


DECISION BEING APPEALED 

Decision: The legal adequacy of the Final Environmental lmpacl Statement elated October 4, 
2018 for the Citywide Implementation of the ADU-FEIS, which is available at: 
http://www.seattle.gov/council/aclu-eis. 

Property Address: City wide 

Elements of Decision being appealed. (Also see discussion below re objections to decision) 

a. Adequacy of EIS

b. Violations of SEPA

APPEAL INFORMATION 

1. Interest of Appellant in the decision (Standing)

J. 1 The City of Seattle is a collection of over 30 distinct and diverse neighborhoods 
that form the historical heart and soul of our entire city. Each of these 
neighborhoods is recognized and buttressed by its unique environmental qualities, 
cultural and historical identities, discrete topography and challenging 
infrastructure, unique mixes of businesses, multi-family and single-family 
housing, green space and tree canopy, water and sun orientation, among a gifted 
host of other unequalled assets that have defined our city of Seattle for well over a 
century. 

l.2 The Queen Anne Community Council (QACC), one of the oldest and most active 
community organizations in Seattle, represents over 30,000 residents and business 
owners within our Queen Anne neighborhood. A registered a 501(c)(4) 
organization, the QACC advocates on a range of issues, including urban 
development and planning, transportation concerns, protection of our trees 
and parks, etc. Like community councils city-wide, QACC is the steward or our 
Queen Anne Neighborhood Plan that residents have counted on since the late 
l 970's to guide our future development growth, along with many other issues of
livability as codi fied within our City's Comprehensive Plan.

1.3 Our stewardship running back over 75 years, has always been characterized by 
welcoming growth and increased density, but also respecting the important 
qualities of our neighborhoods throughout our City. In fact, going back decades 
to when PSRC began forecasting growth as mandated by the GMA, Queen Anne 
has always gladly accepted more density than directed its way. Over 30 years ago 
we participated with thousands of Seattleites across the city in what became a 
national model of Neighborhood Planning. 
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ADU-rEIS fails to consider many reasonable alternatives to the current Backyard 
Cottage policies and in doing so fails to disclose, discuss and analyze significant. 
adverse environmental impacts that the proposal will impose on all Queen Anne 
residents and within every other Seattle neighborhood, including adverse impacts 
upon the displacement and destruction of older, more modest and affordable 
housing, the displacement of populations, the loss of historic buildings, the 
change in neighborhood character and loss of tree canopy, the amount of available 
on-street parking, and the ability lo circulate through neighborhood streets, and 
other population pressures, which impacts would be visited upon members of the 
Queen Anne Community Council and other residents of the Queen Anne 
neighborhood should the proposed legislation be enacted. 

1.11 The "alternatives" presented in the EIS are not alternative ways to meet the 
HALA housing objectives, but only alternative ways to implement a single goal 
and strategy of eliminating single-family zoning while increasing the 
development and cmwersion of every single-family neighborhood. The only 
alternative considered for reaching the objectives of the EIS is broad up-zoning in 
neighborhoods across the city. Required alternatives were not seriously 
considered or presented in the EIS as required by law 

1.12 The EIS fails to consider and present genuine alternatives as required by SEP A. 
The EIS instead treats the entire city as one homogeneous landscape failing to 
differentiate between well over 30 individual unique neighborhoods. The EIS 
treats all neighborhoods exactly the same and ignores the historical context of 
each, the unique qualities and topography of each. the differentiation in 
predominant lot size, affordability, parking availability, transportation choices, 
adjacencies to open space and tree canopy, among many others. Additionally the 
EIS ignores and in fact eliminates individual Neighborhood Plans codified over 
three decades that served as a guaranty underpinning over 350,000 citizen 
investments of time and resources to leverage the best in life's quality, special 
neighborhood character, and a secure and safe living environment. 

1.13 The only choices and alternatives presented for consideration in the EIS were up
zoning the entire city's wealth of single-family properties. As will be shown at the 
hearing of this matter, available alternatives were not considered in the EIS. 

1.14 The only alternatives considered in the EIS were minor variations in how to 
eliminate single-family zoning and neighborhoods. No alternative ways to meet 
the City's housing goals were considered in the EIS. This is a significant 
deficiency and failure to fulfill the environmental review requirements of SEPA. 

1.J 5 By failure to prepare a legally sufficient EIS, the Queen Anne Community
Council and its members have suffered procedural harm in that the City has 
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