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EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE OF THE
EAST DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
_______________________________________________________________________________


Project Number:  		3015044		
	
Address:  		1720 E Denny Way		

Applicant:  		David Neiman, Neiman Architects
	
Date of Meeting:		Wednesday, March 19, 2014	

Board Members Present:     	   Dawn Bushnaq (Chair) 
     	                                                Ric Cochrane 				                                                                                     
	Dan Foltz                                                   
	Natalie Gualy     
	Christina Orr-Cahall 
	Michael Austin	

Board Members Absent:	         None	                           
	                                                              
	                                                  
DPD Staff Present: 	                  Lindsay King	                                                   
 ______________________________________________________________________________

SITE & VICINITY	
	Site Zone:
	Lowrise Three (LR3)

	
	

	Nearby Zones:
	North:   LR3
South:   LR3
East:      LR3
West:    LR3

	
	

	Lot Area:
	14,400 sq. ft.

	
	

	Current Development:
	Apartment Building.




	Surrounding Development:
	The subject site is located on the northwest corner of 18th Avenue E and E Denny Way. The subject lot and all surrounding lots are zoned Lowrise Three (LR3) multifamily. The site contains one parcel with an existing 4-story apartment building. The subject lot is located 5 feet above the existing rights-of-way where a topographic berm is located adjacent to street property line.  An Exceptional Tree is located in the northeast corner of the lot.

	
	

	ECAs:
	None

	
	

	Neighborhood Character:
	The neighborhood is characterized by small single family homes, low- and mid-rise apartment and condominium buildings, most of which date from the early to mid-twentieth century. Older buildings are typically 3-4 story brick structures, while later buildings tend to be wood frame or concrete structures, ranging from 3-5 stories. Recent developments are typically wood frame buildings, 4-6 stories in height. Most of these buildings occupy one or two parcels, creating a fairly consistent scale of development throughout the neighborhood. Many of the existing buildings are set back from the street and from adjacent property lines, while others, particularly larger buildings, are built out to their property lines. Brick is the most common cladding material, particularly in older buildings, while later buildings are clad in a variety of materials including wood, brick, stone and concrete masonry.

	
	


PROJECT DESCRIPTION		
	
Early Design Guidance Application for a 4-story, 20 unit apartment building. The existing 25 unit apartment building (Roxborough Apts) is to remain.

EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE MEETING:  March 19, 2014	
DESIGN PRESENTATION

The EDG packet includes materials presented at the EDG meeting, and is available online by entering the project number (3015044) at this website: http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/Planning/Design_Review_Program/Project_Reviews/Reports/default.asp.  

The EDG packet is also available to view in the project file (project number 3015843), by contacting the Public Resource Center at DPD:
	Mailing Address:
	Public Resource Center
700 Fifth Ave., Suite 2000
P.O. Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124-4019

	Email:
	PRC@seattle.gov



Applicant presentation notes.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The following comments, issues and concerns were raised during the public comment portion of the Early Design Guidance meeting:

Site Design
· Noted that neighborhood siting pattern provides generous front setbacks along the street.
· Multiple commenters preferred a massing option which meets all setback standards, particularly the 15 foot rear setback to the north.
· Concerned that the design is based on maximizing zoning FAR and design review departures.
· Noted there are other ways to develop the site that would meet code requirements.
· Felt architect’s presentation stating the north setback is based on the neighborhood pattern of development is disingenuous. 
· Felt the urban analysis provided within the Early Design Guidance packet fails to consider the site as a corner lot with an existing building. 
· Felt the departure request for a modify rear setback is in direct conflict with Design Guidelines CS2-D6 Respect for Adjacent Sites.
· Felt setback departures should be rejected. Noted the requested departures do not improve the street or neighborhood. Requested departures do not benefit the public or adjacent neighbors.
· Would like to have the applicant explain how the departures better meet the intent of adopted City Design Guidelines.
· Concerned that the setback provided along the alley will be used for parking. 
· Noted parking along the alley would result in a reduced FAR allowance for the site. 
· Concerned about lack of parking provided.
· Felt dumpsters should be provided along the alley.
· Felt proposed design should activate the alley, similar to the example at 535 16th Avenue.
· Noted that many people use the alley for entering the neighborhood from 15th Avenue.

