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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Land Use Application to establish use for future congruction of a 43-gory building containing 5,131 q.
ft. of retail and 431 residentia units and 40 hotel rooms above. Parking for 364 vehiclesto be provided
above and below grade. Project includes 47,882 cubic yards of grading. Addendum to EIS prepared
by City of Sesttle Downtown Height and Density Changes - January 2005."

Thefollowing approvals are required:

Design Review pursuant to Seattle Municipal Code Chapter 23.41 with Devel opment
Standard Departures:
1. Street Level Uses (SMC 23.49.009.A.1) — To reduce the street level uses.
2. Setback (SMC 23.49.056.B.1.b(2) — To increase setback from the property line.
3. Overhead Canopy (SM C 23.49.018.A) — To provide non-continuous overhead
canopies.

SEPA - to approve, condition or deny pursuant to 25.05.660.

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [ ] DNS [ ] MDNS [X] EIS?
[ ] DNSwith conditions

[ ] DNSinvolving non-exempt grading, or demoalition or
involving another agency with jurisdiction.

! The project was first noticed on May 25, 2006 with 500 residential units and parking for 402 vehicles. On July 27, 2006 a revised
notice was published stating that an Addendum to the 2005 City of Seattle Downtown Height and Density Changes EIS would be
prepared as part of the proposed development. On November 16, 2006, a revised project description was published for 421 residential
units, 40 hotel rooms and parking for 384 vehicles. On this same date, a SEPA Determination of Significance, Notice of Adoption of
Existing Environmental Documents and Availability of Addendum was published. Since the November 16, 2006 notice was issued, the
project was updated and revised to address zoning and Design Review Board comments. The Summary above reflects the updated and
revised project description.

2 This project includes an Addendum to the Downtown Height and Density Changes Final EI'S dated January 2005, which is adopted
with this decision.
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BACKGROUND DATA

Site Description

The dte is a tota of 19,440 square feet located within the
Downtown Mixed Commercid Zone which dlows resdentid
bonus height up to 400 feet. The Ste is within the Beltown Urban
Village and neighborhood specific guiddines for Beltown have
been adopted as an extenson of the Downtown guidelines.
Located at the corner of Third Avenue and Virginia Stredt, the
proposed development comprises a 43-dory mixed-use
development on the southwest quarter of a block bounded by
Third Avenue to the west, an dley to the eadt, Virginia Street to
the south and Lenora Street to the north. The Ste dopes
goproximately 8 feet dong Virginia Street. The proposa calls for
commercid retall uses occupying the street level dong Third Ave
and Virginia Stregt with resdentid uses (gpproximatdy 431 gpartment units) and gpproximeately 40 hotel
rooms on the upper floors. Floor 43 will house an amenity space that will be used by both residents and
patrons of the hotd. Parking is located both above and below-grade with five and a hdf leves of
parking below grade and two levels of parking above the ground floor. The vacant Steis currently used
as asurface parking lot.

Vidinity

Located just outsde the Downtown Commerciad Core in the Bdltown Didtrict, this area has a wide
range of land uses and dructures. Uses include offices, retal, socid service agencies, multi-family
residences and surface and garage parking lots. Immediately adjacent the Site to the north is the recently
congtructed YWCA seven gory brick gpartment building and the Marshdl Building, a four-story brick

commercid dructure lies to the east across the dley. Across Third Avenue and Virginia Street to the
west, development includes predominantly lower scaed commercid structures.

The Downtown Mixed Commercia (DMC 240-290/400) zone surrounds the subject sSte to the west,
north and east. Across Virginia Street to the south, however, the zone changes to Downtown Office
Core 2(DOC2 500/300-500). The subject gte fdls within the Beltown Urban Village and
neighborhood specific guiddines for Beltown have been adopted as an extension of the Downtown
guiddines.

Third Avenue accommodates two-way traffic with parale parking on the west Sde of the street. Third
Avenue is designated as both a principd Transt Street and a Class One Pedestrian Stret. Virginia
Street is classified asaMinor Arterid, Class || Pedestrian Street that runs one-way east bound. Peralle

parking is located on both sdes of Virginia. SDOT however, is congdering turning Virginia Street into a
two-way street at some point in the future. An exigting dley runs dong the east 9de of the Ste.
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A previous application (#9907946 and #2002819) for an office building was proposed for this Ste.
Design guidance for this project focused on the detalls, landscaping and programming of the pedestrian
realm and streetscape.

Project Description

The proposd isfor a43-story tower containing 431 residentia units, 40 hotel rooms and ground floor
commercid spaces adjacent to alobby. The project includes parking for approximatdy 364 vehicles.
Access to the ste will occur from the dley. (Access to the Ste was originaly proposed from Virginia
Street. However, the Director determined that access shall occur from the dley). The exiging dley is 16
feet wide and the proposed development will dedicate an additiona two feet, bringing the dley width to
18 feet. A loading berth and other building services are proposed from the exigting dley. The height of
the tower will be 400 feet, with an additiona 40 feet in height provided for building services. The
project includes dimination of an exising surface parking lot. Grading of gpproximately 47,882 cubic
feet will o be required for the below grade portion of the parking.

Public Comments

Seven members of the community attended the Early Design Guidance meeting held on November 1,
2005. Comments focused on the following issues:

0 Statement that the project under review at 4" and Virginia should be taken into consideration in the
planning of the proposed devel opment.

Clarification of any sculpturd form at the rooftop.

Pleased that the Marshdl Building was recognized in the presentation.

Question why proposed building will be gpartments and not condos.

Support the proposed project and would like to see rooftop open spaces provided for recreation.
Claify unit 9ze,

o O O o0 O

Approximately 11 members of the community attended the Second Early Design Guidance mesting
which was held on February 14, 2006. One comment letter was received in addition to the meeting.
Comments focused on the following issues

0 Numerous new resdentid projects are proposed in the immediate vicinity of the subject Ste. These
various projects should coordinate efforts to improve the sreetscgpe in this trangtiona area
between downtown and Beltown. Recommendations of the “Belltown Streetscape Study for 3¢
and 4™ Avenues’ incdude new sidewalks and trees, as wdl as high quality streetscape design
elementsthat contribute to the pedestrian experience.

o Given the limited public open space in the Belltown neighborhood, it is criticd that the sdewak and
dreet environment are addressed with thoughtful attention to the resdents and provide well-
programmed and inviting streetscapes.

0 The piecemed gpproach to redevelopment in the neighborhood is not appropriate. The streetscape
improvement should extend for the entire block, so as to avoid the appearance of digointed
development.
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o0 Concerned with the above grade parking, however obscured. The parking is a sdf-imposed
parameter and creates atwo to three story dead zone adjacent to the sdewalk.

0 The driveway and the dley are within ten of each other, Sgnificantly disrupting the pededtrian flow
and sets a poor precedent for curb cuts being located too close to each other.

0 A grong landscgpe plan dong Third Avenueis needed.

0 Quedtion whether studies have been completed that show how the dley is currently being used and
how this activity will impact the projected number of carslikely to usethe dley.

0 Concerned that the tower placement will cast shadow onto the designated open space.

0 Object to the proposed building height as completely out of scae with the surrounding context.

Approximately ten members of the community attended the Recommendation meeting held on
December 12, 2006. One comment letter was received in addition to the meeting. Comments focused
on the fallowing issues.

o Did not receive natification of the Recommendation meeting. Clarified that comments were
submitted to the City officidly on 10/21/2006. Bdieve al public comments on a project should be
provided to Board.

0 Bdievesthat atower location and configuration study was not completed by the City per the
process as described in aDPD memo. Tower location of proposed building will impact &bility of
adjacent property owner from aso proposing atower development.

0 Noted improvements to the east devation and its relationship to the Marshdl Building and suggest
that these design eements be conditions of the project.

