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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Land Use Application to allow a six-story building with 149,564 sq. ft. of office.  Parking for 
292 vehicles to be provided within the structure, at and below grade.  Review includes 
demolition of existing structure. 
 
The following approvals are required: 
 

Design Review - pursuant to Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 23.41, involving 
departures from development standards. 
• SMC 23.48.014 A, general façade requirements. 
• SMC 23.48.014 D, street-level setback. 
• SMC 23.48.034 C3 & 23.54.030 F2b, parking access and curbcuts. 
• SMC 23.48.024, screening and landscaping. 
• SMC 23.54.030 B2c, parking size distribution. 
• SMC 23.54.030 G2, sight triangle. 
• SMC 23.48.018, facade transparency 

 
SEPA - Environmental Determination – SMC Chapter 25.05. 

 
SEPA DETERMINATION:  [   ]  Exempt   [X]  DNS1   [   ]  MDNS   [   ]  EIS 
 

 [X]  DNS with conditions 
 

 [   ]  DNS involving non-exempt grading, or demolition or 
involving another agency with jurisdiction. 

                                                 
1 Early DNS for the revised application was published December 13, 2007. 

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Epublic/toc/23-41.htm23.41
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.014.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.014.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.034.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.54.030.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.024.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.54.030%20B2c
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.54.030.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
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BACKGROUND DATA 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant proposes a six-story building containing 
offices and parking for about 300 vehicles located 
within the structure.  Much of the north façade could 
ultimately be obscured and connected by a pedestrian 
hillclimb, subject to a related proposal to vacate 
Highland Drive to the north. 
 
To date, a related project at 1207 Westlake Ave N is in a 
pre-application phase, and the proponents have 
submitted no Master Use Permit application.  However, 
Design Review and SEPA analyses for the subject site 
also consider the related project and the proposed street 
vacation.  As a portion of the associated site is located in 
a shoreline environment, the future MUP review for 
1207 Westlake Ave N will likely involve a Shoreline 
Substantial Development Permit. 

Figure 1.  Local topography 

 
Vicinity and Site 
 
The site is located in the South Lake Union 
neighborhood, between Dexter Ave N and Westlake Ave 
N, to the south of Highland Dr.  8th Ave N joins 
Westlake at the south end of the site.  Westlake Ave N is 
a principal arterial, Dexter Ave N is a minor arterial, and 
8th Ave N is a nonarterial.  Highland Dr is a nonarterial; 
it is relatively undeveloped and is interrupted by a steep 
slope, approx 30' from top to toe, with no pedestrian 
access.  The vicinity slopes down to the east toward 
Lake Union.  The property is located in the South Lake 
Union Hub Urban Village. 

Figure 2.  Vicinity zoning 

 
The site is zoned Seattle Mixed with a 65-foot base 
height limit (SM-65, see Figure 2).  Properties to the 
north, south, and west of the site are also zoned SM-65.  
Land to the east across Westlake Ave N is zoned 
Commercial 2 with a 40-foot base height limit.  Some 
nearby properties are within 200' of the shoreline, in the 
Urban Stable (US) shoreline environment, but the 
subject site is outside the shoreline. 

Figure 3.  Aerial View 
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Development in the vicinity reflects its zoning, though much does not approach full zoning 
potential, suggesting that the area could experience substantial future redevelopment.  The 
Westlake Ave N corridor is characterized primarily by low commercial buildings in varying 
states of repair, water-related retail businesses, restaurants, and newer midrise office buildings.  
Several businesses have large accessory surface parking lots.  The Associated General 
Contractors (AGC) building is across Westlake Ave N to the northeast of the site, and South 
Lake Union Park is located about 400' to the southeast of the site.  The Dexter Ave N corridor is 
characterized primarily by newer midrise office buildings (Casey Family Program, Battelle 
Memorial Institute) on its east side, and on the west side a mixture of low commercial buildings 
and newer midrise mixed use and residential buildings (The Dexter, The Nautica).  Dexter Ave 
N. is also a principal route for bicyclists. 
 
The site is L-shaped, with most of its frontage located along Westlake Ave N.  The site measures 
about 320' N-S, and about 128' E-W, with a dog-leg at its northwest corner that connects the site 
to Dexter Ave N and measures about 121' by about 60'.  The site is about 48,200 sq. ft., or 1.1 
acre.  There is no alley.  The majority of the site is flat, roughly level with Westlake Ave N.  The 
western edge of the site rises steeply, about 30', to Dexter Ave N. (See Figure 1).  The site’s 
“anomalous topography” is eligible for consideration under Director’s Rule 12-2005.  Portions 
of the site are designated as Environmentally Critical Areas on City maps (steep slope, 
earthquake liquefaction prone).  DPD has granted an ECA exemption to waive or modify 
development standards, and a neighboring property owner has requested a DPD interpretation of 
the exemption.  DPD’s interpretation is to be published concurrently with this decision, and is 
subject to appeal. 
 
The site is currently occupied by one and 2-story office structures, some of them vacant.  The 
site’s only vegetation is on its west side, on the steep slope, including a mature bigleaf maple.  
On Dexter and Westlake/8th Aves N, there are existing curbs and sufficient width to 
accommodate full sidewalk improvements, but the sidewalk is not currently improved to City 
standards.  Most of Highland Dr adjacent to the site is paved, but there is no sidewalk. 
 
The project is potentially the first phase of a larger four-phase, 5-acre office development 
extending from the subject site to the Galer St. right-of-way (south of Westlake Union Center 
and the pedestrian overpass), and consisting of about 1,000,000 gross sq. ft.  The applicant has 
proposed to vacate Highland Dr, partly in consideration of improvements proposed on this site.  
This project does not however require or rely on the proposed street vacation.  The street 
vacation review has been subject to recommendations of the Seattle Design Commission, in 
coordination with the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDoT), and approval by City 
Council. 
 
The site is served by public transit.  Metro routes 17 and 74 pass by the site along Westlake Ave 
N.  Routes 16, 26, and 28 pass by the site along Dexter Ave N. 
 

http://www.seattle.gov/dclu/codes/dr/DR2005-12.pdf
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DESIGN REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The project’s first Early Design Guidance meeting took place on June 21, 2006, in the Queen 
Anne Community Center.  Five Board members attended, with no absentees.  The second Early 
Design Meeting took place on August 2, 2006, in the same location, with four board members in 
attendance and one absentee.  The Design Recommendations meeting took place on March 19, 
2008, in the same location, with four Board members in attendance and one absence.  Design 
illustrations are located in the project file, available for public review at DPD’s Public Resource 
Center, floor 20 of Seattle Muncipal Tower. 
 
6/21/2006 EDG: Architect’s Presentation 
 
Gerry Gerron of Mulvanny G2 presented the project’s program and described the site and 
vicinity, referring to some of the information presented above.  The design intent is to create “a 
spectacular place of destination” by creating a “heart location”, extending pedestrian connections 
from Queen Anne to South Lake Union Park and the lake, and taking advantage of views from 
the site.  The design concept contemplates 20' of additional height, intended to accommodate 
substantial mechanical equipment associated with research and development uses to be located 
in its first two stories.  The applicant stated that the project is likely to be LEED-certified. 
 
Speaking to the larger 5-acre development site, Mr. Gerron identified “terrific views in all 
directions”, and noted that the project itself becomes a view of its own from Interstate 5, on the 
opposite side of Lake Union.  He identified existing views along Highland, from Aurora Ave N 
down the hill and along the north side of the subject site.  The larger project aims to enhance 
both principal streetscapes – Dexter and Westlake Avenues N. – with retail stores, and by 
providing a pedestrian connection through the site. 
 
Mr. Gerron briefly discussed alternatives related to the proposed vacation of Highland Dr and 
showed various massing models, nested within a conceptual model of the larger 5-acre site.  The 
preferred design concept would take vehicle access from Highland, where there is an existing 
light, and from the south end of the site, off 8th Ave N.  Mr. Gerron noted that the first phase 
would use Highland Dr. essentially “as is”.  For subsequent phases, the design intent is to 
convert Highland Dr into a garage interior. 
 
