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INTRODUCTION 

In March of this year, an evaluation of 
downtown Seattle was conducted by Ben 
Cunningham, FAIA, of the Urban Planning 
and Design Committee of the American 
Institute of Architects, to see whether 
particular problems of the area could 
benefit from the visit of a Regional/ 
Urban Design Assistance Team (R/UDAT). 
The major issue was the utilization of 
downtown Seattle as a residential com­
munity. 

The evaluation concluded that like many 
cities .of comparable age and size 
Seattle is rediscovering the prospects of 
downtown living. It was thus determined 
that Seattle could, indeed, benefit from 
a visit from R/UDAT. 

The Urban Planning and Design Committee 
of the American Institute of Architects 
has been sending Urban Design Assistance 
Teams to various American cities since 
1967'. Members are not compensated for 
their service, and agree not to accept 
commissions for work which might result 
from their recommendations. ' 

Nationally, Seattle became the 69th city 
to receive R/UDAT attention. Previously, 
three Washington cities had received such 
treatment—Tacoma, Olympia and Redmond. 

The Seattle R/UDAT was comprised of seven 
professionals experienced in particular 
problems facing downtown Seattle—two 
architect-urban designers, a housing 
architect, an urban planner, a sociolo­
gist, an attorney, and a housing econo­
mist. They approached the project in a 
comprehensive manner, acquainting them­
selves with the area through intensive 
sessions with community leaders, con­
cerned citizens, and resource groups 
over a four-day period. They toured the 
city by bus, foot, and air. 

The intent is not to offer the final 
word on what should be done in the area. 
But, given the expertise of the various 
team members in their respective fields, 
the feeling was that their recommenda­
tions would be professionally reasonable 
as well as politically and economically 
feasible, and publicly understandable. 

R/UDAT recommendations have a solid track 
record in other locales. The Olympia 
visit in 1979, for example, recommended 
a beautification project for downtown 
Olympia; it suggested locating a pro­
posed Performing Arts Center in the down­
town area instead of the outskirks of the 
City; it advised re-zoning the waterfront 
district, and other zoning changes such 

as height restrictions of new buildings. 

All recommendations were adopted by the 
city, and are now in various stages of 
development. Plus, the city of Olympia 
has now formed its own R/UDAT corporation. 

The ensuing pages explaining the Seattle 
R/UDAT mission in detail. The report 
outlines the present downtown situation 
and how it came to pass; it highlights 
the major areas to be developed; it 
makes proposals for change; and it tells 
how those changes may be made. 

This report is designed for everyone— 
politicians, professionals, developers, 
and the interested citizen. Seattle 
belongs to all of them; thus, it is 
important that everyone be able to pick 
up this report and understand precisely 
what is being recommended. 

Through this report, they will become 
more familiar with the issues and may 
then offer their own input into the 
development of their city. 

THE CHARGE TO THE TEAM 

The charge for the R/UDAT team was to 
explore the opportunities, constraints, 
and implications of downtown living in 
Seattle. What will it take to make down­
town a good place to live? What type and 
quality of development is desirable? How 
can this residential development fit more 
comfortably into our existing fabric? 

The charge deals with downtown. Ways 
are to be sought to pull together a 
sequence of piecemeal plans. Criteria 
for good downtown living will be devel­
oped. Relationships to existing office 
and retail activities will be explored. 
City- and county-related considerations— 
primarily transportation and broad-
scaled energy conservation—will be taken 
into account. 

The charge deals with housing. New 
construction and adaptive re-use oppor­
tunities will be explored. Single-use 
and mixed-use implications will be 
examined. Accommodation of the needs of 
various social and income groups will be 
studied. Alternatives for form as well 
as geographic capacities will be examined. 

The charge deals with process. What are 
the procedural issues? What are the 
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responsibilities of government leader­
ship? What are the needs for development 
predictability? What are the roles and 
responsibilities and how do the lines 
function between them? 

And finally, the charge deals with imple­
mentation. How can the development 
atmosphere be made more attractive? How 
can development tasks and responsibili­
ties be clarified? And what are the 
financial and structural tools that will 
enable achievement of these goals? 

HISTORY 

Downtown Seattle was not an easy place to 
build. It took courage and energy to 
respond to the tasks of carving a metro­
politan center out of wilderness. In 
doing so, the founders of Seattle estab­
lished a tradition of response to 
adversity. Adversity stimulated Seattle 
into a city of dynamic change. The 
roughly constructed wood-frame and clap­
board buildings of the original pioneer 
settlement gave way to the brick and 
masonry structures of a commercial center. 
These in turn made room for a pioneer 
generation of skyscrapers faced with brick 
and terra cotta that signified the city's 
emerging cosmopolitan nature. Today's 
giant buildings of steel, concrete, and 
glass signify the growing importance of 
Seattle as a national center of commerce 
and trade. The image of the city is 
continuous, dynamic change. 

Seattle was founded on a demand for lumber 
in San Francisco, and it has been growing 
ever since. It outfitted the Alaska 
gold rush. It grew up in the Boeing era, 
and today it is busy opening up the Far 
East to trade. 

Part of what makes Seattle a unique place 
is the boom-town spirit. Boom towns 
attract residents from many backgrounds 
and varied interests who energetically 
transform wilderness outposts into cities 
of importance. They love adversity and 
faster change. No project is too awesome 
for this indomitable spirit. 

Seattle's history shows us that hills can 
be moved, harbor lands created, and a 
city built many times over, but a certain 
laissez-faire mentality can be taken 
towards the development of the city. 
Seattle's history of planning efforts were 
usually responses to problems rather than 

innovative direction. 

Through decades of change, much of the 
uniqueness of Seattle is defined by its 
natural setting. Seattle is a city 
built on hills surrounded by water, with 
view of spectacular mountains. It rains 
in Seattle. A rain that challenges the' 
spirit, while it establishes the color 
and qualities of light of the city. The 
vegetation of Seattle has a lushness that 
urbanization cannot suppress, and it 
lends a greenness to the city that re­
minds you that the wilderness is not far 
removed. 
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Seattle's history is a combination of 
boom spirit in a special natural setting, 
with a flair for overcoming adversity. 
Early on, Seattle excelled in turning 
disaster into challenge. When the great 
fire of 18-89 transformed downtown into 
smouldering rubble, the city capitalized 
on stories of the fire, combined with 
reports of the rebuilding of the city, 
and made them into an attraction to new 
settlers. Through decades of adversi­
ties, the city has been shaped. 

BACKGROUND TRENDS 
Single Family Neighborhoods With 
Smaller Families 

While Seattle's population has not 
grown, the number of households has. 
This apparent contradiction is caused by 
a precipitous drop in household size, 
from 2.1 people-per-household in 1970 to 
1.2 in 1980. The consequence of this 
drastic change, a trend that is being 
felt across the nation, has not been 
fully grasped. Over 60% of Seattle's 
population is in single family homes, 
the predominant housing type of the city 
and the distinguishing characteristic 
of its neighborhoods. Yet the tradi­
tional family no longer lives in those 
homes. As hard as it is to believe, 
the 1980 census data indicates that the 
prototype family - father, mother and 
two children - now represents only 7% 
of the American population. Data for 
Seattle indicates that one person house­
holds actually comprise 46% of the 1980 
population. Birthrates have been drop­
ping nationwide since the late 1950's, 
caused by a series of complex factors 
including effective contraception, the 
changing role of women in society, and' a 
generally greater affluence. 

A Changing Downtown 

As is true of central cities across the 
nation, downtown Seattle lost population 
in the decades of the 50's, 60's, and 
70's. Downtown has lost half the resi­
dential units it had in 1960, due to a 
combination of freeway construction, 
urban renewal, code enforcement, and out-
migration. Downtown's population has 
declined from 17,750 in 1960 to an esti­
mated 11,150 in 1980. The majority of 
the remaining population is poor, 
elderly, single, or all of the above. 

Despite these tr 
ation is not as 
cities. Streets 
racial tension i 
hoods - Pioneer 
have indicated s 
people to return 
and hotel boom i 
and activity. 

ends, downtown deterior-
severe as in many other 
are relatively safe, 
s low. Several neighbor-
Square and Pike Place -
trength in attracting 
to the city. An office 
s increasing employment 

A Growing Metropolitan Area 

Unlike many urban areas across the 
nation, the Seattle area has been exper­
iencing continued growth throughout the 
1970's. The attractions of a beautiful, 
natural environment and a growing employ­
ment base give the Seattle metropolitan 
area opportunities to direct and shape 
the development pattern of the future. 
Estimates of the Puget Sound Council of 
Governments indicated that the Seattle 
Region grew from 1.9 million people in 
1970 to 2.2 million in 1980.* 

Many other older metropolitan areas do 
not have such opportunities because of 
a net outmigration of jobs and popula­
tion. Such trends characterize much of 
the Midwest and Northeast and have se­
verely affected the options open to such 
cities as St. Louis, Detroit, Cleveland, 
Newark, and others. 

A Stable City of Manageable Size 

The City of Seattle has remained basic­
ally stable in population at a level of 
one-half million. Many planners have 
long considered one-half million as the 
critical mass necessary to sustain a 
truly urban environment with the cultur­
al amenities expected of urban life.* * 
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*The City actually experienced a slight 
decline from 530,000 in 1970 to 498,000 
in 1980. 
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These include the theater, museums, 
symphony, and good higher educational 
and medical institutions. This size, and 
those slightly larger, have also proven 
to be manageable. Interestingly, some 
of America's most livable cities, such 
as Boston and San Francisco, are approxi­
mately 600,000 in size. 

LIVABILITY AND DOWNTOWN 

Places for living: More than any other 
place, downtown offers people places to 
live outside the home. There are places 
to go both day and night—bustling places, 
quiet places, places to sit, places to 
meet, places to walk. For senior citi­
zens, downtown's places are one of its 
most valued attractions, since they can 
get to them readily and without undue 
effort, even if these people are frail or 
handicapped. In this way, too, downtown 
could be improved. 

Services: Downtown offers a full range 
of services—convenience shopping, clean­
ers and laundromats, recreation, restau­
rants, and services to meet the needs of 
special groups—ethnic groups, senior 
citizens, and others whose needs are 
specialized. Some are concerned, however, 
that current development trends will 
narrow the range of services to those 
which accommodate only those with money. 
Again, part of the challenge will be to 
keep this from happening. 

Mobility: In Seattle's downtown, every­
one has mobility. Those with cars can 
find places to park, although they are 
getting scarcer and more expensive. 
Those who use buses have free use of them 
downtown—one of the very few cities in 
the nation where this is true. Those who 
like to walk have places to walk, and 
those who must walk will find everything 
they need within walking distance. Even 
the handicapped have better mobility here. 
Once more, however, walking could be 
improved, through better-designed paths 
and connectors. 

south, there are hills. Preserving down­
town's views while enabling more people 
to enjoy them is also a major part of the 
challenge. 

Part of the challenge, too, for Seattle 
and R/UDAT is to identify, preserve and 
improve these livability factors, while 
at the same time permitting downtown to 
continue to evolve as a functional part 
of the city. 

The trends that have changed the popula­
tion could very well affect the down­
town area in the next few years. There 
is a growing number of relatively affluent 
single and young married professionals 
without children. A percentage of these 
people will desire lifestyles other than 
those provided in low-density, single-
family areas. Indeed, many of these 
people now live on Capitol Hill and 
Queen Anne. A major question addressed 
by the following chapters is whether 
downtown can capture part of this market. 
What are the elements that will make 
downtown attractive and affordable to 
these people? 