0 Would like to see existing dumpsters currently located in the dley be accommodated into the
proposed building.

0 Owner of Marshdl Building was on mailing list but did not receive natification of the
Recommendation meeting.

0 Study based upon a 400 unit building to have approx. 1,400 i/ out automobile trips from the
garage per day; currently approx. 300 automobile trips/day which was noted to be a significant
increase in automobile traffic from the current dley use. Found traffic study mideading and unclear.

0 Applicants met with Beltown community members and presented the building to the community.
The community response was positive and they support the proposa with aley access.

0 Biggest priority isthe street level pedestrian experience and activity, sees both the retail and lobby
changes as positive additions to the neighborhood.

0 Support for the proposed project.

0 Likesthe proposed landscape base planting at the trees and would like to see that planting design
incorporated into the immediate neighbors.

0 Supports dley access and has seen thiswork on a block with a 400-unit building and 2-3
restaurants, helps to preserve pedestrian activity.

0 Very postive aout therdief at the building corner and the 24/7 |obby activity space w/ flanking
retal.

o Positive reaction to the corner transition from Marshall building height to the YWCA height on 3°
Avenue,

0 Support the proposed bulb out on Virginia Street, which provides safety for pedestrians.
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o Statement provided by the abutting YWCA noted they are pleased with the ample lighting of the
dreet and dley way — provides safety, the well lit lobby, the 24/7 activity a the lobby and the
reduction of dumpsters dong the dley.

The firg SEPA comment period for this proposa ended on June 7, 2006 and was extended by request
to June 21, 2006. The project was re-noticed on two subsequent occasions and included additiona
comment periods, the find one of which ended on November 29, 2006. Seven comment |etters were
received focusing on the following issues:

Requesting to be listed as a Party of Record.

Support for downtown height changes.

Oppose height of proposed building.

Would like to see resdentia units be amix of low, moderate and high income.

No design departures should be granted for reduced retail frontage on Third Avenue. Vehicular

access should be from the aley. Upper level gpace should be appropriately designed with limited

lighting. Above grade parking should be limited and al parking should be below grade.

0 Proposed tower location redtricts future development of Marshal Building due to tower spacing
requirements, does not respond to context or design guidelines. Street access provides needed
separdion between parking garage traffic and aley operations. Would like to see Marshdl
Building's garbage containers absorbed into proposed development. Alley fagcade design should
respect dley facade of Marshadl Building. Above grade parking does not meet separation
requirements. Tie backs have not been granted by Marshal Building owners.

o Traffic sudy needs to consder cumulative impacts of proposed and future developments on

trangportation systlem. City should confirm accuracy of mode-split and vehicle generation data

Study needs to identify peak hours of proposed devel opment.

O O O o0 O

ANALYSIS- DESIGN REVIEW

At the Early Design Guidance (EDG) meeting, the applicant presented severa massing diagrams. All of
the options have a four-story podium with 100% lot coverage. All of the schemes dso show access
from both the dley and Virginia Street. The ramp from the dley would serve the below grade parking
levels and the ramp accessed by Virginia Street would serve the three levels of above grade parking
(above the commercid ground floor). Option #1 showed retal and lobby uses dong Third Avenue and
wrapping the corner onto Virginia Street.  Option #2 resembles the previous scheme, but shows retall
uses dong Third Avenue and lobby uses on Virginia Street. The placement of the tower dement,
measuring gpproximately 100 feet by 100 feet was shown in three scenarios. The first locates the tower
flush with the southern fagade of the base podium. The second aternative centers the tower on the
podium. The find option shifts the footprint of the tower to the north end of the podium. The area of
the podium surrounding the tower is caled out as plaza space for the tenants.

At the second EDG mesting, a more evolved design was presented to the Board showing a tower
design that is shifted to the southern end of the Ste. The building podium reaches 80 feet corresponding
to the height of the YWCA building to the north. The proposed design aso includes a 22 foot by 68
foot notched section on the south end of the structure at 65 feet to respond to the Marshal Building
across the dley. The tower itsalf measures 100 feet by 100 feet. At the ground leve, the building
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corner is set back nine feet on Virginia Street and five feet on Third Avenue. The residentia open space
and amenity rooms are located a the sixth floor and the ninth floor. Above the ground floor, the firgt
above grade parking leved is screened with shadow box glass in an effort to strengthen the gppearance
of the commercia base.

At the Recommendation meeting, Ankrom Moisan Associated Architects was introduced as the new
design firm working with Tarragon Development as the applicant for the 2000 3 Avenue project.
Building context and previous Design Review Board Recommendeations (EDG 1 & 2) were reviewed.
The presentation focused on the building top as an iconic feature in the skyline, the building base as it
references the surrounding context and provides the pedestrian experience and the building corner
which will be seen asthe gateway into Bdltown from the Downtown Commercid Core.

Three departures (see end of Design Review andyss) were introduced and explained through plans and
eevations, dong with dternate plans and eevations showing the building without any departures. A
series of photomontages were shown to illusgtrate the impact of the proposed building design in context
of the Seettle downtown skyline and the Street level experience. Hand rendered sketches showed a
more pedestrian experience at the building base around the lobby and retail aress. A series of
elevations, ranging from overdl building to detailed and enlarged bay eevations described building
composition, massing, and building details, such aslighting, masonry layout, etc. In addition, two
section-elevations described the proposed parking screening and the two-story art space at the building
corner lobby, which aso serves to conced parking behind. The corner glass element extends the height
of the building to the building top and terminates as a viewing room amenity space for both resdents and
guedts of the facility. The sculptura carving out of the column at the corner, and lighting of the amenity
rooms &t the top provide for an iconic top. The Streetscape landscape design was coordinated with the
City of Sesttle Arborigt for species, location, size, etc. Additiona landscaping is located at the ninth
floor common outdoor terrace, aswell as on the amenity space on the 43 floor roof terrace.

After vigting the Site, conddering the andysis of the Site and context provided by the proponents and
hearing public comment on November 1, 2005, February 14, 2006 and December 12, 2006, the
Design Review Board members provided the siting and design guidance described below and identified
by letter and number those guiddines found in the City of Seeitle’s “ Design Review: Guidelines for
Downtown Development” of highest priority to this project. The Bdltown specific supplementd
Desgn Guiddines are in itdics. The plain text following the guiddines eaborates on the Board's
discusson of the design issues. The Board' s final recommendations are in bold itdics.

| A Site Planning & Massing

A-1 Respond to the physical environment. Develop an achitectural concept and
compose the building’s massing in response to geographic conditions and patterns of
urban form found beyond theimmediate context of the building site.

Develop the architectural concept and arrange the building mass to enhance views.
Thisincludes views of the water and mountains, and noteworthy structures such asthe
Space Needle
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A-2

Enhance the skyline. Design the upper portion of the building to promote visual
interest and variety in the downtown skyline.

The Board discussed at length the placement of the tower above the podium, weighing the
option of the tower holding the street edge dong Virginia Street versus locating the tower at the
north end and opening up the plaza space to the south, keeping more light on Virginia Street
and recognizing the grid shift. The Board ultimately agreed that Virginia Street better lends itsdlf
to the creation of aresdentid entry and address than Third Avenue. Thus, configuring the tower
at the south end gppears to work dightly better and will have less impact on potentid future
tower development on the northeastern portion of the block. By locating the tower more
towards the southern end, the residentia entry should be given more prominence. The Board
stated that the design of the residentid lobby should be integrated with the tower above and not
appear as two distinct pieces.

The Board dso chdlenged the design to complement the well-detalled YWCA building while
grengthening the retall activity adong Third Avenue. The Board aso agreed that the design of
the tower should be very cognizant of the view of the Ste as one travels northbound on Third
Avenue, the shift in the grid pattern creates an expansive, more head-on view of the subject Site,
especidly of atower reaching heights not currently seen in the immediate vicinity.

At the second EDG meeting, the Board reiterated that the building architecture should
respond to the views of the site as approached from Third Avenue to the south. The shift
in the grid creates and reinforces the gateway-like location into Belltown from
Downtown. The Board encouraged the corner design to be more celebrated and read
more strongly. The Board agreed that the proposed design could be strengthened by
continuing to wrap the corner where the building sets back.

