
has been around 20%. While the proportion of drive alone will be reduced as new transit
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investments come on line, all of the analysis conducted for the EIS and documented in the
TDR, is based on a conservative 20% drive alone mode split. However, the University’s TMP
goal is to reach a 15% drive along mode split by 2028.

Finally, the University’s agency partners including Metro, Sound Transit, Community Transit,
WSDOT and the City of Seattle all provide transportation services or infrastructure that
integrates with University of Washington Transportation system investments. For the
purposes of evaluating the CMP growth, the analysis assumes investments that are
programmed and planned for such as extension of light rail proposed in ST 2 and 3, a second
bascule bridge over the Montlake cut (WSDOT) and items identified in the City of Seattle
Modal (like Bike and Pedestrian) Master Plan implementation plans. In addition, the
reallocation of transit service identified in the Metro Connects Long Range Plan (2025 Service
Concept) and ending Community Transit service to the University from Snohomish County
communities after light rail extends to Lynnwood while not officially approved yet, have been
included in our analysis as if these were approved.

Emerqing transit technology and policy trends, and changing transportation
context

Several comments note some emerging policy and technology trends that could influence the
transportation system and travel behavior in general. Some of these trends/technologies
include:

- Millennial Travel Behavior - There is evidence that the generation coming of age in
the early 21st century is open to alternative transit modes and is less reliant on auto
ownership.

- Adaptive and smarter traffic signals - Traffic signal operations and control are being
improved through better real time information, data fusion that improves the
understanding of travel patterns, and improved traffic signal operations to better
respond to actual traffic patterns and vehicle types.

- Shared Use, Ride-Hail and Transportation Network Companies - Ride share programs
through Transportation Network Companies like Lyft and Uber and car share
programs like Car2Go, Zipcar and ReachNow are popular as travel alternatives.

- Bike Share - Like the now terminated Pronto program, bike share offers opportunities
for members or one-time users to rent a bicycle for travel.

- Autonomous and semi-autonomous vehicles — New vehicle technologies including
driver assist and braking are currently available, and fully autonomous (driverless)
vehicles are on the horizon and are expected to greatly reduce collisions.

These trends are expected to have positive impact on travel, decreasing the need for auto
ownership, improving safety and moving vehicles more efficiently. However, quantitative
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outcomes and results are largely speculative at this time so while they are described in the
Transportation Discipline Report, no potential outcomes results are identified.

Additionally, several comments noted the following potential projects and policy changes:

One Center City — This project considers options for ending joint operations in the Downtown
Seattle Transit Tunnel, bus transit from the Eastside using SR 520 may be integrated with light
rail at the University of Washington Link Light Rail Station. This transit service change could
happen as early as 2018, and Metro, City of Seattle and Sound Transit are collaborating on
how this could be implemented. This service change does not coincide with a development
year for the Campus Master Plan (2028) and service is anticipated to go through several
changes resulting from new extensions of light rail. For the Campus design year of 2028,
service is expected to operate closer to the Metro Connects plan for 2025.

Mobility Hubs — As part of the development of the One Center City multi-modal planning
effort, the City is exploring the development of Mobility Hubs, where planning for modes is
integrated to meet City objectives of reducing the proportion of drive alone trips and improve
the efficiency of connecting people to transit. Elements within the hubs include connections
and amenities, improved travel experience and demonstrations and partnerships. The City is
in the process of establishing how these will function, what constitutes a hub and how they
will be developed, and evaluated.

Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and Coordination

The Transportation Management Plan included as part of the CMP, remains the primary tool
for ensuring that the University minimizes its impact on traffic and meets its TMP goal.
Through annual surveys, the University measures and monitors modal use and communicates
potential strategies and options revisions or additions to continue to meet high standards
and low drive-alone travel. The TMP strategies have been revised and expanded to include
more details under each of the categories and a 15% SOV goal that will be reached by 2028.

Historic efficacy of the TMP is noted in the Transportation Discipline Report and methods for
evaluating the caps are described in the Methods Appendix of the Transportation Discipline
Report. Through discussions with partner agencies on specific modes, it was noted often that
there is a need for on-going collaboration and coordination on transportation issues. The
University, through the TMP, is committing to convening quarterly meetings with agency
partners using a “Stakeholders Group” to work through transportation issues as they arise
with the goal of improving the integration of transportation modes to improve travel choices
other than drive alone within and accessing the Campus.
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4.15 Childcare
Summary

The University of Washington recognizes the importance of quality childcare to its community
of students, staff, and faculty. Balancing work, studies and family life is not an easy task. To
this end, UW’s WorkLife division provides a wide range of resources for parents that are
available on their web-site. The UW Worklife office has also established a Child Care Advisory
Committee that is committed to providing quality child care options for the UW community.
This committee includes representatives from students, staff and faculty as well as unions
that represent University employees.

In considering the amount of childcare provided by the University of Washington, it is
important to consider the overall context of availability and access to child care at the
University as well as within the city and region. According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
only 23.4% of children nationally under the age of 5 are in some form of an organized child
care arrangement. Family care remains the most common type of childcare arrangement
across all marital and employment statuses. For those who do use child care centers, there
are many options located on-campus, near campus, and within the region. Many parents
select a center based on the proximity to their homes or partners’ employer, which may not
be located near the UW.