Concept A featured an L-shaped building mass extending from Westlake Ave up to Dexter.  
Concept B showed a more modulated mass, with variations in height and bulk.  The architect 
focused most of his comment on Concept C, represented by a third model and by floor plans in 
the design packet.  He described this alternative as “lightweight, not ponderous… representing a 
variety of shapes and elements, reflecting light and the surrounding environment, without 
dominating. … Light, taut, technical, in keeping with the character of the science corridor”.  He 
identified curved surfaces “so that the mass is always diminishing and changing.” 
 
Referencing the street vacation analysis, Mr. Gerron quickly described principal pedestrian 
spaces represented in three siting alternatives, loosely related to the three design concepts 
discussed above.  The first alternative appears to create a canyon effect in the existing Highland 
ROW – “not desirable”.  The second alternative created a “gaping maw” of a vehicle access 



Application No. 3004381 
Page 5 

adjacent to Highland.  He stated that the third and preferred alternative creates 50% more public 
space than the existing Highland St. right-of-way and a much more efficient and gracious use of 
the site’s 60'-wide dog-leg. 
 
6/21/2006 EDG: Clarifying questions by the Board 
 
Have you considered treating the project as a major phased development?  [SMC 23.84.025]  
This provision is available to projects located in Commercial (C) or Industrial (I) zones, but not 
in the Seattle Mixed zone. 
 
Have you considered the scenic view route requirements discussed in SEPA? [State 
Environmental Policy Act, SMC 25.05.675 P], especially as it relates to views through the 
adjacent offices? [1000-1100 Dexter Ave, Battelle].  We will show how our design affects sight 
lines through this building. 
 
Thinking about the larger development, how many points of ingress and egress for vehicles are 
proposed?  We’re looking at additional exits along Westlake, possibly entrances and exits along 
Dexter. 
 
It’s unclear what this design would look like off Dexter Avenue.  What would this look like for a 
pedestrian?  Would there be loading access off Dexter?  No, that would be the entry to a public 
stairway, with associated landscaping, steps, possibly a water feature.  The steps would serve as 
a lid to the parking access off Highland Dr. 
 
On the south side, the preferred concept would leave a 40' space between this and the adjacent 
building.  How do you propose to treat the space between the two buildings?  We would do our 
part for landscaping and create a similar character [to what exists across the property line].  
There would be a substantial face of a building looking at them, so we want it to be desirable. 
 
The design is unclear about treatment of the corner of Westlake and Highland.  Where is the 
building corner?  The pedestrian link would be open to the public at all times.  There would be a 
barrier-free elevator.  This is intended to be a populated public space. 
 
6/21/2006 EDG: Public Comment 
 
Four members of the public signed in at the Early Design Guidance meeting on June 21, 2006.  
Comments from the meeting focused largely on discrepancies in public notice, on likely impacts 
to neighbors located uphill from the site, and on concerns about “piecemealing” of a much larger 
project.  Comments related to design review included the following: 
 
 Design materials totally ignore anyone to the west.  The architectural design should consider 

that perspective.  There’s no perspective view from Dexter, where the City’s view street is 
located. 

 The applicant seems to say “anything is better than what is there”.  Hundreds of people west 
of the project would likely disagree. 

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.84.025.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
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DPD also received two letters from a community member, expressing concerns related to height 
limits, massing, landscaping, and access to the site from Dexter. 
 
Mike Hubbard of Capstone Partners LLC introduced the project team, and identified some of the 
firm’s other recent work. 
 
8/2/2006 EDG: Architect’s Presentation 
 
Gerry Gerron of Mulvanny/G2 presented the updated design.  He spoke of the site as a “heart 
location”, belonging to a varied and desirable South Lake Union design context.  The 
development intent is to attract a variety of tenants to further enliven the area, including biotech 
companies, to justify additional height provided under SMC 23.48.010 B.  In response to a 
Board request from the first EDG meeting, the architect presented a diagram showing proposed 
driveways.  The larger proposed development is massed and phased to respond to the existing 
street grid.  The architect recognized the Board’s initial guidance about a the larger plan 
(“diverse, like a neighborhood”), stating that a goal for the larger development is to achieve an 
eclectic design character.  He noted that Mulvanny/G2 has successfully completed a nearby 
project, the SPI-Unionbay Headquarters (1633 Westlake Ave. N), which exhibits a sense of 
modulation and a deference to its maritime context.  He showed simple vignettes of potential 
architectural treatments.  Mr. Gerron further clarified that CarrAmerica does not yet own all 
parcels associated with its longer-term development program. 
 
The architect showed existing and simulated views through the site, along its southern edge, and 
through the Highland  St. right-of-way (proposed to be vacated).  A mature bigleaf maple is 
located toward the top of the slope in the right-of-way, adjacent to the site, where it partially 
obscures existing views.  The AGC building also interferes with some views, particularly toward 
the northeast through the two buildings at 1000-1100 Dexter (Battelle). 
 
The presentation also focused on the design of a future pedestrian stairway to connect Dexter 
and Westlake Avenues, which the applicant proposes to be a “public benefit feature” associated 
with a proposed street vacation of the Highland St right-of-way.2  The architect pointed out that 
the preferred alternative provides for a pedestrian-oriented area with about 50% more space than 
currently exists within the right-of-way.  The design packet shows perspective views of the stair 
design, prepared by The Berger Partnership.  The drawings show activated gathering places,  
seating areas, larger open plazas, viewpoints, water features, and landscaping. 
 
8/2/2006 EDG: Clarifying questions by the Board 
 
In the view through the 1000-1100 Dexter buildings, what is the likely effect of this project for 
pedestrians?  Our proposed massing would take out a sliver between the AGC building and 1100 
Dexter.  The plan is to pull the southern edge of the building into line with the existing 1000 
Dexter, which improves the view considerably. 

                                                 
2 While the Design Review Board does not have formal oversight in the question of the street vacation per se, it 
does have recommendatory authority for the design of the project, including the proposed stair, and the associated 
street improvements. 

http://www.capstone-partners.com/index.htm
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.010.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://www.mulvanny.com/en-us/Show/Portfolio.aspx?ProjectID=92
http://www.bergerpartnership.com/
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In the design packet, is it clear what the view would be if the  massing were entirely outside the 
Highland right-of-way?  The existing view is shown in the first packet [April 2006, page 20].  
No simulated views are shown toward the east that reflect your described scenario. 
 
How many stories do you propose?  Six  All proposed to be R & D labs?  Proposed floor-to-floor 
height is 14' on two levels.  12.6' on the other levels. 
 
What is the width of the future Phase II development?  Not immediately clear, about 300', we’ll 
verify it.  In the next presentation, please provide a clearer sense of the scale of Phase II, 
including the driveway through Highland. 
 
Where is the front door to be located?  There could be as few as one, or as many as three doors.  
The majority of people will come in from the underground parking.  A public entry will be 
weighted toward the steps.  The future tenant mix will help to determine whether it’s an 
employee-only access or something more ceremonial. 
 
What’s the status of the street vacation request?  We’ve met with SDoT and Design Commission 
staff.  We haven’t yet presented to the Design Commission. 
 
If the larger development is to be built in phases, what will the pedestrian stair look like in the 
interim?  Please show us what the temporary north side of the stairway will look like. 
 
[Several Board questions dealt with the future Phase II and its reflection of existing development 
along Dexter Ave N]. 
 
Is there an existing midrise in-city development that achieves the goals you’re setting here?  The 
SPI Unionbay building (1633 Westlake Ave. N) achieves a similar intent, parlayed into a larger 
scale.  There are unifying elements and landscaping that tie it together, varied materials and 
fenestration.  Lighting, signage, and wayfinding will be common throughout.  Brick could vary 
between red, buff, or “coho”.  Our intent is not to create place that feels like a corporate campus. 
 
Does the design provide for eyes on the plaza halfway down the stairs?  We’d like this to be a 
lively space.  The use of the space depends somewhat on the tenants.  We’re not seeing retail at 
the middle landing in this first phase.  There’s opportunity for retail, but that’s not yet clear.  
We’d like to upholster that whole stairway with pedestrian activities and life. 
 
8/2/2006 EDG: Public Comment 
 
Three members of the public signed in at the second Early Design Guidance.  Most comments 
from the meeting focused on design considerations, and some comments related to phasing, 
environmental review, and zoning interpretations. 
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 One of our main interests is maintaining view. 
 There are many “what-ifs” Street vacation, an internal roadway that doesn’t respond to the 

streets and that creates a neighborhood that benefits this one project.  SEPA scenic view 
street analysis.  Can the building go to the height it thinks it can?  Is this a single project? 

