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BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Site Description
The development site is a corner lot occupying a total area of approximately 36,167 square feet, in the eastern/northern edge of the Fremont neighborhood, and the southwestern edge of Wallingford.  The site is rectangular in shape with street frontages on North 40th Street to the north, and Aurora Avenue North to the west in a Commercial One zone, with a height limit of 40 feet (C1-40).  A 16 foot wide paved alley abuts the site to the east.  The site is also located within the Fremont Hub Urban Village.  

The site will combine three separate parcels of land into one development site.  All three parcels are currently development with commercial uses, with two containing motel use, and the third an abandon restaurant use.  The existing five structures are older buildings, ranging in height between one to three-stories.  The development site is modestly landscaped with vegetation concentrated along the north, west and south perimeters.  The site slopes modestly downward from its northwest corner to the southeast, approximately 16 feet over a distance of 335 feet, with slight bowl-like depressions within the site.  The development site occupies a significant portion of the west half a block that fronts upon North 40th Street to north, Aurora Avenue North to the west, and North 39th Street to the south.  The remaining south part of the block front is developed with a modest-sized residential use; a two-story residential building with front yard orientation towards 39th Street.  
All street rights-of-way are fully developed streets with asphalt roadway; curbs, sidewalks and gutters.  Aurora Avenue (State Highway 99) is a primary arterial, with 39th and 40th serving as collector streets abutting the subject block.  A concrete center divider within Aurora precludes vehicles approaching from 39th and 40th from crossing across Aurora.  The site is served by Metro bus routes within the Aurora right-of-way.  Aurora Avenue connects the surrounding residential neighborhoods to commercial centers as far north as Everett and to Downtown Seattle.  

The site is not located in any identified or designated Environmentally Critical Area (ECA), but is located in Fremont Hub Urban Village.  

Area Development
The immediate area is dominated by a mix of older residential buildings, including single family and multifamily structures from one to three-stories in height, and a limited number of commercial uses including offices and warehouse uses.  The area is currently undergoing a transformation as new development increases in this in-fill area surrounding the Aurora Avenue corridor.  The most dominating characteristic in this area is Aurora Avenue, part of the State Highway system (Highway 99), that conveys automobiles swiftly along its north south axis.  Aurora Avenue is six-lane, 100 foot wide right-of-way.  
To the east across the abutting alley centerline, the zoning changes to Multifamily Lowrise Three (L3) which allows a maximum one unit per 800 square feet of lot area.  Across the alley within the L3 zone are a number of three-story multifamily structures with surface parking stalls access off the alley.  Buffering the L3 zone from a less dense Single Family 5,000 zone (SF 5000) further east is a narrow band of L2 zoning which allows a maximum one unit per 1,200 square feet of lot area.  The multifamily lowrise zones appear to be underdeveloped with the number of single family structures in the area.  This vast residential area feels spacious due in part to the number of trees spotted throughout and the siting of structures on individual lots.  The subject lot is located in a moderately sized C1-40 zone that extends south to North 38th and north to 42nd within a half block to the west and east from Aurora Avenue.  To the west across the mid-block alley running parallel to Aurora, the zone designation changes to residential, Multifamily Lowrise One (L-1), which allows a maximum one unit per 1,600 square feet of lot area.  Similar neighborhood characteristics associated with the eastside of Aurora are also found within this area as well.  What is most notable on the west side is B F Day Elementary (Seattle Public) School, located at 39th and Linden Avenue North.  A pedestrian bridge, connecting the west and east, crosses over Aurora in the 4100 block.
This entire area is underdeveloped with a high percentage of single family uses.  The area has a distinct moderate density residential urban feel with the number and mix of residential uses for there respective zones.  The street layout and design has opened up the area to provide sense of spaciousness near the development site.  

ARCHITECT’S PRESENTATION

Brenda Barnes, Project Manager of Clark Design Group PLLC, opened the presentation with a historic and site context analysis that featured a photo essay of the immediate area.  During her presentation, Ms. Barnes emphasized the contextual relationship of in-fill projects with abutting structures and uses in the immediate area.  The architectural character of the proposed building would draw upon topographic site conditions, length of rectangular shaped lot, territorial views to the east, and influences from surrounding buildings.  The design objectives are; to maximize views for most units to the east, to ensure privacy and physical security for tenants, orient open spaces away from Aurora Avenue to dampen noise and dust, hold the corners to establish a focal presence within the neighborhood, and establishing a commercial presence to activate the streets. 
Ms. Barnes presented three design concepts identifying the positives and negatives of each concept.  All three design schemes featured the following: All vehicles will obtain access off the alley (to avoid additional interruptions to traffic flow within Aurora).  A split-level below grade parking floor is proposed to accommodate topographic conditions.  Live-work units will be placed at street level along Aurora.  Above the commercial level will be a single loaded residential corridor adjacent to Aurora in an attempt to shield residential units from the noise and dirt of the busy thoroughfare.  Primary pedestrian access to the commercial and residential uses is proposed off Aurora Avenue.  Due to the topographic conditions at the site, the building’s mass will step down one floor towards the south.  The proposal will require removing all structures to accommodate development of a 4-story structure with a footprint occupying the entire development site.  Parking will be accessed in two locations adjacent to the alley.  The three conceptual drawings presented featured one structure with upper level open space areas, with building varying modulation schemes.  The designs are different in the number, orientation and allocation of residential units above street level.  

