iew Section 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal Code to implement changes 1
ly Project Implementation Design Review process. NOW THEREFOR
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oromance_ [ (8980

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, amending SMC Séctions 23.41.004,

23.41.006, and 23.41.008, 23.41.014, 23.76.011, 23.76.012, 23.76.026 and adding a
new Section 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal Code to 1mplement changes to the
Early Project Implementation Design Review process.

WHEREAS, the Seattle Design Commission conducted a review of the City’s design
review program in 1997; and

WHEREAS, in response to the recommendations of the Commission the Department of |
Construction and Land Use has recommended amendments to the design review
program; and .

WHEREAS, the City Council’s Busihess, Economic, and Community Development
Committee held a public hearing on the proposal on March 18, 1998 and
recommends adoption of the program changes as amended; and

WHEREAS, significant permit and development activity has occurred in the North
District (Lake City) planning area between 1994 and 1998, including -
approximately 120 development permits, including 23 in multifamily and 7 in
commercial zones; and

WHEREAS, there are currently at least three significant projects under permit review in
C1 or C2 zones in the Lake City Area, including over 350 housing units and one
six story project; and -

"WHEREAS, participants in the North District neighborhood planning process have

. indicated that they are currently considering the southern boundary of the Lake
City urban village and in what area it would be appropriate to require design
review and the aspects it promotes, such as greater site planning, compatibility of
new development with surroundings, pedestrian 0r1entat10n and appropnate ’
landscaping; and

WHEREAS, the North District nexghborhood plan is not expected to be acted upon by the
‘ City Council until the first quarter of 1999; and

WHEREAS, if signiﬁcaht development projects are proposed in C1 or C2 zones in the
planning area prior to completion of the plan, the effectiveness of the planning
process may be reduced; and

WHEREAS, major projects that would be subject to design review under this
ordinance, may vest in C1 or C2 zones within urban villages prior to 30 days
from the passage of this ordinance without being subject to design review,
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potentially detractmg from Clty Comprehensive Plan goals and p011c1es for the
character of development within urban villages;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That Section 23.41.004 of the Seattle Muhicipal dee, which

- Section was last amended by Ordinance 118362, is amended as follows:

23.41.004 - Applicability. ((and-Phasing))

A. DeSIgn Rev1ew Requlred

1. Design review shall be required for any new multifamily or commercial
structure that exceeds SEPA thresholds if the structure:

a. is located in one of the following zones:
i Lowrise (1.3.1.4):

. Midrise (MR);

iii. Highrise (HR): ‘
iv.  Neighborhood Commercial (NC1.2.3): or
V. Seattle Cascade Mixed (SCM); or
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b_. is Jocated in a Commercial (C1. or C2) zone, and
' 1. the proposed structure is located within an urban village
area identified in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan,
ii.  the site of the proposed structure abuts or is directly across

from a street or alley from any lot zoned single family. or
iii. the proposed structure is located in the area bounded by NE
95th street on the south, NE 120th Street on the north, 15th Ave NE on the west. and 30th
Ave NE on the east, but only until June 30, 1999,
2. Design review shall be required for all new major institution structures
which exceed SEPA thresholds in the zones listed in subsection A1, unless the structure
is located within a Major Institution Overlay (MIQ) District.

3. Design Review shall be required for all new structures. contalmng more
* than fifty thousand (50.000) square feet of usable new ofﬁce space in all downtown
zones.
4, New muiufamﬂv or commercial structures in the z zones listed in subsection

Al, that are subject fo SEPA solely as a result of the provisions of SMC 25.05.908B.
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, shall not be subject to design review.

(@

B. Design Review - Optional.

1 _Design review is optional to any applicant for new multifamily. commercial or
major institution structures not otherwise sub1 ect to this Chapter. in all multifamily,
commercial or downtown zones.,

2. An administrative design.review process is an option to an applicant for new
multifamily or commercial structures, if the structure would not exceed SEPA thresholds,

in multifamily, commercial or downtown zones, according to the process described in
Section 23.41.016.

Section2.  That Section 23.41.006 and Exhibit 23.41.006A, of the Seattle
Municipal Code, which Section was last amended by Ordinance 118012, is amended as
follows:
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23.41.006 Design Review Map.

