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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Magter Use Permit to establish use for future construction of a 208,000 square foot multifamily dwelling
consgting of assisted living, nursing home and individua dwelling units. This project aso includes future
congruction for a 15,750 square foot religious facility (minor indtitution). Parking for 235 vehiclesto be
provided in a bel ow-grade structure. (12 existing parking spaces to remain.) Four structuresto be
removed under a separate permit.

The following approvas are required:

Design Review pursuant to Seattle Municipa Code (SMC) 23.41
Design Departures for ot coverage, structure width, and required setbacks for cluster
developments (enclosed wakways at grade).

SEPA - Environmental Deter mination pursuant to SMC 25.05

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [ ]DNS [ ]MDNS [ ]EIS
[X] DNS with conditions

[X] DNSinvolving non-exempt grading or demolition or
involving another agency with jurisdiction

BACKGROUND & VICINITY INFORMATION:

The siteis located on Greenwood Avenue North between NE 130" and NE 132™ Streets, and
essentidly occupiesthat entire block west to backs of the properties facing Paatine Avenue North and
the balance of the Foss property west of an imaginary southerly extension of Paatine Avenue North.
Exiging Foss facilities and a Lutheran church, together with an 80-gpace surface parking lot occupy the
subject area. North 130" Street is fully improved, but neither Greenwood nor 132™ isimproved to
current standards. Existing loading facilities for Foss are served in substandard fashion off 130™: they
require backing onto North 130™, which isaprincipa arterid. The topography of the site is essentialy
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flat, but becauseit is so large, there is about a 3-foot grade difference running from north to south
Zoning for the steis Multifamily Residentia Lowrise 3 (L3).

Ne ghboring development conssts of the balance of Foss properties to the west, ahalf dozen of which
adong Pdatine are developed with single family resdences, the rest with Foss Village domiciles. Across
132™ to the north is alarge multifamily condominium. There is a public eementary school across
Greenwood to the east, and a public library across 130" to the south. A substantia number of large
multifamily structures are developed aong Greenwood. Small scale resdentia development prevailsto
the west.

The Proposal
The proposal indudes the following components:

Demoalish 4 exidting structures.

Transfer 36 nursing beds to the ground floor of anew Building A and remove the origind 1957
nurang building

Provide 15 asssted living apartments of the second floor of the new Building A.

Provide 123 independent living apartments (a combination of 1 and 2 bedroom units) arranged
on the top two floors of building A, and on al four floors of the new Building B. These units are
on acontinuum of care with the licensed asssted living portion of the project, and are integrally
related to that portion.

Provide new food sarvices fadilities for resdentsincluding (a) anew dining room in the nursing
wing, (b) anew kitchen-dining facility on the asssted living floor in Building A, (¢) anew dining
room for the Building A independent living residents, and (d) a new kitchen-dining fadlity for the
Building B independent living residents.

Provide other amenities like community spaces, shops, recregtional/exercise spaces, ec. —in
Buildings A and B.

Condgtruct anew Lutheran church to replace the existing Lutheran Memorid Church &t the
corner of North 132™ Street and Greenwood with a sanctuary accommodating up to 200
congregants.

Provide underground parking for 235 cars and storage facilities on one leve; totd parking
proposed: 247 spaces (12 existing surface parking spaces accessed directly off Greenwood).

The campus areawill be comprised of the east campus nurang complex ste and the Luther Memoria
church site for combined campus size of 178,064 square feet. Building A will be a4-story structure
(approximately 67,390 square feet). Building B will be a4-story structure (gpproximately 124,550
sguare feet). The new church will be atwo-story structure and basement (approximately 15,440
sguare feet) with sanctuary, narthex, choir loft, meeting/education rooms, and office aress.

Public Comment, Design Review:

Two Desgn Review meetings were held on this proposa and each included opportunities for the public
to comment. The Early Design Guidance meeting was held on 11 May 2004; the recommendation
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mesting was on 25 April 2005. The public’'s comments focused on the location of the common open
gpace, landscaping, bulk and scae of the buildings, exterior materias, vehicle access/location and the
number of parking spaces to be provided. Refer to the Master Use Permit (MUP) file for detailson
these mestings.

ANALYSIS- DESIGN REVIEW

Design Guiddines

After vigting the Ste, consdering the analysis of the site and context provided by the proponent,
listening to public comments at the meeting on 10 May 2004, the Department presents the following
gting and design guidance, identifying by letter and number those Sting and design guiddines found in
the City of Seettle' s“ Design Review: Guidelines for Multifamily and Commercial Buildings’ of
highest priority.

