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October 12, 2007

Karen Wolf, Chair

Children’s Hospital and Regional Medical Center

Citizens Advisory Committee

c/o Steve Sheppard, DON

Re: CHRMC CAC recommendation that LCC Alternatives be included in the Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Wolf:

Thank you for your letter of October 5, in which you ask that DPD include further alternatives in the Environmental Impact Statement for Children’s Hospital and Regional Medical Center’s Major Institution Master Plan.

I attended the September 26 meeting in which the Citizens Advisory Committee voted on this motion.  As reflected in the scoping report issued two days prior, DPD has required that the EIS contain an additional alternative or alternatives.

DPD received comments from the Laurelhurst Community Council during the scoping period, which ended on September 17.  We reviewed and considered LCC’s comments during the scoping process.  We have carefully considered the CAC’s request and have subsequently reviewed the comment letter anew.  DPD has decided not to require that LCC’s proposed concepts be included in the DEIS, nor to revise the scoping report.

Each of the LCC’s proposed options is predicated on limiting new development to approximately 250,000 gross square feet.  As noted on page 2 of DPD’s scoping report, SEPA requires that “Reasonable alternatives shall include actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal’s objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation” (SMC 25.05.440 D2).  The LCC’s proposed growth of 250,000 to 300,000 square feet appears to represent an additional 62 to 75 beds over the existing 250.  DPD determines that such concepts would neither attain nor approximate the objectives defined by CHRMC.

In the LCC letter, each concept’s “option A” does not specify a limit on gross square footage and instead describes heights and design parameters for specific areas.  Many listed suggestions are already incorporated into the original concept plan (reconfiguration of Penny Drive, use of skybridges across Penny Drive, internal ramping within garages, and sensitive utility location, for example).  Some limits may not feasibly facilitate the proposal’s objectives and would therefore not be considered to be acceptable, per SMC 25.05.440 D2.

DPD has determined that the EIS shall include additional alternatives that include a lower overall height than currently proposed.  DPD has asked CHRMC to propose one or more alternatives that could feasibly attain their stated objective, and has provided a copy of the LCC letter for consideration as they develop their alternatives further.  When DPD receives the updated alternatives, we will share them with the CAC.

The Citizens Advisory Committee plays an important role in the MIMP and the EIS process.  DPD encourages and supports your continued engagement with these issues, and we welcome your comments.  As the process moves forward, the CAC will have further opportunities for comments and suggested revisions.  We applaud your efforts on behalf of the various parties affected by this proposal.  Thank you for your commitment.

Sincerely,

Original sent via US mail.
Scott A. Ringgold

Land Use Planner

Cc:
Diane Sugimura, DPD

Steve Sheppard, DON


Dr. Tom Hansen, Children’s

Desiree Leigh, Children’s
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