' For the purposes of de51gn review, the c1ty shall be d1v1ded into ((sse{é))) seven ( 7

districts, ((geegrs : d
subareas;)) as deplcted on the Des1gn Rev1ew Map, Exh1b1t 23 41 006A

Section 3.  That Section 23.41.008 of the Seattle Municipal Code which
Section was last-amended by Ordmance 118672, 1s amended as follows:

23.41.008  Design Review Board.

- A. Role of the Design Review Board.

The Design Review Board shall be convened for the purpose of reviewing all
development subject to design review. To accomplish this purpose, the Design Review
Board shall:
1. Synthesize community input on design concerns and prov1de ((predesign)) early
design guidance to the development team and community; and
2. Recommend to the Director specific conditions of approval which are consistent
with the design guidelines applicable to the development; and
3. Ensure fair and consistent application of Citywide or neighborhood-specific
design guidelines. :
B. Membership of the Design Review Board.
1. Design Review Board Membership Criteria.
a. Members shall reside in Seattle; and
b. Members should possess experience in neighborhood land use issues and
demonstrate, by their experience, sensitivity in understanding the effect of design
decisions on neighborhoods and the development process; and
c. Members should possess a familiarity with land use prbc-esses and standards -
as applied in Seattle; and
d. Consistent with the City’s Code of Ethics, SMC Section 4.16.070, no member
of the Design Review Board shall have a financial or other private interest, direct or
indirect, personally or through a member of his or her immediate family, in a project
under review by the Design Review Board on which that member sits.
A. (@) Design Review Board Composition.

~ The Design Review Board shall consist of 38 members, composed as follows:




BN

JS/V3

04/27/98
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD COMPOSITION
Representation Development | Design General deal Local
, Interests Professions | Community Residential Business
. Interests Interests Interests
Number 8 at-large 8 at-large 8 at-large 7 (/distriet) | 7 (1/district)
Selection 4 appointed 4 appointed | 4 appointed by Nominated by community &
Process by Mayor, 4 | by Mayor, | Mayor, 4 by business organizations,
by Council 4 by Council respectively; Jointly
Council appointed by Mayor and
Council
Confirmation Confirmed by | Confirmed { Confirmed by Confirmed by Council
Process Council by Council { Council

((G)) D.

De31gn Rev1ew Board Assxgnment

1. Each design review district shall be assigned a Design Rev1ew Board consisting

of five {5) members, as follows:

a. One member representmg development—related 1nterests,
b. One member representing general community interests,

c._One member representing the design professions,

d. Two members representing local residential-community and business interests.

* respectively, as described in Section 23.41.008C.
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2. Three at-large members shall remain unassigned. one each from the development-
related fields. general residential community interests and design professions.

3. ((«?)) Three Design Review Board members shall be a quorum.

4. The five (5) Design Review Board members assigned to each project as described
in subsection C1 shall be known collectively as the Design Review Board. All members
of the Design Review Board shall be voting members.

3. Inthe event that, in one of the ((s&£6))) seven (7) geographlc ((areas)) districts,
more proj ects are undergoing simultaneous design review than the Design Review Board
members assigned to that ((area)) district can review in a timely manner, the unassigned

_ at-large Design Review Board members described in subsection ((&12)) D.2 may serve.

If an individual at-large member is unable to serve, the Director may appoint one of (&
member-of)) the unassigned, at-large Design Review Board members to serve in his or
her absence, provided that each at-large interest group is represented by one (1) member.
In addition, a Design Review Board may review projects outside of its designated
((geographic-subarea)) district to expedite review, provided that the local community
representative and local business representative shall review development only within
their ((subarea)) district.
(B)E Meetings of the Design Review Board

1. Project-specific early ((pre-))design ggldanc pubhc meetmgs shall be held as
required in Section 23.41.014B, ((; at- -4l h the
propesed-projeet:)) Notice of meetings of the Demgn Revxew Board shall be Drov1ded
((A))as described in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Penmts and Council Land
Use Demsmns (( he b Ade-ma and-the : : :

Release—)) _ | | o
((3.)) 2.All meetings of the Design Review Board shall be held in the evening in a
location which is accessible and conveniently located in the same design review district

as the proposed project. Board meetings are open to the general public.((-and-+))The
actions of the Board are not quasi-judicial in nature.
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Section 4. That Section 23.41.014, Seattle Mun101pal Code, which Section
was adopted by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.41.014 Design review process.