For students and employees who seek child care services near the UW, the most widely used
resource is the University of Washington Children’s Centers (UWCC). This includes four child
care centers subsidized by the UW through the use of campus space free of charge. These
savings are passed on directly to students and employees in the form of discounted tuition.
Currently, the UW offers 334 subsidized child care slots on-campus and within the Laurel
Village family housing complex. To measure the relative level of service, this analysis uses a
ratio of UW students to child care slots, of which the UW is currently at 137:1. This ranks the
UW in the middle when compared to peer universities. Fulfilling an access initiative set by
President Cauce in 2015, the UW is planning to add 266 to 366 slots in the next eight years.
This would reduce the current ratio to somewhere between 74:1 and 87:1, which is highly
competitive when compared to peer universities; in order to maintain the current service
ratio with the planned 20% growth anticipated for all action alternatives in the CMP, only 67
slots would need to be added.

In addition to the UWCC, the University also offers staff and faculty priority access and a 10%
discounts at several off-campus child care centers, including Bright Horizons. Within the
Primary Impact Zone and Secondary Impact Zone, there are 548 slots at 9 centers, including
a Bright Horizons center with 170 slots. Priority access is also provided at locations outside
the immediate vicinity of the Seattle campus.
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In addition to providing direct childcare and priority access to childcare, the UW provides
backup- and sick-child care for employees. The University contracts with several child care
centers such as Bright Horizons and Kindercare to provide childcare to sick children. By using
this program, University employees and students saved 520 days of work/school in 2016.

The City also leads several programs to address the availability and affordability of child care
to University students, staff and faculty on the Seattle campus. Particularly relevant to UW
employees and students are the commercial development incentives offered through the U
District rezone which could produce up to 103 child care slots or as much as $2.7 million in
revenue for child care centers. The City currently funds preschool for three and four year olds
through a recently passed City levy. One of the 24 schools included in the program is the
Experimental Education Unit at the UW which offers full day care at no cost to parents in
2016-17. Lastly, the Seattle Department of Education and Early Learning provides low and
moderate income families with assistance in locating and paying for child care services.

Backaground

The University of Washington recognizes the importance of quality childcare to its community
of students, staff, and faculty. Balancing work, studies and family life is not an easy task. These
challenges are particularly difficult for parents. To help ease this stress, the UW’s WorkLife
division has developed a number of resources including subsidizing child care on campus,
backup and sick child care, child care assistance for students, and priority access at off-
campus centers. These collectively serve as a fringe benefit to retain current students and
staff and are important recruitment and retention tools. The UW Worklife office has also
established a Child Care Advisory Committee that is committed to providing quality child care
options for the UW community. This committee meets regularly and includes representatives
from students, staff and faculty as well as unions that represent University employees.

This assessment focuses exclusively on daycare centers providing services on or around the
Seattle UW campus, however it is important to consider the overall context when examining
availability and access. According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census, only 23.4% of children
under the age of 5 are in some form of an organized child care arrangement. Family care
remains the most common type of childcare arrangement across all marital and employment
statuses. Additionally, many more daycare centers and in home daycares are available
outside the primary and secondary impact zones, many of which students, staff, and faculty
prefer to use due to the proximity to their homes or spouses’ employers.

Existing Conditions

The University of Washington currently provides subsidized childcare to students, faculty and
staff both on campus and adjacent to a family housing development. In addition, there are
several licensed childcare centers near campus which serve students, faculty, and staff. This
analysis considers child care centers subsidized by the University of Washington and those
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provided by the private market in the primary and secondary impact zones. Factors when
choosing a child care center include not just availability and location, but cost. Tuition rates
vary considerably for child care. For nearly every center rates are set by age with younger
children at the higher end and older children at the lower end. Many locations also offer
part-time care which is prorated. For our analysis below, we considered only full-time care.

University of Washington Children’s Center

The University of Washington Children’s Centers (UWCC) currently provide 334 child care
slots to eligible student parents, faculty, and staff across their four locations — The West
Campus, Radford Court, Laurel Village, and Portage Bay. These childcare centers are
subsidized by the University of Washington as reflected in their current tuition rates which
range from $1,329 to $1,848. This s, on average, nearly 10% less than other nearby childcare
centers.

Childcare near the UW Seattle Campus

In addition to the UWCC there are 548 child care slots provided within the vicinity of the
Seattle Campus, defined by the primary and secondary impact zones. Like UWCC, these
centers serve a wide range of ages with monthly tuitions that range from $1580 to $1873.
UW staff, faculty and students also receive priority access at select Bright Horizons and
KinderCare centers, back-up care for use when a regular care provides isn’t available, a 10%
tuition discounts at select KinderCare and Champions centers as well as discounts for nanny

and au pair placement services.