A. SitePlanning

A-1 Respondingto Site Characteristics
The siting of buildings should respond to specific site conditions and opportunities such
as non-rectangular lots, location on prominent inter sections, unusual topography,
significant vegetation and views or other natural features.

The Board identified the exposure to Greenwood Avenue North as the key aspect of the site, and fedls
that there should not be any new vehicular access from Greenwood. The Board does not intend that
access for the existing parking in front of the Foss Home be removed, but rather that access to the
proposed underground garage should be taken from either of the two side Streets.

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

The Board was unanimoudly in favor of desgning for astrong and digtinct sense of entry dong the north
(132" side of the property, created more by treatment of vehicular access than by actua building
entries, and preferably serving both the Foss expansion and the new church. The Board further
articulated its direction to entail some sort of effective hybrid of the vehicular access shown in Options 2
and 3.

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

The Board gave high priority to respecting the single family resdences along the east Side of Pdatine
Avenue NW. Severd factors were identified as warranting great senstivity in this regard, including
creting a good trangition in building bulk and scale (see dso B-1 below), and minimizing light/glare and
shade/shadowing impacts. The Board called for detailed depictions of building eevations and
perspectives, including colors and materids, dong this stretch of the development in particular. (Other
portions of the proposad must also be shown in smilar detail.) The board asked for alighting plan and
specifications of externa luminaires, and dso for a shadow study showing impacts to the rear yards of
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the single family properties on 21 December at least, and in particular identifying the time of day
(morning) when sunlight finaly climbs above the proposed structures and grikes the single family
properties.

A-7 Resdential Open Space
Residential projects should be sited to maximize opportunitiesfor creating usable,
attractive, well-integrated open space.

The Board identified this as a priority, and commented that the concepts shown address it very well.

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

The Board identified as a priority removing the loading dock from its presently nonconforming location
aong 130" and locating it under the proposed new structures, in the underground parking garage. This
is the concept shown in Options 1 and 3, both of which were said to be acceptable to Foss.

B. Height, Bulk and Scale

B-1 Height, Bulk and Scale Compatibility
Proj ects should be compatible with the scale of development anticipated by the
applicable Land Use Palicies for the surrounding area and should be sted and
designed to provide a sensitive transition to near-by, less-intensive zones. Projectson
zone edges should be developed in a manner that createsa step in perceived height,
bulk and scale between the anticipated development potential of the adjacent zones.

The Board identified this guideline to be of highest priority. It expressed great concern about effectively
breaking up the proposed enormous bulk and scale of the resdentia structures (particular those toward
the west). The Board wants the design to introduce strong visud cues indicative of resdentid qudities.
The Board recommended emphasis on introducing variety on the facades, and expressed willingness to
alow for increased lot coverage departure in order to achieve greater modulation. The Board identified
the subgtantidly varying roof planesin Building B1 (shown on aboard) as aworthy gpproach, but one
needing further expanson.

In terms of graphics desired a the next DRB meeting, the Board reminded the devel opment team that
presentation boards need to go well beyond devation graphics. The Board called for highly developed
graphics detailing shade and shadows, colors, and materids. Perspective drawings redly are in order,
especidly depicting views from key locations such as the midpoint of the backyards dong the east Sde
of Palatine, from 130™ near the library parking lot, and from Greenwood near the school district

property.

C. Architectural Elementsand Materials

C-1  Architectural Context
New buildings proposed for existing neighbor hoods with a well-defined and desirable
character should be compatible with or complement the ar chitectural character and
sting pattern of neighboring buildings.
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The Board wants the design team to make reference to positive contextuad eements, and to identify how
they have done 0 at the next DRB mesting.

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, theroofline or top of the structure should be clearly distinguished from its
facade walls.

The Board identified this as a high priority, though relying on the development team to take the concept
design “to the next level.” The Board re-iterated the need for markedly differentiating the building mass
into small units, w/o creating a hodge-podge effect. Emphasis was placed on creating varying rooflines
and on increasing modulation.

C-3 Human Scale
Thedesign of new buildings should incor porate ar chitectural features, el ementsand
detailsto achieve a good human scale.

The Board identified this as a priority without further articulating its guidance.