A A pre-application conference is required for all projects subject to design review,
unless waived by the Director, as described at Section 23.76.008.
B. ((Pre-)) Early Design Guidance Public Meeting.

1. Following a pre-application conference, and site visits by Design Review Board
members assigned to review a proposed project, an ((pre-)) early design guidance public
meeting with the Design Review Board shall be held.

2. The purpose of the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meeting shall be to

identify concerns about the site and the proposed project ((developmentprogram)),
review the design guidelines applicable to the site, determine neighborhood priorities

among the design guidelines, and explore des1gn concepts and/or options.

3. At the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meetmg, the project proponents shail
present the following information:

¢. An initial site analysis addressing site opportumtxes and constraints, the use of
all adjacent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adjacent properties; and
~d. A drawing of existing site conditions, indicating topography of the site and the

- location of structures and prominent landscape elements on or abutting the site; and

e. Photos showing the facades of adjacent development, general streetscape
character and territorial or other views from the site, if any; and

f. A zoning envelope study which includes a perspective drawing; and

g. A description of the proponent’s objectives with regard to site development.

4. The proponent is encouraged, but not required, to bring one (1) or more
development concepts or alternatives to indicate pOSSIble design options for the site.
C. Guideline Priorities.

1. Based on the concerns expressed at the ((pre- )) early design guidance public
meeting or in writing to the Design Review Board, the Board shall 1dent1fy any guidelines
which may not be applicable to the site and identify those guidelines of highest priority to
the neighborhood. The Board shall incorporate any community consensus regarding
design, expressed at the meeting into its guideline priorities, to the extent the consensus is
consistent with the design guidelines and reasonable in light of the facts of the proposed
development.

2. The Director shall distribute a copy of the guideline priorities applicable to the
development to all those who attended the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meeting,
to those who sent in comments or otherwise requested notification, and to the project
proponent.

3. The project proponent is encouraged to meet with the Board and the public for
early resolution of design issues, and may hold additional optional meetings with the
public or the Design Review Board prior to filing a Master Use Permit application.

A. Application for Master Use Permit.

4. Following the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meeting, distribution of the

guideline priorities, and any additional optional meetings that the project proponent
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- chooses to hold with the public and the Design Review Board, the proponent may apply

for a Master Use Permit. ‘

5. The Master Use Permit (MUP) application submittal shall include a supporting
site analysis and an explanation of how the proposal addresses the applicable design
guidelines, in addition to standard MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter
23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

6. Notice of application for a development subject to design review shall be provided
according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures Master Use Permits and Council Land Use
Decisions.

A Design Review Board Recommendation. .

1 During a regularly scheduled evening meeting of the Design Review Board, other
than the early design guidance public meeting, the Board shall review the record of public
comments on the project’s design, the project’s ((design’s)) conformance to the '

~guidelines priorities applicable to the proposed project, and the staff’s review of the
- project’s design and its application of the design guidelines.

2. Atthe meeting of the Design Review Board, a determination shall be made by the
Design Review Board that the proposed design submitted by the project proponent does
or does not comply with applicable design guidelines. The Design Review Board shall
recommend to the Director whether to approve or conditionally approve the proposed
project based on the design guidelines.

F. Director’s Decision. '

6. A decision on an application for a permit subject to design review shall be made
by the Director.

7. Projects subject to design review must meet all codes and regulatory requirements
applicable to the subject site, except as provided in Section 23.41.012. '

8. The Director’s design review decision shall be made as part of the overall Master

" Use Permit decision for the project. The Director’s decision shall consider the

recommendation of the Design Review Board, provided that, if four (4) or more members
of the Design Review Board are in agreement in their recommendation to the Director,
the Director shall issue a decision which ((incetperates-the-fall-substanee-of-the)) makes
compliance with the recommendation of the Design Review Board a condition of permit
approval, unless the Director concludes that the recommendation of the Design Review
Board: '

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

d. Exceeds the authority of the Design Review Board; or :

e. Conflicts with SEPA conditions or other regulatory requirements applicable to
the site; or - ,

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

G. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall be as provided in
Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
H. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions are as described in

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
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- Section 5. That a new Section 23.41.016 is hereby added to the Seattle

‘Municipal Code, as follows:

23.41.016 Administrative Design Review Process

Al A preapplication conference is requlred for all projects electing administrative
design review, unless waived by the Director, as described at Section 23. 76.008.
B. Early Design Guidance Process.