FULL TIME | FULL TIME
DISTANCETO | TOTAL TUITION, TUITION,
NAME UW (miles) | SLOTS AGE RANGE MIN MAX
(month) (month)
University of Washington Children’s Centers (UWCC)
Portage Bay On Campus 140 3mo-5yrs $1,420 $1,865
Radford Court On Campus 79 2mo-18 mo $1,355 $1,830
The West Campus On Campus 54 12mo - 5yrs $1,355 $1,830
Laurel Village
(UW family housing) 14 61 2mo-6yrs $1,185 $1,865
TOTAL 334 |  AVGPRICE $1329 |  $1.848
Child Care Centers Near UW*°
Child Learning and Care Center 0.5 72 15mo -6 yrs $1,341 $1,535

10 Additional childcare options are available at in-home daycares near UW however, due to the voter approval of Initiative 1501
in November 2016, the State is not permitted to disclose information for in-home caregivers. This survey reflects childcare

centers only.
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FULL TIME | FULL TIME
DISTANCETO | TOTAL TUITION, | TUITION,
NAME UW (miles) SLOTS AGE RANGE MIN MAX
(month) (month)
Cooperative Children’s Center 0.7 42 12mo - 6yrs $1,470 $1,814
University Temple Children’s 0.3 20 12mo - 6 yrs $1.499 $1.827
School
University Child Development 11 23 2mo- 4yrs $2.124 $2.529
School
Bright Horizons, U Village 14 170 1mo- 6yrs $1,955 $2,625
Childrens Center/Burke Gilman 13 50 12mo- 5yrs $1.330 $1.550
Gardens
Leahs School 1.1 34 15mo-5 $1,700 | $1,800
years
Seattle Hebrew Academy 2.3 66 12mo - 6yrs $1,025 $1,210
Seattle Learning Center
Montlake Branch 1.1 21 3mo-2yrs $1,780 $1,965
TOTAL NUMBER OF SLOTS 548 AVG PRICE $1.580 $1.873

UW Slots Compared to Peer Universities

To determine an equivalent number of slots the UW provides on-campus as compared to its
peers, a survey was conducted to collect relevant statistics. To standardize measures across
universities, the number of students enrolled and number of child care slots were used to
produce aratio. While many staff and faculty also utilize University provided child care, the
peer universities used student data because it was more widely available and provided a

better standardized measure.

Currently, the University of Washington’s ratio ranks in the middle — 137 students for each

childcare slot — with four universities with lower ratios and three with higher ratios.

2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan Final EIS

University | University Ohio University | UW WSU Oregon | Purdue
of of Kansas State of State

Chicago University | Wisconsin University
Students | 14,467 28,401 45,289 43,193 | 45,870 | 29,686 | 28,886 | 38,770
Child 248 297 430 400 334 154 148 182
Care
Slots

Ratio 58:1 95:1 105:1 107:1 137:1 | 192:1 195:1 213:1
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Future Conditions

University of Washington Children’s Center

The 2018 CMP is projected to see a 20% growth between 2014 and 2028 in students, faculty
and staff. During the 10 year conceptual planning period the projected growth is 15%. The
result of a 20% increase is an increase of 13,324 people on campus under all action
alternatives. This projected growth is anticipated to generate a 20% increase in demand for
childcare services, in other words a need for 67 additional slots.

The UW child care access initiative has indicated plans to grow capacity in the next 5-8 years
to 600-700 total slots. This represents an increase of between 266 to 366 slots, an increase
of 79-110% of current capacity. This far exceeds the 67 slots needs to address the anticipated
20% increase in demand for child care services. Once complete the ratio of students to slots
will be one of the lowest (between 74:1 and 87:1) when compared to its peers.

Future Childcare near the UW Seattle Campus

In addition to the expansion of the UWCC, the City of Seattle recently adopted land use
changes as part of the U District Urban Design rezone to incent developers to include
childcare facilities in new non-residential developments in the U District. This is accomplished
by allowing roughly 8,000 additional square feet of bonus area for non-residential
developments for every child care slot created. Developers also have the option to pay a fee-
in-lieu of $3.25 per gross square foot of bonus floor area. This land use code, once adopted,
is expected to create up to 103 child care slots or generate $2.7 million in revenue!l. A
portion of those created on-site or through revenue generation will be set aside for low-
income families, defined by the City as those making at or below 80% of the Area Median
Income.

In addition, Seattle voters approved a four-year levy to fund city-wide high quality preschool
for three and four year olds. This pilot program was rolled out in 2015 — 2016 and has
expanded in recent years to serve more students at more schools. The Experimental
Education Unit at the UW is one of the 24 schools offering full day care at no cost to parents
in 2016-2017. The Seattle Preschool Program builds on the work the Seattle Department of
Education and Early Learning has done to provide low and moderate income families with
assistance.

11 Based on alternative 2B: 1,269,803 bonus non-residential square feet, 65% of the bonus based on the child care incentive
(825,372 gross square feet) with one slot per 8,000 square feet results in 103 slots. $2,682,459 revenue projection based on
the fee-in-lieu for South Lake Union, $3.25 per gross square foot, multiplied by the 825,372 bonus gross square feet. In reality,
it is likely a combination performance and payment-in-lieu.
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City of Seattle Childcare Assessment

The University of Washington will also be participating in a City of Seattle effort to create
more child care in the University District. The City of Seattle Resolution 31732 reads, “the
City recognizes a common interest with the community to support opportunities to increase
access to childcare within the U District and for children of employees working within the U
District. The City will explore opportunities to create a joint multi-employer/employee
childcare voucher fund based on an assessment of the need of the employees of
organizations in the U District, including the University of Washington, for quality, accessible,
and affordable child care. In conducting the assessment, the City shall consult with the City
of Seattle’s Department of Education and Early Learning and the Human Services
Department; the University of Washington and employees of the University, including the
collective bargaining representatives for UW employees and child care providers; child care
providers in the U District; the U District Partnership; and other appropriate persons or
organizations. The City Council’s Planning, Land Use and Zoning Committee will review
findings and proposals resulting from this assessment in January of 2018 or a later date
agreed upon by the Chair of the committee.”