The Board agreed that the top of the building needs an iconic feature, such as a curving
element or other elements that distinguishes itself from the skyline.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, the Board agreed that the building addr esses
massing and skyline enhancement quite well. The horizontal and vertical elements of
the building provide detail and shape that are clearly visible from various locations
around the City. The Board discussed how the design of the top might consider night
illumination as a meansto highlight the top without impacting adjacent apartmentsin a
negative way.

Board Recommended Condition #1:

The Board recommended that the applicant work with Staff to study the exterior
lighting at the top of the building. Lighting should be non-offensive to penthouse
residents while providing a “ soft glow” at the top.
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| B.

Architecturd Expression

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

Respond to the neighborhood context. Develop an architectural concept and
compose the major building elements to reinforce desirable urban features existing in
the surrounding neighbor hood.

(c) Design visually attractive buildings that add richness and variety to Belltown,
including creative contemporary architectural solutions. (d) Employ design strategies
and incorporate architectural elements that reinforce Belltown’s unique qualities. In
particular, the neighborhood’ s best buildings tend to support an active street life.

Create a transition in bulk and scale. Compose the massing of the building
to create a transition to the height, bulk and scale of development in
neighboring or nearby less-intensive zones.

Reinforce the positive urban form & architectural attributes of the
immediate area. Consder the predominant attributes of the immediate
neighborhood and reinforce desrable siting patterns, massing arrangements, and
dregcape char acterigicsof near by devdopment.

(@) Respond to the regulating lines and rhythms of adjacent buildings that also support a sregt-leve
environment; regulating lines and rhythmsindude vertical and horizontal patterns as expressed by
cornicelines, bet lines, doors windows, sructural bays and modulation. (b) Useregulating linesto
promote contextual harmony, solidify the rdationship between new and old buildings, and lead the
gyedonn thedred. (C) Pay attention to excdlent fenedration patterns and detailing in the vidnity.
Theuseof recessad windowsthat create shadow lines and suggest solidiity, isencouraged.

Design a well-proportioned & unified building. Compose the massng and
organize the publicly accessible interior and exterior spaces to create a well-
proportioned building that exhibits a coherent architectural concept. Design the
architectural elements and finish details to create a unified building, so that all
components appear integral to the whole.

The Board encouraged the design to integrate more whimsical and playful features that enhance
the eccentric flavor of the Belltown community. The Board encouraged the design to take cues
from the neighborhood vocabulary and create texture on the building devations. The Board
cautioned that the design should be sengtive to the YWCA and Marshdl buildings, both of

which are wdl-scaed buildings with interesting fagade designs, textures and signage.

The Board specifically recommended that the top of the building be interesting as viewed from
the water and other structures in Downtown as part of the Belltown skyline. The form and
design of the uppermost levels should gtrive to be iconic and serve as a future beacon or way
finder.
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The Board recommended that the tower design should be broken into contrasting e ements that
include a change in materias and shagpes while keeping a dender, graceful geometry.

At the second EDG, the Board agreed that the proposed design successfully breaks down
the scale of the tower and utilized the break in the datum line of Opportunity Place to the
north to help achieve this appropriate scale.

The Board supported the sharp vertical reveal on the Virginia elevation that creates a
shadow line. The Board suggested that the reveal could be extended to the street and
help break down the above grade parking levels.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, the Board felt that the overall proportions of
thetower arewdl-unified and the scale shifts appropriately at the base asit relatesto
shorter buildings. Particularly, the change of scale at the base from Virginia Street to
Third Avenueresponds well to adjacent YWCA and Mar shall Buildings. In addition,
the carving out of the corner element, exposing the concrete column, successfully
creates a sense of entry and place at the lobby base, while providing an iconic, beacon-
like feature at the building top. The Board was also enthusiastic that the artwork
proposed at the atrium would offer an interesting and color ful feature.

TheBoard agreed that the design of the corner asa strong vertical element
successfully distinguishes the corner from viewslooking north on Third Avenue and
createsthe perception of a gateway marker to the Belltown neighborhood. L ocating
the building entry and tall lobby space at the corner further reinforcesthiscorner asa
focal element.

The character of Belltown at the ground level iscritical and the Board suggested
further development of the canopies and their relationship to the pedestrian realm.
The Board felt these elements could appear more residential than commercial in
character. Specifically, the canopies presented to the Board wer e shown above each
ground floor window module and separ ated by masonry columnswith inset lighting in
the metal soffits. The Board agreed that the canopies, as shown, should provide
continuous over head weather protection along Third Avenue (see departurerequest at
end of report). The Board also noted that further detailing of the canopy designswould
help further meet the Belltown neighborhood guidelines. The Board felt that the
horizontal band created by the canopies could provide greater interest and design to
help enliven and increase the vitality of the pedestrian experience. As presented, the
canopy design appear ed too massive and heavy as compar ed to the morefinely
detailed parking screening of the two levels above the canopies. The Board would like
to see more natural light allowed through the canopiesto the sdewalk and generally
encour age comfortable pedestrian circulation.

Board Recommended Condition #2:
The Board encouraged the applicant to work with DPD to provide further canopy and
lighting details along the ground level retail, as well as at the entry corner.
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The Board was pleased with the material palette that includes sandstone and brick on
the lower levels, metal siding in three shades (grey, taupe and white) and clear glass.
The Board discussed the two shades of brick color proposed at the base. Thetan brick
isshown at street level and a dark charcoal grey color above. The Board felt that the
charcoal brick color created too great a break in the midsection of the building and
recommended that the applicant explore a color scheme with lesscontrast.

Board Recommended Condition #3:
The Board recommends that the applicant work with Staff to explore the charcoal
brick and determine whether it should be lighter in value.

Board Recommended Condition #4:
Generally, the design concept presented to the Board shall be built as proposed or
otherwise amended through consultation with DPD Staff.

The Streetscape

C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-5

Promote pedestrian interaction. Spacesfor street level uses should be designed
to engage pedestrians with the activities occurring within them. Sdewalk -related
gpaces should be open to the general public and appear safe and welcoming, and open
to the public.

Sidewalks should (a) reinforce existing retail concentrations; (b) Vary in size, width,
and depth of commercial spaces, accommodating for smaller businesses, where
feasible. (c) Incorporate the following elements the adjacent public realm and in open
spaces around the building: unique hardscapes, pedestrian-scale sidewalk lighting,
accent paving, seating, water features, art and landscape elements. (d) Building
corners are places of convergence.

Design facades of many scales. Design architectural features, fenestration
patterns, and materials compositions that refer to the scale of human activities
contained within. Building facades should be composed of elements scaled to promote
pedestrian comfort, safety, and orientation.

Provide active—not blank—facades. Buildingsshould not have large blank walls
facing the street, especially near sidewalks.

Reinforce building entries. To promote pedestrian comfort, safety and
orientation, reinforce the building'sentry.

Encourage overhead weather protection. Encourage project applicants to
provide continuous, wel-lit, overhead weather protection to improve pedestrian
comfort and safety along major pedestrian routes.

Overhead weather protection is an important design consideration in Belltown to
provide human scaled proportions and pedestrian comfort in the public realm.
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C-6

Pedestrian activity and pedestrian oriented uses are facilitated when weather
protection is provided adjacent to the public sidewalk.

Develop the alley facade. To increase pedestrian safety, comfort and interest,
develop portions of the alley facade in response to the unique conditions of the site or
project.

(9) In designing a well-proportioned and unified building, the alley facade should not
be ignored. An alley fagade should be treated with form, scale and materials similar
to rest of the building to create a coherent architectural concept.