1. Following a preapplication conference, a proponent may apply to begin the early
design guidance process. Apphcatmn for the early design guidance process shall include
the following:

a. An initial site analysis addressing site opportunities and constraints, the use of
all adjacent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adjacent properties; and

b. A drawing of existing site conditions, indicating topography of the site and the
location of structures and prominent landscape elements on or abutting the site, if any;
and . -

c. Photos showing the facades of adjacent development, general streetscape
character and territorial or other views from the site, if any; and

d. A zoning envelope study which includes a perspective drawing; and

e. A description of the proponent’s objectives with regard to site development,
including any preliminary design concepts or options.

2. Notice of application shall be provided pursuant to Chapter 23 76, Master Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. The purpose of the early design guidance process shall be to identify concerns
about the site and development program, receive comments from the public, identify

those citywide design guidelines of highest priority to the site, and/or explore conceptual

design or siting alternatives. As a result of this process, the Director shall identify and
prepare a written summary of any guidelines which may not be applicable to the project
and site and identify those guidelines of highest priority to the neighborhood. The
Director shall incorporate any community consensus regarding design, as expressed in
written comments received, into the guideline priorities, to the extent the consensus is

‘consistent with the design guidelines and reasonable in light of the facts of the proposed

development.. .

4. The Director shall distribute a copy of the priority-guidelines summary to all who
sent in comments or otherwise requested notification and to the project proponent.

C. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Upon completion of the early design guidance process, the proponent may apply
for a Master Use Permit (MUP).

2. The MUP application shall include a supporting site analysis and an expianahon
of how the proposal addresses the applicable design guidelines, in addition to standard
MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter 23. 76 Procedures for Master Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. Notice of application for a development subject to design review shall be provided
according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use
Decisions. :
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D. Director’s Decision :

1. A decision on an application for administrative design review shall be made by
the Director as part of the overall Master Use Permit decision for the project. :

2. The Director’s decision shall be based on the extent to which the proposed project
meets applicable design guidelines and in consideration of public comments on the
proposed project.

3. Projects subject to administrative design review must meet all codes and
regulatory requirements applicable to the subject site, except as provided for in Section
23.41.012. _ -

E. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall be as provided in
Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

F. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions are described in Chapter

23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

Section 6. That Section 23.76.011 of the Seattle Mum(:lpal Code, which Section
was added by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.76.011 Notice of early ((pl:e-)) design guidance procéss ((publie-meeting))

For design review projects ((subjeet-to-designreview)), the Director shall provide notice

of the required early ((pre-)) design guidance process ((publie-meeting)) by general
mailed release. In addition, the Director shall provide mailed notice, and the applicant

shall post one (1) land use sign visible to the public at each street frontage abutting the

site except, when there is no street frontage or the site abuts an unimproved street, the
Director shall require either more than one (1) sign and/or an alternative posting location
so that notice is clearly visible to the public. If an early design guidance public meeting is
required, the time, date, location and purpose of the meeting shall be included with the
mailed notice. The land use sign may be removed by the applicant the day after the

public meeting or after the Director distributes design guidelines prxonues as part of the
early design ,quldance process.

Section 7. That Section 23.76.012 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section
was last amended by Ordinance 118672, is amended as follows:

-23.76.012 Notice of application

B. Types of Notice Required.

1 For projects subject to ((designreview-or)) environmental review, or demgn
review, except administrative design review, the applicant shall post an environmental

review sign on the site, unless an exemption or alternative posting as set forth in this
subsection is applicable. The environmental review sign shall be located so as to be

10
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clearly visible from the adjacent street or sidewalk, and may be removed by the applicant
within fourteen (14) days after final City action on the application has been completed.

a. In the case of submerged land, the environmental review sign shall be posted
on adjacent dry land, if any, owned or controlled by the applicant. If there is no adjacent
dry land owned or controlled by the applicant, notice shall be provided accofding to
subsection Blc.

b. Projects limited to interior remodeling, or which are subject to environmental
review only because of location over water or location in an environmentally critical area,
are exempt from the environmental review sign requirement. ‘ ’

¢.  When use of an environmental review sign is neither feasible nor practicable
to assure that notice is clearly visible to the public, the Director shall post ten 10y -
placards within three hundred (300) feet of the site and at the closést street intersections
when one (1) or more of the following conditions exist:

(1) The project site is over five (5) acres;

(2) The applicant is not the property owner, and the property owner does not
consent to the proposal; o

(3) The site is subject to physical characteristics such as steep slopes or is
located such that the environmental review sign would not be highly visible to
neighboring residents and property owners or interested citizens.

a. The Director may require both an environmental review sign and the
alternative posting measures described in subsection Blc, or may require that more than
one (1) environmental review sign be posted, when necessary to assure that notice is
clearly visible to the public. ,

4. For projects which are categorically exempt from environmental review, the
applicant shall post one (1) land use sign visible to the public at each street frontage
abutting the site except, when there is no street frontage or the site abuts an unimproved

street, the Director shall require either more than one (1) sign and/or an alternative

posting location so that notice is clearly visible to the public. The land use sign may be
removed by the applicant within fourteen (14) days after final action on the application

~ has been completed. ‘ :

5. For all projects requiring notice of application, the Director shall provide notice
by General Mailed Release. For projects subject to the environmental review and land
use sign requirements, notice in the General Mailed Release shall be published after
certification is received by the department that the environmental review and land use
signs have been installed and posted. ’

6. In addition, for variances, administrative conditional uses, temporary uses for -
more than four (4) weeks, shoreline variances, shoreline conditional uses, short plats,
early ((pre-)) design guidance process ((review)), School Use Advisory Committee
(SUAC) formation and school development standard departure, the Director shall provide
mailed notice.’ . :

7. Mailed notice of application for a project subject to design review or
administrative design review shall be provided to all persons establishing themselves as
parties of record by attending ((the-pre-)) an early design guidance public meeting for the
project or by corresponding with the Department about the proposed project before the
date of publication.

1t
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8. Additional notice for subdivisions shall include mailed notice and publication in
at least one (1) community newspaper in the area affected by the subdivision.

* & *
Section 8. That Section 23.76.026 of the Seattle Municipal Code, Which Section was last
amended by Ordinance 118539, is amended as follows:
23.76.026 = Vesting of development rights.

x * %

C. Design Review Component of Master Use Permits.
1. If a complete application for a Master Use Permit is filed prior to the date design

review becomes required for that type of project, ((as—p%ded—m—See&ea—Q%—%(—)M-B—))

- no design review component shall be required.

2. A complete application for a Master Use Permit that includes a design review
component shall be considered under the Land Use Code and other land use control
ordinances in effect on the date a complete application for the design review early ((pre-))

- design guidance process is submitted to the Director, provided that such Master Use

Permit application is filed within ninety (90) days of the date of the ((fizst)) early design

‘guidance ((review-pre-design)) public meeting. ‘This vested right shall terminate unless a

complete application for a building permit meeting the requirements of Section 106 of the
Seattle Building Code is submitted within one hundred twenty (120) days of the date the
Master Use Permit is approved for issuance.

E I

Section 9.  DCLU shall report to the City Council after 24 months, with the
next planned design review program evaluation, on the operation of the administrative
design review program. The report shall indicate the number of projects reviewed, the
public response to program results, the number and percentage of projects for which code
departures are granted, the nature of the departures granted, and other effects of the
process upon the design of projects.

12
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Sectlon 10. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and

severable. The invalidity of any particular provision shall not affect the validity of any
other provision.

Section 11. By reason of the facts above stated and the emergency which is
hereby declared to exist, this ordinance shall become effective immediately upon the

approval or signing of the same by the Mayor or passage over his veto, as provided by
the Charter of the City.

Passed by the City Council the Q;")w day of A-vg; N b ; 1998, and signed
by me in open session in authentication of its passage this A Ps day of
Mm , 1998.
{

e Ma'g}ﬂ/\ . B ‘“ &"\ .
Approved by me this 7 {" /’ day of f;j?;%\’x 4 , 1998.

(SEAL)
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: Paul Scheil, Mayor

Department of Construction and Land Use
R. F. Krochalis, Director

TO: Council President Sue Donaldson

Via Pascal St. ;i E}rd Budget Analyst, Executive Services Department
FROM: N ic ochahs Dxrector
DATE: March 6, 1998

SUBJECT:  Proposed Legislation Amending the Design Review Program

The attached legislation is proposed to amend the City’s Design Review Program in
accordance with an evaluation of the Design Review Program by the Seattle Design
Commission in June, 1997. In September, 1997 the Department of Construction and
Land Use (DCLU) prepared a workplan to implement the Commission’s
recommendations. The Council generally endorsed the recommendations of the
Commission and department, and directed staff to pursue the necessary legislation.