This group has not met yet but when it does, the UW will be actively involved in the
discussions.

Other EIS Comments

In response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, formal comments were received
which voiced a desire for the UW to provide financial support to low-income staff to arrange
childcare in the communities in which they reside. Non-merit based pay, as described,
generates complicated legal questions and is not within the scope of the environmental
impacts addressed in this EIS. The UW does currently offer eligible employees tax-free
childcare contributions through the dependent care assistance program (DCAP).
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As indicated in Section 2.6 (Mission Statement and Project Guiding Principles) of the Draft
EIS (and this Final EIS), the University of Washington identified Guiding Principles for the
2018 Seattle Campus including:

e Flexible Framework — Create a lasting and flexible planning framework to identify
potential development sites and development guidelines and standards in support
of the University of Washington’s education, research and service missions.

e Learning-Based Academic and Research — Support and catalyze academic and
research partnership with allied industries, contribute to a highly livable
innovation district, and stimulate job growth and economic development.

e Sustainable Development — Extend University of Washington’s commitment to
sustainable land use to maximize the utilization of its existing property and
balance development with public spaces.

e Connectivity — Extend the University of Washington’s commitment to better
connect the University internally and with its broader context.

Given the West Campus Sectors location within and adjacent to the urbanized University
District and proximity to soon to be completed Sound Transit station, development within
the West Campus Sector has been determined to best meet elements of the Guiding
Principles. Most applicable principles to West Campus Sector development include:
support and catalyze academic and research partnership with allied industries; stimulate
job growth and economic development; maximize the utilization of its existing property;
and, extend the University of Washington’s commitment to better connect the University
internally and with its broader context.

Washington State SEPA Rules WAC 197-11-440(5)(b) indicates that “reasonable
alternatives shall include actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposals
objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental
degradation.” Because a level of development below the 3.0 million gsf of development
in the West Campus identified under Alternative 1 would not meet the objectives of the
University of Washington for the 2018 Seattle CMP?, an alternative with a lower level of
development in the West Campus was not carried forward for analysis in the EIS.

23. Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS and this Final EIS for a
discussion on cumulative impacts (including Primary and Secondary Impacts) under each
element of the environment analyzed. Please also refer to Chapter 4, Key Topic Areas,
Section 4.4 (Cumulative Conditions) for discussion on cumulative conditions.

! Alternative 2 analyzes campus development without the proposed building height increase, which allows a
maximum of 2.4 million gsf of building space in the West Campus Sector.

University of Washington 5-235 Comment Letters and Responses
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A further study of the cumulative incident solar radiation in January for various heights of S41 and S42 indicates that the heightof S41 has
a lesser impact on the the solar exposure of the greenhouse than the height of S42. Further, with S40,S41and S43 at 240ft and S42 at
105ft; the solar exposure at the greenhouse is reduced to 67% of that with existing buildings. See figure 3.0,3.1,3.2 and 3.3.

E41 Height (ft) S42 Height (f) Qgﬂ%‘f existing Cumulative Incident Solar radiation on LSEB Greenhouse (KWh) - Januwary
200 — 200 —
80 —
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Figure 3.0 Cumulative Incident Solar Radiation on UW LSB Greenhouse for varying heights of S41 and S42 - January
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Figure 3.1 January Cumulative Incident Solar Radiation (kWh/mZ2) Figure 3.2 January Cumulative Incident Solar Radiation (kWh/mZ2) - Figure 3.3 January Cumulative Incident Solar Radiation (kWh/mZ2)- All
-Existing South campus buildings at 240 ft height; S42 at105 ft Height South campus buildings at 240 ft height

UW LSB Greenhouse
Cumulative Incident Solar Radiation Study University of Washington Life Sciences Building | 2
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 29
UW College of Arts and Sciences

1. The comment regarding building heights in the South Campus and their effects on the
functionality of the Life Sciences Building and associated Greenhouse are noted. The 2018
Seattle CMP has been updated to reflect the potential effects on these existing buildings
and states that building heights of future development need to be sensitive to the
daylighting needs of the Life Sciences Building and Greenhouse. Please also refer to
Chapter 4 — Key Topic Areas, Section 4.2 Building Height Relationships to Surrounding
Areas.

2. Please see the response to Comment 1 of this letter.
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Letter 30

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
PRoFESsIONAL STAFF ORGANIZATION

Comment for the 2016 Draft Seattle Campus Master Plan “Transportation Discipline Report”
Introduction & Context:

The University of Washington has put forth a far-reaching and ambitious plan to develop an
additional 6 million square feet of real estate on the Seattle campus. Amongst the documents
provided with the Draft Master plan was included the “Transportation Discipline Report” - the
comments offered below refer primarily to the statements and assumptions in that report, which
is hereafter referred to as “CMP”. The full text of that report is here:
https://pm.uw.edu/sites/default/files/master-plan/2016-cmp/draft-transportation-report.pdf

Summary of Comment:

1) The CMP indicates at least 3000 new Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) daily drivers to
the University District by 2028

2) As transit riders move from Metro to Sound Transit, U-PASS costs will increase

3) U-PASS cost increases are predicted to cause the program to lose members

4) The University’s employee transit subsidy is below average compared other large
regional employers

5) The University’s aggressive growth plans should also include proportional incentives for
further U-PASS participation.