Diversity: Downtown provides a rich mix 
of uses serving a wide range of people. 
Nowhere else in the Seattle area are so 
many options available in shopping, 
services, and community facilities. No­
where else, either, is the housing as 
varied in size, type, and cost. As down­
town changes, the challenge will be to 
maintain this diversity, so that downtown 
can continue to house and to serve a wide 
range of inhabitants. 

Activity: Downtown is active, busy. In 
no other place are so many things going on 
so much of the day. . One could live a 
good part of his life downtown, and live 
it richly and satisfyingly. Yet, downtown 
could be improved in this respect, and 
that is part of the challenge. 

Privacy: At the same time, downtown is a 
place where one can live his life by 
himself and in his own way—secure in the 
knowledge that others are so busy with 
their own lives that they have no time or 
inclination to spy or gossip. And, down­
town is tolerant of differences—in 
appearance, in customs, in ways of living. 
Many people believe that this ability to 
accommodate differences is one of down­
town ' s most valuable qualities. 

Views and orientation: Seattle's down­
town offers views in almost every direc­
tion. To the west, there is the port and 
the water. To the east, there are the 
high office towers. And both north and 



EXISTING CONDITIONS 

REGIONAL SETTING 

Set at the eastern edge of Puget Sound, 
Seattle provides a focus for much of 
the activity that characterizes the 
Puget Sound region. A major port, the 
City of Seattle serves as a focus of 
trade, business, industry, and trans­
portation for the region as a whole. As 
the largest city in the region, the 
city and its people are a cultural and 
recreational hub, not only for the 
Puget Sound -area, but for the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Downtown Seattle, in similar fashion, 
provides a focus for much of the acti­
vity of the city. Business, govern­
ment, industry, and commerce are 
centered downtown, and the people who 
work and live in the city find a focus 
for cultural and recreational activity. 

SOCIAL FORCES 

R/UDAT was focused on downtown, rather 
than one of Seattle's other neighbor­
hoods, to help with some of the follow­
ing social needs and forces that are 
unique to this area. 

Older Downtown, New Pressures 

Seattle's downtown, one of its most 
attractive neighborhoods, has long been 
neglected. Now it is being revitalized 
at a rapid and accelerating pace. This 
renewal is the result of many pressures— 
some national, some local; some coming 
from outside the neighborhood, some from 
within it. 

Nationally, birthrate and household size 
have dropped to an all-time low. Today's 
American household, no longer oriented 
toward family and childraising, wants 
new things from its living environment. 
Many persons are better satisfied by in-
town neighborhoods than by suburbs. 
Nationally, the construction cost of new 
housing has escalated enormously. Com­
paratively, downtown's high land costs 
are no longer as prohibitive; and today, 
it is sometimes more economic to rehabi­
litate older structures than to build 
new ones. 

Locally, Seattle's economy is growing. 
Its aircraft industry now occupies an 
unparalleled position in world markets, 
and its port sends and receives products 
to and from much of the globe. Growth 
has brought rising values to all of 
Seattle's residential neighborhoods, 
particularly to downtown. As a living 
environment, downtown offers most of 
the attractions that other Seattle' neigh­
borhoods offer and some that they do not. 

Downtown overlooks the port, and its 
views combine beauty with bustle. It is 
easily within walking distance of 
Seattle's booming office district. Down­
town has historic charm in its Pioneer 
Square and International Districts; its 
Pike Place Market is one of the nation's 
most vital urban marketplaces. Every­
where downtown, there is ethnic and 
cultural diversity. 

Seattle's downtown has its problems, 
of course, but they are relatively few, 
and its attractions are many. Particu­
larly in the context of today's social 



and economic forces, it has become an 
exciting place where many people want to 
live. 

Change Brings Competition 

As the pressure of change and revitali-
zation have converged on downtown, they 
have inevitably brought competition and 
even tension among the many groups to 
whom downtown is important. The more 
prominent of these groups are: 
• old-timers vs. newcomers; 
• those who want change vs. those 

who don't; 
• those who want different things 

from downtown. 

As RUDAT has worked with the community, 
it has become clear that people cannot 
be pigeonholed into neat categories. 
Everyone who loves downtown seems to 
have a particular set of reasons. One 
might think, for example, that the old-
timers would be opposed to change in 
downtown, while the newcomers would wel­
come it. But some old-timers want down­
town to change and grow, because they 
own property here and are anxious to see 
it appreciate. 

By the same token, some people who rec­
ently moved downtown would like to see 
it remain the same, in order to preserve 
the attractions that brought them here 
in the first place. And, various people 
see things in downtown that others do 
not see, and fear that the satisfaction 
of other people's needs may destroy its 
attractions for them. Nowhere is this 
more evident than in the conflict over 
high-rise condominium development, which 
some see as representing the highest and 
best use of the land, and others view as 
destroying the charm of the neighborhood. 

Despite the differences, all sides find 
certain things attractive: 
• convenience - living downtown allows 

one to walk: to work; to shopping and 
neighborhood services; and to leisure-
time activities. 

• urban ambiance, amenities, and 
attractions - there is a special 
"feel" to downtown: a color, bustle, 
and diversity one finds no place else. 
And there are unique places, like the 
Market and Pioneer Square, and fine 
ethnic restaurants scattered through­
out the area. 

• views - the views from downtown are 
different; and when one can combine 
a superb view with downtown's other 
attractions, one has the best Seattle 
has to offer. 

• costs - for some, low cost is import­
ant. Downtown has long offered rea­
sonably-priced accommodations, 
although they are getting harder to 
find. 

• familiarity - for many, downtown is 
home. They know its streets, its 
ways. They feel more comfortable 
here than anywhere else. 

Pressures for Change Threaten Some; 
Resistance to Change Angers Others 

Many changes have already taken place 
downtown. Many more are undoubtedly on 
the way. 

Some people feel threatened by these 
changes. They include: 

• transients and others who occupy 
single rooms. These people, with 
very little money, and often other 
problems as well, will have no other 
place to go if downtown shuts them 
out. Many have clearly been shut 
out already. 
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The transients are a diverse group 
culturally and ethnically. They 
include many seamen awaiting assign­
ments to ships; agricultural workers, 
often Hispanic; Indians and others 
who come down from Alaska to escape 
the cold winters; Asians and people 
from all corners of the world. 

Many of the transients have some form 
of disability that makes it difficult 
for them to work steadily; some are 
alcoholics. One person who works 
closely with them established that 
40 percent are victims of several 
mental illnesses. They are not re­
garded by more fortunate residents 
and Visitors as among the area's 
attractions. Still, they must live 
someplace, and it will serve noone's 
benefit if they are forced to sleep 
in the streets. Housing them is a 
•major challenge for downtown, one 
which must be solved either here or 
someplace nearby if they are not to 
pose problems for the. rest qjpthe city. 

Phrte / Qpm'Spuoe^ l58gsg^^3&-.^_, 



Elderly homeowners and apartment 
dwellers. Many senior citizens live 
in downtown, and a large proportion 
of them have resided here for years. 
One of downtown's attractions for 
older residents is relatively low 
rents. Another is convenience to 
shopping and other services. One 
can either walk to them or ride there 
free via bus and if one is disabled, 
many metro buses accommodate wheel­
chairs . But perhaps most important 
of all to elderly downtown residents 
is the familiarity of the neighbor­
hood and the presence of friends on 
whom they can call in time of need. 
Most older people do not move 
willingly in any case; and many fear 
displacement from downtown by new 
development and rising prices. 

Asians, Indians, Hispanics, and 
other ethnics. Walking through parts 
of. downtown, one becomes aware that 
it is a place where many kinds of 
people from many parts of the world 
have found homes, bringing with them 
their color, their language differ­
ences, and their cultural diversity. 
The whole Seattle area is richer for 
their presence - in cuisine as well 
as in other ways. But many of these 
people have low incomes. They have 
come to downtown at least in part 
because it was affordable. If it is 
priced out of their reach, where else 
can they go? 

• Young "starter" households. Downtown 
has long been a place where young 
households just starting out could find 
homes at reasonable rents. Many were 
students and beginning professionals; 
others were simply beginning. Eventu­
ally, some would move on to the 
suburbs, while others would stay. 
But some fear that downtown is rapid­
ly becoming so expensive that no one 
who has not already "arrived" will be 
able to live there anymore. 

• Residents of all ages and income 
who fear loss of downtown's attrac­
tions for them. There are many 
who would like to see downtown stay 
as it is, and who fear that a contin­
uation of current development trends 
will deprive it of many of the 
qualities they like most. Some, for 
example, believe that continued 
development of high-priced condomini­
ums will force up prices not only in 
homes but in stores, and will make 
downtown affordable only by the rich 
and attractive only to the chic. 

But for all those who do not want down­
town to change, there are others for 
whom resistance to change is equally 
disastrous. They include: 
• property owners - not all of them 

rich. Having invested in downtown, 
many would like to see that invest­
ment appreciate. It cannot do so if 
development stagnates. 

• developers and potential developers. 
Many have invested heavily in design 
and infrastructure improvements, and 
they are eager to recover their in­
vestments. In fact, many of them 
must if they are not to lose every­
thing. 

• city officials. Some view the improve­
ment of downtown as important to the 
city's tax base, and they are anxious 
to see it proceed smoothly and expe­
ditiously. Some, too, are weary of 
continued complaints from citizens. 

MARKET CONTEXT 

Can Downtown Meet All These Demands? 

The Seattle R/UDAT team views this 
question as one of its greatest 
challenges. How to deal with this 
challenge is the task of the remainder 
of this report. 
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Early history has left a legacy of older 
housing stock which now provides basic­
ally low-cost housing and small units, 
particularly old hotels and rooming 
houses. In contrast, non-subsidized 
new construction is very expensive, due 
to commercial land values and the cost 
of new construction. 

However one stratifies the various 
housing markets, only a small portion of 
the total market is really attracted to 
a downtown location. Even those who 
profess to desire convenience, proximity 
to work, and an "urban environment" find 
this, by their definition, in large 
portions of Seattle near to, but not 
within, the downtown area. As an indica­
tion of the size of this market, only 
11,150 people out of a four-county 
region total of 2,175,300 currently live 
in the downtown area; and of the metro­
politan growth of 236,600 people in the 
past decade, there was only a net 
increase of 755 in the downtown area. 
In the first half of the decade, while 
growth in the metropolitan area was 
negligible, the downtown area lost pop­
ulation in all sectors except the 
Pioneer Square census tract (perhaps in­
dicating an increase in unemployed 
"street people"). Since 1975, when the 
metro area experienced 85% of its 
decade's growth, all of the downtown 
neighborhoods except Pioneer Square 
and the International District regained 
and surpassed 1970 population levels. 
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Market Sectors 

There are several demographic groups 
that have historically lived downtown 
or are potential residents. There are 
other groups that may desire to live 
downtown but are unable to afford housing 
there—at least without subsidy. The 
key market groups are: 

Single-room occupancy (SRO). This 
unit type, characterized by a single 
room without cooking facilities, is 
prevalent in the downtown area and 
represents a continuing need. While 
the population requiring such facil­
ities may not be expanding, there is 
a continuing loss of units available 
to the existing population through 
demolition, deterioration, and 
economic obsolescence. 

Young professional. The downtown 
worker, whether living alone, married, 
or sharing housing expenses with other 
workers, is a large, growing, and log­
ical market for downtown housing. It 
has been the largest demand sector for 
new housing in other cities. Projec­
ted commercial construction in down­
town Seattle assures the continued 
viability of this market segment. 

Service worker. The downtown service 
worker is another logical market,' but 
this person generally has a lower in­
come than the professional and needs 
more moderately-priced housing. 
Nevertheless, they are price-sensi­
tive, and if decent housing can be 
made available, they will carefully 
figure the cost of commuting saved in 
their housing expenditure equation. 