The Board agreed that reference to the Bdlltown Design Guiddines should help guide the design
development. In particular, enhancing the pedestrian environment, providing contiguous retail
and overhead westher protection are critica elements to be considered. The Board noted that
atention to careful programming of activity a the ground leve is essentid especidly given the
tendency for large groups to gather along the Third Avenue sidewak at the Opportunity Place.
Street furniture, lighting and landscaping are dl encouraged as enhancements of the pedestrian
realm that will also support retail uses.

The Board requested a more detailed examination of the proposed curb cut off of Virginiaand
would like to better understand why such a curb cut is needed.

Overhead wesather protection should be provided and be an integrated architectura element
within a larger design framework or concept for the building. The design of the overhead
wegther protection should provide an opportunity to individuaize or persondize the proposed
dructure at street level.  Specifically, the Board is concerned how the above grade parking
levelswill be integrated into the building and screen the use and celling lighting from view.

The Board recommended the applicant explore widening the sdewak dong Virginia Street to
help create a more inviting, spacious area for pededtrians, as well as greater depth for the
resdentia entry.

In order to activate the dley, the Board feds that the commercia spaces at ground level should
wrgp around the corner from Third Avenue and Virginia Street. The Board dso encouraged
that a commercia gpace wrap around to the dley, creating continuity with the Marshdl Building
and help ground the southeast corner of the proposed building. The Board would aso like to
see the dumpgers hidden within the building, keeping the dley cear. The Board dso
recommended high and low level pededtrian scaled lighting dong the dley.

At the second EDG meeting, the Board expressed great concern with the three levels of
parking located above grade. The Board asked several clarifying questions to ascertain
the appearance of the proposed screening materials (described as perforated metal) and
the shadow box like windows used to screen the parking level located at the second floor.
The Board stated that the treatment of the above grade parking is a critical challenge of
this project and that it must be energized and articulated to bring vitality to the public
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realm. The Board strongly encouraged the applicants to include intervening uses along
the outer walls of the above grade parking. Such spaces were described as workshop
rooms that could be located where the parking garage has left over spaces that will help
break up the monotony of the parking level facades and encourage views between the
building and the street, rather than create a dead zone between the ground floor and the
residential floors starting at the fifth level.

The Board discouraged a flat, flush surface and/or monolithic treatment of the facades
and strongly recommended that the facades of the parking floors be treated artfully and
includes animated elements that give the fagade a playful character. The Board was not
excited by or supportive of the perforated metal paneling described for the parking level
facades. The Board would like to see additional details of whatever screening materials
areproposed. The Board did note that the differentiated treatments of the three parking
levels actually reads as only two levels and this quality should continue to be integrated
into the design. The Board insisted that if the shadow box like glass fascia is pursued,
that it be treated creatively.

The Board reiterated their desire for and appreciation that the proposed design includes
building materials that wrap around to the alley facade.

The also discussed at length the limited retail space uses proposed at the ground floor.
The Board was not satisfied that the departure request to allow reduced retail
opportunities at this important corner location was justified. The Board agreed that no
compelling reason to approve a reduced street level use was given and that providing
ample ground level retail is critical to an active and vibrant street life. Ground level
retail $would be preserved, especially at this location. The Board also noted that the
lobby configuration could be adjusted any number of ways to create a more efficient
retail space.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, the Board felt that the transparency of the
glass at the corner lobby isgood, but further articulation at theretail, housing and
hotel entrieswill help generate a greater residential feel to the space. Theart wall
inside the corner lobby isan effective way of screening the parking levels behind. By
reducing the building to 2 levels of parking above grade, thereis now significant
Improvement in the concealment of parking by integrating it within the language of the
bays at the building base. The proposed transparency relating to retail facade is
appropriate, providing opportunity for vibrancy at the street level. The use of smilar
materials, rhythm of bays, and continuation of lighting in the alley way provide
coherency to the building on all sdes. The Board agreed, however, that the lobby use
at the ground level could appear moreresidential and inviting.

Board Recommended Condition #5:
The Board recommended that the applicant work with DPD to enhance the residential
character of the lobby use at the street level.
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The Board appreciated the well-detailed streetscape plans that include street trees
along both street fronts, canopies, exterior lighting, sdewalk plantings and varied
masonry materials at the base.

Public Amenities

D-1

D-3

Provide inviting & usable open space. Design public open spacesto promote a
visually pleasing, safe, and active environment for workers, residents, and visitors.
Views and solar access from the principal area of the open space should be especially
emphasized.

Mixed-use developments are encouraged to provide useable open space adjacent to
retail space, such as an outdoor café or restaurant seating, or a plaza with seating.
Residential buildings should be sited to maximize opportunities for creating useable,
attractive, well-integrated open space.

Provide elements that define the place. Provide special elementson the facades,
within public open spaces, or on the sdewalk to create a distinct, attractive, and
memor able “ sense of place” associated with the building.

New installations on Third Ave. should continue to be “civic’ and substantial and be
reflective of the role the street plays as a major bus route. Promenade Streets (Third
Ave)): sidewalks should be wide and pedestrian amenities like benches, kiosks, and
pedestrian-scale lighting are especially important on promenade streets. Street
Edge/Furnishings. Concentrate pedestrian improvements at intersections with Green
Streets. Pedestrian crossings should be “ exaggerated,” that is they should be marked
and illuminated in a manner where they will be quickly and clearly seen by motorists.

As noted earlier, the corner of Third and Virginia should include design details and features that
exude a sense of place, atracts pedestrians and inspires people to dow down. The corner
should adso anchor the building and integrate interesting features that relate to the YWCA
building.

At the second EDG meeting, the Board encouraged both a landscape plan and
architectural plan that truly engages the sidewalk. The opportunity to develop a
coordinated design for the sidewalk realm would be advantageous to this project as a
gesture to the community and as a public amenity. Specifically, the softscape and
hardscape design should include street trees, ground level plantings, scored paving,
lighting and signage graphics.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, the Board agreed that the corner plaza, created
by stepping back the fagade, adding a curb bulb at the corner, aswell as plantings at

the entriesworkswell and provide a comfortable, well-defined visual focal space at the
corner. The Board specifically noted support for the proposed curb bulb. The spaceis
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further magnified by the two story corner entry space that will include a dramatic piece
of artwork that will be visible to passers-by. The Board also noted support for the
proposed vertical glass spine and exposed structural column at the base and top asa
dramatic entry marker to the Belltown neighborhood. The 9" floor amenity deck for
resdentshasanicevariety of featuresand landscaping, but the other amenity decks
seem to have furniture only.

Board Recommended Condition #6:

The Board encouraged the applicant to consider raising the 9" floor height to increase
ceiling in the common recreation rooms and study the separation between base and
tower.

The Board was supportive of the location of the common recreation open spacesat the
ninth and 43 floors. The Board was particularly enthusiastic about the common
amenity room at the 43 floor. The Board did notethat additional landscaping of the
43" floor open space could be increased to soften the outdoor area and makethe
Spaces mor e inviting.

Board Recommended Condition #7:
The Board recommended that the design should provide additional landscaping at the
43" floor open space.

Vehicular Access & Parking

E-2

Integrate parking facilities. Minimize the visual impact of parking by
integrating parking facilities with surrounding development. Incorporate
architectural treatments or suitable landscaping to provide for the safety
and comfort of people using the facility as well as those walking by.

Saff Note: DPD review of the proposed curb cut off of Virginia Street is not based on or
affected by any previous designs or permits approved for this site.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, the Board agreed that this project has made a
strong attempt to integrate above grade parking into the building base. The Board was
very pleased that the amount of above grade parking has been reduced to two levels
on the street-facing facades (and accommodated for in the below grade levels). The
addition of the hotd function within the building base also carriesthe activity within the
building closer to the street level which isdesirablefor alively and safe pedestrian
experience. The Board also appreciated the treatment of the above grade parking to
minimize the appear ance of parking with varied metal mesh screens backed with
tranducent glassin thewindow bays. The parking levelsare contained visually within
the overall building base and therefore do not draw attention to the parking use. The
basic screening approach is effective; however, including additional detail at the screen
will help to further illustrate its design intent.