 Show the 9-block study area and how this project affects it. 
 Show the view through the existing trees in the wintertime. 
 What is it about this street that the project responds to?  There’s nothing to address that. 
 It suprises me that this street would be vacated and then filled with a building, while 

Highland up the hill next to Dexter Court has been developed and opened up.  They kept the 
Dexter Deli there when they developed the apartments to the north. 

 If this is the concept that fills the vacated street, then it should step back a bit so you can see 
the street through that view. 

 
3/19/2008 Recommendations: Architect’s Presentation 
 
Eric Anderson of MulvannyG2 presented.  He gave a brief overview of the vicinity, site, and 
project.  He described enhanced retail along Westlake.  He also recognized the Board’s guidance 
that the architectural expression across multiple buildings should be more diverse. 
 
Referencing Highland Dr to the north of the site, Mr. Anderson characterized the proposed 
vacation as “moving the right-of-way to the south and opening up the hillclimb as a public 
benefit”, with emphases on how to activate the public plaza space.  He identified various 
proposed (as many as nine) entrances to smaller retail-oriented spaces along hillclimb design.  
He noted the revised massing of the project to the north (occupying land subject to vacation), 
indicating that its profile is now substantially reduced in order to facilitate improved views and 
an enhanced sense of openness in the plaza. 
 
The design packet contains various renderings of public benefit features to be located on this 
site, in consideration of the proposed street vacation.  Drawings respond to the Board’s early 
guidance to widen the hillclimb’s stairway entrance on Westlake.  In plan, the hillclimb’s 
defining geometry is “a big, sweeping arc”. 
 
Car and truck entrance to the site are both located on 8th Ave N, and another vehicle entrance 
would be located in the current Highland right-of-way.  In the interim, prior to the vacation, 
parking access is from Highland, and structured parking is located adjacent to the north property 
line.  Mr. Anderson spoke to In response to Board members’ concerns that that this condition 
might persist, should the street vacation not move forward as planned, Mr Anderson pointed out 
that Phase I requires the development team to “forego lots of development potential in exchange 
for a future vacation, so it’s an acceptable article of faith”. 
 
Finish materials include terra cotta, extending to two stories in places.  A south-facing retaining 
wall would be softened with plantings.  On the north side, structured parking would be shielded 
by a green screen. 
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Mr. Anderson reviewed a matrix of requested departures from Land Use Code development 
standards.  Many proposed departures result from the design’s premise that the site’s northern 
property line (along Highland Drive) will eventually be dissolved, should the proposed street 
vacation take effect.  Additionally, requirements associated with the west property line assume 
the development of a structure, where the design contemplates an entry plaza to the proposed 
hillclimb.  DPD’s zoning analysis applies current rules to the site’s current configuration.  This 
report summarizes proposed departures and related comments on page 16. 
 
3/19/2008 Recommendations: Clarifying questions by the Board 
 

How would the green screen work to filter headlights?  There’s a bumper guard and a light 
baffle.  The wall you see here [in elevation] is the neighbors’ to the south. 
 
The patterning on the glass appears to be heavy lines – is it banded, or fritted?  It’s just 
patterning of the glass that creates lines across the curtain wall. 
 
Is the horizontal glass broken up by mullions?  Yes, we’re currently showing vertical mullions 
and horizontal frits. 
 
Why not locate a door at the bottom of the stair, into the retail space?  General discussion of 
maintaining flexibility – not guaranteed to have retail tenants.  You’re flush with the sidewalk 
there, right?  Yes. 
 
Is the top floor stepped back?  No.  It looks that way in renderings, but not in plan. 
 
3/19/2008 Recommendations: Public Comment 
 

Several members of the public signed in at the recommendations meeting.  Most comments from 
the meeting focused on design considerations, and some comments related to phasing, 
environmental review, and zoning interpretations. 
 
 [A lawyer attending on behalf of RREEF, property owners to the southwest] We’d like to 

open up the view there, with a similar stepdown to what RREEF has designed on its north 
side. 

 I like the simplicity of the giant street address numbers.  It might be better to locate it in one 
place, instead of three occurrences on the main façade. 

 I dislike the numbers intensely. 
 I’d like this building if it had a little more relief at the front. 

 
Guidelines 
 

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 siting and design 
guidance described below and identified by letter and number those siting and design guidelines 
of highest priority to this project, found in the City of Seattle’s Design Review: Guidelines for 
Multifamily and Commercial Buildings and the South Lake Union Design Guidelines, and they 
gave additional design guidance to the applicant.  They invited the applicant to present a design. 

http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/stellent/groups/pan/@pan/@plan/@drp/documents/Web_Informational/cos_005127.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/stellent/groups/pan/@pan/@plan/@drp/documents/Web_Informational/cos_005127.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/stellent/groups/pan/@pan/@plan/@drp/documents/Web_Informational/cos_005114.pdf
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A. Site Planning 
 
A-1 Responding to Site Characteristics 

The siting of buildings should respond to specific site conditions and opportunities such 
as non-rectangular lots, location on prominent intersections, unusual topography, 
significant vegetation and views or other natural features. 

A-2 Streetscape Compatibility 
The siting of buildings should acknowledge and reinforce the existing desirable spatial 
characteristics of the right-of-way. 

SLU-specific: The vision for street level uses in South Lake Union is a completed network 
of sidewalks that successfully accommodate pedestrians. Streetscape compatibility is a 
high priority of the neighborhood with redevelopment.  Sidewalk-related spaces should 
appear safe, welcoming and open to the general public. 

• Provide pedestrian-friendly streetscape amenities, such as tree grates, benches, and 
lighting. 

• Encourage provision of spaces for street level uses that vary in size, width, and depth.  
Encourage the use of awnings and weather protection along street fronts to enhance the 
pedestrian environment. 

• Where appropriate, configure retail space so that it can spill-out onto the sidewalk 
(retaining six feet for pedestrian movement, where the sidewalk is sufficiently wide). 

A-3 Entrances Visible from the Street 
Entries should be clearly identifiable and visible from the street. 

A-4 Human Activity 
New development should be sited and designed to encourage human activity on the street. 

SLU-specific: 

• Create graceful transitions at the streetscape level between the public and private uses. 

• Keep neighborhood connections open, and discourage closed campuses. 

• Design facades to encourage activity to spill out from business onto the sidewalk, and 
vice-versa. 

• Reinforce pedestrian connections both within the neighborhood and to other adjacent 
neighborhoods. Transportation infrastructure should be designed with adjacent 
sidewalks, as development occurs to enhance pedestrian connectivity. 

• Reinforce retail concentrations with compatible spaces that encourage pedestrian 
activity. 

• Create businesses and community activity clusters through co-location of retail and 
pedestrian uses as well as other high pedestrian traffic opportunities. 

• Design for a network of safe and well-lit connections to encourage human activity and 
link existing high activity areas. 
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A-5 Respect for Adjacent Sites 
Buildings should respect adjacent properties by being located on their sites to minimize 
disruption of the privacy and outdoor activities of residents in adjacent buildings 

A-8 Parking and Vehicle Access 
Siting should minimize the impact of automobile parking and driveways on the pedestrian 
environment, adjacent properties and pedestrian safety. 

6/21/2006 Guidance – Site Planning 

Board members identified as a high priority the enhancement of retail activity on Westlake 
Avenue and (in future phases) on Dexter Avenue. 
 

Board members requested that the applicant clearly identify proposed curbcuts, and questioned 
whether two curbcuts were necessary.  Another Board member wondered whether it might be 
possible for the design to recreate the sense of the original street grid, introducing the interstitial 
spaces that might enhance the block’s human scale.  They asked that the applicant further 
explain the proposed garage circulation. 
 

8/2/2006 Guidance – Site Planning 

Considering “respect for adjacent sites”, the Board discussed questions of existing sightlines 
across the site, across the existing right-of-way, and across the proposed site for a future Phase 
II.  Board members disagreed about the quality of existing views, noting surrounding buildings 
and substantial vegetation. 
 