After providing the context which informed the three conceptual design schemes and noting pros and cons, Ms. Barnes launched into the formal design presentation.  Design Alternative “A” (owner preferred) depicted a building design that included two residential amenity open space areas oriented to the east, with focused attention towards breaking down the mass of the proposed building adjacent to the neighboring L3 zone.
Most units would have views either facing the north, east, and south with large windows to allow natural light to filter into each unit.  The building mass above the parking level would be “E” shaped with the open areas facing the alley.  Under this alternative the mass of the building would act as a shield against the high traffic volumes associated with Aurora Avenue.  Residential units would have views into the two common courtyard areas.  The walls facing the courtyard will feature glazing to allow additional light to penetrate into the building’s interior and bounce light into the amenity areas.  One negative was identified with this scheme; residential terraces would be shaded during the winter months.  In this scheme 85 units are proposed.  
Design Alternative “B” is distinguishable with its “S” shape upper levels that feature one of the two residential courtyards facing Aurora, with the other oriented towards the alley.  The design would break the building’s mass along Aurora to scale the building down.  Drawbacks of this option were noted to include potential for creating a cavity for noise and dusk to collect in the courtyard facing Aurora.  Proximity of the ground level amenity area invited additional design considerations to secure the area from the public while creating usable and inviting open spaces for tenants.  High valued views to the east would be compromised in this design scheme as well.  A total of 93 units would be established under this design proposal. 
Design Alternative “C” depicted a building that kept one residential amenity area facing the east and flipped the second to be open towards N 40th Street.  The geometry of the open space with its lengthwise orientation to 40th created an expanded residential presence adjacent to the alley.  A number of negatives were cited for this design option that included exposure to noise and dust from Aurora, north terrace would be in shade most of the year.  The building’s mass would create obstacles to smoothing out the transition to the abutting residential zone to the east.  A total of 87 units would be established in this option. 
No departures from development standards were identified, but the applicant may request departures depending on the final design configuration.  

BOARD CLARIFYING QUESTIONS & COMMENTS

The Board like the applicants’ preferred option but wanted to verify height, location and size of the upper level open space area orientation towards the east.  Owing in part to the topographic conditions and proximity of the L3 zone to the east, the Board was interested in determining maximum heights.  The applicant responded that they were going to maximize the allowed height of 40 feet plus 4 feet, for structures having at least a 13 foot street level floor height.  It appeared that the open space was usable in the “E”- shaped design, but the amount of natural light penetrating below was of concern.  The applicant responded by stating that the horizontal dimensions ranged from 45 feet to 65 feet that would allow direct light reach to the surface areas.  It was unclear how the courtyards would function with relation to the abutting alley, additional refinement is in order.  The Board wanted to know if the proposal met the Green factor ratio.  The applicant informed the Board that they were presently nonconforming to the required minimum factor threshold number.  The Board responded by stating they would consider a departure if requested from the applicant.  The Board next turned their attention to the commercial use.  How will the live-work units function; will the commercial portion have access to Aurora exclusively, would the residential portion be accessible only from the building’s interior?  The applicant responded that the design is at a schematic stage, details are yet to be finalized.  However, the live-work units more than likely will have dual access points with interior connections.  One Board member inquired about the length of the development site.  The applicant stated that the site is 320 feet long.  Lastly, the Board suggested narrowing or reducing vehicle access widths from the alley. 
PUBLIC COMMENTS

A number of the 11 public members present had comments to offer.  Of the 11 public members in attendance 6 filled out the sign in sheet.  Public comments and clarifying questions focused on the following issues:

· Height of the proposed building will impact views from adjacent lots to the west.  
· The building is not pleasing to the eye from Aurora, the mass of the building along Aurora needs attention, the building needs to be scaled down.  
· Would like to have the building setback at least 10 feet from south property line, due in part to the building’s scale adjacent to single family uses.  Would also like to see a setback from the north property line, if possible.  

· Due to the noise in the area, for some residents, the courtyard will be an important haven, and as such, must be designed with that in mind.  

· It appears that rental units are becoming scarcer, are the owners proposing condos or apartments.  The applicant responded by stating they did not know at this time.    
Most of the public comments are incorporated into the guidance from the Board.  
BOARD DELIBERATIONS

After visiting the site, considering the analysis of the site and context provided by the proponents, and hearing public comment, the Northwest Review Board members provided the siting and design guidance described below and identified by letter and number those siting and design guidelines found in the City of Seattle’s “Design Review: Guidelines for Multifamily & Commercial Buildings” of highest priority to this project.  