The attached amendments would create a new administrative design review process
intended to encourage applicants of smaller multifamily and commercial projects to opt
for the design review process when it is not required. The amendments would also extend
design review requirements to all new multifamily and commercial structures exceeding
SEPA thresholds in Commercial 1 and 2 (C1, C2) zones in urban village areas. We
believe that the overall vision for pedestrian-oriented, mixed use urban villages would be
furthered by attention to design detail in new development to support these objectives.
New developments in these zones in recent years have raised community concerns.
(Examples include, Walgreen’s in Lake City and a new Safeway store in Ballard at 15®
NW and NW Market Streets.)

In addition, the legislation would eliminate subareas of the design review districts in the
City. The amendments would also create one additional district to address the current
heavy work load in the Queen Anne - Capitol Hill area and better distribute projects
among design review districts. Eliminating subareas is one measure intended to
streamline the operations of the board and generally reduce the size of the board. The
overall number of board members would be reduced by nine, thereby lessening the time
and cost of recruiting and maintaining board membership through the Council
confirmation process.

Finally, the amendments would clarify Code provisions. Clarifying Code provisions is

the first step in improving public perception and understanding of the Design Review
Program. Clarifying Code requirements is key to several measures the department will

@

City of Seattle, Department of Construction and Land Use
710 Second Avenue, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104-1703
An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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undertake to improve the program and better prepare the Board to fulfill its mission in
1998. |

~ The Council’s Business, Economic and Community Development Committee has
scheduled a public hearing to take public testimony on the proposed amendments. The
hearing will take place on March 18, 1998, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council’s chamber.

Environmental review of the proposed legislation was conducted and a determination of

non-significance (DNS - no Environmental Impact Statement required) was issued by the
department. The appeal period for this determination concluded on February 26" and no

appeals were received by the Hearing Examiner.

Fiscal Impacts of Proposed Amendments

The proposed changes have a potentially positive fiscal impact, as described below. The
projected cost of the Design Review Program in 1998, with no program changes, is
$210,328. The administrative design review process is forecast to add 4 additional
projects in 1998 (in addition to 8 already expected to do voluntary design review), and
expansion to C1 and C2 zones is expected to add approximately 7 new projects. The
incremental cost of these projects is estimated to be $6,800, bringing to total annual cost
to $217,117.

Because of the public benefit it provides, the design review program receives support
from the General Fund. The Council set the level of support, as part of the DCLU
Program and Funding Study, at approximately 61%, or about $130,000 in 1998.

The additional projects proposed to be added to the program will bring in revenue as well
- asraise costs. If fees are kept at the current level, the forecast number of additional
projects would bring in $14,300 in fees, or $7,500 more than the projected cost increase.
The reason for this additional amount of revenue is that the basic cost of running the
design review program, such as selecting and training board members, would be spread
out over a greater number of projects. In addition, administrative design review is
expected to take less time than the regular process, and therefore has a lower cost.

Option A

If current fees are kept the same, we recommend that this excess $7,500 (3% of program
costs) be kept as a contingency which would be available in case project volumes are
lower than projected and less revenue is brought in. Toward the end of the year, when
actual project counts can be better compared to the forecast, if the reserve is available it
would be used to fund work-program items from the Design Commission

- recommendations, such as greater public outreach or board and applicant training.



Councilmember Sue Duualdson
March 6, 1998
Page 3

Option B

Another option is to reduce the fee for administrative design review. This would reflect
the fact that such review will take about 25% less staff hours than the regular process. It
would also encourage more applicants to use the process. Administrative design review
will take more time, and add a potential for an appeal, when compared to applying only
for a building permit. A lower fee would help keep the barriers to using the process as
minimal as possible.

Recommendation

We recommend the second option, and propose that the fee for administrative design
review be subsidized at a rate of 65%. This would result in a fee of $1,120, which is
$310 less than the fee for the regular process. This would yield approximately $4,100 in
contingency (2% of program cost), to be used as described above. A reduction in fees for
applicants of projects electing administrative design review may result in additional
project workload. We will continue to monitor the costs and revenues of the program
over the year and will reevaluate program fees and resources as the need warrants.