Height, Bulk and Scale
· Felt building is too large and too tall for the site.
· Concerned about shadow impacts and privacy for the neighbors to the north.
· Concerned that the floor area may exceed that allowed by code.
· Would like to see a massing option that locates the stair to the south.
· Preferred a massing option that removes balconies facing the single family home to the north.

Architectural Concept
· Concerned building is not in context with the existing neighborhood architectural character.
· Felt building is eroding the historic character of the neighborhood.
· Felt the building should relate to the architectural character of the Roxborough Apartment.
· Felt the signature roof element is out of place in this neighborhood.
· Felt materials should relate to the existing neighborhood material context.  
· Applauded the new construction at 1811 17th Avenue as a good example of infill development.
· Felt the design should be restrained and take cues from it adjacent neighbors in terms of scale, fenestration, materials, details and massing.
· Felt the renderings present a commercial storefront entry for a residential building.
· Concerned concrete walls facing the street will attract graffiti.

Amenity Space
· Felt the Board should deny departure request for reduced amenity area.
· Noted that the required amenity space could be provided on the alley in the loading zone.
· Not impressed with the amenity space proposed between the buildings, felt amenity space will feel like a canon. 
· Felt a roof deck may be more appropriate since sound travels up.
· Concerned proposed roof deck will disrupt the privacy for neighbors to the north.

Tree
· Felt Exceptional Tree should be removed. Noted the tree is not a prime specimen.
· Concerned about the disappearing tree canopy, felt trees in the right-of-way should be maintained. 

PRIORITIES & BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS

After visiting the site, considering the analysis of the site and context provided by the proponents, and hearing public comment, the Design Review Board members provided the following siting and design guidance.  The Board identified the Citywide Design Guidelines of highest priority for this project.   

FIRST EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE  March 19, 2014

1. Site Design and Massing. The Board felt additional site design and massing options should be explored with the provided guidance.
a) The Board requested a comprehensive neighborhood analysis of siting patterns. The analysis should demonstrate typical setbacks for infill development and corner lots. At the second Early Design Guidance meeting, the revised massing alternatives presented should be informed by the neighborhood siting analysis (CS2-A, B, C, D).
b) The Board directed the applicant to provide variations to Design Option A which includes a setback compliant, slender, massing alternative. The Board noted that a slender building provides better separation to the adjacent structures and usable space at ground level (CS2-A, B, C, and D).
c) The Board directed the applicant to look at the Anhault Building, located at 1600 E John Street (DPD Project 3013051), as a good example of analysis of infill development and siting analysis (CS2-A, B, C, D).
d) The Board would like to see a massing alternative that relates to the scale of the adjacent structures.  The Board applauded Design Option B, whose street façade relates to the scale, width and height of the adjacent single family home and apartment building (CS2-A, B, C, and D).
e) The Board noted Option B also provides a buffer setback space in the northeast corner of the site under the existing Exceptional Tree. The Board felt this buffer space should be included in new massing alternatives (CS2-A, B, C, and D).
f) The Board noted that the proposed massing must be consistent with adopted City Design Guidelines even if the building is below the code allowed floor area ratio for the site (CS2-A, B, C, and D).
g) The Board noted proposals for a wider and taller building must demonstrate substantial efforts to mitigate privacy and bulk concerns to the north and south. The Board felt setback priority should be given to the north and the relationship to the single family home. The Board also noted reasonable accommodations must be made on south side of the building. (CS2-D5).
h) A new massing alternative should locate the stair penthouse to the south to minimize height, bulk and scale along the north adjacent to the single family home (CS2-D5).
i) The Board noted the site design and removal of the exceptional tree is unresolved. The Board did note that even if the tree is removed the setback space should be reserved to maintain a buffer between the proposed structure and the single family to the north (CS2-A, B, C, D).