Board Recommended Condition #8:
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The Board isinterested in exactly how the parking screening will appear based on the
mesh design proposed. The Board recommends that the applicant work with Staff to
provide details and sections of the parking screen and consider how it will be
illuminated.

At the Final Recommendation meeting, and in response to DPD correction notices,
access was shown from the alley. DPD Staff indicated to the Board that the City
strongly prefersalley access and would continue to advocate for such a configuration.
The Board noted that increasing theretail presencealong the street ispreferred to
having a driveway interrupt the pedestrian circulation and create alarge gap in the
retail and residential activity along a busy, urban, downtown street. The Board
suggested that wrapping the transparency around the alley corner would be desirable,
if possible, to facilitate greater sight lines between the alley and Virginia Street. The
Board recommended that the applicant and the neighboring Marshall Building owners

work together to coordinate accommodation of the dumpsters and loading activities
needed for both building programs.

Design Review Departure Analys's

At the Recommendation meeting, three departures from the Code were proposed.

1. | A minimum 75% of street
frontage at street-level
where street level uses
arerequired must be
specified uses.

out of 171 total lineal
feet)

visible and not hidden
behind shallow retail area.

0 Extensivetransparency at
the ground floor.

0 Gaining additional retail on
Virginia, whichisnot a
Code requirement, was
determined to bea
reasonabl e trade off.

DEVELOPMENT | DEPARTURE | JUSTIFICATION BOARD
STANDARD REQUEST RECOMMENDATION
23.49.009.A.1 - 63% (108 lined feet | o Active lobby is highly

Unanimously approved.

23.49.056.B.1.b(2) —

2. | Between 15 and 35 feet
above grade, the fagade
shall be located within 2
feet of the property line.
No setback deeper than 2
feet shall be wider than
20.

36 lineal feet along
39 Avenue be set
back 3'-6

0 Setback is part of giving
more hardscape at the
corner for pedestrian use

0 Helpsgiveimportanceto

corner as a gateway feature.

Unanimously approved.

23.49.018A. -

3. | Continuous overhead
weather protection shall
be required for new
development along the
entire street frontage of a
lot.

4-8 foot gapsin the
canopy coverage

o0 Correspond to and
reinforce lines of the
architecture.

Approved request along
Virginia Street, but not along
Third Avenue.

Continuous overhead
weather protection to be
provided along Third Avenue
retail frontage.
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1.

STREET LEVEL USES (SMC 23.49.009.A.1) — The Code requires aminimum of seventy-
five (75) percent of each Street frontage a street-level where street level uses are required (j.e. 3¢
Avenue) must be occupied by uses; including: Retall Sades, Human Services, Customer Service
Offices, Entertainment Uses, Museums, Libraries, Schools; or Public Atriums. The proposed design
includes areduction of the retail frontage on 3 Avenue to 63% (108 linedl feet out of 171 total
lined feet) to accommodate the resdentid and hotel lobby.

Thelined footage of retail aong 3 street has increased an additional 20 linedl feet sSince EDG #2.
Also, 47 lined feet of retall has been added dong Virginia Street in response to the Design Review
Board comments. The Board supports this departure because the lobby will be an active ground
floor use with the resdents’ concierge desk, the hotel front desk, the leasing office and awaiting
area dl visble from the sdewak and well lit 24 hoursaday. Moreover, the Board agreed that the
retail spaces proposed gppear more functiond than those shown in previous iterations. The Board
unanimously approved this departure request. (per Guiddines C-1, C-4, D-3)

SETBACK (SMC 23.49.056.B.1.b(2): The Code requires that between the elevations of 15 and
35 feet above grade, the fagade shall be located within 2 feet of the property line. No setback
deeper than 2 feet shdl be wider than 20'. The proposed design requests that 36 lined feet of the
lobby elevation dong 3 Avenue be set back 3'-6” from the ground al the way up the tower.

The Board supported the additional 18 inch setback as proposed because the eroded corner and
concrete column create a partidly covered public plaza at the building entry. The additiond width
and sidewak area provide room for ground level landscaping and create a zone for the smdl scde
paving pattern. The setback aso alows the corner glass tower to dign with the lobby glazing and
help connect the base and the body of the building, as encouraged by the Design Review Board.
The Board unanimously approved this departure request. (per Guiddines B-3, C-1, D-1, D-3)

OVERHEAD CANOPY (SMC 23.49.018.A): The Code requires continuous overhead weether
protection for new development along the entire street frontage of alot. The design proposes norn+
continuous canopies with four to eight foot gaps in the canopy coverage to correspond with the
gorefront window modules.

The proposed canopies dign with the storefront openings in the stone masonry.  The masonry
pilagters have wall mounted light fixtures and blade sgnsin most locations, which would compete or
interfere with a continuous canopy. Also the stepsin the facade developed to cregte the corner
public plaza and the increased height at the entry canopy make continuous canopies very difficult to
achieve. The Board supports this departure along Virginia Street, but stressed that weather
protection for pededtriansis criticd in this climate, especidly dong Third Avenue which experiences
subgtantial pedestrian activity. Therefore, the Board recommended approving the departure
request along Virginia Street, but recommended denying the departurerequest along
Third Avenue. Continuous over head weather protection shall be provided along Third
Avenue. (See Board recommended condition#2 above for further discussion of the canopy
design). (per GuiddinesB-4, C-1, C-5)
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SUMMARY OF BOARD'SFINDINGSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

At ther find megting on December 12, 2006, the Board indicated their support for the project based on
the development of their project usng the design guidance from City of Seettlé's “ Design Review
Guidelines for Downtown Development, April, 1999”. The Board indicated that after conddering
the Ste and context, hearing public comment, reconsidering the previoudy idertified design priorities,
and reviewing the plans and renderings, the four Desgn Review Board members in atendance
recommended CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of the proposed design including the requested
departures aubject to the following desgn dements in the find desgn. The recommendations
summarized below are based on the plans submitted at the Find Design Review meeting. Design, Siting
or architectura details specificaly identified or dtered in these recommendations are expected to remain
as presented in the presentation made a the December 12, 2006 public meeting and the subsequent
updated plans submitted to DPD.

1. TheBoard recommended that the applicant work with Staff to study the exterior lighting
at thetop of thebuilding. Lighting should be non-offensive to penthouse residents while
providing a “ soft glow” at thetop.

2. TheBoard encouraged the applicant to work with DPD to provide further canopy and
lighting details along the ground level retail, aswell as at the entry corner.

3. TheBoard recommendsthat the applicant work with Staff to explore the charcoal brick
and determine whether it should belighter in value.

4. Generally, thedesign concept presented to the Board shall be built as proposed or
otherwise amended through consultation with DPD Staff.

5. TheBoard recommended that the applicant work with DPD to enhancetheresdential
character of thelobby use at the street level.

6. TheBoard encouraged the applicant to consider raising the 9" floor height to increase
celling in the common recreation rooms and study the separation between base and tower .

7. TheBoard recommended that the design should provide additional landscaping at the 43
floor open space.

8. TheBoard isinterested in exactly how the parking screening will appear based on the
mesh design proposed. The Board recommendsthat the applicant work with Staff to
provide details and sections of the parking screen and consider how it will be illuminated.

The recommendations of the Board reflected concern on how the proposed project would be integrated
into both the existing streetscape and the community. Since the project would have a strong presence
adong Third Avenue and Virginia Street and within the Bdlltown community, the Board was particularly
interested in the establishment of a vita design that would enhance the existing streetscape, encourage
pededtrian activity and promote interesting design.
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ANALYSIS& DECISION —DESIGN REVIEW
Director's Analyss

The design review process prescribed in Section 23.41.014.F of the Seattle Municipa Code describing
the content of the DPD Director’s decision reads in part asfollows:

The Director’ s decision shall consider the recommendation of the Design Review Board, provided
that, if four (4) members of the Design Review Board are in agreement in their recommendation
to the Director, the Director shall issue a decision which incorporates the full substance of the
recommendation of the Design Review Board, unless the Director concludes the Design Review
Board:

a. Reflects inconsistent application of the design review guidelines; or

b. Exceeds the authority of the Design Review Board; or

C. Conflicts with SEPA conditions or other regulatory requirements applicable to the
Site; or

d. Conflicts with the requirements of state or federal law.