C-4  Exterior Finish Materials
Building exterior s should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that
are attractive even when viewed up close. Materialsthat havetexture, pattern, or
lend themselvesto a high quality of detailing are encour aged.

The Board identified this as a priority without further articulating its guidance.

D Pedestrian Environment

D-1 Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances
Convenient and attractive accessto 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. Opportunitiesfor creating lively,
pedestrian-oriented open space should be considered.

The Board expressed concern about potentia disruption of pedestrian circulation between the proposed
open spaces by the proposed wakway connectors between many of the buildings, al of which are
proposed to come down to the ground and be fully (albeit transparently) enclosed. The Board
requested graphics demondirating how pedestrians would make their ways between the open spaces,
including both plan and devation views.

D-6  Screening of Dumpsters, Utilitiesand Service Areas
Building sites should locate service elementslike trash dumpsters, loading docks and
mechanical equipment away from the street front where possible. When elements such
asdumpsters, utility meters, mechanical units and service areas cannot be located
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away from the street front, they should be situated and screened from view and should
not belocated in the pedestrian right-of-way.

The Board recognized that design dready contemplates locating these functions within the underground
parking garage, and directed that that concept be maintained in find desgns. In this case, thiswas
regarded as more than ordinarily important because of the large food service component of the
development.

D-7 Personal Safety and Security
Project design should consider opportunitiesfor enhancing per sonal safety and
security in the environment under review.

The Board requested a lighting plan/luminaire specifications, to address both respect for adjacent
neighbors to west and north (see A5), and to assess Site safety aspects.

E. L andscaping

The Board identified dl of the landscaping guiddines as priorities, because in its view landscaping must
be more than ordinarily active in supporting the other bulk-and-scale reducing srategies for thislarge
development. The Board identified the buffer areas aong the streets, a vehicular entrance points, and
a the angle-family resdentia edge dong the east Sde of Palaine as points where landscape design
needs to be shown. The landscape plan to be presented at the next Board meeting should include
specification of plant types and sizes, aswell aslocations, and should retain existing mature vegetation
where possble. The Board would like to see an option including screening fencing might add to the
privacy of and minimize appearances of bulk from the single family edge. The Board called for a
detailed landscaping study of any proposed vehicular access ramp near the single family edge, including
elevation views.

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 dopes, view corridors, or existing significant treesand off-site
conditions such as greenbelts, ravines, natural areas, and boulevards.

E-2 Landscapingto Enhancethe Building and/or Site
L andscaping including living plant material, special pavements, trellises, screen walls,
planters, site furniture and similar features should be appropriately incorporated into
the design to enhance the project.

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 dopes, view corridors, or existing significant treesand off-site
conditions such as greenbelts, ravines, natural areas, and boulevards.

Design Departures
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The design team is requesting least two departures, specificaly lot coverage (up to 47% vs. code limit
of 45%) and to enclose wa kway's between buildings at the ground level. Options 2 and 3 would
require a design departure for building width aswell. The Board was favorably inclined to continue
entertaining these requests, depending upon demonstration of how the design better meets one or more
of the priorities for each option. The Board was aso inclined to continue entertaining the building width
departures. The Board felt that equa vaues were pitted againgt each other with respect to closure of
walkways at grade, because pedestrian movement to the wonderful outdoor courtyards could be
eliminated, confused, or difficult. It expressed awillingness to continue entertaining thislast departure if
the connections between courtyards a grade are easy and well-marked.

Request Standard \ Proposal Rationale Recommendation
Increase lot 45% of lot area | Up to Will dlow for enclosed walkways | Grant
coverage 23.45.010.A.2 | 47% of lot | to facilitate nursng services to not
area be counted againgt resdentia unit

area
To enclose No enclosure | Enclose Protects ederly and infirm Grant
walkways & the | a ground leve patients from exposure to
ground leve. 23.45.014.D.4 westher
Buildingwidth | 75 feet Hundreds | Grestly reduces perceptions of Grant

23.45.011.A | of fet building bulk from perspectives
outsde the Ste

BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS

After consdering the proposed design and the project context, hearing public comment, and
reconsdering the previoudy stated design priorities, the five Design Review Board members agree that
the proponent addressed the design guidance provided in the EDG mesting. There was extensive
Board discussion of five principal issues

The “roundabout”
Pedestrian experience dong Greenwood (fence, landscaping, building)
Color paette
Bulk and scde of building eements presenting directly to the street
Design departures