The empty-nester. The middle-aged 
couple whose children have grown is 
a substantial market segment for 
condominium and higher-density hous­
ing types. However, there is no 
natural attraction to the downtown 
area unless they are still employed 
there and attractive, amenity-filled 
projects elsewhere in the metro­
politan area may be very competitive. 

Corporate purchaser 
housing units, parti 
iums, are purchased 
businessmen who use 
residences, putting 
other uses which bas 
for hotel rooms. Wh 
a specialized market 
jects, it should not 
where a residential 
some stability and c 
established. 

Many downtown 
cularly condomin-
by businesses or 
them for temporary 
up visitors, and 
ically substitute 
ile this might be 
for certain pro­
be encouraqed 
environment of 
ommunity is to be 

Luxury units. The downtown area pro­
vides a unique combination of urban 
amenity and waterfront view and acti­
vity. This is likely to appeal to 
a certain segment of the market, par­
ticularly condominium purchases, 
regardless of their current or prior 
ties to downtown. i 
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Certain household types have not been 
described here, and while they may occur 
downtown in small numbers, do not 
generally represent a sufficiently-large, 
or even appropriate, market for downtown 
housing. Most notable of these is fam­
ilies. Presently, only 24% of Seattle's 
households have children, despite the 
fact that over 60% of the city's units 
are single-family units which, for the 
most part, are in what are thought to be 
attractive neighborhoods and a suitable, 
family environment. Certainly in other 
larger cities, children have been pro­
vided for and effectively raised in a 
very urban environment. However, 
without that tradition in the Seattle 
area, it is unlikely that sufficient 
market support would exist for family 
developments in the downtown area, even 
if child-oriented amenities were pro­
vided. An exception might be housing 
particularly oriented to the single 
parent family in a low or moderate unit 
close to downtown employment or educa­
tional facilities. 
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Another market which probably cannot be 
fully served by downtown location is 
the moderate income wage earner, for 
whom no subsidy programs are available, 
yet who cannot afford market-rate new 
construction. (As will be discussed, 
there are techniques that can broaden 
the range of"market rate" housing 
provided.) Although it will be diffi­
cult to provide this housing in the 
downtown area, there are many rental 
apartment units serving this market 
sector in close-in.neighborhoods near 
downtown. 

Ballpark Forecasts 

Many of these market categories have been 
measured and forecast in the city's 
planning studies and project analyses. 
However, they are not mutually exclusive, 
nor can it be said with precision what 
share of each market group could be 
attracted to downtown, and under what 

circumstances. Nevertheless, some gen­
eral scale can be placed on the likely 
downtown market over the next decade. 

The Puget Sound Council of Governments 
has forecast an increase of 394,200 
people in the four-county region over 
the next decade. Through a computer 
allocation process, it has been estima­
ted that downtown Seattle (a definition 
that is geographically wider than we are 
using here) would have a net increase 
of only 414 households (about 800 
people). Even when adjusted to reflect 
government policies to restrict suburban 
sprawl, the downtown forecast is only 
for 1,680 households (or about 3,000 
people). We would not suggest that the 
computer-generated forecast provides any 
real constraint on what can or will be 
done in the downtown area, but it does 
describe the magnitude of the task 
facing Seattle if it is to substantially 
increase the rate of housing production, 
rehabilitation, or even preservation in 
the downtown area. 

The entire city of Seattle itself has 
only received about one percent of the 
new residential construction in the four-
county metropolitan region in the boom 
period following 1975. And Seattle's 
market is also different from that of 
the metropolitan area as a whole, just 
as the downtown area is different from 
the city. From the metro to the city 
to downtown, there is a consistent 
pattern of increasing age of housing, 
increasing multi-family construction, 
decreasing household size, increasing 
share of single-person households, and 
decreasing household incomes. The 
important element of this mix is that 
4 0 percent of the households in the city 
of Seattle (and 85 percent of those 
downtown) are single-person households. 
And while much is made of the social 
problems associated with the indigent 
elderly and street people of downtown, 
it is obvious that much of the city's 

BUILDING PERMITS 

YEAR 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

SEATTLE 

1075 

2040 

2877 

2998 

3019 

KING CO. 

10,294 

14,151 

19,573 

20,580 

16,768 

4 COUNTY 
REGION 

18,960 

25,679 

32,714 

35,285 

29,660 
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one-person households are living in 
other parts of the city, including 
single-family homes, and that they rep­
resent a full range of incomes and 
backgrounds. This is a positive market 
factor for the future of downtown 
housing in that many of these people may 
eventually tire of maintaining and 
paying for the utilities in single-family 
housing too large for their needs. 
(The converse of this gives rise to a 
host of other planning issues concern­
ing the future of those single-family 
neighborhoods. Will they deteriorate 
due to an inability to afford mainten­
ance; will they be rejuvenated as family 
housing?) 

Five key factors support the strength 
of the housing market in the downtown 
area: 

• The increasing cost in fuel, time, 
and inconvenience of commuting. 

• The large reservoir of potential 
occupants already within the city. 

• The continued growth of the downtown 
employment base. 

• A nationwide phenomenon, shared by 
Seattle, that is eliminating the 
stigma of living downtown. 

• The cumulatively improving image, 
acceptability, and security which 
occurs as new housing is added. 

On the other hand, there are several 
negative factors which limit the market 
for downtown housing: 

• The price of land which, in turn, 
dictates a high-density, high-priced 
construction which, in turn, results 
in an appeal to a limited segment of 
the market for market-rate housing. 

• The virtual elimination of subsidized 
housing programs by the Reagan admini-
stration--programs that have provided 
much of the impetus for what recent 
downtown housing development and re­
development has occurred. 

On balance, it is likely that the rate of 
housing production in downtown Seattle 
will increase in the future. But the 
market is finite, and downtown still must 
compete in the metropolitan context. 

While city policies and subsidy programs 
can greatly influence the rate of con­
struction, it is likely that Seattle will 

see 200 to 400 units per year built 
within the downtown area as defined in 
this analysis. Virtually all will be 
higher density units, with townhouses 
and lower density styles provided only 
as a part of multi-use complexes. It is 
also unlikely that the vast majority of 
these units will be condominium units 
with a high dollar-per-sguare-foot price, 
although smaller units might be afford­
able when compared to other ownership 
alternatives within the city. Moderate 
income housing will be provided primarily 
by the rehabilitation of existing units, 
smaller-size units in new projects, and 
in other nearby neighborhoods. 



DEVELOPMENT SETTING 
Downtown Seattle has been depicted as 
an area comprised of a number of dis­
tinct, identifiable districts. Among 
the districts are those which both 
presently and historically are perti­
nent to the issue of living downtown: 

• Pioneer Square 
• International District 
• Denny Regrade 
• Pike Place 
• Central Waterfront 

The attached illustrations depict these 
districts, as well as the general 
zoning and transportation patterns of 
the downtown area. 

GOVERNMENT PROCESS 

Regulatory Standards 

Seattle has a relatively complex downtown 
regulatory scene, with a zoning ordinance 
designed to reward certain design fea­
tures with floor area bonuses and an 
overlaying of numerous special districts 
and zones. Examples include historic 
districts, such as the Pioneer Square and 
Pike Market area, the added requirements 
of an urban renewal plan in Pike Market, 
and the special zoning category to en­
courage residentail mixed development in 
the Regrade area. 

While the bonus system is fairly straight­
forward in the commercial CBD district, 
in the Regrade, it is overlaid with a 
process bonus where substantial floor 
area ratio (FAR) increments are allowed 
for responding to various design criteria. 
An absolute FAR of ten is possible; in 
other words, a floor area of ten times 
the site. This allows twenty floors with 
50 percent site coverage. The high allow­
able FAR effectively negates an innovative 
tool, the authority to transfer develop­
ment rights, because such a development 
rights acquisition is unnecessary. 



In three of the downtown zones, the com­
bination of special district controls and 
zoning alone rather rigorously constrain 
new development. The extent of current 
development, plus these design controls 
effectively preclude major design swings 
in terms of housing development in the 
Pike Market, Pioneer Square, or Interna­
tional District. On the other hand, in 
the central waterfront area and the Denny 
Regrade, current design and zoning con­
trols provide considerable flexibility and 
major design-related housing disputes have 
arisen in both areas. 

Forces similar to those which have result­
ed in down-zoning in the single family 
areas are at work in the CBD, i.e. a 
general citizen sense that densities are 
too high and are inappropriate for the 
character of Seattle. In addition, the 
fear of neighborhood displacement and 
modification which generates opposition 
to high density in a single-family 
neighborhood has its more poignant 
parallel in the opposition of existing 
residents in the downtown area to dis­
placement of low-income SRO renters. 

It is our perception that these CBD com­
plaints about excessive zoning authoriza­
tions and concerns about displacement are 
receiving a positive reaction from city 
officials. The city has, for example, 
enacted a displacement ordinance which 
exacts relocation payments and a dis­
placement fee from developers who remove 
the existing housing stock. Similarly, 
there appears to be general recognition 
that the Regrade zoning category has 
failed so far in its purpose to encourage 
a livable residential environment. A 
further indication of the apparent res­
ponsiveness of city officials to neigh­
borhood objections regarding new housing 
has been their tacit encouragement of 
one on one neighborhood activist— 
developer negotiations as part of the 
State Environmental Policy Act regulatory 
process. This process, in which a 
detailed environmental impact statement 
is required on the specific project, pro­
vides a ready forum for appeals which 
delay development. In this regard, SEPA 
has more influence on housing design than 
the specified regulatory processes. 

Government as a Promoter 

Perhaps no area is more unusual in terms 
of the government and housing in Seattle 
than the lack of the new tools being 
utilized by other urban centers to en­
courage and direct development by govern­

mental participation. Although, of 
course, Seattle has utilized the federal 
programs such as the Section 8 Rent Sub­
sidies, the 312 Low Interest Loan Program, 
Block Grants, and earlier, urban renewal 
funds, the extent of direct governmental 
participation and promotion of development 
here is minimal. While there are advan­
tages that have accrued from this ab­
sence (such as the avoidance of large-
scale clearance in the early sixties) with 
the likely end of the currently available 
federal tools, the absence of the normal 
state and local mechanisms to participate 
in, encourage, and direct development 
severely limits opportunities for crea­
tive responses to the displacement and 
development control problems. For ex­
ample, while other cities have encour­
aged construction of moderate income 
condominiums in downtown areas through 
tax-exempt revenue bonds, Seattle's con­
dominium stock is almost entirely upper 
income. Commonly other urban areas have 
assembled land, developed design criteria, 
and selected the most responsive private 
developer, with land write-down and 
amenity construction inducements. Out­
side of the Pike Market area, there is no 
evidence of such ability to control de­
velopment or to encourage its site speci­
fic occurrence. Perhaps the best example 
of the relative desirability of such an 
approach is the design responsiveness of 
the Market North project accomplished on 
publicly acquired land after a design 
selection process. 

Governmental Structure 

In most cities with which the R/UDAT team 
is familiar, the planning-zoning function, 
which includes comprehensive plans, zoning 
text development, and thereafter design 
and environmental (EIS) evaluation and 
review, is centralized in a planning de­
partment. Generally this also relates to 
a city planning commission which has a 
direct advisory role in the critical path 
of development approval. Housing and 
economic development promotional activi­
ties are located in a separate promotion­
al housing or redevelopment authority 
which has access to many of the above-
noted governmental tools to promote devel­
opment. Building permit review is largely 
administrative and occurs at the tail end 
of the process. 