Subject to the above-proposed conditions, the design of the proposed project was found by the Design
Review Board to adequately conform to the applicable Design Guiddines.

Four members of the Downtown Review Board were in attendance and provided recommendeations
(listed above) to the Director and identified dements of the Design Guidedines which are criticd to the
project's overdl success The Director must provide additiond andyss of the Board's
recommendations and then accept, deny or revise the Board’ s recommendations (SMC 23.41.014.F3).
The Director agrees with the well-consdered direet level detals, building materias, and architecturd

design that support a high-qudity, functiona design responsive to the neighborhood’ s unique conditions.
Following the Recommendation meeting, DPD staff worked with the gpplicant to update the submitted
plansto include dl of the recommendations of the Design Review Board.

In developing their guidance for the project, the Board prioritized guiddines aimed a further refining and
developing the street level design and uses. Further, the Board supported the gpplicant’ s request for a
departure from street level uses based on the qudity of the street level uses provided. Part of the
recommendations of the Board included that maximum transparency along the street be maintained.
Given the reduction in Street level retail use, the prominence of the corner lobby function and the Board
and community’ sinterest in enhancing interaction between the public and private spaces for pedestrian
interest, safety and activity, additiona assurance that this spaceis visble from the sdewak is necessary.
While no condition was specificaly recommended by the Board in support of thelr interest in
encouraging transparency, the Director finds that an additiona condition of approval on the design is
warranted.

Two guidelines specificdly relate to maintaining and activating the streetscape with appropriate street
level uses. These guiddines are asfollows:
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C-1 Promote pededtrian interaction.
Soaces for street level uses should be designed to engage pedestrians with the
activities occurring within them. Sdewalk-related spaces should be open to the
general public and appear safe and welcoming.

C-3 Provide active—not blank—facades.
Buildings should not have large blank walls facing the street, especially near
sidewalks.

To ensure that the lobby area meets the Board' s guidance, the intent of these guiddines and in order to
maximize vishility of the active lobby space, the following condition shal be imposed:

9. For thelife of the project, no opague window coverings shall be allowed over any windows
at the corner lobby space.

The Director strongly supports the revised plans that show aley access, as opposed to access from
Virginia Street. A curb cut on Virginia Street, proposed immediately next to the dley, would have
sgnificantly disrupted the pedestrian flow and created a blank gap dong the Street levd where the
garage door would be located. Preserving and enhancing pededtrian safety and activity adong the
gdewdk levd isidentified as a priority in saverd design guiddines (C-1, C-2, C-3, C-5 and D-3); dley
access successfully responds to these guidelines. Alley access is dso supported by the Bdltown
Community’ s urban design objectives to encourage dynamic pedestrian environments. Furthermore, the
Sedttle Department of Transportation prefers aley access to better accommodate existing transit
sarvice, aswdll as future anticipated traffic operations and trangt service changes.

The Director of DPD has reviewed the decision and recommendations of the Design Review Board
made by the four members present at the decision meeting and finds that they are consstent with the
City of Seettle Desgn Review Guiddines for Downtown. The Director agrees with the Design Review
Board's conclusion that the proposed project and conditions imposed result in a design that best meets
the intent of the Design Review Guideines and accepts the recommendations noted by the Board, as
well asthe additiond condition listed above.

Director's Decison

The Director finds that the conditions of approval on the design recommended by the Board are
warranted. In developing their guidance for the project, the Board prioritized guiddines amed at further
refining and developing an active and vibrant Street level design.

The design review process is prescribed in Section 23.41.014 of the Seettle Municipal Code. Subject
to the above-proposed conditions, the design of the proposed project was found by the Design Review
Board to adequately conform to the gpplicable Design Guiddines. The Director of DPD has reviewed
the decision and recommendations of the Design Review Board made by the four members present at
the decison mesting, provided additiona review and finds that they are conastent with the City of
Sesttle’'s“ Design Review Guidelines for Downtown Development, April, 1999” . The Design
Review Board agreed that the proposed design, dong with the conditions listed, meets each of the
Design Guiddline Priorities as previoudy identified. Therefore, the Director accepts the Design Review
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Board's recommendations and CONDITIONALL Y APPROVES the proposed design and the
requested departures with the conditions enumerated above and summarized at the end of this Decison.

ANALYSIS- SEPA

Environmental review is required pursuant to the Washington Administrative Code 197-11, and the
Sesttle SEPA Ordinance (Seattle Municipa Code Chapter 25.05). The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC
25.05.665) clarifies the relationship between codes, policies and environmenta review. Specific
policies for each dement of the environment, certain neighborhood plans, and other policies explicitly
referenced may serve asthe basis for exercisng substantive SEPA authority. The Overview Policy
dates, in part, “Where City regulations have been adopted to address an environmental impact, it shall
be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve sufficient mitigation” subject to some
limitations. Under such limitations/circumstances (SMC 25.05.665) mitigation can be considered.

A Find Environmenta Impact Statement (FEIS) was published for the Downtown Height and Dengty
Changes proposa in January 2005. The FEIS identified and evauated the probable sgnificant
environmenta impacts that could result from changing the height and dendity requirementsin severd
downtown zones. That analyss evaluated the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the Preferred
Alternative and dternatives.

The subject Ste iswithin the geographic area that was analyzed in the FEI'S and is within the range of
actions and impacts that were evauated in the various dternatives. The proposed development lies
within the new DM C 240'/290'-400' zoning didtrict and the environmenta impacts of a height increase
to 400 feet at the project Ste were adequately evauated as part of the non-project FEIS. DPD
determined that for SEPA compliance associated with the subject Site, it is gppropriate to adopt the
Downtown EIS and prepare an EIS Addendum to add more detailed, project-specific information.
DPD determined that the EIS Addendum should address the following areas of environmental impact:

Land Use

Public View Protection and Shadows
Traffic and Transportation
Congtruction

DPD has identified and adopts the City of Seettle's Fina Environmenta Impact Statement dated
January 6, 2005 prepared for and in conjunction with amendments to the Land Use Code, Seettle
Municipa Code section 23.49, concerning Downtown Segttle. DPD rdieson SMC 25.05.600,
alowing the use of exidting environmental documents as part of its SEPA responghilities with this
project. DPD has determined that the proposal impacts for this Master Use Permit are identified and
andyzed in the referenced FEI'S; however additional andyssiswarranted as permitted pursuant to
SMC 25.05.625-630, through an Addendum to the Downtown FEIS. Accordingly, the Notice of
Adoption and Availability of Addendum was published in the City’s Land Use Information Bulletin on
November 16, 2006. A copy of the Addendum was sent to parties of record that commented on the
ElISfor the downtown code amendments. In addition, a copy of the notice was sent to parties of
record for this project. As referenced, the Addendum prepared for this project included an analyss of
the project impacts disclosed above.



Application No. 3003187
Page 21

A. Long Term Impacts | dentified in the Downtown EIS

The following is adiscussion of the impactsidentified in each eement of the environment, dong with
indication of any required mitigation for the impacts disclosed. The impacts detailed below were
identified and analyzed in the Downtown EIS.

Land Use

SMC 25.05.675J establishes policies to ensure that proposed uses in development projects are
reasonably compatible with surrounding uses and are congstent with gpplicable City land use regulations
and the gods and palicies set forth in the land use element of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan. Subject
to the overview policy set forth in SMC Section 25.05.665, the decision maker may condition or deny
any project to mitigate adverse land use impacts resulting from a proposed project. Dendty-related
impacts of development are addressed under the policies set forth in SMC 25.05.675 G (height, bulk
and scale), M (parking), R (traffic) and O (public services and facilities) and are not addressed under

this palicy.