The roundabout is the area off 132™ designed for surface-level drop-off of congregants and apartment-
dwdlers. Itisapproximatdy 75 feet in diameter, it is demarcated in its perimeter by curb and bollards,
and it is surrounded by additiond paved walk area. Thereis extensve landscaping between the
roundabout and the proposed Building B. The roundabout is conceptualized more as a congregating
space for church-related specid events than for vehicular circulation. Nonethdless, the Board was
concerned about circulation safety, as well as about the visua impact of the large paved area. The
Board unanimoudy recommended that the pavement design incorporate both color and texture cuesto
fecilitate vehicular circulation and, separately, pedestrian circulation. The Board recommended that at
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least ¥z of the surface area be distinguished by unit pavers, ssamped concrete, or other textura
treatment.

The Board recommended that the street frontage of the Foss properties be comprehensively designed
to create a continuous pedestrian experience, as well as to satisfactorily respond to the neighborhood
context, which includes busy public activity centers (library, school). Treatment of 132™ is
graightforward enough — and very well handled. However, the other two streets contain the activity
centers and more significant exposures. The proposd to retain mogt of the existing building at the
corner of 130™ and Greenwood without modification would substantially detract from the design godls
on the south %2 of the Greenwood frontage and the east ¥4 of the 130" Street frontage. As one Board
member sated, thereis high risk of creating an obvious “forgotten, left-out area.” Competing with the
Board vison dong Greenwood, the development objective is to maintain the existing substandard
parking; aong 130", the development objective is to maintain functionality of open space for the
dementiaunit. Acknowledging both of these gods, the Board — with 4 of 5 members concurring —
nonetheless strongly recommended that the areas adjacent to the retained building, particularly dong
Greenlake but wrapping around 130™ as well, be re-configured and augmented to a reasonable degree
to achieve integration with the much more suitable landscape edge treatment proposed for the newly
developed frontages of the site. The Board recommended going so far as to narrow the exit driveway
onto 130™ and to remove one or more of the most southessterly surface parking spaces to achieve its
design gods. Fossindicated awillingness to accommodate these recommendations, subject to
maintaining adequiate parking.

The Board unanimoudy recommended that the color palette be better organized and smplified. There
was generd agreement that one of the four colors should “go,” and that DPD could negotiate with the
designers as to areasonable solution. 1n generd, the Board stated that there were too many small areas
of color, and that larger color masses better defining the set back and protruding building masses were
in order. The Board concurred that the dark green color should be used for the receding areas of the
structure.

Sparked by the discussion of color, but largey with respect to other considerations (bulk and scale;
humean scale, pedestrian environment), the Board recommended that fenestration be strengthened in
gppearance, whether by providing strong sills, bolder trim.  This recommendation was framed morein
terms of encouragement than mandate.

The building e ements presenting directly to the streets are those portions of the structures that most
closely approach the direet, dong the narrow dimensions of the buildings. Here the Board unanimoudy
cdled for minor improvement in detalling (addition of so-caled “belly boards’). However, the
fenestration recommendation a so applies to these crucid portions of the structure.

The Board unanimoudy approved the lot coverage and structure width departures with little discussion,
the cases for them being so compelling. However, the Board approved the first floor walked enclosure
conditiondly, the condition being that the enclosures maximize transparency. This condition is most
applicable to the 130™ Street enclosure, where the visua experience is most important due to the high
degree of visua access by pedestrians (associated with the public library) and vehicular passersby (due
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t0130th being aminor arterid).

In short, the Design Review Board recommends CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of thedesgn as
shown in Master Use Permit plans as updated to 25 April 2005. Conditions are stated below,
following the SEPA analyss and conditions.

ANALYSIS& DECISION - DESIGN REVIEW

The Director of DPD has reviewed the recommendations of the five Design Review Board members
present at the Design Review meeting and finds that they are consstent with the City of Sesttle Desgn
Review Guiddines for multifamily dweling unit buildings. The Director accepts the Design Review
Board' s recommendations based on the proposed design as presented at the 25 April 2005 meeting.
The design review component is CONDITIONALLY APPROVED. Conditions are stated below,
following the SEPA analys's and conditions.

ANALYSIS- SEPA

Theinitia disclosure of the potentia impacts from this project was made in the environmenta checklist
submitted by the proponent’ s agent (dated 1 February 2005) and annotated by the Land Use Planner.
Theinformation in that checkligt, supplementd information submitted by the proponent and the
experience of the lead agency with the review of smilar projects form the basis for thisanadyss and
decison.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 23.05.665) clarifies the relationship between codes, policies, and
environmenta review. Specific policies for each eement of the environment, certain neighborhood
plans, and other policies explicitly referenced may serve as the basis for exercising substantive SEPA
authority.