6) Failure to mitigate traffic impacts and meet obligations to the city could jeopardize the
University’s Master Use Permits and Building Permits

Full Comment:

There are very clear, significant new traffic impacts stated in the CMP. The University has the
time it needs to to plan for and mitigate for these, yet it is remarkable that the CMP contains no
transportation planning for growth. The report assumes no changes in the 20% SOV mode
split and predicts 15,000 new UW members commuting to campus DAILY by 2028 - (table 1.1,
page 24). At a 20% SOV mode split, that is a minimum of 3000 new vehicles coming to campus
daily. Quoting the CMP:


https://pm.uw.edu/sites/default/files/master-plan/2016-cmp/draft-transportation-report.pdf

"It is desirable to have travel made by students, faculty and staff use lower impacting and more
sustainable modes such as walking, biking or taking transit. The University of Washington has a
strong record of achieving an aggressive mode split with drive-alone trips to the campus
accounting for just 20 percent of all trips. This is significantly lower than other areas, employers,
and communities. The drive-alone percentage has stayed near 20 percent for several years.
While mode split could fluctuate with the increased access to rail transit or other emerging
trends, for the purposes of the Transportation Discipline Report and this EIS, mode split is
assumed to remain a conservative 20 percent single occupant driver through the year 2028 and
for all alternatives." - section 2-6 / page 35.

The historic mode split numbers are admirable, but the success of the UW Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) has entirely hinged on the success of the UW U-PASS transit pass
program which has provided a low cost transit pass for UW members to use to get to campus.

“The U-PASS is the primary component of the University's Seattle campus TMP, as
described in the Campus Master Plan approved by the Seattle City Council in
December 2002, and adopted by the UW Board of Regents in January 2003.” - APS
53.04

When the U-PASS program started in 1991, the cost to faculty and staff was $27 per quarter.
Fast forward to 2016 and the cost is now $150 per quarter. This is no longer a low cost
transit pass. Program costs for U-PASS have increased dramatically and will absolutely
continue to do so for the following reasons:

- Every transit trip by an employee is charged to the U-PASS program

- U-PASS Transit Users are migrating from Metro bus to Sound Transit light rail

- Metro (bus) trips have a maximum 2-zone peak cost of $3.25

- Light rail is currently about the same cost as Metro ($3.75) due to length of current rail
lines

- Light rail charges by the mile; new, higher-mileage north and eastside lines will have
higher fares charged directly to the U-PASS program

The University Transportation Committee (UTC) U-PASS subcommittee has examined the
U-PASS program closely for several years and both past numbers and future models show that
as the cost of the program increases, members abandon the program leaving only the most
expensive, heavy-using members. Since the U-PASS program pays for every trip an employee
takes, this creates a feedback loop that drives the program costs even higher.
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Employee U-PASS costs vs. participation

Source: UW Transportation Services

We posit that even if the CMP SOV mode split assumption holds true, 20% of 15000 is still 3000
new drivers per day to the already overcrowded streets surrounding the University. Even if the | 2
CMP’s highly optimistic 20% SOV mode split holds true, the UW still fails in its responsibility to
prevent gridlock in the University District.

Also notable is that the University of Washington’s employee transit subsidy is below average
amongst other large Seattle employers. This was looked at by the faculty/staff UPASS
subcommittee in 2015. One survey done by Transportation Services in Fall 2015 yielded the
following comparisons:


ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line


Commuter Benefits Comparison: UW vs. Other Employers
Cost to Employer (Monthly)

empieveee L zeea

i denl e e

ﬂ

‘S

Employer Employer Employee

Number of Number of | Contribution | Contribution | Contribution
Employer Employees Participants | Amount($) Percent (%) | Amount ($)
Weyerhaeuser 1,200 1,200 5145 100% "~ S0
Group Health Cooperative 9,150 3,313 $95 97% $3
City of Seattle 10,500 5,500 $90 Varies Balance
Boeing 80,000 1,908 $S60 Varies Balance
Microsoft 55,000 40,000 NA 100% S0
King County 13,400 12,000 $29 100% S0
Seattle Children’s 5,100 5,100 $25 100% S0
Starbucks {Corporate) 3,300 851 Varies 50% Varies

s 0



Commuter Benefits Comparison: UW vs. Other Employers

Employer

Employees

_(_famrnuter Benefits

Monthly
Value*

‘Microsoft

41,000

' King County

15,000

Free ORCA card

$100/month vanpool subsidy

Subsidized bike tune-ups

Free Shuttle Connect and the Connector

$90 - 5190

Free ORCA card (except WS Ferries)
$45/month vanpool subsidy
$20/month incentive for walking, biking or carpooling

$90-5135

City of Seattle

10,000

$90/month transit subsidy
Discounted Zipcar

$90+

Seattle
Childrent’s

5,200

Free ORCA card e
$3.25/day commute bonus for non-SOVs
50% vanpool subsidy with free parking
Discounted carpool parking