The Downtown EIS included an andyss of how the code changes were consstent with land use
policies based on impacts disclosed in the Downtown EIS. The Addendum andyzed applicable
development standards in the land use code and the zoning for the Site and the surrounding area. In
addition, impacts on height, bulk and scale were analyzed. The new codes addressed in the Downtown
EIS create incentives to encourage densty that can be accommodated in taler, more dender buildings.
The design review process conducted in conjunction with the proposed development is intended to
mitigate the land use impacts for height, bulk and scale. The architecture and urban design features of
the proposed Structure are described in the aforementioned Design Review portion of this report and
are summarized in the Addendum. Therefore, the department concludes that no adverse impacts exist
from the proposa and the proposed development does not contribute significant adverse impacts
requiring mitigation. Accordingly, no mitigation of impacts disclosed in this section is required.

Public View Protection and Shadows

SMC 25.05.675.P requires that the Director assess the extent of adverse impacts on public views and
the need for mitigation. The Addendum provides an andyss of view impacts to designated parks,
landmarks, public places, skyline views and scenic routes as aresult of the proposed development. The
proposed structure is not anticipated to affect views of the mountains, downtown skyline or mgjor
bodies of water from designated public places, including Four Columns Park, the closest viewpoint that
could potentialy be affected. The proposed building is aso not anticipated to block public views of
identified historic landmarks from designated locations. Findly, the proposed structure is not anticipated
to affect views of the Space Needle from the Viaduct, Interstate 5, the downtown skyline or other
designated viewpoint location. The proposed action would affect cross-sSte views from resdentid
dwellings and office buildings located proximate to the subject Ste. However, private views are not
protected by City regulations.

SMC 25.05.675.Q requires that the Director assess the extent of adverse impacts of shadows on
designated downtown open spaces and the need for mitigation. The analysis of sunlight blockage and
shadow impactsis limited in the downtown and mitigation may only be required for Freeway, Westlake,
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Market (Steinbrueck), Convention Center and Kobe Terrace parks. Due to the increased building
heights contemplated in the Downtown EIS, shadows will increase; however, additiona shadowing of
any of these downtown parks is not expected to change significantly. A shadow analysis was prepared
for the Design Review Board meetings that considered shadow impacts from weether, building height,
width and facade orientation; and the proximity of other intervening structures, topographic variaions
and ggnificant landscgping. None of the downtown parks identified in the SEPA policy would be
shaded by the proposed development.

No shadowing impacts will occur on any of the public open spaces identified in the SEPA palicy,
including the closest ones at Westlake or Steinbrueck Parks. Accordingly, no mitigationis necessary.

Traffic and Transportation

SMC 25.05.675R requires that the Director assess the extent of adverse impacts of traffic and
trangportation and the need for mitigation. The Downtown EIS anadlys's consdered the direct, indirect
and cumulative impacts of that proposa and aternatives as they relate to the overdl transportation
system. The subject Ste iswithin the areaanayzed in the EIS and the proposed development iswithin
the range of actions and impacts evaluated in the EIS.

The Traffic Impact Study, completed by Transportation Engineering NorthWest (May 2006) and
referenced in the Addendum found that the proposed project is estimated to generated approximately
119 trips during the AM peak hour and 130 trips during the weekday PM peak hour. The study
examined four intersections in the project vicinity and found that during the PM pegk hour, dl of the
sgnalized study intersections are anticipated to operate a Level of Service B or better by 2009 with or
without the project.

In Downtown zones, there are specific code provisons addressing impacts to the street system and
specific mitigating measures that are available for resdentia projects. For resdentid projects, these
measures are limited to the use of Sgnage, the provision of information on trangt and ride-sharing
programs and bicycle parking.

The proposed development will provide parking for 364 vehicles, al of which are accessed from the
dley. No parking for residentia usesis required downtown. Based on current market studiesin
downtown Sesttle, peak parking demand for urban downtown gpartmentsis estimated at 0.7 to 0.8
galls per unit. The proposed project is providing goproximately 0.79 gals per unit, plus 25 spaces for
the hotel rooms. Therefore, it is anticipated that the proposed parking supply will adequatdly
accommodate the projected parking demands.

B. Additional Impacts Not |dentified in the Downtown EIS

SMC 25.05.600.D dlowsfor exisging environmenta documentsto be used. As stated above, this
project includes the adoption of the Downtown EIS dong with the development of an Addendum to
andyze and mitigate Ste specific impacts not disclosed inthe EIS. The area of impact that was not
discussed in the EIS — Congtruction — is andyzed with the Addendum for this project. The authority to
dlow for additiond andyssisin SMC 25.05.600.D3, as long as the andyses and information does not
subgtantidly change the andlysis of significant impacts or dternativesin the exiging environmenta
document, that being the Downtown EIS.
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Short—Term Impacts

The following temporary or congtruction-related impacts are expected: decreased air qudity dueto
suspended particulates from building activities and hydrocarbon emissions from congruction vehicles
and equipment; increased dust caused by drying mud tracked onto streets during congtruction activities,
increased traffic and demand for parking from construction equipment and personnd; increased noise;
and consumption of renewable and non-renewabl e resources.

Construction

SMC 25.05.675.C provides policies to minimize or prevent temporary adverse impacts associated with
congtruction activities. To that end, the Director may require an assessment of noise, drainage, erosion,
water quality degradation, habitat disruption, pedestrian circulation and transportation, and mud and
dust impacts likely to result from the construction phase.

The following temporary or consgtruction-related impacts are expected: decreased air qudity dueto
suspended particulates from building activities and hydrocarbon emissons from congtruction vehicles
and equipment; increased dust caused by drying mud tracked onto streets during construction activities,
increased traffic and demand for parking from congtruction equipment and personnel; increased noise;
and consumption of renewable and non-renewable resources.

Severd adopted codes and/or ordinances provide mitigation for some of the identified impacts. The
Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code regulates Site excavation for foundation purposes and
requires that soil erosion control techniques be initiated for the duration of construction. The Street Use
Ordinance requires watering streets to suppress dust, on-Ste washing of truck tires, removal of debris,
and regulates obstruction of the pedestrian right-of-way. Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency
regulations require control of fugitive dust to protect air qudity. The Building Code provides for
congtruction measuresin generd. Findly, the Noise Ordinance regulates the time and amount of
congtruction noise that is permitted in the City. Compliance with these gpplicable codes and ordinances
will reduce or diminate most short-term impacts to the environment.

The Addendum includes a series of measures to mitigate noise, vibration air qudity and traffic impacts
associated with work in the downtown area. These include limiting hours of most construction work to
between 7:00 am and 6:00 pm Monday through Friday and 9:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturdays, ensuring
nighttime activities do not exceed noise ordinance limits, limiting high noise impacts to between 7:00 am
and 5:00 pm on weekdays. Other mitigation measures include reducing or limiting vibrations, using
sound barriers and other methods to reduce impacts on adjacent structures, developing truck haul
routes and processing certain materias off-gte. Traffic management measures to mitigate impacts on the
vehicular and pedestrian networks during congtruction are aso included, specificaly the development of
atruck hauling plan, use of structured parking facilities for congtruction parking, staging of trucks outsde
of the downtown area, maintaining pedestrian wakways and sdewalks during congtruction, with
temporary closures and covered walkways if needed.

Accordingly, the project is conditioned to implement al mitigating measures outlined in the Addendum
related to mitigation of Congtruction impacts through the development of a Congtruction Management
Plan addressing access to the Ste during congtruction, noise mitigation efforts, vibration mitigation efforts
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and other features to address impacts related to construction activities. In order to preserve the existing
level of services and functions that occur dong the dley, the following mitigation god shdl be induded in
the Congtruction Management Plan, as well as measures to meet this objective:

1. Thedley shdl be kept clear of construction parking, storage, debris or other non-essentid
congtruction related activity, other than norma circulation and ddivery activitiestypicaly
asociated with dley functions. The Plan shdl detall those limited circumstances whenit is
essentid for the aley isto be used for congtruction activities, and shall provide for advance
notice to adjoining properties when such activities are to occur.