In Seattle, these functions are split in 
a novel fashion. It is our perception 
that this division has weakened the link­
age between development promotion and the 
profit and nonprofit development community, 
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FUNCTIONAL DIVISION OF 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
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as well as weakened the relationship 
between establishing overall long-term 
goals and specific regulatory review. 
Finally, the separation of environmental 
and design review in the building code 
agency, the Department of Construction 
and Land Use, has separated these func­
tions from the more natural location in 
the planning and zoning area. Under 
Seattle's system, the Office of Policy 
and Evaluation, the long-term planning 
arm, is responsible only for the prepar­
ation of the comprehensive plan. One 
result is the comprehensive plan becomes 
a specific document as a way for that 
agency to control the zoning text which 
is written in a separate agency, Community 
Development. Community Development, in 
addition to code preparation, is also 
involved in promotional functions includ­
ing the limited housing development 
financing functions available to Seattle 
through distribution of federal Section 8 
and block grant funds. It also has design 

review functions in the Denny Regrade 
area. All other design and environmental 
reviews are located in the building permit 
division of the city. 
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DEVELOPMENT ISSUES AND PROPOSALS 

I • 
I 
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This section discusses the six geogra­
phic areas identified downtown. These 
include the Central Business District 
(CBD), Pioneer Square, the International 
District, the Central Waterfront, Pike 
Place Market, and the Denny Regrade. 
Our examination has concluded that the 
major unresolved issues exist primarily 
in the Denny Regrade. For this reason, 
we have concentrated most of our pro­
posals within this area. The other 
neighborhoods already have established 
characters or development directions. 
They can probably develop without major 
government intrusion. 

We also feel that area linkages should 
be emphasized as the neighborhood grows. 
Pedestrian corridors and landscaped 
areas should be able to connect the 
CBD with the other neighborhood areas. 
While many of the observations and 
suggestions relate to overall urban de­
sign and form, and as such may be equal­
ly applicable to commercial and residen­
tial development, the R/UDAT feels that 
design amenities and pedestrian scale 
can have a proportionately greater im­
pact on residential construction and 
rehabilitation. 



CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

Observation 

• Office, retail, and hotel uses char­
acterize the downtown central busi­
ness district (CBD) 

Issues 

• The area is largely single use and 
has little activity after 5 p.m. 

• Pedestrian linkages to adjacent 
neighborhoods are not always clear. 

• Existing plazas are not always 
functional. 

• Zoning does not encourage residential 
uses. 

Ideas 

• Bonuses for plazas should be elimin­
ated. 

• Bonuses should be given for mixed 
use or housing in the CBD. 

• Landscaped street linkages are 
suggested in the CBD. 

PIKE PLACE MARKET 

Observations 

• Mixed use area with retail/entertain­
ment/housing opportunities. 

• Character includes the narrow streets 
and inside passageways in the city, 
highest volume of street life. 
Interest and physical identity. 

• Only place to buy food and meet basic 
living needs in downtown area. 

• There are rigid boundaries around 
market area. Image is complete and 
not open to change. 

• As an urban renewal and historic zone, 
Market has strongest regulations and 
controls concerning development of 
any district. 

• A combination of a well-funded, non­
profit development entity (The Pike 
Place Preservation and Development 
Authority) and major public housing 
investments has created the only signi­
ficant downtown mixed income housing. 

Issues 

• Development and use of remaining in­
fill, sites. 

• Need to tie Market with Pioneer Square 
and Regrade areas. 

• Insure appropriate controls to prevent 
insensitive development in the areas 
adjacent to the Market. 

• Loss of basic characters if market 
"upgrades" to serve high-end clientele. 

Ideas 

• The Pike Place Market is a well-
functioning area that does not appear 
to need further government interven­
tion. 
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CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

Observations 

• This is one-of the areas with housing 
potential that is under-utilized and 
has vacant areas. 

• There is no clear image of the water­
front. 

• The viaduct is an obstruction. 
• This is a key linkage area between 

the Central Business District and 
Puget Sound and also between the 
Market and Pioneer Square. 

• There is no clear agreement on appro­
priate uses of the area and the 
guidelines for development are con­
flicting. 

• The failure of city and public to 
agree on use results in impact state­
ment lawsuits and development delays. 

Issues 

• Require a mixed use rather than busi­
ness/commercial only area. 

• Require pedestrian links through all 
new projects to the waterfront, with 
consideration for the grade differ­
ential - elevators, escalators, etc. 

• Require SRO replacement housing. This 
housing is probably best dispersed 
throughout the downtown area. 

• Retain downtown vistas and views of 
the sound. 

• Establish a comprehensive plan for 
design/height and streetscape stan­
dards, rather than acting on a pro­
ject-by-project contract re-zoning. 

Ideas 

• All projects in this area should be 
mixed use, and must actively produce, 
through rehabilitation or development, 
housing stock for the elderly and SRO 
needs. 

• Pedestrian linkages from the CBD 
through each project are recommended. 

• Clear "as-of-right" standards for 
the district should be established. 

PIONEER SQUARE 

Observations 

• The character of the new residents in 
the area is predominantly upper in­
come. 

• There is a significant numb^pof 
artist-rehabilitated living/working 
spaces. 

• The cost of code compliance is a 
significant factor inhibiting reha­
bilitation. 

• It has the heaviest lower income and 
transient street population in the 
city. It is the most vulnerable to 
displacement unless there is govern­
ment intervention. 

• Developers and some new residents 
feel the street transients retard 
development and rehabilitation of the 
area. 



As an historical district, the area 
has substantial controls against 
demolition and destruction. 
There are desirable streetscapes and 
city views. 
Access to the waterfront is quick and 
easy. 
A trolley system linking Pioneer 
Square to the Market and the length 
of the waterfront will have a signi­
ficant impact on the area. 
Even with substantial tax advantages 
for rehabilitation, progress in the 
area has been slow. 

Issues 

The SRO transient street presence 
should be stabilized. 
The Preservation & Development 
Authority needs assistance to promote 
long-term, low-income, and artist 
presence in the area. 
Additional linkages to the central 
business district and the Pike Place 
Market are needed. 
New development on the edge of the 
district should be of a sensitive 
scale. 
New solutions to the conflict of 
parking for residents, retail, and 
Kingdome events should be found. 

Focus attention back to the Pioneer 
Square area. Do not abandon the 
efforts already made in the area. 

Ideas 

Stronger pedestrian linkages to the 
central business district are 
recommended. 
There are buildings and sites be­
tween the central business district 
and the square which could be used 
to provide a better connection for 
the two areas. The city needs to 
push the development process in 
this transition area. 
The "sinking ship" parking structure 
on Yesler should be removed and 
replaced with an exciting project 
which might require special bonuses. 
The parcel next to Occidental Park 
should be developed and the parking 
relocated. 
The Kingdome parking lot must receive 
landscape and other design amenities 
to remove the curse of the "asphalt 
lake" from Pioneer Square. This 
would also aid in the development 
of a creative program for Union Sta­
tion. 
The Kingdome parking lot should be an 
available daytime parking area to 
relieve the Pioneer Square area. 
The Kingdome could be enhanced by an 
interesting paint job. 
The Kingdome has enough ground area 
to support either additional develop­
ment, structured parking, or both. 
The prototypical efforts at housing 
in the area are exciting and must be 
supported by the area. 
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INTERNATIONAL DISTRICT 

Observations 

• The area has an established popula­
tion character and a strong street 
life. 

• The architecture of the streetscape 
is not as strong as the Market and 
Pioneer Square, but is cohesive. 

• Zoning limits the building heights in 
the area. 

• There is a large stock of potential 
single-room occupancy space, with 
numerous empty or un-rehabilitated 
hotels. 

• There is less of a street presence of 
low-income transient population. 

• Unique sense of community and "family" 
property ownership. 

• Regardless of a variety of Asian 
cultures and backgrounds, the commun­
ity is represented by stable, organ­
ized leadership and pulls together in 
a crisis from the outside. 

• A strong Preservation & Development 
Authority has fostered a substantial 
amount of new construction and SRO 
rehabilitation. 

• The area has had a significant decline 
in population in the last decade. 

• Attractive retirement area for moder­
ate income Asiatic elderly. 

• Area is important as a market place 
for Asian communities living in other 
areas of the city. 

Issues 

• Height limit in the area should be 
maintained, and encroachment by 
downtown office development should be 
avoided. 

• Will the International District be­
come the area which accommodates the 
displaced low-income population of 
other areas of downtown? 

• Will the ethnic/Asian character of 
the area be destroyed with an influx 
of new SRO rehabilitation? Will the 
area oppose this new, non-Asian, 
group? 

• What can be done about current popula­
tion decline? The interest of moder­
ate income elderly could create new 
housing demand for predominantly 
Asian residents. 

Ideas 

• It is felt that the inactivity of 
certain property owners is not 
appropriate, considering the needs 
of the community. 

• By their inactivity, the very inter­
est and development that they hope 
will come, will not. Government 
condemnation should be considered if 
there is persistent refusal to reha-
bilitiate. 

• The existing housing stock which 
is not used should be rehabilitated, 
but should not be only SRO or 
apartments. Possibly the neighbor­
hood preservation ordinance is an 
issue here and trade-offs may be 
necessary. 

• The Yesler Community Garden is wonder­
ful and is to be supported. 

• Landscaping linkages to the CBD and 
Pioneer Square should be encouraged. 



DENNY REGRADE 

Observations 

• The character of the Regrade is the 
weakest of any housing area for numer­
ous reasons: the size of the area, 
the new out-of-context commercial 
structures on Fourth Avenue, the large 
areas of surface parking, and the 
general mixed- and low-intensity use. 

• This area offers the most potential 
for growth and creative design solu­
tions , producing a large number of 
new housing units. 

• There is a lack of open space and 
central unifying focal point for the 
neighborhood. 

• The area has weak links to other 
neighborhoods, the CBD, and the water­
front. 

• The lack of any unifying or softening 
landscape treatment of the streets, 
the wide road surface, and the one-way 
traffic pattern all contribute to the 
lack of character. 

• No cluster of older hotel or apartment 
structures exists, but a number of 
individual structures have character 
and serve a critical population group. 

• The fragmented ownership pattern 
hinders redevelopment. 

• The zoning category for the area, with 
its high maximum permitted heights, 
implies an extension of the CBD form. 

• The zoning lacks acceptance in the 
community, and is failing to guide or 
control growth. This failure results 
in direct resident-developer negotia­
tions regarding design and preservation 
under threat of litigation and delays. 

• The excessive height allowed by the 
zoning defeats the value of transfer­
able development rights, since a 
developer never needs to purchase the 
rights. 



Issues 

• Creation of focal points and activity 
areas needed. 

• Relative roles of commercial and 
residential. 

• A new zoning approach which recognizes 
the area's needs for preservation of 
existing housing, new height stand­
ards, and incentives to create a 
community streetscape is needed. 

• Linkages for pedestrians to the CBD 
and waterfront would focus housing 
interest. 

• Street modifications and landscaping. 
• Can a nonprofit PDC modeled after the 

Market work with seed money in the 
Regrade? 

Ideas 

• Offer bonuses to encourage housing or 
mixed-use development. 

• Reduce height limits in the Denny 
Regrade. Adjust FAR and/or density to 
achieve equivalents. Define commercial 
and mixed-use corridors and boundaries 
to define potential for neighborhoods 
to happen. 

• In general, taper height limit from 
CBD to north edge of Denny Regrade. 

• Revise and consider concept of chang­
ing from high-rise tower-type of 
housing to a more low- to mid-rise 
housing type of neighborhood which 
emphasizes and makes contact with the 
streets. 

• Consider design guidelines which pro­
duce housing related to the street with 
opportunities for open space, terraces, 
greenery on interior of the block. 