Costs for staff training, codifying the new amendments to the Land Use Code and
incorporating changes to the Design Review Board’s structure are nominal and will be
able to be accomplished within existing resources.

Questions about the proposed changes to the Design Review Program should be directed
to John Skelton, at 233-3883 or Patrick Doherty, 233-3852.
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March 18, 1998

Council President Sue Donaldson
Public Hearing Address

Seattle Municipal Building

600 Fourth Avenue

Seattie, WA 98104-1826

Statement before the Council:

My name is Kelly Meinig. | am the Chair of the Business and Residential Work Group of
the North District Neighborhood’s Planning Area and also a resident and business owner
in Lake City.

As background, currently our community is not subject to the city’s Design Review
process, except in very limited areas adjacent to single family housing. This renders the

- whole Lake City area extremely vulnerable to unchecked development; and, that’s exactly
what we’re seeing. '

To make matters worse, we are experiencing a flood of new building applications. This is

very understandable if you take a closer look at Lake City. Right now, much of our

community is covered with parking lots and aging single-story, run down buildings

which have been left unimproved since the 70’s. Yet downtown zoning allows 65 and 85

foot height limits, many of the parcels are very large, and our average income is very
 high relative to Seattle’s average. For developers, it's a golden opportunity. .

As planners, though, it is terrifying to watch. Currently, we have absolutely no way to
control or impact how this new development happens. Even one or two poorly executed
large-scale developments could literally OBLITERATE our plannings efforts.

While we wholeheartedly support your proposal to require design review for projécts in
C1 and C2 zones within HUB boundaries, this measure does not go nearly far enough to
protect us for the following reason: S :

Very little of our Hub is specifically zoned C1 or C2 and our Hub does not

have a distinct boundary. If design review is restricted to just these two zones
within the Hub, it really won’t protect or serve our community well because it's
such a small percentage of our overail area.

Information Access for Construction, Demelition and the Envircnment ™
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~ With that in mind, we propose the following revisions:

First, :
We are hemorrhaging out here. We desperately need to close the wound before any
more poor or tacky development occurs. Help us by providing a stop-gap measure -
require design review for any project in our planning area until our own Design Review
Guidelines can be implemented through our Planning Effort. Otherwise, our efforts will
be obliterated. '

Second, 4

Lake City Way is a long and narrow development corridor that runs from the north
end of our Planning Area to the south. Hub boundaries have been placed roughly around
the core, but there is no clear line of demarkation; it's all city. Because of this, limiting
design review to the Hub area in our case doesn’t make any sense. It’s like cutting off the
legs of a person, saying only part of him is important. For this reason, it’s imperative
that design review be required for our whole planning area, not just the HUB. o

And, third,

Also as a result of our community’s unique layout and the likelihood of rapid
redevelopment, we request that a specific overlay be created for the North District
Neighborhood's Planning Area. As | stated earlier: C1 and C2 zoning occupies a very
small percentage of our community. Mid Rise, L2, L3 and NC zones cover an equal, if not
greater, portion, and will have an equal, if not greater impact on the look and feel of our
community. To ensure continuity, we want any development within non-single family
zones in our Planning Area to be subject to design review, not just the development in C1
and C2 zones. : ’

These issues are critical to the success of our planning effort.

Summarized:

(1) Provide a stop-gap measure to stop the hemmoraging until our own Design Review
guidelines are in place.

(2) Revise the requirements for design review in Lake City to cover our entire
Planning Area - not just the HUB village; and,

(3) Create a North District Neighborhoods Overlay - requiring design review for all
developmenit in areas that are zoned other than single family housing.

| would be happy to provide further information on this issue upon your request.
Thank you. ‘ '

y ‘ | ‘ Ag—\
'usiness &R ential Development

North District Neighborhoods Planning
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Comments prepared for the public hearing on March 18, 1998
before the Business, Economic and Community Development Committee
of
the Seattle City Council

Madam Chair, and Members of the Committee, thank you for this
opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the Design
Review Program. | am A.J. Skurdal, Chair of the North District
Neighborhoods' Planning Effort. We applaud you and DCLU for this
effort to improve and strengthen the program.