$100/yr bike tune-up subsidy

Free loaner bikes and bike classes

$90 - $163

Adobe,

500
in Seattle

Free ORCA card

$65/month vanpool subsidy

$20 gift card/month for regular carpoolers

$30 gift card/month for regular bike, walk or kayak commuters
Free WS Ferries and Sounder shuttle to work

$100/month walk-on ferry subsidy

$90 - $190

Seattle o,
University -

| 1,400

ORCA card (except WS Ferries) for $10/month

Central Sound Ferry Pass for $35/month {50% subsidy)

75% discount for carpool parking

5 days of free parking/month for registered bicyclists and pedestrians

Swed |sh

11,000

ORCA card for $13/month
Subsidized carpool parking
Vanpool subsidies with ORCA card
Free personal use of Zipcar

50% walk-on ferry subsidy

Free campus shuttle service

' 580 - $105

0

S77+

Boeing

11,000

$60/month transit or vanpool subsidy ($90/month at Downtown
Seattle office) '
$50/person carpool startup incentive

$50 after first 6 months of carpooling

More desirable carpool/vanpool parking

o
e

AS

IcdEmercndn
50% transit far

$60 - 590

nationwide | Free personal use of WeCars while at work
Starbucks 3,000 50% transit fare subsidy 545
at HQ Free vanpool parking

(Corporate)

50% discounted carpool parking _
$12/month or free gym membership for bike, walk and carpocl commuters

*Monthly value per employee based on the current retail price of a one-zone ORCA 'ﬁugetpass {590/month).




The last point we make is that if the University does not meet its AM/PM peak traffic volumes
obligation to the City of Seattle under the Commute Trip Reduction law, the City of Seattle has
the option to suspend the University’s Master Use and Building Permits:

“City Permits: Master Use Permits and Building Permits shall not be issued until it has been
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the DCLU Director that additional mitigation measures will be
implemented that will restore University student, faculty and staff vehicle trips to the baseline
levels or below. If a peak-period baseline level is exceeded in two consecutive traffic counts or
University District area estimates following a DCLU Director's determination that mitigation
measures will restore vehicle trips to baseline levels, Master Use Permits or Building Permits
shall not be issued for subsequent projects until baseline levels have been restored. ” - see
Page 169 of the TMP

Recommendation:

We believe that the interests of the UW Staff, the UW Administration, and the City of Seattle are
served by doing everything possible to incentivize people to not drive single-occupant-vehicles
to campus. To this end, new institutional investments in the U-PASS program are needed to
reduce out-of-pocket costs for UW members. Additional incentives and infrastructure to support
Active Transportation options are also essential. With bold new investments in non-SOV mode
shares, we believe the campus master plan will succeed in guiding the next decade of UW
growth, avoiding traffic gridlock, and continuing the “good neighbor” relationship between the
University and the City of Seattle.

Signed,
The Professional Staff Organization Board
Professional Staff Organization

University of Washington
psoboard@uw.edu

References:

UW Draft Seattle Campus Master Plan Web site
https://pm.uw.edu/campus-master-plan

2016 Draft UW Seattle Campus Master Plan “Transportation Discipline Report”:
https://pm.uw.edu/sites/default/files/master-plan/2016-cmp/draft-transportation-report. pdf

Transportation Services U-PASS reports:
https://www.washington.edu/facilities/transportation/publications



https://pm.uw.edu/campus-master-plan
https://pm.uw.edu/sites/default/files/master-plan/2016-cmp/draft-transportation-report.pdf
https://www.washington.edu/facilities/transportation/publications
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U-PASS Administrative Policy Statement:
http://www.washington.edu/admin/rules/policies/APS/53.04.html

University of Washington Master Plan -Seattle Campus: Transportation Management Plan
(TMP):
http://www.washington.edu/community/files/2003/08/07_TMP_FP.pdf

Commute Trip Reduction Law - The CTR law was incorporated into the Washington Clean Air
Act as RCW 70.94.521 through 70.94.551.

Other pressures on traffic around the UW Seattle campus include proposed growth (11/2016)
University Village where 100,000 square feet of new development is occuring and 572 new
parking spaces added:

http://www.djc.com/news/re/12094444 .html?action=get&id=12094444&printmode=true

For an example of what Transportation Planning for growth looks like, see Children’s Hospital’s
Master Plan: http://masterplan.seattlechildrens.org/transportation.aspx



http://www.washington.edu/admin/rules/policies/APS/53.04.html
http://www.washington.edu/community/files/2003/08/07_TMP_FP.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70.94.521
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70.94.551
http://www.djc.com/news/re/12094444.html?action=get&id=12094444&printmode=true
http://masterplan.seattlechildrens.org/transportation.aspx

RESPONSE TO LETTER 30
UW Professional Staff Organization

1. The comment regarding the University Transportation Committee’s examination of the
U-Pass program is noted. Please refer to Chapter 4 — Key Topic Areas, Section 4.7 Transit
Subsidy Provisions for further details on the U-Pass program.

2. The Transportation Discipline Report (Appendix D to this Final EIS) conservatively assumes
a drive alone mode of 20% which has been maintained for several years. More recently
and since opening of the Light rail station, the drive alone mode split has lowered to
17.3%. As part of the 2018 Seattle CMP Transportation Management Plan, the University
is committing to lowering the drive alone mode split to 15 percent by 2028 as part of the
2018 Seattle CMP.