• Provide clear set of "as-of-right" 
guidelines for residential neighborhood 
development. 

• Use generic EIS systems with project 
size of 50 to 75 units, and enhance 
development and review process. 

• Review building code and fire zones 
for four- or five-story construction 
options. 

• Increase use of landscape streets such 
as Fifth Avenue, and relate pedestrian 
linkage and mixed uses to She CBD. 

• Where one-way streets are required, 
emphasize commercial and mixed uses, 
because of vehicular noise, pollution, 
and safety factors. 

• In the suggested neighborhoods, de-
emphasize east/west streets for traffic 
circulation by narrowing them to pro­
duce more intimate scale situations. 
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Some Ideas 
to Consider 



DOWNTOWN BUILDING ENVELOPE 
Modifications to height and bulk regu­
lations have recently been considered 
for the Regrade area. These modifica­
tions have been ba)sed primarily on pro­
tection of views o:f the bay from inland. 
This would be achieved by adopting a 
sloped zoning "envelope" within which 
building heights would be relatively 
low along First Avenue, but increasing 
incrementally toward Fifth Avenue. This 
R/UDAT team recommends that such changes 
be seriously considered by the city. In 
addition, in configuring the envelope, 
the city should also consider a taper­
ing down of heights toward the north. 
Tapering down to both the west and the 
north would result in a pyramidal 
zoning envelope. 

Such a device would serve several pur­
poses. It would help preserve views. 
It would serve as a transition to lower 
Queen Anne Hill. It will prevent high 
rise buildings from encroaching on the 
Space Needle, which is a Seattle land­
mark. It would,, in a sense, "rebuild" 
Denny Hill, a topographic feature that 
was destroyed in the early Twentieth 
Century. Finally, the zoning envelope 
would "hold the line" on high rise 
development, serving notice to land 
owners and developers that they could 
not pepper the Regrade with freestand­
ing high-rise fortresses. True high-
rise towers would be reserved for the 
sourtherly portion of the Regrade and, 
of course, the downtown core.* 
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*This has, in fact, already been done in 
San Francisco to protect the scale of 
areas, surrounding the CBD with height 
limits dropping from 700 feet to 65 feet. 
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Recommended high density low-rise construction for Denny Regrade 
area - relating to street-preserving views. 
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High rise alternate showing the probable view cut-offs and the 
alienation from the neighborhood. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

DEVELOPMENT ATMOSPHERE 
AND AGENCIES 

It is important to create a constructive 
development atmosphere that is predict­
able and clear, and can be administered 
in a timely fashion. To help accomplish 
this, many cities across the nation 
attempt to define the approvals, funding 
and operations functions into discrete 
agencies. A prototype example is as 
follows. 

Function 
Planning & Zoning: 

Development & Funding: 

Codes & Inspection: 

Operations & 
Management: 

Agency 
City Planning 
Commission 
Community Devel­
opment Agency 
Building Depart­
ment 
Housing Authority 
Public Works 

The Planning & Zoning Function 

This function includes two roles: 
(1) long-range comprehensive planning. 
(2) short-range administration of the 

zoning, ordinance, subdivision 
regulations, and site design 
review. 

This is the agency that reviews a 
given proposal in terms of height, 
bulk and impact, and design amenity. 

Development & Funding 

This is the implementing agency which 
carries out the long-range proposals 
of the comprehensive plan, at least 
in terms of publicly assisted develop­
ment. 



• Building Department 

The Building Department is respon­
sible for: 
(1) reviewing building plans for 

their compliance with applicable 
building, fire, and seismic 
codes. 

(2) code enforcement. 

• Housing Authority 

The Housing Authority is the operat­
ing and management agency for public 
housing. 

From public testimony given to us, 
the R/UDAT team has recognized some 
areas of clarification and stream­
lining which merit consideration as 
the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning 
Process are reviewed and updated. For 
example, at present many of the func­
tions of the City Planning Commission 
(CPG) are being carried out by the 
Office of Policy Evaluation (OPE). A 
combination of these offices should 
be considered. Again, the Department 
of Community Development performs 
both planning and development func­
tions. If planning were concentrated 
under CPC, Community Development 
could put a stronger effort upon 
economic and civic development, and 
could be an effective promoter for 
city funding efforts. 

The team strongly endorses the effort 
to foreshorten the approval process. 
"One-stop-shopping", the term for 
expedited, condensed approval for 
routine applications, has shown im­
pressive benefits in many other 
communities. 

A relatively predictable and clear 
approval process is one key to keeping 
existing small developers active. Only 
large, usually nationally active firms 
can afford years of process and delay. 
They justify it by selecting large assem­
blages, which usually result in very 
large projects of significant scale and 
impact as opposed to smaller, more intri­
cate in-fill development. 

Thus the current planning and zoning 
revisions, termed the Policy Catalog, 
is one of the most influential elements 
in implementation of R/UDAT recommenda­
tions . 

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

We would make two major recommendations 
to improve the SEPA process: 

• conduct a generic EIS on neighbor­
hood levels. Individual projects 
then require an amendment or simply 
a technical review. 

• Increase thresholds. 
The threshold for environmental con­
sideration should be for projects 
over 100 units or perhaps 300 to 
bring it in line with state proce­
dure. Reviews of projects of under 
100 units should not be necessary. 



THE REGULATORY PROCESS 
It appears that there are four major 
regulatory controls In Seattle. They 
are: 
• Comprehensive Plan 
• Zoning Ordinance 
• Building Code 
• State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

Comprehensive Plan 

Seattle to be commended for under-
The taking a Comprehensive Plan update, 

parts of the plan that are completed 
appear to protect and maintain the 
existing single family areas and the 
low scale character of the multi-
family neighborhoods surrounding down­
town. This can be expected to win popu­
lar and political acceptance while at 
the same time focusing higher density 
development downtown. In this process 
it is hoped that the plan will try to 
establish goals for the following factors 
in the downtown: 
• Integration of housing and commer­

cial development in the CBD 
• Maintenance of existing moderate and 

low income housing 
• Establishment of a variety of scale 

and density 
• Protection of existing neighborhoods 

We also suggest that specific neighbor­
hood actions not wait three to four 
years until completion of the plan. 
This is particularly important in the 
Denny Regrade area. An interim enact­
ment is vital if Seattle is to grasp the 
opportunity to expand downtown living. 

Zoning Ordinance 

The zoning recommendations endorse policy 
changes already being considered. 

• Maximize the "As-of-Right" Situation. 
Bonuses and other incentives should 
always be seen as clearly discretion­
ary. The "as-of-right" proposal (one 
which observes all requirements should 
be given automatic approval, without 
hearing or delay. The prime purpose 
of zoning is health and safety which 
directly relates to permitted use, 
height, bulk and access/parking. Good 
design and aesthetics are more suscep­
tible to opinion and various approaches 
and should be subject to discretionary 
negotiation. 

• Change the Floor Area Ratio Bonus 
System to Encourage Housing. 
The city has recognized that the plaza 
and arcade bonuses are questionable. 
Bonuses for the provision or retention 
of housing should be increased, partic­
ularly in the CBD which is becoming a 
single-use 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. area. 
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• Shorten and Clarify the Negotiation 
Process. 
It is important that the rezoning pro­
cess itself be: 

predictable 
clear 
timely 

• Revise the Zoning for Denny Regrade. 
The present zoning for the Denny 
Regrade sees the area as an extension 
of the CBD in terms of height and 
bulk (FAR 10). It is recommended that 
the bonuses be revised to encourage 
low-rise housing. 

Building Code 

The existing building code is a sound and 
progressive code. We see no need for 
changes. 

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

We would make two major recommendations 
to improve the SEPA process: 

• conduct a generic EIS on neighbor­
hood levels. Individual projects 
then require an amendment or simply 
a technical review. 

• Increase thresholds. 
The threshold for environmental con­
sideration should be for projects 
over 100 units or perhaps 300 to 
bring it in line with state proce­
dure. Reviews of projects of under 
100 units should not be necessary. 

FINANCE 
PRIVATE FINANCING 

Lower costs will broaden the market and 
increase housing. All cost factors— 
land, planning, construction, financing, 
and marketing—can be affected by plan­
ning policies and development mechanisms. 
To date, the housing effort has been 
scattered and diverse, appealing to 
small, specialized markets. As scale 
builds, economies can be achieved, inves­
tor confidence can be gained, and compe­
tition will increase—all serving to 
lower_prices. (Or more likely, a slower 
rise in prices.) 

Investor Confidence 

• Most long-term financing will come 
from outside the state. 

• Seattle, will then compete with other 
cities; factors considered include: 

stability of economy 
long-term visibility of the 
investment. 

• Local financial institutions can show 
the way; can join in pools of funds 
for downtown housing development and 
rehabilitation. 

Financing Costs 

• Current high rates are a problem and 
may slow market, but should not be the 
basis for housing policy. Relative 
competitiveness of downtown vis-a-vis 
alternatives is the key. 

• Costs can be reduced with "equity-
kicker" financing from lenders. 
(Although this won't work on condo­
miniums .) 

PUBLIC FINANCING 

Due to constitutional prohibitions or 
lack of legislative authority, Seattle 
does not have available many of the tools 
for assisting private development, 
specifically housing, that are available 
to other communities. Some key elements 
very widely used elsewhere include: 

Mortgage Revenue Bonds to provide a pool 
of mortgage funds; this has greatly ex­
panded "first time" ownership (particu­
larly condominiums) in many cities. 

Project Revenue Bonds to finance multi-
family unit construction; use of this 
tool is ineffective without piggy-backing 
other subsidies such as Section 8. ^^ 
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State Housing Finance Agency to issue 
tax-exempt bonds for relending to lenders, 
developers, or direct construction or 
state-sponsored subsidies as authorized. 

Direct Development role by a city agency 
in land assembly (with or without write­
down) , joint ventures. 

Air Rights. Sale or other disposition of 
development rights over public facilities 
such as parking garages and freeways (or 
even under freeways). 

Leveraging public bonding capacity 
through mortgaging, loan guarantees, re­
volving loan funds and public/private 
joint ventures to get maximum product 
(e.g. housing) from given amount of 
public dollars. 

Tax Increment Financing to earmark the 
increased taxes generated on a parcel from 
new construction or rehabilitation to 
repay the public costs of supporting the 
development, or subsidizing occupancy 
costs for low-income residents. 

Tax Abatement. The waiver or reduction of 
taxes for a certain period of time if 
necessary to make a desired project 
feasible. 

There may be good and valid reasons for 
not adopting all of these techniques. But 
they are tested programs in many other 
cities and their advantages and disadvan­
tages have been thoroughly studied. 
Seattle should vigorously explore consti­
tutional amendments and legislative action 
to allow it to utilize those programs that 
are most appropriate and productive here. 
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In the meantime, the city does have some 
tools available to help stimulate housing 
production, and preservation that should 
continue, such as: 

• The creation of public amenities in 
support of residential neighborhoods— 
gathering places, parks, street trees, 
street cleaning, and the like. 

• The "Demolition Ordinance", if fairly 
and evenly enforced and the funds are 
indeed used to provide for the reha­
bilitation or construction of housing. 

• Local Improvement Districts for 
project-related public facilities and 
amenities. 

• Clear policies and regulations and 
expeditious handling of development 
proposals to minimize carrying costs, 
planning fees, and inflationary im­
pacts on the final product cost. 

• Public Development Authority (EDA), 
such as the Pike Place Market Preser­
vation and Development Authority, a 
city-chartered, non-profit public 
corporation that can acquire, rehab­
ilitate, sell, operate and/or lease 
properties. While the non-profit 
status alone can reduce costs, such 
authorities can also serve as a con­
duit for such public funds as may be 
legally used for development activi­
ties. 