Board member recognized the value of locating a garage entry at the existing traffic signal.  As 
shown, the stairway at Westlake is squeezed by the garage entry and the barrier-free access.  The 
challenge is to design it so as not to diminish the pedestrian hillclimb experience.  The entrance 
to the stairway should be substantially wider in order to have an appropriate visual proportion.  
The stairs should open up when they meet the rights of way.  The views in this area are so wide 
and expansive – the view from here should be wider and more generous. 
 

The updated stair design should also show how the plaza/landing would relate to its surrounding 
development – where are the doors, transparency, the means for activation. 
 

The updated design should more clearly articulate the proposed street-level uses and the way 
they address Westlake Ave N.  While Board members did not all agree to that it should be a 
retail space, they did appear to agree that the design should not preclude retail uses.  Pedestrian 
amenities, such as lighting, transparency, and overhead weather protection should be clearly 
shown along this façade.  
 

3/19/2008 Recommendations – Site Planning 

The Board recommended that at least one door should access the sidewalk adjoining the 
hillclimb. 
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B. Height, Bulk & Scale 
 
B-1 Height, Bulk and Scale Compatibility 

Projects should be compatible with the scale of development anticipated by the applicable 
Land Use Policies for the surrounding area and should be sited and designed to provide a 
sensitive transition to near-by, less-intensive zones.  Projects on zone edges should be 
developed in a manner that creates a step in perceived height, bulk and scale between the 
anticipated development potential of the adjacent zones. 

SLU-specific:  Address both the pedestrian and auto experience through building 
placement, scale and details with specific attention to regional transportation corridors 
such as Mercer, Aurora, Fairview and Westlake. 

These locations, pending changes in traffic patterns, may evolve with transportation 
improvements. 

• Encourage stepping back an elevation at upper levels for development taller than 55 feet 
to take advantage of views and increase sunlight at street level. Where stepping back 
upper floors is not practical or appropriate other design considerations may be 
considered, such as modulations or separations between structures. 

• Relate proportions of buildings to the width and scale of the street. 

• Articulate the building facades vertically or horizontally in intervals that relate to the 
existing structures or existing pattern of development in the vicinity. 

• Consider using architectural features to reduce building scale such as landscaping, 
trellis, complementary materials, detailing, and accent trim. 

6/21/2006 Guidance – Height Bulk & Scale 

The Board agreed with the applicant that the design should not wrap the existing 1100 Dexter 
Building by occupying the site’s dogleg.  Board members asked the applicant to better 
demonstrate views through the site and along Highland Dr.  A more compact footprint would 
facilitate better views from the street and through adjacent sites – most Board members agreed 
with this statement, one dissented. 
 

Considering concept-level sketches in the design packet, Board members noted that the sketches 
at the bottom of the page are more successful, in that they appear to provide a more solid base.  
Board members suggested that the base of such a structure might successfully evoke the idea of 
the warehouses and lower-scaled commercial buildings currently on the site. 
 

8/2/2006 Guidance – Height Bulk & Scale 

Referring to a conceptual Phase II project, Board members questioned the desirability of the 
potential bulk of a structure whose large footprint would be further expanded to include the 
existing Highland right-of-way. 
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3/19/2008 Recommendations – Height Bulk & Scale 

The Board recommended that the top floor be stepped back.  One Board member stated, “If it’s 
not set back 2' or 3', it’s not enough.”  Other Board members concurred, though one stated that 
“a brise soleil might achieve the same thing”.  All Board members agreed that the horizontally 
oriented brise soleil is a critical element that should be incorporated into the finished design. 

 

C. Architectural Elements and Materials 
 
C-2 Architectural Concept and Consistency 

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

Buildings should exhibit form and features identifying the functions within the building. 

In general, the roofline or top of the structure should be clearly distinguished from its 
façade walls. 

SLU-specific: Design the “fifth elevation” — the roofscape — in addition to the 
streetscape.  As this area topographically is a valley, the roofs may be viewed from 
locations outside the neighborhood such as the freeway and Space Needle. Therefore, 
views from outside the area as well as from within the neighborhood should be 
considered, and roof-top elements should be organized to minimize view impacts from the 
freeway and elevated areas. 

C-3 Human Scale 
The design of new buildings should incorporate architectural features, elements and 
details to achieve a good human scale. 

C-4 Exterior Finish Materials 
Building exteriors should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that are 
attractive even when viewed up close.  Materials that have texture, pattern, or lend 
themselves to a high quality of detailing are encouraged. 

C-5 Structured Parking Entrances 
The presence and appearance of garage entrances should be minimized so that they do 
not dominate the street frontage of a building. 

6/21/2006 Guidance – Architectural Elements and Materials 

Considering the larger phased development, Board members felt that future buildings should be 
diverse, like a neighborhood, rather than unified, like a campus.  Board members recognized that 
they are not yet reviewing the larger plan, but they cautioned that the intial massing studies 
appear to involve symmetrical pieces (bookends).  They suggested that an “organic accretion, 
over time” would be more appropriate. 
 
A simpler skyline is appropriate here.  Most attention and detail should be at the ground level. 
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8/2/2006 Guidance – Architectural Elements and Materials 

The Board offered no further guidance in this regard.  
 

3/19/2008 Recommendations – Architectural Elements and Materials 

One Board member raised serious concerns about the perceived flatness of the elevation.  In 
earlier reviews, this member had interpreted drawings to show more depth in the principal 
façade.  Board members agreed and recommended that horizontal fins at the top level should be 
incorporated into the finished design. 

 
D. Pedestrian Environment 
 
D-1 Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances 

Convenient and attractive access to the building’s entry should be provided.  To ensure 
comfort and security, paths and entry areas should be sufficiently lighted and entry areas 
should be protected from the weather.  Opportunities for creating lively, pedestrian-
oriented open spaces should be considered. 

D-5 Visual Impacts of Parking Structures 
The visibility of all at-grade parking structures or accessory parking garages should be 
minimized.  The parking portion of a structure should be architecturally compatible with 
the rest of the structure and streetscape.  Open parking spaces and carports should be 
screened from the street and adjacent properties. 

6/21/2006 Guidance – Pedestrian Environment 

Board members recognized the potential value of a well-designed pedestrian stairway adjacent to 
or through the site. 
 

8/2/2006 Guidance – Pedestrian Environment 

The Board supported the goal to link Dexter and Westlake Avenues N via a stair.  They stressed 
the value of widening this space beyond the constraints of a 56' wide right-of-way.  
 

3/19/2008 Recommendations – Pedestrian Environment 

Board members unanimously recommended that the principal pedestrian entry should be 
“amplified”: made larger, and detailed accordingly. 
 
Board members identified a blank wall condition toward the south side of the east elevation.  
They recognized that this wall abuts bicycle storage and a service area, so they recommended 
that the design be updated to integrate translucent glass at this location. 
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E. Landscaping 
 
E-3 Landscape Design to Address Special Site Conditions 

The landscape design should take advantage of special on-site conditions such as high-
bank front yards, steep slopes, view corridors, or existing significant trees and off-site 
conditions such as greenbelts, ravines, natural areas, and boulevards. 

6/21/2006 Guidance – Landscaping 

Board members encouraged the design team to carefully consider ways to enhance the pedestrian 
spaces on Dexter and Westlake.  Landscaping and other design techniques should help to buffer 
against adjacent traffic.  4-5' of plantings would be welcomed. 
 

8/2/2006 Guidance – Landscaping 

The Board offered no further guidance in this regard.  
 

3/19/2008 Recommendations – Landscaping 

Board members commended the design team for their thoughtful approach to the pedestrian 
hillclimb, particularly for it opportunities for prospect over Lake Union.  “You can actually be in 
the view – it’s a great thing.” 
 
 



DEPARTURE FROM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 
DPD zoning reviewers identified several potential nonconformities associated with the proposed design.  Most relate to the design’s 
assumption that City Council will approve the vacation of Highland Drive in consideration of the proposed pedestrian hillclimb, 
which will occupy the site’s entire Dexter Ave frontage.  The applicant therefore requested the following departures from Land Use 
Code development standards. 
 

Requirement Proposed Comments Board Recommendation 

SMC 23.48.014 A, general façade 
requirements.  A primary building entrance 
shall be required from the street or street-
oriented courtyards and shall be no more 
than three (3) feet above or below the 
sidewalk grade. 