The Overview Policy tates, 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. Thus, only under certain circumstances (SMC
25.05.665 D) can mitigeation of adverse environmenta impacts be considered. A more detailed
discusson of some of the impactsis appropriate and is noted bel ow.

Short -Term Impacts

The following temporary congtruction-related impacts are expected on this Site and the Site to the eest:
temporary soils erosion; increased noise from construction operations and equipment; increased traffic
and parking demand from construction personnel; tracking of mud onto adjacent streets by construction
vehicles, conflict with norma pedestrian movement adjacent to the Ste; and consumption of renewable
and nonrenewable resources. Due to the temporary nature and limited scope of these impacts, they are
not congdered sgnificant. Although not significant, these impacts are adverse, and in some cases,
mitigation is warranted.
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City codes and/or ordinances apply to this proposal and the eastern proposal and will provide adequate
mitigation for some of the identified impacts. Specificdly theseare: 1) Grading and Drainage Control
Ordinance (storm water runoff, temporary soil eroson, and Site excavation) and 2) Street Use
Ordinance (tracking of mud onto public streets, and obstruction of rights-of-way during congtruction).
Other impacts require additiond mitigation.

Air Quality lmpacts

Congtruction on this ste will create dugt, leading to an increase in the leve of suspended air particulates,
which could be carried by wind out of the congtruction area. Compliance with the Street Use
Ordinance (SMC 15.22.060) will require the contractors to water the Site or use other dust paliative,
as necessary, to reduce airborne dust. In addition, compliance with the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
regulations will require activities which produce airborne materids or other pollutant elementsto be
contained with temporary enclosure. Other potentia sources of dust would be soil blowing from
uncovered dump trucks and soil carried out of the construction area by vehicle frames and tires; this soil
could be deposited on adjacent streets and become airborne.

The Street Use Ordinance aso requires the use of tarps to cover the excavation materia whilein transit,
and the clean up of adjacent roadways and sidewalks periodicaly. Congtruction traffic and equipment
are likely to produce carbon monoxide and other exhaust fumes. Regarding asbestos, Federd Law
requires the filing of a Notice of Congtruction with the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (“PSCAA”) prior
to demalition. Thus, as acondition of gpprova prior to demoalition, the proponent will be required to
submit a copy of the required notice to PSCAA. If asbestosis present on the site, PSCAA, the
Department of Labor and Industry, and EPA regulations will provide for the safe remova and disposal
of asbestos.

Noise-Related |mpacts

Residentid and commercid usesin the vicinity of the proposa and the eastern proposal will experience
increased noise impacts during the different phases of congtruction on this Site and the eastern site
(demdalition, excavation, and shoring). Although compliance with the Noise Ordinance is required, due
to the presence of some nearby residentia uses and the scope of work proposed, additiona measures
to mitigate the anticipated noise impacts isnecessary. The SEPA Policiesat SMC 25.05.675.B and
25.05.665 alow the Director to require additiona mitigating measures to further address adverse noise
impacts during construction. Pursuant to these palicies, it is Department’ s concluson thet limiting hours
of congtruction beyond the requirements of the Noise Ordinance is necessary. A Congruction Phase
Noise Mitigation Plan has been devised to provide adequate mitigation (seefile). Project approva is
conditioned upon observance of the plan during the congtruction phase.

Traffic impacts

The proposed on-site excavation is controlled by an excavation permit. The Street Use Ordinance
includes regulations which mitigate dust, mud, and circulation. Any temporary closure of the Sdewalk
and/or traffic laneg(s) is controlled with a street use permit through the Sesttle Department of
Transportation (SDOT.) It isthe City's policy to minimize or prevent adverse traffic impacts which
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would undermine the stability, safety, and/or character of a neighborhood or surrounding areas
(25.05.675 R).

This area of the City is known to have congested streets, especialy during peak hour traffic periods.
The necessary steady flow of large congtruction vehicle associated with demolition (55 truck trips),
excavation (8300 truck trips) and materials delivery may adversely impact pesk hour treffic. Thereare
no City codes or ordinance to address the impact of large vehicles or highly congested streets. Asa
result, mitigation is warranted as described below.