PROGRAM FOR ACTION 

The R/UDAT Steering Committe will con­
tinue to involve the Downtown Seattle 
Community in the R/UDAT Process. The 
Committee will work with governmental 
agencies, the general public and inter­
est groups to: assess the R/UDAT report, 
prioritize recommendations, aid in initi­
ating action and identify potentials for 
early implementation. 

In order to sustain and enhance communi­
cation within the Community, the R/UDAT 
Steering Committee will publish a news­
letter. This newsletter will be distri­
buted to all members of the Advisory Com­
mittee, and will be made available to 
all other interested individuals at the 
Seattle Chapter Offices of the AIA at 
1911 First Avenue. To begin the Action 
Process for the R/UDAT proposals for 
Seattle, the Steering Committee will 

distribute a Response Forum, to identify 
the level of support for the various 
R/UDAT recommendations. The Response 
Forum will also offer an opportunity to 
suggest modifications and refinements 
to the recommendations. It will be the 
place to discuss the ideas that grow 
out of the R/UDAT recommendations. This 
Response Forum will be distributed in 
the same manner as the Newsletter. 

Action Committees comprised of indivi­
duals with similar interests will con­
vene to implement R/UDAT ideas. 

A public program of the on-going R/UDAT 
Process will soon be available for pre­
sentation. 

Anyone wishing to participate in the 
Action Phase of the R/UDAT Process or 
desiring further information concerning 
the study and its findings should con­
tact the Seattle Chapter of the AIA at 
622-4938. 
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THE MAGNIFICENT OPPORTUNITY 

Seattle has always been a city of great 
quality and beauty. It has been built 
by generations of bold, adventurous citi­
zens with a keen awareness of its spec­
ial environment and opportunities, work­
ing together to achieve their visions. 

In our hundreds of talks with people 
from all segments of Seattle society 
we sense their urgent need to regroup in 
order to recapture the imagination, in­
ventiveness , and productivity of their 
predecessors. They need to open up 
lines of communication between them­
selves and recognize how all groups: 

citizens, developers, government—fun­
damentally depend on one another. The 
people in Seattle—as in few other 
cities—have the sensitivity and capa­
city to redevelop mutual trusts and 
confidences. 

Once that is achieved, all the glorious 
objectives that people seek for 
themselves become eminently feasible, 
and Seattle can take its position as 
one of the world's great places. 



PEOPLE 

BIOGRAPHIES 

JULES GREGORY, FAIA 

Jules Gregory is a principal in UNIPLAN, 
a professional association of architects, 
engineers, and planners in Princeton, 
New Jersey. He graduated from the Col­
lege of Architecture at Cornell Univer­
sity and studied at the Ecole Nationale 
CUE Beaux Arts in Paris under a Ful-
bright Grant, where he attended the 
Atelier of Auguste Perret. 

He has served as Adjunct Associate Pro­
fessor at Columbia University, and has 
been a visiting critic at the Princeton 
University School of Architecture, Pratt 
Institute, and Yale University. 

He served as the first Director from the 
New Jersey Region on the National Ameri­
can Institute of Architects Board in 
19 6 6 and 1967. He was elected Vice 
President of the Institute in 1968. 
Gregory was on the Board of Trustees for 
the Urban Design and Development Corpor­
ation, established by the American Insti­
tute of Architects, in 1969. 

Gregory has a deep commitment and has 
been a pioneer in the use of citizen 
participation process in the design of 
our cities and their community facilities. 
He- believes that this is the only way 
that satisfying plans can be developed 
and brought into reality. 

In Seattle, he has found people to be at 
war with each other over emotional and 
esoteric issues that may be much greater 
in other cities, yet are less of a dras­
tic problem to them. The racial climate 
of Watts in California, and urban devel­
opment in New York City, for instance, 
are much more intense than those same 
problems in Seattle. Yet, Seattleites 
deal with these situations much more 
emotionally than their counterparts. 

Gregory feels that the level of citizen 
participation in Seattle has been high 
indeed and that the large attendance and 
eloquent statements of the R/UDAT public 
meetings showed extraordinary concern 
with and understanding of the issues. He 
feels that continuance of this process 
will bring together separate elements in 
the city with profound results. 

CHARLES DAVIS - HOUSING ARCHITECT/ 
URBAN PLANNER 

Charles M. Davis is a principal and Vice 
President of Esherick, Homsey, Dodge & 
Davis of San Francisco. Some of his 
award-winning urban design projects 
include the rehabilitation and recycling 
of The Cannery in San Francisco, a 
restoration of three buildings on the 
Quad at Stanford University, a 300,000-
foot warehouse for Far West Laboratory, 
and a large new marine aquarium in 
Monterey, California. 



Davis has taught at San Francisco State, 
UCLA, and the University of California 
at Berkeley, where he received his 
architecture degree and conducted his 
graduate studies. 

In Seattle, Davis was looking for simi­
larities to San Francisco, and his 
understanding of West Coast lifestyle 
assisted his analysis. He looked for 
architectural and construction types 
attuned to the Northwest. In San 
Francisco, the number of dense high-rise 
residential districts is tightly 
restricted, and Davis feels the issues 
are similar in Seattle. 

Because there is not much room to expand 
the neighborhoods, people may be forced 
to live downtown; but unrestricted high-
rises, feels Davis, are not the answer, 
particularly in the Denny Regrade area. 
Davis stressed that his major concern is 
the overall form of the city, stating 
that the visual and density transitions 
from downtown to the outlying areas are 
crucial. 

If the issue of housing is to be resolved 
and new neighborhoods created, he feels 
the present high rise zoning in the 
Denny Regrade should be tailored to 
permit density. But more midrise devel­
opment should be allowed in scale with 
the city. 

A vibrant street life is essential to 
comfortable downtown living. Davis 
was surprised that Seattle did not have 
more outdoor cafes and sidewalk 
amenities, and that downtown generally 
closes up at 6 p.m. 

In Davis' view, the need for low-income, 
single room occupancy units can best be 
met by the rehabilitation of existing 
buildings, which must have creative 
partnerships and financing to satisfy 
this market. But, the pressure is on 
the city to decide how and where it 
wants to grow, and who will benefit. 
Money is the biggest and most common 
problem to other cities, but Davis sees 
that the system for growth and develop­
ment is confused here because the roles 
of the city, community, and developers 
are not defined. 

Frank Fish is a partner in the New York 
firm Buckhurst Fish Hutton Katz, which 
specializes in urban planning, architec­
ture, and development advisory services. 
Projects include planning and design 
assignments in New York, Houston, Kansas 
City, and Pittsburgh. Plus, new commu­
nity and resort studies have recently 
been completed in the Dominican Republic, 
the Phillipines, and Venzuela. 

Fish is president of the New York Chap­
ter of the American Planning Associa­
tion, and is assistant professor of plan­
ning at Pratt Institute. The major 
focus of his experience has been in pub­
lic sector policy, development controls, 
project implementation, and impact 
analysis. 

Fish was surprised at the extent of 
development of downtown Seattle. As he 
began to tour the city, he had a pre­
conceived image of a low-rise city, 
largely suburban city. The downtown 
has been built up more than he expected. 

There are several common denominators 
that all of the better living places of 
the country share, says Fish. . .a 
sense of community, low-level but in­
tricate neighborhoods. He feels that 
many people dislike New York City be­
cause it is built too high, is too 
dense, and is thus intimidating. Al­
though London is comparable to New York 
City in size, it feels more livable 
to Americans, he feels, because of the 
commonality of the neighborhood feeling. 



The essential questions, then, to be 
answered by any community seeking im­
provement , are: what do the people want 
of the area; what do they like? how do 
they want it to develop? 

Fish points out that there are national 
forces that influence the direction 
that a city's development must take. 
Among these are historic preservation 
laws that favor places like Pioneer 
Square, which initiates a return to 
city living; tax-cut advantages; and 
the influx of people migrating to an 
area because of its strong economic 
posture, as is the case with Seattle. 

JOHN HERMAN - CITIZEN ACTIVIST/LAWYER 

John Herman is a partner in the law firm 
of Dayton, Herman, Graham & Getts, in 
Minneapolis. His legal experience in­
cludes work in urban redevelopment, and 
environmental, regulatory, and real es­
tate law. Herman was formerly staff 
attorney for the Minnesota Public Inter­
est Research Group, an organization pro­
moting citizen access and action through 
public hearings, research, and lobbying. 
He also teaches environmental law at 
the University of Minnesota law school. 
He has represented both neighborhood 
groups and developers, which gives him a 

valuable perspective for assessing the 
problems of urban development. 

At Harvard Law School, Herman specialized 
in administrative and government regula­
tory law, after undergraduate studies in 
economics at Yale. His background in­
cludes considerable work with environ­
mental policy and historic preservation. 

In looking at both problems and potential 
for Seattle, John focused on the ques­
tions of financing and legal constraints. 
Comparing Seattle with other cities, he 
was surprised to find the proper tools 
for implementing financing of downtown 
housing development missing. This would 
be an increasing concern with the cut in 
federal support. 

Another comparison made by Herman was 
that, in cities such as Minneapolis, the 
emphasis is on housing for families and 
single-parent households, whereas in 
Seattle, the concern seems to focus 
on the low-income, single-room occupant. 
This, he feels, is because of Seattle's 
location as a port-of-call and coastal 
city, which created this visable popu­
lation along with a citizenry which can 
identify with them. 

He also sees a gap between conceptual 
land use and the zoning of different 
downtown areas. He sees the fabric of 
most of the areas - Pioneer Square, the 
Market, and the International district -
to be established; but Denny Regrade has 
no real definition, yet the most poten­
tial. Herman suggests that the Regrade 
is the one area that could have room for 
family housing or single-parent house­
holds in low-rise structures. 

JOHN DESMOND - URBAN DESIGNER 

John Desmond, FAIA, is the head of 
Desmond & Associates of Baton Rouge. He 
has won more than 30 regional and nation­
al design awards from the AIA for his 
work. His design work includes the 
Baton Rouge Civic Center, a seventy 
million dollar complex on the Mississippi 
River. 

Desmond has participated in 10 R/UDAT pro­
jects over the last 10 years, and comes 
to Seattle with a trained eye and "mir­
acle wrist." His illustrations and de­
signs portray in amazing detail the lay­
out and texture of a city and its neigh­
borhoods . 
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Desmond has an individual approach to 
R/UDAT effort. He pulls back, observes, 
and draws. For him, drawing is a way of 
seeing; he does not draw what he wants 
to see, but what is there. 

He was impressed with the orientation 
of the city toward the water, but fears 
that it could lose this special quality 
if a gold coast is created, where devel­
opment secludes the water from the rest 
of the city. 

Another unique quality Desmond notes 
about Seattle is its ability to watch 
itself work. The city looks down over 
the port and industrial areas, and they 
are clean, organized, and visible. The 
outlying residential areas look into the 
city and even the main transportation 
connections are visible so residents 
may watch the city function. 

Desmond's classical approach emphasizes 
the special qualities of Seattle - the 
qualities that must be observed and 
analyzed in order to achieve and form a 
social and physical image for the city. 
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GEORGE GRIER, SOCIOLOGIST 

George Grier is a principal of the Grier 
Partnership of Bethesda, Maryland, a 
consulting firm specializing in re­
search, data collection, survey design 
and management, statistical analysis, 
and evaluation for application to policy 
and program management decisions. He 
has served as deputy to the city admini­
strator of Washington, D. C., and as 
senior staff member of the Brookings 
Institution. 

He has specialized in analysis of 
economic and demographic data and design 
of data systems with particular concen­
tration on policy application. He has 
been responsible for the direction of 
several major studies, and has written 
and published extensively. 