A primary entry is 
proposed along 
Westlake.  No such 
entrance is proposed 
along Dexter or 
Highland. 

Most requested 
departures stem from 
the proposed vacation 
of the Highland Dr 
right-of-way adjacent 
to the site, or from the 
proposed development 
of a pedestrian 
hillclimb linking 
Dexter Ave N to 
Westlake Ave N. 
across the site. 

The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb.  They 
recommended that the design 
integrate a door near the base of 
the stairs.  

SMC 23.48.014 D, street-level setback. 
… structures may be set back up to twelve 
(12) feet from the property line subject to 
the following 
1. The setback area shall be landscaped. 
2. Additional setbacks shall be permitted for 
up to thirty (30) percent of the length of the 
set-back street wall, provided that the 
additional setback is located a distance of 
twenty (20) feet or greater from any street 
corner. 

No wall is proposed 
adjacent to the Dexter 
Avenue sidewalk.  
Instead, the design 
envisions a pedestrian 
hillclimb that would 
occupy this frontage. 

The standard assumes 
a structure along 
Dexter and portions of 
Highland Dr. where 
none is proposed. 

The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb.   

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.014.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.014.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
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Requirement Proposed Comments Board Recommendation 

SMC 23.48.034 C3 & 23.54.030 F2b   
parking curbcuts.  If the lot does not abut 
an improved alley, parking and loading 
access may be permitted from the street.  
Such access shall be limited to one (1) two 
(2) way curbcut. In the event the site is too 
small to permit one (1) two (2) way curbcut, 
two (2) one (1) way curbcuts shall be 
permitted. 

The design proposes 
curbcuts on Highland 
Dr and on 8th Ave N. 

Access via Highland is 
subject to an ongoing 
application to vacate 
Highland Dr.  Planned 
access to this parking 
would be from 
Westlake Ave N, 
subject to further 
departure requests in 
Phase II. 

 
The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb.  They 
understood that Phase II would 
involve a curbcut at Westlake Ave 
N, located at Highland. 
 

SMC 23.48.024 (various subsections) 
screening and landscaping. 

The design locates 
parking adjacent to the 
Highland Dr right-of-
way with less than the 
required screening, 
landscaping, and right-
of-way plantings. 

The standard applies 
to Highland Dr, which 
is proposed to be 
vacated. 

 
The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb. 
 

SMC 23.54.030 B2c, parking size 
distribution. 

Proposed parking 
varies from the 
proscribed distribution 
of small, medium and 
large stalls. 

 

 
One Board member questioned 
whether this requested departure is 
at all related to questions of 
design.  However, Board members 
generally agreed that this 
flexibility has no adverse effect on 
the design and recommended 
approval of the departure. 
 

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.034.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.54.030.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.48.024.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=23.54.030%20B2c
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Requirement Proposed Comments Board Recommendation 

SMC 23.54.030 G2, sight triangle. The curbcut on 
Highland offers no  

The standard applies 
to Highland Dr, which 
is proposed to be 
vacated. 

 
The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb. 
 

SMC 23.48.018 (various subsections), 
facade transparency 
 

No wall is proposed 
adjacent to the Dexter 
Avenue sidewalk.  
Instead, the design 
envisions a pedestrian 
hillclimb that would 
occupy this frontage. 

The standard assumes 
a structure along 
Dexter and portions of 
Highland Dr. where 
none is proposed. 

 
The Board recommended approval 
of the departure, in recognition of 
the project’s multiple phases and 
in consideration of the public 
amenities represented by the 
proposed hillclimb. 
 

Appl
Page 18 
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ANALYSIS – DESIGN REVIEW 
 
The Board identified several valuable elements of the design presented by the architect at the 
final meeting.  Board discussion reflects those items which the Board felt were critical amenities 
that should be preserved and carried through to construction. 
 
Outstanding Design Review Board concerns include the following: 

• The Board recommended that at least one door should access the sidewalk adjoining the 
hillclimb. 

• The Board recommended that the top floor be stepped back, approximately 3'. 
• Board members recommended that horizontal fins at the top level windows should be 

incorporated into the finished design.  All Board members agreed that the horizontally 
oriented brise soleil is a critical element that should be incorporated into the finished 
design. 

• Board members unanimously recommended that the principal pedestrian entry should be 
“amplified”: made larger, and detailed accordingly. 

• Board members identified a blank wall condition toward the south side of the east 
elevation.  They recognized that this wall abuts bicycle storage and a service area, so they 
recommended that the design be updated to integrate translucent glass at this location. 

 
The Design Review Board unanimously recommended approval of the proposed design, subject 
to updates described above.  After the final meeting, rather than updating drawings, the design 
team indicated a preference that the above recommendations be incorporated as conditions of 
MUP approval.  Lacking clear evidence of  a design response, DPD conditions the project to 
require the applicant to update drawings, in accordance with Board recommendations, subject to 
further review and approval by DPD land use staff. 
 
 
DECISION - DESIGN REVIEW 
 
The Queen Anne / Magnolia / South Lake Union Design Review Board unanimously 
recommended that the design be approved, subject to conditions.  The proposed design and the 
design departures listed above are CONDITIONALLY APPROVED subject to conditions 
listed on page 27 at the end of this report. 
 
 
ANALYSIS – SEPA  
 
The applicant provided the initial disclosure of this development’s potential impacts in an 
environmental checklist dated November 13, 2007.  Further information submitted by the 
applicant includes a geotechnical report by GeoEngineers (June 8, 2006), a traffic assessment by 
Transportation Engineering Northwest (October 10, 2007), a Solar Glare analysis (February 27, 
2008), an undated shadow analysis prepared by Blumen Consulting Group, and an undated 
viewshed analysis, also prepared by Blumen Consulting Group. 
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The Seattle Commons/South Lake Union EIS (1995) and the South Lake Union Transportation 
Study further inform this decision.  DPD received two letters from neighbors, and a series of 
correspondence from the law firm representing RREEF, an adjacent property owner.  Comments 
raised the following concerns: 

• [appropriate] height, massing, landscaping, and treatment of aesthetic impacts 
• [safe] vehicular access, 
• the need for a full Environmental Impact Statement to address combined and cumulative 

impacts of “Phase I” (1101 Westlake) and “Phase II” (1207 Westlake), 
• impacts associated with environmental health, 
• impacts to public views, 
• traffic impacts, 
• parking impacts, 
• housing impacts, and 
• construction-related impacts. 

 
The available information and the experience of the lead agency in similar situations form the 
basis for this analysis and decision.  DPD conducts this analysis in the context of proposed 
development at 1101 Dexter Ave N, an office project located across Dexter Avenue N.  This 
analysis and its supporting documentation consider combined impacts of both proposed projects, 
though DPD anticipates further conditioning related to future review of the project at 1207 
Westlake Ave N (approx 300,000 sq. ft.).  This report anticipates short- and long-term adverse 
impacts from the proposal. 
 
Short-term Impacts 
 

The following temporary or construction-related impacts are expected:  decreased air quality due 
to increased dust and other suspended air particulates during construction; potential soil erosion 
during excavation and general site work; increased runoff; tracking of mud onto adjacent streets 
by construction vehicles; increased demand on traffic and parking from construction equipment 
and personnel; conflict with normal pedestrian and vehicular movement adjacent to the site; 
increased noise; and consumption of renewable and non-renewable resources.  Due to the 
temporary nature and limited scope of these impacts, they are not considered significant (SMC 
Section 25.05.794).  Although not significant, these impacts are adverse. 
 
The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665 D) states, “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 limitations.  Several adopted City codes 
and/or ordinances provide mitigation for some of the identified impacts.  Specifically these are: 
the Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control Code, SMC 22.800  (grading, site excavation and 
soil erosion); Street Use Ordinance, SMC 15.02 (watering streets to suppress dust, obstruction of 
the rights-of-way during construction, construction along the street right-of-way, and sidewalk 
repair); Building Code, SMC Title 22 (construction standards); and Noise Ordinance 25.08 
(construction noise).  Compliance with these codes and ordinances will be adequate to achieve 
sufficient mitigation of most potential adverse impacts.  Thus, mitigation pursuant to SEPA is 
generally not necessary for these impacts.  However, more detailed discussion of some of these 
impacts is appropriate. 