Long Term Impacts
Solid Waste and Recycling

Currently, the dley abutting the project is home to solid waste and recycling containers for a number of
commercid usesin theimmediate area. The use of the dley for these facilities has been along standing
feature of the Marshdl Building, across the dley from the subject Ste. Giventhe age of the Marshall
Building, their dumpsters cannot be accommodated within the building. Due to the changesto the dley
asaresult of the dley access, the project is conditioned to require a plan to address potentia
modifications to exigting locations of solid waste and recycling facilities dong the dley or other
dternatives for accommodating solid waste and recycling fadilities. These modifications shdl driveto
maximize the shared uses of the dley. The plan will be reviewed and gpproved by DPD, in conjunction
with Seettle Public Utilities and SDOT.

Sreet |mprovements

The Department of Trangportation provided the following comments on the Addendum regarding street
trees, which shall be made conditions of the project:

2. On Third Avenue, remove existing three Honeylocust trees. Three weeks prior to their remova,
project proponent shall coordinate with Bill Ames (SDOT Forester) regarding public
natification and tree remova permits. Allee dm will be the replacement trees; hopefully there
will be room for four trees (6 feet x 6 feet planters or longer).

3. OnVirginia Street, the new street trees should not include grates or dectrica outlets in the tree
planters. The tree planters should be five feet wide and eight feet long to provide additiona
vegetation.

DECISION - STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

The proposed actionisAPPROVED WITH CONDITIONS.

CONDITIONS—-DESIGN REVIEW

Prior to MUP Issuance
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1. The Board recommended that the gpplicant work with Staff to study the exterior lighting at the top
of the building. Lighting should be nonoffensive to penthouse residents while providing a“ soft
glow” a thetop.

2. The Board encouraged the applicant to work with DPD to provide further canopy and lighting
details dong the ground levd retall, aswell as a the entry corner.

3. The Board recommends that the applicant work with Staff to explore the charcoa brick and
determine whether it should be lighter in vaue.

4. Generdly, the design concept presented to the Board shdl be built as proposed or otherwise
amended through consultation with DPD Staff.

5. The Board recommended that the applicant work with DPD to enhance the resdentia character of
the lobby use at the Street leve.

6. The Board encouraged the applicant to consider raising the 9" floor height to increase ceiling in the
common recregation rooms and study the separation between base and tower.

7. The Board recommended that the design should provide additional |andscaping at the 43 floor
open space.

8. TheBoardisinterested in exactly how the parking screening will appear based on the mesh design
proposed. The Board recommends that the applicant work with Staff to provide details and
sections of the parking screen and congder how it will be illuminated.

For the Life of the Project

9. No opague window coverings shal be alowed over any windows at the ground floor lobby space.

Non-appeal able Conditions

10. As proposed, the architecturd features and details presented at the Find Design Review mesting
and described under Guidelines A-2, B-1, B-3, C-1, C-3, and D-3 induding:
a) integrated Sgnage;
b) exterior light fixtures,
c) foca artwork at corner lobby space;
d) groundleve landscaping;
€) during evening hours, alit common recreation room at the 43 floor;
f) building materids, and
g large, transparent storefront windows at ground level.

11. Theadley facade design shdl remain as presented at the Find Recommendation Design  Review
Board meeting. (C-6)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Any proposed changes to the exterior of the building or the site or must be submitted to DPD for

review and approva by the Land Use Planner or by the Design Review Manager. Any proposed
changes to the improvementsin the public right-of-way must be submitted to DPD and SDOT for
review and for fina approval by SDOT.

Compliance with dl images and text on the MUP drawings, design review meeting guidelines and
gpproved design features and eements (including exterior materids, landscaping and ROW
improvements) shal be verified by the DPD Land Use Planner assigned to this project or by the
Desgn Review Manager. An gppointment with the assgned Land Use Planner must be made at
least (3) working daysin advance of fied ingpection. The Land Use Planner will determine
whether submission of revised plansis required to ensure that compliance has been achieved.

Embed al of the conditions listed at the end of this decision in the cover sheet for the MUP permit
and for al subsequent permits including updated MUP plans, and al building permit drawings.

Embed the 11 x 17 colored eevation drawings from the DR Recommendation meeting and as
updated, into the MUP plans prior to issuance, and also embed these colored eevation drawings
into the Building Permit Plan st in order to facilitate subsequent review of compliance with Design
Review.

CONDITIONS - SEPA

Prior to the I ssuance of the Demolition and/or Shoring Permit

16.

The applicant shal submit for review and gpprova a Congtruction Management Plan to address
mitigation of impacts resulting from al congruction activities. The Plan shal indlude a discusson
on management of congruction related noise, efforts to mitigate noise impacts and community
outreach efforts to allow people within the immediate area of the project to have opportunities to
contact the sSite to express concern about noise. The Plan may aso be incorporated into any
Congtruction Management Plans required to mitigate any short term transportation impacts that
result from the project.

During Construction

17.

18.

19.

The project shdl implement al mitigating measures for congruction related impacts identified in
the Addendum and contained in the Congtruction Management Plan

The Congtruction Management Plan shal o include the following statement (and provide
implementation measures to ensure its compliance): “The dley shdl be kept clear of congtruction
parking, storage, debris or other non-essentid construction related activity, other than normal
circulation and ddivery activities typicaly associated with dley functions.” The Plan shdl detall
those limited circumstances when it is essentia for the aley isto be used for congtruction activities,
and shall provide for advance notice to adjoining properties when such activities are to occur.

On Third Avenue, remove exigting three Honeylocust trees. Three weeks prior to their remova,
project proponent shal coordinate with Bill Ames (SDOT Forester) regarding public natification
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and tree removd permits. Allee elm will be the replacement trees; there should be room for four
trees (6 feet x 6 feet planters or longer).

20. OnVirginia Stret, the new street trees should not include grates or electrica outletsin the tree
planters. The tree planters should be five feet wide and eight feet long to provide additiond
vegetation.

Prior to Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

21.  Theapplicant must develop aplan to address potentia modifications to exigting locations of
solid waste and recycling facilities dong the dley or other dternatives for accommodating solid
wadte and recycling facilities. These modifications shdl grive to maximize the shared uses of the
dley. Theplan will be reviewed and approved by DPD, in conjunction with Seettle Public
Utilities and SDOT.

Non-appealable Condition - Prior to MUP |ssuance

22. Project #3003187 shall contain bonus residential floor area pursuant to SMC 23.49.015. Prior
to issuance of the MUP, the gpplicant shdl enter into a voluntary agreement to mitigate impacts
of the bonus development. Such agreement may be in the form of aletter, subject to approva
by the Sesttle Office of Housing. The letter will need to describe how affordable housing
impacts associated with the bonus will be mitigated: performance option, payment option, or
combination; and payment calculation and date (see .015 B.1.b and .015 C); or performance
housing details: floor area calculation (see .015 B.1.aand .015 D), ownership, location, income
& affordability, amount & terms of any financia contribution by goplicant to the affordable
housing owner, date when find Certificate of Occupancy for the low-income housing was or is
anticipated to be issued, and caculation of initid and annua monitoring fees (.015 B.6) and
edimated date of initia year of compliance.

Compliance with al gpplicable conditions must be verified and approved by the Land Use Planner, Lisa
Rutzick, (206 386-9049) at the specified development stage, as required by the Director’ s decision.
The Land Use Planner shall determine whether the condition requires submisson of additiona
documentation or fied verification to assure that compliance has been achieved. Prior to any
alteration of the approved plan set on file at DPD, the specific revisions shall be subject to
review and approval by the Land Use Planner.

Sgnature _ (Sgnaure on file) Date:. __March 1, 2007
LisaRutzick, Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Development
Land Use Divison
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