Ensuring a well proportioned massing at the development site is a critical factor to successfully integrate the project into the existing neighborhood fabric.  The design team should incorporate as many design elements as necessary to scale the building down along Aurora utilizing modulation measures; and create quality open space into the proposal including, increasing light into the proposed interior courtyards.  The Board feels that the 320 foot long development site will have a significant street presence that must be designed with care and thought.     
The guidelines below were all chosen by the board to be of high priority.  The Board wants the developer to activate the streetscape wherever possible and scale the design to integrate itself into an area that has unique characteristics including the 320 foot long street frontage along Aurora, L3 zone to the east, and site topography.  
A
Site Planning

A-2
Streetscape Compatibility

The siting of buildings should acknowledge and reinforce the existing desirable spatial characteristics of the right-of-way.

A-4
Human Activity

New development should be sited and designed to encourage human activity on the street.

A-5
Respect for Adjacent Sites
Buildings should respect adjacent properties by being located on their sites to minimize disruption of the privacy and outdoor activities of residents in adjacent buildings.

A-10
Corner Lots

Buildings on corner lots should be oriented to the corner and public street fronts.  Parking and automobile access should be located away from corners.

· The design should also explore design options that establish readable residential and commercial entry points that are distinctive and attractive.   
· Aurora does not need to be made more sterile; and the design should strive to establish pedestrian friendly activity areas to enliven the Aurora and 40th sidewalks at street level.

· The location and quality of the residential open space should be considered as a high value element and should serve the needs of its residential inhabitants.  Residential open spaces should be functional and directly connected to residential uses.  
· The design should optimize natural light into the proposed interior courtyards and provide maximum transparency into the building.  
· The proposal should pay attention to the corners by locating active residential or commercial uses in these areas – corner entries should be explored.  

B 
Height, Bulk and Scale

B-1
Height, Bulk and Scale

Projects should be compatible with the scale of development anticipated by the applicable Land Use Policies for the surrounding area and should be sited and designed to provide a sensitive transition to near-by , less-intensive zones.

· The design should be scale the building’s eastside to relate to L-3, with a height limit of 30 feet.  
· Shift the building’s mass, and include significant modulation both in the horizontal and vertical planes should be considered to help break down the building’s scale relative to the eastern residential areas.   
C
Architectural Elements and Materials

C-2
Architectural Concept and Consistency

Building design elements, details and massing should create a well-proportioned and unified building form and exhibit an overall architectural concept.

C-3
Human Scale

The design of new buildings should incorporate architectural features, elements and details to achieve a good human scale.

C-4
Exterior Finish Materials

Building exteriors should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that are attractive even when viewed up close.

· The roof level should be treated as a crown; avoid uniform parapet heights, roof line needs articulation to create more visual interest to help sculpt a more readable finer scaled structure.

· Meaningful façade modulations are encouraged, with the possibility of using green-walls.

· The building’s east orientation should be sculpted in a way to affect a terrace look, with the upper level stepping back away from the alley.  

D
Pedestrian Environment

D-1
Pedestrian Open Space and Entrances

Convenient and attractive access to the building’s entry should be provided.

D-2
Blank Walls
Buildings should avoid large blank walls facing the street, especially near sidewalks.  Where blank walls are unavoidable, they should receive design treatment to increase pedestrian comfort and interest.

D-8
Treatment of Alleys
The design of alley entrances should enhance the pedestrians’ street front.

D-12
Residential Entries and Transitions

For residential projects in commercial zones, the space between the residential entry and the sidewalk should provide security and privacy for residents and visually interesting street form for pedestrian.  Residential buildings should enhance the character of the streetscape with small gardens, stoops, and other elements that work to create a transition between the public sidewalk and private entry.  

· The applicant should consider installing large scale plantings along Aurora Avenue to enhance the pedestrian experience.   

· Garage entries should be readable, yet minimized to reduce visual and acoustic intrusion upon the abutting L3 zoned uses.  

E
Landscaping 

E-2
Landscaping to Enhance the Building and/or site

Landscaping, including living plants, special pavement, trellises, screen walls, planters, site furniture and similar features should be appropriately incorporated into the design to enhance the project.

Departure from Development Standards:

The applicant requested possible departure from the following Land Use Code development standards:

	Development Standard
	Requirement
	Proposed
	Comment/Rational by Architect
	Board Recommendation

	1. Green Area factor.  23.47A.016.A.2
	Landscaping that achieves a green factor score of .30 or greater. 
	Less than .30.  
	
	The board will continue to entertain this departure but needs to show clear evidence of how the overall design meets these priority guidelines.


DPD STAFF COMMENTS

The City’s position on GF departure requests will be to first work with the applicant and the DPD Green Team to find ways for the project to meet the minimum GF.

The architect should submit the Master Use Permit (MUP) application to DPD with the following:

· Include colored and shadowed elevation drawings and landscape/site plan illustrating the visual and textural design elements of the proposed building and amenity areas.  

· Well developed landscape plan.

· Provide illustrative detail of the appearance of the project, including nonresidential uses, at street level.
· Include a narrative and graphic rationale for grating the requested design departure(s).
· Provide signage concepts.

Please call Bradley Wilburn at 206.615.0508, when you have determined the MUP application intake date.

I:\WILBURB\Design Review\3006019\3006019EDG.DOC
� The project development site is located within the Northeast Board’s jurisdiction but was transferred to the Northwest Board, due in part to the capacity levels.   