3. Please refer to Chapter 4 — Key Topic Areas, Section 4.8 Transit Subsidy Provisions for
further details on the U-Pass program.

4. Comment noted. The University will adhere to provisions of the 2018 Seattle CMP
including the Transportation Management Plan that includes measures to maintain and
reduce drive alone modes.

5. The University is actively working to decrease the number of faculty, staff and students
that come to campus via Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOV). The SOV rate in 2015 was 20%
and with the opening of light rail at Husky Stadium in March of 2016, the 2016 SOV rate
decreased to 17.3%. The TMP section of the 2018 Seattle CMP, Section 3.16 of the FEIS
and the Transportation Discipline Report outline how the University will continue to be a
good neighbor and work closely with transit agencies, the City of Seattle and other
advocates to create incentives and infrastructure in the area so that the regional issue of
gridlock is worked on by all parties.

University of Washington 5-260 Comment Letters and Responses
2018 Seattle Campus Master Plan Final EIS



Letter 31

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON

November 21, 2016

Jan Arntz, SEPA Responsible Official
Capital Projects office
Box 352205

Re: Request for public comments on the 2018 Master Plan

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
According to the maps published as part of the 2018 Master Plan, the Department of
Psychology stands to lose 8 of the 10 campus buildings that house our research and clinics:
Guthrie Annexes 1, 2, 3, and 4 [total 12,160 ASF], the Chemistry Library Building
[4,284 ASF], 3935/3939 University Way- the site of our Behavioral Research and Therapy
Clinics [4,792 ASF], and the Brooklyn Trail Building - the site of our Center for Child and
Family Well-being, [5,549 ASF]. If Psychology is not able to replace the lost spaces with at
least comparable spaces, the department will be destroyed. We understand that the
proposed changes would not happen all at once or overnight. However, given that the
options for the proposed Population Health building site include 5 of our buildings (Guthrie
Annexes 1, 2, 3 [site 22C] or 3935/3939 University Way [site 33W]), the impact of what is
described in the Master Plan seems quite real and immediate. Here we respectfully ask that
Psychology be considered both as important partners in new building plans that impact
our current spaces, and that the upper administration redefine Psychology spaces in a
strategic way that honors our long term strategic plan and visions. To facilitate such
discussions, here we articulate:
1. abrief summary of the Psychology Department strategic vision
2. the educational and scientific importance of the work being conducted in the
targeted sites, including the consistency of this work with the University’s initiative
on Population Health and Diversity, and the critical outreach and other public
services that are provided to the community.
3. the dramatic negative impact on the future of our department if we lose these
spaces. For example:

o Inaddition to lost functions and potential to achieve our visions, losing our
spaces will eliminate existing highly collaborative research programs with
other faculty (psychology faculty and those from partner departments on
campus). Further, we (and the UW) have signed off commitments to provide
adequate spaces for multiple multimillion dollar federal (and foundation)
grants, and several multimillion dollar endowments. Losing the 8 buildings
targeted by this Master Plan without appropriate replacement, has legal as
well as programmatic ramifications.

4. the specific needs of our faculty who are currently located in six of the new spaces
identified as Master Plan sites. This information is provided in order to insure
continuity in our scientific, graduate training, and community outreach functions.

1
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5. suggestions for housing our lost critical functions should we lose our current
space(s)given that the College of Arts and Sciences has no space to contribute.

o provide additional space within the Population Health building to
accommodate our current and future needs. From a scientific and community
perspective, this may make strategic sense (see below).

o provide a building with new capacity to accommodate our lost clinical and
research functions (e.g. replace the Chem Library building, or build on the
west side of 15t Ave. N.E., and south of N. E. 40th)

Regardless of the outcome of this decision by the upper administration, Psychology
respectfully requests to be included in future discussions about the growth of initiatives on
population health and diversity as our research provides a critical foundational platform
for this field.

1. The strategic vision of the Psychology Department
UW Psychology: Promoting Health Minds and Society through Psychological Science

Psychological research seeks to discover fundamental principles underlying human
behavior. This improved understanding of human behavior is leveraged to inform
strategies for changing harmful or dysfunctional behaviors to enhance our lives. Such
strategies are delivered through new cutting-edge technologies, with the ultimate goal of
improving world health, as well as increasing sustainability, fairness, and social justice.

Three visions that guide our research and instructional missions are as follows:
1. Promote social equality by
a. understanding how prejudice and bias develop and change
b. discovering new approaches that reveal implicit bias, inequalities, disparities
c. addressing social justice issues
2. Optimizing human potential by increasing resilience
a. inyoung children and adults (e.g. exposure to trauma, in cases of autism,)
b. toaddress mental health disparities (e.g. as they relate to race, ethnicity, sexual
orientation, and gender identity)
c. when people find themselves in vulnerable conditions (e.g. addiction,
depression, autism)
d. through new and innovative empirically supported intervention (e.g. for
PTSD and depressed patients)
3. Understanding behavior through brain science to
a. enhance communication
b. make better decisions
c. improve learning and emotional stability

These visions guide our undergraduate and graduate instructional programs that train
science-minded students to enter the workforce, and to create new leadership for a better
world.

Important for this Master Plan response, our three visions include overlapping,
interdisciplinary teams of Psychology faculty who also collaborate with faculty across the
UW campus.