As a partner in the Grier Partnership, 
he has designed and directed a number of 
projects for public and private clients, 
including several analyses of changing 
population patterns and trends at the 
national, metropolitan, city, and local 
levels. 

Grier received a B.A. in Psychology 
from the University of Pennsylvania in 
1950, and an M.A. in Social Psychology, 
with emphasis on statistical analysis, 
from the same school in 1952. 



Grier sees Seattle as sharing common 
problems with other cities, particularly 
the conflict between high- and low-
income housing. One problem unique to 
Seattle is its awareness of a lack of 
single-room occupancy housing. Either 
Seattle has a bigger SRO population 
than other cities, believes Grier, or 
the city is simply more conscious of the 
situation. He also found that Seattle 
is without slum-areas; thus, low-income 
citizens have nowhere else to go but 
downtown. 

Grier was impressed with the awareness 
of the Seattle citizen. As an overall 
group, he said, Seattleites were the 
most organized, articulate group with 
which he had ever worked. 

On his tour of the city, Grier paid 
particular attention to the number of 
people on the streets, and the types of 
people they seemed to be. He tried to 
discern the tourists from the residents. 
He looked for businesses which served 
special functions for downtown residents; 
for example, the Japanese tool store in 
the International District. 

LEE SAMMONS — ECONOMIST 

J. Lee Sammons is Senior Vice President 
and Director of the Denver office of 
Hammer, Siler, George Associates, an 
economic consulting firm. His special 
focus is market and feasibility analysis 
for public and private decision-making. 

Sammons has played a major role in 
developing housing and downtown revital-
ization strategies across the country, 
with specific analysis on housing demand, 
need, production capabilities, and 
pricing. 

He is a graduate of Duke University, and 
a charter member of the American Insti­
tute of Certified Planners. He did his 
graduate studies as a Sears Fellow at 
the Department of City and Regional 
Planning at the University of North 
Carolina. 

In Denver, Sammons is very active on 
civic committees and organizations deal­
ing with zoning incentives for residen­
tial development, downtown development, 
and historic preservation. 

Lee Sammons had no preconceptions of 
Seattle before coming to the city. His 
strongest impression was of the city's 
diversity—its problems, housing oppor­
tunities, population, and building forms. 
He was surprised by the amount of housing 
already existing in downtown Seattle, 
remarking that it is quite diversified, 
including both expensively- and 
moderately-priced units. He detected a 
three-way pull on the downtown housing 
issue, with citizens, developers, and 
government working in different direc­
tions . 

Problems with financing are something 
Seattle shares with all cities of this 
country. Sammons feels that Seattle 
should not place undue emphasis on 
current mortgage conditions in downtown 
housing policy planning, suggesting that 
interest rates may remain high, but what­
ever happens, would not affect downtown's 
relative position. 

He feels a common trend in the housing 
industry will be the reduction of unit 
size due to energy costs, change in 
lifestyle, and household size. 

In promoting downtown living, Sammons 
feels that Seattle will have problems 
in dealing with an anti-city prejudice 
among the general population, parti­
cularly among suburbanites. mm 
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OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

Students 

Henry Sharpe 
Geordie Selkirk 
Louis Ernst 
Olivia Yang 
Karen Eames 

Steering Committee 

Co-Chairmen 

Don Miles 
Rolf Preuss 
Jerry Ernst 

Dorothy Johnston 
Norman J. Johnston 
Rebecca Barnes 
Mark Hinshaw 
Steve Cecil 
Bill Duchek 
Joan Paulson 
Jack Morse 
Eric Carlson 
Skip Norton 
Gary Tisdale 
Bruce Lorig 
Dorraan Anderson 
John Phillips 
James Mason 
Dennis Tate 
Dennis Ryan 
Paul Reinhart 
Henry Steinhardt 
John Van Aken 
Michael Hildt 
Toby Washington 
Alastair Black 
Dan Clancy 

The project, coordinated—through the 
American Institute of Architects, is 
supported by contributions from many 
local individuals and companies. 
Contributors to date include: 

Financial Contributors 

Patron 

Associated General Contractors of America 
Cornerstone Development Company 
Harbor Properties, Inc. 
Naramore Bain Brady & Johanson 
Olson/Walker Partners 
TRA 
Howard S. Wright Construction Company 
Carma Developers 

Special Sponsor 

The McKinley Architects 

Sponsor 

Andersen Bjornstad Kane Jacobs 
Bassetti/Norton/Metler 
Baugh Construction Company 
Bouillon Christofferson & Schairer 
The Bumgardner Partnership 
Gall Landau Young Construction Company 
Hugh G. Goldsmith & Associates 
John Graham Company 
Heron Development Company 
Lorig Associates, Inc. 
Ratti/Fossatti Associates 
Skilling Helle Christiansen Robertson 
Valentine Fisher & Tomlinson 
Washington Mutual Savings Bank 
Wright Gildow Hartman Teegarden 
Martin Selig 
Producers Council 
Pulley/Moreland Properties 
Harvey R. Dodd & Associates 

Donor 

Daon Pacific 
Clayton R. Joyce Associates 
Charles Kober Associates 
Kolb & Stansfield 
Millegan Anderson Jaddi, Inc. 
Morse Stafford Partnership 
Seattle Savins League 
Seattle Trust and Savings Bank 
Skidmore Owings & Merrill 
C. D. Stimson Company 
Victor 0. Gray & Company 
Seattle Mortgage Bankers Association 

Contributor 

Ballinger and Smith, Inc. 
Chicago Title Insurance Company 
Chisom Murakami Brummitt 
D. Christiansen 
CH2M Hill, Inc. 
Engineers Northwest, Inc. 
First American Title Insurance Company 
Geise & Associates 
The Hastings Group 
Paul Hayden Kirk 
Mahan Howe & Associates 
Mahlum Mahlum fi Nordfors 
Mandeville t, Berge 
Metcalf Beattie & Knapp 
Don Miles Associates 

Ibsen Nelsen & Associates 
Benjamin S. Notkin & Associates 
Pioneer National Title Insurance Company 
Janeen Smith 
Thiry Architects, Inc. 
Tisdale/Ralkowski 
Beverly A. Travis & Associates 
Urban Regional Research 
Washington Mortgage Company 
Woo-Kubota 
Jongej an/Gerrard/McNeal, Inc. 
3d International, Inc. 
Kahn/Mortimer Associates 
Kramer, Chin & Mayo, Inc. 
Tonkin/Greissinger 
Hewitt/Daly 
Streeter/Dermanis & Associates 
Waldron Pomeroy Polk & Smith 
Whiteley-Jacobsen & Associates 

Time and Materials Contributors 

Richard Alden 
Norris Bacho 
Debbie Battle 
Belieu Lithograph & Printing 
The Bon 
Christy Bulloch 
Ed Burke 
Cascade Office Systems 
Gary Chan 
Champion Display & Costume 
Mark Coleman 
D. W. Close Company, Inc. 
Paul Crane 
David Cunningham 
Paula Cunningham 
Eliza Davidson 
Debra Demitruk 
Oscar del Moro 
Allan Doyle 
Downtown Seattle Development Associates 
The Goose Restaurant 
Richard Gustav 
Craig Hardman 
Eloise Hern 
Jean Houston 
Denice Hunt 
Ilium Associates 
Perry Johanson 
Madeline Johnson 
Marcha Johnson 
Dr. and Mrs. Tom Jones 
Jones & Jones 
Bob Joyce 
Deborah Knudsen 
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Tena Martins 
James Hason 
Commander t Mrs. David Maginnis 
Mayflower Park Hotel 
Dennis Meier 
Shelly Morrison 
Ness Flowers 
Robert Nixon 
Greg Oaksen 
Barbara Oakrock 
James Olson 
Paper Mills Agency 
Donna Pihl 
Pike Place Preservation and Development 

Authority 
Gerry Pomeroy, 
Rainier National Bank 
Connie Ritter 
Debra Brattien Reinhart 
Rowan Northwest Decorators 
Jim Rupp 
Jim Schuknecht 
Seattle Art 
Seattle First National Bank 
Kenne Shepherd 
Art Skolnik 
Roger Stocker 
TMA Architects 
Wally Toner 
Kerry Tupper 
Mary Vruwink 
Gordon Walker 
Lorna Wallick 
Roger Wagner 
Washington Transit Advertising 
Peter Wiley 
Wayne Williams 
Patti Wilma 
The Workshop for Community Projects 
Jack Wright 

Citizens 

Steve Masini, Olympia R/UDAT 
Frank .Densmore, Olympia R/UDAT 
Jane Preuss, Urban Regional Research 
Grahame Ross, Pulley Moreland Properties 
Val Thomas, Cardwell/Thomas Architects 
Judy Leslie 
Sandra Wendell 
Wayne Huebner, AIA 
Paul B. Crane 
A. Orlabashian 

A. Reich 
Margaret A. Pageler 
Matt Driscoll 
Ted Johnston 
James Kamihachi Director, City of Seattle 

- OPE 
Bill Duchek, City of Seattle - OPE 
Jan MacKinzi, City of Seattle - DCD 
Dee Walsh, City of Seattle - DCD 
Allen Strasen 
David Sucher 
Bob Barger, AIA 
Bob Christiansen 
Larry Priest 
Jonathan E. Slosberg 
Anthony N. Pagones 
Allen D. Moses 
Steve Bolliger 
G. C. Schneeberger 
Ursula Ratti 

Dean Ratti, Ratti/Fossatti 
Tim Fishel 
Barnett Schorr 
T. Allan Camp, HCRS 
Rick Voit, Rainier Bank 
Astra Zarina, Department of Architecture, 

University of Washington 
James Rogers, Topaoil 
Sharon Robertson, Methods Associates 
Con Kucera 
Derek Ryan, NBBJ 
Barbara Haug, City of Seattle - DCD 
Bill Fastida 
Roger Hilbert 
Irving J. Flotree, Flotree-Sogge 
Marleigh Driscoll, Department of 

Architecture, University of Washington 
Barbara Hoffman 
Peter A. Wiley 
Ben Frerichs 
John N. Mayer 
Anne Vernez Mondon, Department of 

Architecture, University of Washington 
Elaine Richmond, Inst, of Cultural 

Affairs 
Janet Donelson 
Carolyn D. Geise, AIA 
Terrence W. Bulfin 
Jim Harris 
Art Skolnik, Pioneer Square Community 

Council 
Allen W. Safer 
Tom Phillips, N. W. Owner Builder Center 
Evelyn Y. Sun, City of Seattle - DCD 
Don Erickson, City of Seattle - DCD 
Tom Pomeranz 
Varnavaa Varnava 

Jerry Gerrard, Amer. Soc. of Landscape 
Architects 

Susan Avery 
Mr. and Mrs. Bert Lancaster 
Kevin Lutton 
Jill Katzenbach 
Roger Scott, Central Seattle Community 

Council Federation 
Pat Thompson, American Office Interiors 
Eleanor Thienes, Architect 
Kim Austin Poggett, Architect 
Don Carlson, CRA 
Marget Newton, CRA 
Mr. and Mrs. Mike Mikkola 
Thomas E. Marion 
Fredda Jaffe, Fremont Public Association 
John A. Beyer Jr., Transco Pacific Co. 
Joe Mayhew, Business Space Design 
Carol Brown 
Don Erickson, Plan and Design Services 
Norris V. Bacho 
Michelle R. Stearns 
Martin Henry Kaplan 
George Delman 
Klaus Bodenmuller 
John R. Hunt, Jones and Jones 
Denice Johnson Hunt, Ecotope 
Byron K. Ahina, James Hamilton, Architect 
Tullus Gordon, Tullus Gordon Const. Co. 
Ken Beier, Yates, Wood and MacDonald 
Lynn Haven, Anne Fisher Design 
Philip and Harriet Sherburne 
Bryant Milliman I 
Mohammad Daniswold 
Jack Kniskern 
Karen DeCoster 
Bill Auld 
Wilma Warshak 
Bob Aegerter 
Steve Sartore 