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/southlakeunion.htm
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/southlakeunion.htm
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.794&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.665&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=22.800&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=15.02&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Epublic/toc/t22.htm
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.08&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
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Air.  Given the age of the existing structures on site, they may contain asbestos, which could be 
released into the air during demolition.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, the Washington 
Department of Labor and Industry, and EPA regulations provide for the safe removal and 
disposal of asbestos.  In addition, federal law requires the filing of a demolition permit with 
PSCAA prior to demolition.  Pursuant to SMC Sections 25.05.675 A and F, to mitigate potential 
adverse air quality and environmental health impacts, project approval will be conditioned upon 
submission of a copy of the PSCAA “notice of intent to demolish” prior to issuance of a DPD 
demolition permit (see Condition #6).  So conditioned, the project’s anticipated adverse air 
impacts will be adequately mitigated. 
 
Construction activities including worker commutes, truck trips, the operation of construction 
equipment and machinery, and the manufacture of the construction materials themselves result in 
increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions which adversely impact air 
quality and contribute to climate change and global warming.  While these impacts are adverse, 
they are not expected to be significant due to the relatively minor contribution of greenhouse gas 
emissions from this project. 
 
Construction Vehicles.  Existing City code (SMC 11.62) requires truck activities to use arterial 
streets to every extent possible.  The subject site abuts major arterials on its east and west sides, 
though most construction traffic is likely to occur along Westlake and 8th Avenues N.  Traffic 
impacts resulting from grading truck trips will be of short duration and mitigated in part by 
enforcement of SMC 11.62.  This area is subject to traffic congestion during both morning and 
evening peak hours, and large trucks turning onto arterial streets would further exacerbate the 
flow of traffic.  Pursuant to SMC 25.05.675 B (Construction Impacts Policy) and SMC 
25.05.675 R (Traffic and Transportation) additional mitigation is warranted. 
 
The construction activities will require the removal of material from the site and can be expected 
to generate truck trips to and from the site.  As a result of these truck trips, an adverse impact to 
existing traffic will be introduced to the surrounding street system, which is unmitigated by 
existing codes and regulations. 
 
For the duration of the grading activity, the applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall cause 
grading truck trips to cease during the hours between 7 and 9am on weekdays, and between 4 pm 
and 6pm on weekdays.  This condition will assure that truck trips do not interfere with daily peak 
traffic in the vicinity (see Condition #13).  As conditioned, this impact is sufficiently mitigated 
in conjunction with enforcement of the provisions of SMC 11.62. 
 
City code (SMC 11.74) provides that material hauled in trucks not be spilled during transport.  
The City requires that a minimum of one foot of “freeboard” (area from level of material to the 
top of the truck container) be provided in loaded uncovered trucks which minimize the amount 
of spilled material and dust from the truck bed en route to or from a site.  No further conditioning 
of the grading/excavation element of the project is warranted pursuant to SEPA policies. 

http://www.pscleanair.org/
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=11.62&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=11.62&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=11.62&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=11.74&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
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Earth.  The proponents have submitted soils analysis for DPD review, including preliminary 
assessment of necessary steep slope retention.  DPD has granted a steep slope exemption that 
waives or modifies Environmentally Critical Area standards, but does not relieve the applicant of 
requirements associated with development in the steep slope area.  DPD anticipates further study 
and design associated with the grading and construction permits.  DPD geotechnical staff 
indicates that existing Codes provide authority to require appropriate mitigation for this project.  
The site and proposed construction pose no unusual conditions that are not adequately mitigated 
by existing Codes (such as the Environmentally Critical Areas ordinance and the Building 
Code).  DPD therefore determines that no specific conditioning is warranted in this regard. 
 
Environmental Health.  The applicant has indicated that an environmental analysis of the site 
appears to indicate the presence of hydrocarbon and heavy metal contaminants in subsurface 
soils and groundwater on the site, related to prior use of the site for fuel distribution, chemical 
spraying, and auto repair, among others.  State law provides for the cleanup and appropriate 
disposal of hazardous substances.  The Model Toxics Control Act (WAC 173-340 ) is 
administered by the Washington Department of Ecology (DOE) and establishes processes and 
standards to identify, investigate, and clean up facilities where hazardous substances have come 
to be located.  DPD alerts the applicant to this law and provides a contact: Joe Hickey, DOE, 
(425) 649-7202. 
 

Discharge of contaminated groundwater to the sewage system is regulated by the King County 
Department of Natural Resources under Public Rule PUT 8-14.  A factsheet and permit 
application is available online or by calling (206) 263-3000. 
 

Disposal of contaminated fill is regulated by the City/County Health Department, contact: Jill 
Trohimovich, (206) 263-8496. 
 

Existing regulations adequately address potential impacts to environmental health.  No further 
conditioning of site cleanup or hazardous waste treatment is warranted pursuant to SEPA 
policies. 
 

Construction noise.  Noise associated with construction of the building could adversely affect 
surrounding uses in the area, which include residential uses.  To the northwest of the site, across 
Dexter Ave N, there are residential apartments and other homes, separated from the construction 
site by more than 200', an arterial, and a topographic break.  However, due to the proximity of 
the project site to the residential uses, DPD finds the limitations of the Noise Ordinance to be 
inadequate to mitigate the potential noise impacts.  Pursuant to the SEPA Overview Policy 
(SMC 25.05.665) and the SEPA Construction Impacts Policy (SMC 25.05.675 B), mitigation is 
warranted. 
 

All construction activities are subject to the limitations of the Noise Ordinance, SMC 25.08.  
Construction activities (including but not limited to demolition, grading, deliveries, framing, 
roofing, and painting) shall be limited to non-holiday weekdays from 7am to 6pm.  Interior work 
that involves mechanical equipment, including compressors and generators, may be allowed on 
Saturdays between 9am and 6pm once the shell of the structure is completely enclosed, provided 
windows and doors remain closed.  Non-noisy activities, such as site security, monitoring, and 
weather protection shall not be limited by this construction.  See Table 1 and Conditions #7 & 12 
below. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-340
http://www.metrokc.gov/recelec/archives/policies/put814pr.htm
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wlr/indwaste/KCIW%20Brochure.pdf
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.665&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675%20B
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Epublic/toc/25-08.htm
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Construction activities outside the above-stated restrictions may be authorized upon approval of 
a Construction Noise Management Plan to address mitigation of noise impacts resulting from all 
construction activities.  Such a Plan shall include a discussion on management of construction 
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 site to express 
concern about noise. 
 
Parking.  The applicant provided no data related to on-street parking utilization.  Offsite parking 
in the vicinity of the site is constrained by topography and the busy arterial traffic of Aurora Ave 
N.  Highland Dr is currently empty, and provides ample space for parking and construction 
staging.  To the north across Highland Dr, the applicant owns property that will likely be 
available as parking.  Parking is restricted along the west side of Westlake Ave N and along 8th 
Ave N it appears to be well utilized.  While substantial surface parking is available on the east 
side of Westlake Ave N, it appears to be heavily utilized during standard working hours.  
Considering the likely limits of available daytime public parking in the vicinity and the 
opportunity to locate temporary construction-related parking on adjacent parcels controlled by 
the proponents, mitigation is warranted.  DPD conditions the project to require a Construction 
Parking Management Plan, subject to approval by the assigned Land Use Planner.  The plan 
should show the location of temporary construction related parking and materials staging (see 
Condition #9).  So conditioned, DPD determines that construction parking is not likely to 
constitute an environmental impact, and no further conditioning is warranted in this regard. 
 
Other short-term impacts not noted here as mitigated by codes, ordinances or conditions  
(e.g. increased use of energy and natural resources) are not sufficiently adverse to warrant further 
mitigation. 
 
Long-term Impacts 
 

Long-term or use-related impacts are also anticipated from the proposal: increased bulk and 
scale on the site; increased traffic and parking demand due to the new commercial space; minor 
increase in airborne emissions resulting from additional traffic; minor increase in ambient noise 
due to increased human activity; increased demand on public services and utilities; and increased 
energy consumption. 
 