Condtruction activities may result in Sdewak closures or other obstacles to pedestrians. Similarly,
traffic lanes may be affected by construction staging, ddiveries, etc. The impacts on pedestrians and
traffic circulaion could be intensfied by the cumulative effects of the two projects. Adverseimpacts are
not adequately mitigated by existing City codes. Thus, additiona mitigation is warranted pursuant to the
Construction Impacts Policy (SMC 25.05.675B) and Cumulative Effects Policy (SMC 25.05.670). A
congtruction-phase transportation plan addressing street and sdewak closures, as well as truck routes
and hours of truck traffic, will be required to mitigate identified impacts. These plans must be approved
by DPD prior to issuance of any permit to demolish, excavate, or construct.

Long-Term Impacts

Potentid long-term or use impacts anticipated by this proposal and the eastern proposal indude
increased bulk on the Ste; increased ambient noise associated with increased human activity and
vehicular movement; minor increase in light and glare from exterior lighting, light from windows and from
vehide traffic (headlights); increased traffic and parking demand due to employees and vistors,
increased airborne emissons resulting from additiona traffic; increased demand on public services and
utilities, and increased energy consumption. These long-term impacts are not consdered significant
because they are minor in scope, but some warrant further discussion.

Parking

The Land Use Code required parking for the proposed use isfor 190.5 parking spaces. The parking
study provided by Transpo identifies peak parking demand as for 215 spaces. It is proposed to
provide 238 spaces. So peak parking demand should be adequately met on site, and alow for a
substantia cushion (23 spaces) for any unexpected overflow. Because projection of parking demand is
an art and not a science, the provision of these overflow spacesis regarded as essentid to ensure that
thereis no likeihood of adverse parking impactsin the immediate project neighborhood. Accordingly
project approva is conditioned upon provision of the proposed number of spaces, and upon limitation
of vehidesin the new so-cdled “independent” dweling unitsto the 51 parking spaces identified in the
Trangpo andyss. Furthermore, this gpprova of parking shdl obtain only for amultifamily use integraly
connected with alicensed asssted living/continuing care facility such as presently operated by Foss.
Any change to multifamily use not of the same nature and extent shal not qualify for this parking
treatment.

Traffic and Transportation
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The Trangpo andys's contains projections of operations dong Greenwood, at the sgnaized intersection,
and dong the east-west-running sreets at the Site entrances. Traffic increases associated with the
project are negligible aong Greenwood. Site access points would operate at LOS A a the 132™
Street access point and at LOS B at the 130™ Street access point. 1n short, it appears highly unlikely
that there would be any adverse traffic impacts of the proposd. Reduction of turning movements off
Greenwood at the existing driveway, and elimination of loading movements onto 130™ ought to
sgnificantly improve safety in those locations. No impacts warranting mitigation pursuant to SEPA
authority have been identified

Other Impacts

Severd codes adopted by the City will appropriately mitigate other long-term adverse impacts created
by the proposd. Specificdly these aree Grading and Drainage Control Ordinance (storm water runoff
from additional Ste coverage by impervious surface); Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency
regulations (increased airborne emissions); and the Seettle Energy Code (energy consumption in the
long term).

DECISION - SEPA

This decison was made after review by the respongble officid on behdf of the lead agency of a
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the responsible department. This
conditutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration is to saidfy the
requirements of the State Environmenta Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), including the requirement to inform
the public of agency decisons pursuant to SEPA.

[X] Determination of NonSignificance. This proposa has been determined to not have a significant
adverse impact upon the environment. An EISis not required under RCW 43.21C.030 (2) ().

[ ] Deeminationof Sgnificance. This proposd has or may have a Sgnificant adverse impact upon
the environment. An EISisrequired under RCW 43.21C.030 (2) (©).

CONDITIONS — SEPA

Prior to the issuance of the Master Use Permit:

1. The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shall provide DPD with written assurance on the plans that
the number of vehicles in the new so-cdled “independent” dwelling units shdl be limited, for the life of
the project, to the 51 parking spacesidentified in the Transpo andysis.

Prior to the issuance of any Building Permit

2. The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shdl provide DPD with
A. A copy of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency notice of congtruction, and abide by any
PSCAA rules or directives gpplicable at that point in time.
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B. A congtruction-phase transportation plan to address street and sidewalk closures, aswell as
truck routes and hours of truck traffic for further mitigation of their identified impacts.