Dick Ludwig, University of Washington 
Polly Lane, Seattle Times 
Ed Klein 
Ken Olsen 
Nancy Bennett 
Phil Jacobson 
L. Jane Hastings 
Dennis T.. Su 
Donald McGaffin 
Diana Gage, Proheim and Okamoto, Inc. 
Keith R. Kolb, Kolb and Stansfield 
Patrick Crooks, Carma 
Steve Dwoskin 
Robert Holman 
John Bierly 
Dean Clark 
Birgit K. Rollin 
Sue Sanders 
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Susan Heikkala 
Mike Ritua 
Suzanne Braddock, Metro Transition 

Advisory, Denny Regrade Business Assoc. 
Larry Kreisman 
Eugenie Mecke 
Joan M. Paulson 
Maryann Maginnes, Historical Commission 
Henry Griffin, CHG International 
Clint L. Hergert 
Bill Massey, Municipal League 
George Mack, Municipal League 
Carton Charles Kerell 
Ruth A. Rae 
Steve Mikol, Laventhol and Horwath 
Eugenie Mecke 
Susan Killen, METRO 
David Maginnis, The Fairmount Partnership 
John Bisbee 
Barbara Simpson 
Tood Perbix 
Robert Kaplan 
Charles Kindt, Seattle City Planning Comm. 
June Alexander 
Kathy Danaher, John D. Horrall Public 

Relations Inc. 
Rick Locke, Plymouth Housing Group 
Janelle Forgette, The Schemmer Assoc. 
Doug Mann, City of Seattle - Personnel 

Dept. 
Lauren R. Perry 
Greg and Heather Oaksen 
Virginia Merlino, Cornerstone Dev. Co. 
Karen Link 
Dave Koenig, City of Everett 
Robert Graves, Henningson, Durham and 

Richardson 
Heather McCartney 
Chic Hendricks 
J. Schneby-Black 
Elizabeth Bisbee 
Andrea Kentig 
Bernard Jalbert, L.S.W. 
Richard Asia, Adlar Properties 
H. J. Hohnston, AIA 
Judy Kohn, N.B.B.J. 
Richard w. Hobbs, Hobbs/Fukui Assoc. 
Scott Bloble, Triad Assoc. 
Ed Wood, City of Seattle - DCCA 
Jay Fulton 
Kristin Jacobsen, Callison Partnership 
Bruno Mazzarella 
Stan Nemiroff Loschky, Marquart and 

Nesholm 
Ronald Stevens, Dodson/Stevens Architects 
Paula Cunningham 
Robbie Ralkowski, Architectural 

Secretaries Assoc. 
Wm. Ian Ralkowski, AIA 

Vince Nordfors, AIA 
Ted Gage, Urban Studies and Planning 

Prog., Antioch University, Seattle 

Steven Loyd, Harbor Properties, Inc. 
Marguerite Heard, The McKinley Architects 
Dale A, Abrams 
Robert L. Jones 
Mark Eames 
Magenta Trudeau 
Jay and Patty Peirsol, Peirsol Hutnik 

Peirsol Architects 
William Justen, City of Seattle -

Director, DCLU 
Judith A. Boze 
Vera Ing 
Joey Ing 
Sandra Kozbelik 
T. A. Rasp 
Janice L. S. Soloff 
Steve Cole 
Jeri Cole 
Jennifer Parker, Metro Center 
Steve Clagett 
Byron Barnes 
Jestena Boughton, Jones and Jones 
Nik Worden, Jones and Jones 
Alixanne McDonough, Pan Am Engineering 
Nancy Hicks 
Sally Wilma, Pioneer Square Properties 
Dave Bernie, Pioneer Square Properties 
Jackie Bropny, DKB and Assc. 
Chirtine Larsen, Seattle Eng. Dept. 
Kay Knapton, City of Seattle - OED 
Rebecca Fox 
Meg Gruwell 
Eric G. Meng 
Kerry and Shirley Tupper, D. W. Close Co. 
Beryl W. Ash 
Jim Oldham, Cascade Comm. Council 
Gary R. Smith, King TV 
Allan David, Central Seattle Comm. 

College 
Suzanne Braddock, Metro Transition 

Advisory Denny Regrade Bus. Assoc. 
Stephanie Toothman, Heritage Conservation 

& Recreation Service 
Bill Niccolls, Securities Intermountain, 

Inc. 
James E. Mason, DSDA In-City-Living 

Committee 
Jean Matti, Riley Griffin Co. 
Henry Griffin, CHG International 
Nancy Smith 
Paul Roberts, Bankers Assoc. & Sea Wing 

Co. Board of Realtors 
Alan Razak, Cause 
Benella Caminiti 
Valerie O'Brien 
Patrick Parker 
Jesse Patrick 
Gary Clark 
Helen McCann 
Florence Lunaberg 
Gary W. Henry 
Clayton C. Albright, PSDA 

Howard Anderson 
Mia Anderson 
Rachel Ben-Shinnel 
Fr. C. P. Dillon 
Martha Dilts, SeaEnergy Housing 
Allan Comp, HCRS 
Art Foster 
Ann L. Hirschi, Denny Regrade Community 

Council 
John Fox, Downtown Neighborhood Alliance, 

Displacement Council 
James Janner, Denny Regarde Community 

Council 
Sue Killen-Metro 
Richard C. Locke, Plymouth Housing Group 
Bruce Lorig, Market Place North 
Shirley Manning 
Dace McCoy, Seattle City Council 
Tom Pomeranz, First Hill Community Council 
JoAnn Sherwood 
Mike Sivia, Seattle Housing Authority 
Janeen Smith, City of Seattle - DCD 
Selma Thomas 
Margaret Tunks 
John Turnbull 
John Ullman, ASLA 
Steven Benn, Transit Alliance 
Allan Doyle 
Neal Frank 
Judith M. Hurley 
David Koenig 
Kurtz R. Mayer 
E. J. Metcalf 
Bryant Milliman, Seahaven 
Jim Olson 
Tom Pomeranz, Downtown Human Services 

Council 
Virginia Richmond, Seattle Shoreline 

Coalition 
Laurel Spelraan, Cornerstone Development 

Company 
Victor Steinbrueck 
Dick Vanderpeyl, Daon Corporation 
Mary Walker, Historic Comm.. 
Elaine Sundale 
Grant Gustafson 
Doug Davidson 
Katie Dutcher 
Nora Jaso 
Friday Sweeney 

Norah Scully 
N. W. Barcus 
James J. Engrissei, Central Seattle 

Community Council Federation 
Steve Scranton 
Paul B. Crane 
Vincent Buck 
Kent Lawenda 

Living Downtown Logo 

Ellen Ziegler and Sharon Schumacher 
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TOOLS AND RESOURCES 

RECOMMENDED READING 

Denny Regrade and Multi-Family Housing 
Potentials. 

Published by: 
Environmental Works/Community Design 
Center 
402 - 15th Avenue East 
Seattle WA 98112 329-8300 

Transportation 

• Downtown Seattle Transit Alternatives. 
Draft Report. March 1979. 

• Metro Transit—More Mobility for the 
Eighties. August 1980. 

• Metrotransition—Downtown Seattle Task 
Force Final Report. April 1980. 

Published by: 
Metro—Municipality of Metropolitan 
Seattle 
821 - 2nd Avenue 
Seattle WA 98104 447-6619 

Downtown Area Development 

• Denny Regrade Development Plan 
February 1974. 

• Downtown Population and Housing Data. 
June 1980. 

• Seattle Artist's Housing Handbook. 
April 1980. 

• Seattle Artist's Housing Handbook— 
Appendix. September 1980. 

• Seattle's Downtown Housing Crisis: 
Proposals for Action. March 1980. 

• Pike Place Market—Design Report. 
June 1974. 

• Pike Place Market—Urban Renewal Plan. 
January 1974. 

• Pioneer Square Profile, An Update on 
Redevelopment. 1980. 
Published by, and avilable from: 
City of Seattle Department of 
Community Development 
400 Yesler Building 
Seattle WA 98104 625-4537 

Regional 

Goals and Policies for Regional 
Development. February 1977. 
King Subregional Plan. December 1978. 
Published by: 
Puget Sound Council of Governments 
216 - 1st Avenue South 
Seattle WA 98104 464-7090 

General 

Low-Rise Housing for Older People. 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, Office of Policy Develop­
ment and Research. September 1977. 

Development Choices for the Eighties. 
Council on Development Choices for the 
•80s, Interim Report. U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. 

Analysis of Existing Land Use Regula­
tion in Downtown Seattle (Research 
Paper). February 1981. 
Background Report of the Downtown Land 
Use and Transportation Project. 
March 1981. 
Capital Improvement Program. 
January 1979. 
Catalog of Land Use Plans and Policies 
in Downtown Seattle (Research Paper). 
January 1981. 
Evolution of Seattle's Downtown 
(Research Paper). December 1980. 
Low-Income Residents and Social 
Services in Downtown Seattle. 
March 1981. 
Published by, and available from: 
City of Seattle Office of Policy and 
Evaluation 
300 Municipal Building 
Seattle WA 98104 625-4591 

The Downtown Boom. 1981. 
Published by: 
Freemont Public Association 
634-2222 



COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION 

Many committees, officials, and indivi­
duals have come forward in active support 
of "Living Downtown". Though not exhaus­
tive, the following lists can be used as 
a guide to people wishing to get involved 
in the project. In addition, the Seattle 
AIA office will maintain current contact 
lists and act as a clearing house when­
ever possible. 

Geographically Based Community Groups and 
Government 

• Pioneer Square Community Council— 
Art Skolnik, President 

• Denny Regrade Community Council— 
James Jenner, President 

• Common Ground—Steve Claggett 
• Pike Place Market Historic Commission— 

John Turnbull (Staff/Resident) 
• Seattle Housing Authority— 

Pat Chervenak 
• Seattle Design Commission—Dave Hewitt 

or Horace Poxall or Barry Onouye 
• Seattle Planning Commission—Charles 

Kindt 
• Puget Sound Council of Governments— 

Max Paver or Jay Haavik 
• Seattle Chamber of Commerce 
• City Council Staff—Dave McCoy 
• City Council—Councilman Michael Hildt 
• Denny Regrade Advisory Committee— 

Nelleke Langhout and Janeen Smith 

Community Associations 

• League of Women Voters—Nancy Smith 
• American Society of Landscape Archi­

tects—John Ullman 
• Seattle Displacement Coalition—John 

Pox 
• Pike Place Market Historical 

Commission—Mary Walker (long-time 
area resident in Fairmount) 

• Denny Regrade Community Council/Pike 
Place Market Preservation and Develop­
ment Authority/Fairmount Manager— 
Joan Paulson 

• Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service (U.S.)—Allan Camp 

• Historic Seattle—Al Elliott 
• UFCW—Roger Yockey 
• Seattle Tenants Union—Valerie O'Brien 

• 

• Catholic Seamen's Club—Father Dillon 
• Shoreline Coalition—Benella Carminiti 
• Seattle Emergency Housing 
• Gray Panthers 
• Council of Churches 
• Seattle Transit Alliance—Steve Benn 
• Institute of Business Designers— 

Ann Fisher 
• Seattle Arts Commission—Karen Gates 
• Sierra Club of Puget Sound 