The likely long-term impacts are typical of this scale of office development, and DPD expects 
them to be mitigated by the City’s adopted codes and/or ordinances (together with fulfillment of 
Seattle Department of Transportation requirements).  Specifically these are: the Land Use Code 
(including Design Review – aesthetic impacts, height, setbacks, parking) the Seattle Energy 
Code (long-term energy consumption), and the street use ordinance.  However, more detailed 
discussion of some of these impacts is appropriate. 
 
Air.  Operational activities, primarily vehicular trips associated with the project and the projects’ 
energy consumption, are expected to result  in increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gas emissions which adversely impact air quality and contribute to climate change and global 
warming.  While these impacts are adverse, they are not expected to be significant due to the 
relatively minor contribution of greenhouse gas emissions from this project. 
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Parking.  The applicant proposes a total of about 950 on-site parking spaces, contingent on the 
finalization of the proposed street vacation and construction of the project at 1207 Westlake Ave 
N.  For the project at 1101 Westlake Ave N, the project proposes parking for 292 vehicles, 
achieving a ratio in excess of roughly 2 parking spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of office.  Absent any 
mitigating circumstances, the Institute of Transportation Engineers considers average parking 
demand for an urban office space to be roughly 2.4 per 1000 sq. ft.  The site is adjacent to 
multiple transit lines and a principal bicycle corridor.  Applying a relatively minor reduction in 
single occupancy vehicle (SOV) use, the project should successfully absorb its projected parking 
demand.  DPD therefore conditions the project to require a Transportation Management 
Program, subject to review and approval by the assigned land use planner, prior to issuance of a 
construction permit.  The goal for this TMP will be to achieve no greater than 60% SOV use (see 
condition #10). 
 
Traffic.  Transportation Engineering Northwest prepared a transportation memo dated October 
2007.  This report briefly evaluates existing traffic conditions in the study area, estimates the 
traffic to be generated by the project (new trips), and evaluates the effects of these trips in the 
immediate vicinity of the site.  The study estimates the project’s new trips and samples existing 
trips, suggesting numbers that would be expected of a project of this scale. 
 
The study also proposes channelization of 8th Ave N, which would reorganize a wide intersection 
at 8th and Westlake, and create a dedicated turn lane into the site from 8th.  The applicant has 
apparently apprised SDOT of the proposal, but has not yet submitted the idea for concept 
approval.  As the feature is identified in project documents, DPD conditions the project to 
include the featured improvements, subject to review and approval by SDOT staff.  (See 
Condition #11.) 
 
Proponents have opted to participate in a transportation mitigation payment program 
implemented in South Lake Union as alternative mitigation of anticipated traffic impacts and 
reductions in level of service.  Through this program, the portion of any improvement costs 
attributable to existing deficiencies must be funded with resources other than mitigation 
payments associated with private development.  Payments proportionate to the size of the 
proposed development may serve to mitigate transportation impacts attributable to the project.  
The City of Seattle’s South Lake Union Transportation Study identifies targeted improvements 
for auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes, and the rate of payment is based largely on costs 
of the study’s identified improvements. 
 
DPD has reviewed the project’s likely trip generation figures and has concluded that payment in 
lieu to the identified transportation improvements should adequately mitigate associated traffic 
impacts.  The unadjusted voluntary mitigation payment for this project is $302,250.  This 
assumes a single-occupant vehicle rate of 76%.  With a TMP goal of 60% SOV (see Condition 
#10), the amount of vehicle trips generated by the project would decline.  Proportionately, the 
TMP-conditioned site would generate about 78.9% as many trips as the unconditioned site.  
Applying this adjustment to the mitigation payment results in a total required payment for 1101 
Westlake of $238,618.  This sum does not include future mitigations associated with the future 
action at (1207 Westlake Ave N).  No further transportation mitigation is warranted pursuant to 
SMC 25.05.675 R. 

http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/southlakeunion.htm
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
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DPD concludes that the project’s likely impacts on traffic are adequately mitigated as discussed 
above and conditioned below (see Conditions #5 and 0). 
 

Height Bulk & Scale.  SMC 25.05.675 G2c states, “The Citywide Design Guidelines 
(and any Council-approved, neighborhood design guidelines) are intended to mitigate 
the same adverse height, bulk, and scale impacts addressed in these policies.  A project 
that is approved pursuant to the Design Review Process shall be presumed to comply 
with these Height, Bulk, and Scale policies.  This presumption may be rebutted only by 
clear and convincing evidence that height, bulk and scale impacts documented through 
environmental review have not been adequately mitigated.  Any additional mitigation 
imposed by the decision maker pursuant to these height, bulk, and scale policies on 
projects that have undergone Design Review shall comply with design guidelines 
applicable to the project.” 
 

The site is surrounded by properties that are similarly zoned.  The Design Review Board 
considered issues of height, bulk and scale in its review of this project.  The proposed 
structure is located on a SM-zoned site, and the structure is designed to conform to its 
height limit.  Relative to other sites in the near vicinity, the subject site is relatively small, 
and will be visually separated by approximately 60' from the future project proposed at 
1207 Westlake Ave N.  The applicant also submitted a shadow study, demonstrating that 
the project’s effect on surrounding sites will be similar to that of other nearby 
development.  No additional height, bulk, or scale SEPA mitigation is warranted pursuant 
to the SEPA height, bulk and scale policy. 
 
Views.  Public comment suggests that the project will affect views.  SEPA provides authority to 
mitigate obstructions of views from several specified public places, in certain City parks, scenic 
routes and viewpoints per SMC 25.05.675 P2a.  The policy specifically addresses “views to 
Mount Rainer, the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, the downtown skyline, and major bodies of 
water including Puget Sound, Lake Washington, Lake Union and the Ship Canal.” 
 
Westlake, Dexter and Aurora Avenues N are all classified as scenic routes, and nearby projects 
may be subject to SEPA review and appropriate mitigation if they adversely affect views from 
identified public locations to certain view amenities.  This project would not affect views from 
Westlake Avenue to Lake Union, as the project is located uphill and does not intervene.  The 
project would not affect views to Lake Union from Aurora Avenue N, as the applicant has 
demonstrated that the project should have no effect from that perspective. 
 
The project will likely affect views to the water from Dexter Ave N.  However, the project’s 
basic siting considerations have limited this impact, effectively mitigating adverse impacts.  The 
principal structure is to be set back from Dexter Ave N by approximately 120', and it sets back 
from its northern property line about 60', narrowing its profile from this vantage.  Siting 
considerations relate to a proposal to incorporate a pedestrian hill-climb along the site’s northern 
boundary. 
 
This analysis recognizes the proposed hill-climb as a public benefit provided in the context of a 
proposed street vacation, recently approved by Council.  While this review also recognizes the 
proposed view obstruction associated with development of 1207 Westlake Ave N, any mitigation 
of view impacts for that project will be required as conditions of subsequent project review.  
With regard to development on the subject site, no further mitigation is warranted in this regard. 

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?s1=25.05.675&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect1=IMAGE&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=25.05.675.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
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Light and glare.  The environmental checklist discusses the project’s likely light and glare 
effects on the surrounding area.  Light and glare associated with the project are not likely to 
differ from the effects of other nearby buildings.  Proposed driveway accesses are located 
sensitively with respect to adjacent sites, and little to no light spillover should adversely affect 
drivers along Westlake Ave N.  DPD therefore determines that nighttime light impacts are not 
likely to be substantial and warrant no further mitigation. 
 
The proponents submitted a solar glare analysis, dated February 2008.  The effects of reflected 
sunlight are of greatest concern along heavily trafficked arterials.  Finished materials include a 
mix of glazing and opaque panels.  Periods of direct solar reflectance to southbound traffic are 
likely to be brief to non-existent, and adequately mitigated by appropriate glazing.  Northbound 
traffic would be affected primarily by reflectance from the southern wall, which is relatively 
narrow and partially shaded by adjacent development.  The project is not likely to be a 
substantial source of glare to the surrounding environment.  DPD therefore determines that no 
further mitigation is warranted, pursuant to SMC 25.05.675 K. 
 
Historic and cultural preservation.  The applicant has submitted background information 
related to existing structures on the site.  The report concludes that none of the structures appear 
likely to qualify as landmarks.  Staff at the Department of Neighborhood concurs with this 
assessment.  No mitigation is necessary pursuant to SMC 25.05.675 H. 
 