2. Street and Alley Treatment. The Board felt additional consideration must be given to the relationship of the building at the street and alley. 
a) The Board recommended the revised site and massing alternatives remove the loading zone on the alley. The Board felt the space could be used for additional massing relocated from the rear setback and/or code required ground level amenity space (CS2-A, B, C, D and DC3-A).
b) The Board felt that ground level amenity space should be maximized and usable by residents. Priority should be given to ground level amenity space in the front setback (DC3- A).
c) The Board felt the building’s relationship to the front lot line was unresolved. The Board felt the revised massing should work with the existing topography along the street property line to provide a harmonious relationship to the surrounding street setback treatments (CS2-A, B, C, D, DC2-A, DC3-A and C).
d) The Board did note that massing alternative B provided the best example of activity on the street (PL3-A and DC3-A)
e) The Board was concerned about using the front setback for green storm water. The Board noted felt any incorporated GSI it should be appropriate for neighborhood and usable for residents (CS1-E and DC3-C).
f) The Board noted first floor level on the sidewalk must be human scale even if not transparent (PL3-A and DC2-D).

3. Architectural Context and Materials. The Board noted the building is proposed within a neighborhood with a well-defined and desirable character. The Board felt the new building should be compatible with and complement the architectural character of neighboring buildings.
a) The Board requested a thorough comprehensive site analysis of the existing neighborhood architectural context. The applicant will need to demonstrate that the evolution of the architectural concept is responsive and complementary to the existing neighborhood context and material application. The Board suggested utilizing an analysis of existing good case studies in the neighborhood to inform the design progress (CS2-A and CS3-A).
b) The Board noted that the majority of structures within the neighborhood of similar scale are constructed with durable materials such as brick. The Board felt the material choice, fenestration should be resolved within the existing patterns on the streetscape (CS2-A, CS3-A, DC2-A through D).
c) The Board noted that if a larger setback is provided at the front it will allow more latitude in how the building relates to the existing Roxborough building. The Board cautioned that if they are both very close to the street the proposed building must relate more directly (CS2-A, CS3-A, DC2-A through D). 

DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES 

The priority Citywide and Neighborhood guidelines are summarized below.  For the full text please visit the Design Review website.


CONTEXT & SITE

CS1 Natural Systems and Site Features: Use natural systems/features of the site and its surroundings as a starting point for project design.
CS1-C	Topography
CS1-C-1. Land Form: Use natural topography and desirable landforms to inform project design.
CS1-C-2. Elevation Changes: Use the existing site topography when locating structures and open spaces on the site.
CS1-D	Plants and Habitat
CS1-D-1. On-Site Features: Incorporate on-site natural habitats and landscape elements into project design and connect those features to existing networks of open spaces and natural habitats wherever possible. Consider relocating significant trees and vegetation if retention is not feasible.
CS1-E	Water
CS1-E-2. Adding Interest with Project Drainage: Use project drainage systems as opportunities to add interest to the site through water-related design elements.

CS2 Urban Pattern and Form: Strengthen the most desirable forms, characteristics, and patterns of the streets, block faces, and open spaces in the surrounding area.
CS2-A	Location in the City and Neighborhood
CS2-A-1. Sense of Place: Emphasize attributes that give a distinctive sense of place. Design the building and open spaces to enhance areas where a strong identity already exists, and create a sense of place where the physical context is less established.
CS2-A-2. Architectural Presence: Evaluate the degree of visibility or architectural presence that is appropriate or desired given the context, and design accordingly.
CS2-B	Adjacent Sites, Streets, and Open Spaces
CS2-B-1. Site Characteristics: Allow characteristics of sites to inform the design, especially where the street grid and topography create unusually shaped lots that can add distinction to the building massing.
CS2-B-2. Connection to the Street: Identify opportunities for the project to make a strong connection to the street and public realm.
CS2-B-3. Character of Open Space: Contribute to the character and proportion of surrounding open spaces. 
CS2-C	Relationship to the Block
CS2-C-2. Mid-Block Sites: Look to the uses and scales of adjacent buildings for clues about how to design a mid-block building. Continue a strong street-edge and respond to datum lines of adjacent buildings at the first three floors.
CS2-D	Height, Bulk, and Scale
CS2-D-1. Existing Development and Zoning: Review the height, bulk, and scale of neighboring buildings as well as the scale of development anticipated by zoning for the area to determine an appropriate complement and/or transition.
CS2-D-5. Respect for Adjacent Sites: Respect adjacent properties with design and site planning to minimize disrupting the privacy of residents in adjacent buildings.