During Congtruction

The following condition(s) to be enforced during construction shal be posted a the Sitein alocation on
the property line that isvisible and ble to the public and to congtruction personnd from the street
right-of-way. 1f more than one street abuts the Site, conditions shdl be posted at each Street. The
congtruction phase lead contact name and phone number shdl be clearly identifiable on the document.
The conditions will be affixed to placards prepared by DPD. The placards will be issued dong with the
building permit set of plans. The placards shdl be laminated with clear plagtic or other waterproofing
materid and shdl remain posted on-Ste for the duration of the congtruction.

The owner(s) and/or responsible parties shall ensure that:

3. The Congtruction Phase Noise Mitigation Plan is provided to al contractors on the Site, and shadl
provide written documentation that the on-Ste supervisor of congtruction has assumed additiona
respongbility thet it be closely observed.

4. Sidewaks aong the project site(s) are kept open and safely passable throughout the construction
period; particular attention shell be paid to Greenwood Avenue North and North 130" Street. A
determination by SDOT that closure of this sdewalk istemporarily necessary, for ructural modification
or other purposes, shdl overrule this condition.

For the Life of the Project

5. Any change from the multifamily use integraly connected with alicensed asssted living/continuing
care facility such as presently operated by Foss shall activate parking requirements gpplicable to the
new multifamily use. The exiging parking trestment shal not transfer to any substantialy different
multifamily use

CONDITIONS—-DESIGN REVIEW
Prior to the issuance of the MUP:

1. The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shdl ensure that MUP plans are revised to show the
following:

A. Pavement in the roundabout areas shall incorporate both color and texture cuesto fecilitate
vehicular circulation and, separately, pedestrian circulation. At least %2 of the surface area be
distinguished by unit pavers, ssamped concrete, or other textural treatment.

B. Areasadjacent to the retained Foss building, particularly dong Greenwood but wrapping
around 130™ aswell, shall be re-configured and augmented to a reasonable degree to achieve
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integration with the landscape edge trestment proposed for the newly developed frontages of
the Ste. The exit driveway onto 130" shall be narrowed, and one or more of the most
southeasterly surface parking spaces removed if necessary.

The color paette shdl be better organized and smplified to DPD’s satisfaction. One of the four
colors should be diminated. There should be larger color masses better defining the set back
and protruding building masses. Dark green color should be used for the receding aress of the
dructure.

Fenegtration be strengthened in appearance, whether by providing strong slis or bolder trim.
The at-grade wakway connectors/enclosures shal maximize trangparency, particularly the one
facing N 130" Street.

CONDITIONS—DESIGN REVIEW (non-appealable)

The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shdl aso ensure that the following non-apped able Design
Review conditions are shown on the cover sheet of dl building permits.

The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shall:

1.

Embed dl of the design review conditions above onto the cover sheet for the MUP permit and
onto al subsequent permits including updated or revised MUP Plans, and dl building permit
goplication and fidd plans.

Secure gpprova from the responsible DPD planner for any and dl proposed changes to the
exterior of the building or in configuration of the Site.

Secure DPD and SDOT approva for any proposed changes to the improvements in the public
right-of-way.

Schedule a pre-congtruction meeting with the construction contract lead and the responsible
planner (Paul Janos, Land Use Planner, 206-233-7195 or by Vincent T. Lyons, Design Review
Manager, 206-233-3823) to verify and approved condstency with the Design Review
requirement. at a Pre-congiruction meeting. The purpose of the meeting will be to review the
working drawing and to inform the contractor that any changes to the exterior of the building or
to the Ste configuration must be reviewed and approved by the Land Use Planner prior to
proceeding beginning any work on such changes. This gppointment must be made at least three
working days in advance.

Communicate sufficiently with the planner during the congtruction phase to ensure that
consgtency with design review gpprova is maintained.

Prior to any certificate of occupancy, afied ingpection appointment with the assigned Land Use
Panner shal be made to ensure that compliance with the design review conditions have been
achieved. The Land Use Planner will determine whether revised plans are required to be
submitted following the ingpection. 'Y ou must make an gppointment with the assgned Land Use
Planner or Design Review Manager at least three working days in advance of scheduling afied

inspection appointment.
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Sgnaure _ (3gnature on file) Date: _ July 25, 2005

Paul Janos, Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Devel opment

PMJ ga
Janos/design review/projects/2307013 Foss Home/2307103 Foss Home Janos.doc