Submitted research also indicates it is improbable that significant archeological resources would 
be discovered during proposed excavations.  However, as the site is close to the original Lake 
Union shoreline, there is a possibility that unknown resources could be discovered during 
excavation.  Therefore, consistent with DPD Director’s Rule 2-98 on SEPA Environmental 
Review and Archaeological Resources, and in order to ensure no adverse impact would occur to 
an inadvertently discovered archaeological significant resource, DPD conditions the project in 
accordance with the Director’s Rule (condition #14). 
 
 
DECISION – SEPA 
 
This decision was made after review by the responsible official on behalf of the lead agency of  
a completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the responsible 
department.  This constitutes the Threshold Determination and form.  The intent of this 
declaration is to satisfy the requirement of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), 
including the requirement to inform the public of agency decisions pursuant to SEPA. 
 
[X] Determination of Non-Significance.  This proposal has been determined to not have a 

significant adverse impact upon the environment.  An EIS is not required under  
 RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C). 
 
[   ] Determination of Significance.  This proposal has or may have a significant adverse 

impact upon the environment.  An EIS is required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C). 

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=25.05.675.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Escripts/nph-brs.exe?d=CODE&s1=25.05.675.snum.&Sect5=CODE1&Sect6=HITOFF&l=20&p=1&u=/%7Epublic/code1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/dclu/Codes/dr/DR1998-2.htm
http://www.mrsc.org:8080/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=147563&hitsperheading=on&infobase=rcw.nfo&jump=43.21C.030&softpage=Document42#JUMPDEST_43.21C.030
http://www.mrsc.org:8080/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=147563&hitsperheading=on&infobase=rcw.nfo&jump=43.21C.030&softpage=Document42#JUMPDEST_43.21C.030
http://www.mrsc.org:8080/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=147563&hitsperheading=on&infobase=rcw.nfo&jump=43.21C.030&softpage=Document42#JUMPDEST_43.21C.030
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CONDITIONS – DESIGN REVIEW 
 
Prior to Issuance of the Master Use Permit   
 
1. The applicant shall update the Master Use Permit plans to reflect plans shown to the Design 

Review Board on March 19, 2008, and the recommendations and conditions in this decision.  
The applicant shall embed conditions and colored landscape and elevation drawings into 
updated Master Use Permit and all building permit sets. 

 
2. Plans shall be updated to reflect the following Design Review Board recommendations: 

• At least one door should access the sidewalk adjoining the hillclimb. 
• The top floor should step back, approximately 3'. 
• Horizontal fins at the top level windows should be incorporated into the finished design. 
• The principal pedestrian entry should be “amplified”: made larger, and detailed 

accordingly. 
• The design should integrate translucent glass toward the south side of the east elevation, 

at the sidewalk level. 
  
Prior to and/or During Construction   
 
3. Any changes to the exterior façades of the building, signage, and landscaping shown in the 

building permit must involve the express approval of the project planner prior to 
construction. 

 
Prior to Issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy 
 
4. Compliance with the approved design features and elements, including exterior materials, 

roof pitches, façade colors, landscaping and right-of-way improvements, shall be verified by 
the DPD planner assigned to this project (Scott Ringgold, 233-3856) or by the Design 
Review Manager.  The applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) must arrange an 
appointment with the Land Use Planner at least three (3) working days prior to the required 
inspection. 

 
 
CONDITIONS – SEPA 
 
Prior to Issuance of the Master Use Permit 
 
5. The applicant(s) shall submit to the City of Seattle a letter of intent to pay the project’s pro 

rata share of the anticipated traffic mitigation costs ($238,618) as identified in Condition #8. 
 
Prior to Issuance of any Permit to Construct or Demolish 
 
6. The owner(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall submit a copy of the PSCAA “notice of 

intent to demolish” prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 
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7. The applicant(s) or responsible party(ies) have the option to submit for review and approval a 
Construction Noise Management Plan to address mitigation of noise impacts resulting from 
all construction activities.  Such a Plan shall include discussion of management of 
construction 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 
site to express concern about noise. 

 
Prior to Issuance of any Permit to Construct 
 

8. The applicant(s) or responsible party(ies) shall submit to the City of Seattle the pro rata 
share of the anticipated traffic mitigation costs ($238,618). 

 

9. The applicant(s) or responsible party(ies) shall submit for review and approval a 
Construction Parking Management Plan to address the location of construction vehicle 
parking and staging of materials.  The plan should include Highland Drive, but should 
exclude public parking available across Westlake Ave N. 

 

10. The applicant(s) or responsible party(ies) shall prepare a transportation management program 
(TMP) for review and approval by DPD and SDoT (Scott Ringgold, 206-233-3856).  The 
goal for this TMP will be to achieve no greater than 60% single occupancy vehicle (SOV) 
use. 

 

11. The applicant shall update plans to reflect the channelization and turn lane on 8th Ave N, as 
identified in the project’s October 2007 traffic report, subject to review and approval by 
SDOT staff. 

 
During Construction 
 

The following condition to be enforced during construction shall be posted at the site in a 
location on the property line that is visible and accessible to the public and to construction 
personnel from the street right-of-way.  The conditions will be affixed to placards prepared by 
DPD.  The placards will be issued along with the building permit set of plans.  The placards shall 
be laminated with clear plastic or other weatherproofing material and shall remain in place for 
the duration of construction. 
 

12. Unless otherwise modified in an approved Construction Impact Management Plan (see 
condition 7), all construction activities are subject to the limitations of the Noise Ordinance, 
SMC 25.08.  Construction activities (including but not limited to demolition, grading, 
deliveries, framing, roofing, and painting) shall be limited to non-holiday weekdays1 from 
7am to 6pm.  Interior work that involves mechanical equipment, including compressors and 
generators, may be allowed on Saturdays between 9am and 6pm once the shell of the 
structure is completely enclosed, provided windows and doors remain closed.  Non-noisy 
activities, such as site security, monitoring, and weather protection shall not be limited by 
this condition.  If an approved Construction Noise Management Plan modifies this condition, 
the applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall make the Plan publicly available at the 
construction site office. 

                                                 
1 Holidays recognized by the City of Seattle are listed on the City website, 
http://www.seattle.gov/personnel/services/holidays.asp   

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/%7Epublic/toc/25-08.htm
http://www.seattle.gov/personnel/services/holidays.asp
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 Non-holiday work hours 
 Sun Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri Sat 

7:00 am 
8:00 
9:00 

10:00 
11:00 
12:00 pm 

1:00 
2:00 
3:00 
4:00 
5:00 
6:00 
7:00 
8:00 

 
Table 1.  Non-holiday work hours.  Unshaded work hours shown above are permitted outright.  
For certain work, it is possible to request DPD approval for additional hours shaded in gray. 
 
13. For the duration of grading activity, the owner(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall cause 

grading truck trips to and from the project site to cease during weekday hours between 7 and 
9am, and between 4 and 6pm. 

 
14. If resources of potential archaeological significance are encountered during construction or 

excavation, the owner and/or responsible parties shall stop work immediately and notify 
DPD (Scott Ringgold, 206-233-3856) and the Washington State Archaeologist at the State 
Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Robert Whitlam, (360) 586-3065, or 
the current person in the position.  The procedures outlined in Appendix A of Director’s Rule 
2-98  for Assessment and/or protection of potentially significant archeological resources 
shall be followed.  The applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall abide by all 
regulations pertaining to discovery and excavation of archaeological resources, including but 
not limited to Chapters 27.34, 27.53, 27.44 RCW and Chapter 25.48 WAC, as applicable. 

 
For the Life of the Project 
 
15. The applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall implement the approved transportation 

management program (TMP) described in Condition 10. 
 
 
 
Signature:   (signature on file)       Date:  January 29, 2009 

Scott A. Ringgold, Land Use Planner 
Department of Planning and Development 

 
 
SAR:ga 
H:\Doc\Current\3004381EricAnderson\3004381dec.doc 

http://www.dahp.wa.gov/pages/EnvironmentalReview/EnvironmentalReviewOverview.htm
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/dclu/Codes/dr/DR1998-2.htm
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=27.34
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=27.53
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=27.44
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=25-48
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