CS3 Architectural Context and Character: Contribute to the architectural character of the neighborhood.
CS3-A	Emphasizing Positive Neighborhood Attributes
CS3-A-1. Fitting Old and New Together: Create compatibility between new projects, and existing architectural context, including historic and modern designs, through building articulation, scale and proportion, roof forms, detailing, fenestration, and/or the use of complementary materials.
CS3-A-3. Established Neighborhoods: In existing neighborhoods with a well-defined architectural character, site and design new structures to complement or be compatible with the architectural style and siting patterns of neighborhood buildings.

PUBLIC LIFE

PL1 Connectivity: Complement and contribute to the network of open spaces around the site and the connections among them.
PL1-A	Network of Open Spaces
PL1-A-2. Adding to Public Life: Seek opportunities to foster human interaction through an increase in the size and quality of project-related open space available for public life.

PL2 Walkability: Create a safe and comfortable walking environment that is easy to navigate and well-connected to existing pedestrian walkways and features.
PL2-A	Accessibility
PL2-A-1. Access for All: Provide access for people of all abilities in a manner that is fully integrated into the project design. Design entries and other primary access points such that all visitors can be greeted and welcomed through the front door.
PL2-A-2. Access Challenges: Add features to assist pedestrians in navigating sloped sites, long blocks, or other challenges.
PL2-B	Safety and Security
PL2-B-1. Eyes on the Street: Create a safe environment by providing lines of sight and encouraging natural surveillance.
PL2-B-2. Lighting for Safety: Provide lighting at sufficient lumen intensities and scales, including pathway illumination, pedestrian and entry lighting, and/or security lights.

PL3 Street-Level Interaction: Encourage human interaction and activity at the street-level with clear connections to building entries and edges.
PL3-A	Entries
PL3-A-1. Design Objectives: Design primary entries to be obvious, identifiable, and distinctive with clear lines of sight and lobbies visually connected to the street.
PL3-A-2. Common Entries: Multi-story residential buildings need to provide privacy and security for residents but also be welcoming and identifiable to visitors.
PL3-A-4. Ensemble of Elements: Design the entry as a collection of coordinated elements including the door(s), overhead features, ground surface, landscaping, lighting, and other features.
PL3-B	Residential Edges
PL3-B-1. Security and Privacy: Provide security and privacy for residential buildings through the use of a buffer or semi-private space between the development and the street or neighboring buildings.
PL3-B-2. Ground-level Residential: Privacy and security issues are particularly important in buildings with ground-level housing, both at entries and where windows are located overlooking the street.




DESIGN CONCEPT

DC2 Architectural Concept: Develop an architectural concept that will result in a unified and functional design that fits well on the site and within its surroundings.
DC2-A	Massing
DC2-A-1. Site Characteristics and Uses: Arrange the mass of the building taking into consideration the characteristics of the site and the proposed uses of the building and its open space.
DC2-A-2. Reducing Perceived Mass: Use secondary architectural elements to reduce the perceived mass of larger projects.
DC2-B	Architectural and Facade Composition
DC2-B-1. Façade Composition: Design all building facades—including alleys and visible roofs— considering the composition and architectural expression of the building as a whole. Ensure that all facades are attractive and well-proportioned.
DC2-B-2. Blank Walls: Avoid large blank walls along visible façades wherever possible. Where expanses of blank walls, retaining walls, or garage facades are unavoidable, include uses or design treatments at the street level that have human scale and are designed for pedestrians.
DC2-C	Secondary Architectural Features
DC2-C-1. Visual Depth and Interest: Add depth to facades where appropriate by incorporating balconies, canopies, awnings, decks, or other secondary elements into the façade design. Add detailing at the street level in order to create interest for the pedestrian and encourage active street life and window shopping (in retail areas).
DC2-C-2. Dual Purpose Elements: Consider architectural features that can be dual purpose— adding depth, texture, and scale as well as serving other project functions.
DC2-C-3. Fit With Neighboring Buildings: Use design elements to achieve a successful fit between a building and its neighbors.
DC2-D	Scale and Texture
DC2-D-1. Human Scale: Incorporate architectural features, elements, and details that are of human scale into the building facades, entries, retaining walls, courtyards, and exterior spaces in a manner that is consistent with the overall architectural concept
DC2-D-2. Texture: Design the character of the building, as expressed in the form, scale, and materials, to strive for a fine-grained scale, or “texture,” particularly at the street level and other areas where pedestrians predominate.