2. Educational and scientific importance of the work in Master Plan new spaces that
currently house Psychology faculty and programs.

a. the Guthrie Annexes 1-4,3935 / 3939 Univ Way, and Brooklyn Trail
Building, the first two of which are proposed for the Population Health
building.

These sites are currently occupied by training, research, and service facilities

occupied by our internationally renowned clinical psychology program and one of

our nationally recognized developmental psychology laboratories. These programs
form the core of our vision to Optimize human potential, and they contribute to the
other two visions of Promoting social equality and Understanding behavior through
brain science.

Clinical Psychology Training Program
The clinical psychology program occupies most of the space being considered as the

site of the Population Health building (sites 22C and 33W). Clinical psychology is
the largest of the eight areas in the Psychology Department, 38% of the
department’s graduate students. The faculty consists of 11 of the department’s 43
tenure-line faculty, a Principal Lecturer Clinic Director, and two Research Faculty.
The clinical psychology program has been an integral part of the Department of
Psychology for more than 70 years, and it is regarded as one of the premier
scientific and clinical training programs in the world. Indeed, the clinical
psychology training program has been ranked in the top 10 nationally for decades,
and it annually attracts the top applicants in the country resulting in only a 1-2%
annual acceptance rate. Its clinical science emphasis is squarely aligned with the
University’s mission as a major scientific institution.

Guthrie Annex 1 is the site of the department’s Psychological Services and Training
Center, a highly active community-based clinical training, research, and treatment
center that has provided an average of 2000 client sessions per year.. It is a critical
facility that serves a diverse population of people from the community with
psychological disorders, most of whom are from low-income groups. In addition to
the main clinic, Guthrie Annex 1 has three specialty clinics (the Learn Clinic for
learning disorders; the Parent-Child Clinic; and the Functional Analytic
Psychotherapy Clinic).

Research Conducted in the Guthrie Annexes, the BRTC, and the CCFW

The faculty in the Psychology Department are active and highly productive scientists
who are committed to research that promotes the advancement of psychology as a
science. Currently, the department has grant support exceeding $12 million, ranking
it third behind Physics and Chemistry among departments in the College of Arts and
Sciences. The clinical psychology faculty accounts for $6.07 million of our grant
total, and the sites of this research are in the Guthrie annexes, the Behavioral
Research and Therapy Clinics (BRTC), and the Center for Child and Family Well-
being (CCFW). Clinical psychology faculty are strong contributors to the
Department’s research mission, and clinical students are highly productive
scientists in their own right. During the 2015-16 academic year, 21 (42%) of our
current students were the recipients of extramural grants (mainly from the National

3




Institute of Health and the National Science Foundation awards) and 17 (34%) had
competed successfully for University- and department-based grants to support their
research. Thus, student-initiated research funding totals more than $1 million in
additional grant support.

In addition to our training clinic, Annex 1 has a research facility, the multimillion
dollar Endowed Center for the Science of Social Connection, located in its north
wing, along with the recently relocated (from Annex 4) Undergraduate Services. The
latter includes the Writing Center, the Undergraduate Statistics & Methods (SAM)
Lab, and the Introductory Psychology TA offices. Annex 2 houses the Center for
Anxiety and Traumatic Stress, a nationally renowned research and treatment
facility. A well-funded and highly productive developmental psychology lab is
located in Guthrie Annex 3. Annex 4 houses a child trauma research program of
international scope that is generating millions of dollars in federal grant support.
Finally, the BRTC (Behavioral Research and Therapy Clinics) is one of the
University’s iconic research and treatment development centers. It serves a highly
vulnerable client population that is at extreme suicide risk using a treatment
approach that has been widely disseminated for treatment of severe mental illness
worldwide. This fundamentally important work has been continually funded by
millions of dollars from research grants, endowments, and donor gifts. The CCFW
(Center for Child and Family Well-being) promotes the positive development and
well-being of children, from infancy through adolescence, particularly those
experiencing disadvantage and adversity. CCFW works to infuse mindfulness,
compassion, and social-emotional skills into the lives of children, parents,
caregivers, educators and practitioners. CCFW brings together over 20 faculty
affiliates from across the University of Washington to achieve its goals locally and
globally. CCFW research brings thousands of families in to assessment every year.
The department and UW commitment to honor a multimillion dollar endowment
and millions of dollars in research grants requires the UW to provide sufficient
space to accomplish the goals of CCFW.

Relevance of the above research to the Population Health initiative

The research being conducted in the Guthrie Annex buildings, the BRTC and CCFW
has not only been awarded millions of dollars in grant funding for the University of
Washington in the past 5 years alone, but this work embodies the population health
approach. Population health is focused on the distribution of health outcomes
across the life-course in groups of individuals (Kindig & Stoddardt, 2003, American
Journal of Public Health). Central to a population health approach is understanding
the social determinants of health, factors that contribute to health disparities, and
leveraging that knowledge to prevent the onset of disease and promote health
across diverse populations. Ironically, the current integrative research being
conducted in the targeted spaces forms the pillars of a population health approach.
Specifically, our research encompasses the following areas, each of which is central
to a population health approach:

a) Early-life determinants of health and disease
Numerous faculty conducting research in the Guthrie Annexes conduct
research on the early-life determinants of health and disease outcomes, with

4
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