DC3 Open Space Concept: Integrate open space design with the building design so that they complement each other.
DC3-A	Building-Open Space Relationship
DC3-A-1. Interior/Exterior Fit: Develop an open space concept in conjunction with the architectural concept to ensure that interior and exterior spaces relate well to each other and support the functions of the development.


DC3-C	Design
DC3-C-1. Reinforce Existing Open Space: Where a strong open space concept exists in the neighborhood, reinforce existing character and patterns of street tree planting, buffers or treatment of topographic changes. Where no strong patterns exist, initiate a strong open space concept that other projects can build upon in the future.
DC3-C-2. Amenities/Features: Create attractive outdoor spaces suited to the uses envisioned for the project.
DC3-C-3. Support Natural Areas: Create an open space design that retains and enhances onsite natural areas and connects to natural areas that may exist off-site and may provide habitat for wildlife.

DC4 Exterior Elements and Finishes: Use appropriate and high quality elements and finishes for the building and its open spaces.
DC4-A	Exterior Elements and Finishes
DC4-A-1. Exterior Finish Materials: Building exteriors should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that are attractive even when viewed up close. Materials that have texture, pattern, or lend themselves to a high quality of detailing are encouraged.
DC4-A-2. Climate Appropriateness: Select durable and attractive materials that will age well in Seattle’s climate, taking special care to detail corners, edges, and transitions. 
.
DEVELOPMENT STANDARD DEPARTURES

At the time of the FIRST Early Design Guidance the following departures were requested:

1. Rear Setback (SMC 23.45.518 A): The Code requires a 15’ minimum rear setback. The applicant proposes a rear setback of 6’ minimum, 6’-8” average.

The Board did not indicate support for the requested rear setback departure request. The Board did indicate they would review additional requests but felt the provided setback along the north property line should be sufficient to provide privacy and a sense of spaciousness between the structures consistent with Design Guidelines CS2-D Height , Bulk and Scale. The Board did prioritize a more substantial north setback should be provided. 

2. Interior Separation (SMC 23.45.518 F1): The Code requires a 10’ separation between principal structures. The applicant proposes a 6’-10” separation.

The Board did not indicate support for the requested interior separation departure request. The Board noted they would review future departure requests but felt the interior separation between the two buildings should sufficient to provide privacy and a sense of spaciousness consistent with Design Guidelines CS2-D Height , Bulk and Scale. The Board did prioritize that a more substantial north setback should be provided. 

3. Amenity Area (SMC 23.45.522):  The Code requires a minimum of 25% of the lot area to be provided as amenity area. 50% of that area must be provided at ground level. The applicant proposes to locate 27-33% of the required amenity space at ground level. 

The Board did not indicate support for the departure request. The Board directed the applicant return at the second Early Design Guidance meeting showing maximized, usable amenity space at ground level. The Board noted that additional space is available in the alley at the location labeled as loading zone. The Board also felt the front setback should be given priority when locating additional amenity area. The Board also noted they supported roof level amenity spaces but felt that the amenity area should not be located on the high roof so as to avoid additional height and bulk within the proposed structure. The Board felt with the provided guidance the design could evolve to better meet the intent of Design Guideline DC3-C Open Space Concept and CS2-D Height, Bulk and Scale: Respect for Adjacent Sites.

BOARD DIRECTION

At the conclusion of the FIRST EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE meeting, the Board recommended the project return for another meeting in response to the guidance provided.
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