As we meet here today, there are several multi-family projects in
various stages of permitting and development in Lake City, none
of which are subject to design review under current law. Without
the changes proposed, cur efforts to contribute to neighborhood-
friendly design and construction are greatly handicapped. With
the proposed changes, however, we will have a welcome opportunity
to influence in a positive direction the development which is
gquickly coming to a community with much under-developed land.

There is one improvement tec the proposed changes which we
strongly urge. Under the current proposal, only that €1 and C2
property which lies within an Urban village area or abuts

singly family zoning would be subject to design review. | refer
to Paragraph A.1.f. of the Applicability Section (23.41.004).

One of our primary operating assumptions for our planning effort
has been that areas surrounding an urban village are directly and
indirectly affected by changes within the village boundaries, and
should have an equitable seat at the table for the planning
process.

Conversely, changes and development outside the village
boundaries will also directly and indirectly affect the success

of the urban village concept. There is considerable land along
Lake City Way which neither abuts single family nor lies within
the proposed village boundaries. it is important that

development of these parcels conform to the standards of, or
offer smooth transiticn to, the property within the urban
vitlage.. :

Cne way to accomplish this would reguire a slight language change
in the referenced paragraph to require design review for
structures in Commercial zones within "a Planning Area"” {(as
cpposed to "an Urban village") identified in the Seattle
Comprehensive Plan. We strongly recommend and urge this change.

Thank you.

A.J. Skurdal e e
3246 Northeast 104th Street LHGE  froTes wihes Ja pda ~atn sl SE
Seattle, Washington 88125 .

(208) 325-2524




Cheryl Klinker
12036 35th Avenue NE
Seattle, WA 98125

March 17, 1998

Seattle City Council
600 4th Avenue, 11th Floor
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Council Members,

I am active in the North District Planning effort, Thornton Creek Alliance, and the
Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee. Many of us living in the far north
east corner of Seattle support your proposals of extending and requiring design review
for C1 and C2 zones as well as NC1, NC2, NC3, LR3, LR 4 and MR zones above SEPA
threshholds, irregardless of their proximity to single family zones. These changes alone
however, may not be enough to give neighborhoods the influence they seek to direct
growth and change, and to bring the positive attributes they desire. | bring to you our
suggestions for further amendments.

1

2).

Give communities two opportunities to meet with the developer and design review
board members. The first meeting, should be a very early, informal meeting to
discuss project goals and community goals, view preliminary plans, get an

~ understanding of site characteristics, review them in context with neighborhood

master plans, and brainstorm together. A DCLU technician should be present to
advise which regulations come into effect and which exceptions can be made. The
second meeting can be the formal gathering to ensure all design guidelines are
met with review by the five member Design Review Board, just prior to the MUP
process.

There should be a registry set up at DCLU for all organizations, by District Council
areas, who wish to be contacted by a developer, and who desire to be included
in both the informal and the formal design review meetings. Those organizations
listed on the registry should receive briefing packets that include location and
footprint maps, preliminary details about the construction, details about the two
review meetings with the Developer, and a list of other related scheduled Board
meetings that pertain to their area. Design review schedules should be posted
in a highly visible area both at the appropriate library and community service
center. A hard copy of the appropriate files and plans should alsc be made
available atthe community service centers for citizens to review who are interested
in making comment at the design review meetings and the associated MUP
process.



3) Design Review should be required automatically for any development site that is
not zoned single family within an established neighborhood planning area . F
not, then the Lake City area should be designated as a special overlay district that
requires design review for all zones except single family. Currently Lake City has
many zones within and without its Hub Urban Village boundaries that do not
require any design review, it is relatively low in density, has several 65 foot zone
height limits, and property that is still relatively inexpensive; giving it the potential
to be built out quickly in the very near future with little input from the community
affected.

4) As incentive to meet with communities for design review, if two design meetings
could be required for the community and developers to discuss projects together,
the two week comment period for the MUP process should be retained. If a
design review process is not used or is not required, the comment period should
be returned to the longer four week period in order to provide ample notification
to all community organizations and individuals within 600 feet of the project, and
time for them to submit their comments.

Following are some other finer points for the Council's consideration:

23.41.004 Applicability, A. Design Review Required, #4

Environmentally sensitive areas should not be exempted from this section, and should not
be exempted from design review. Culverted creeks can become enhancements to
commercial landscapes when daylighted. Incentives that shorten and streamline the
process should be awarded to developers who work with neighborhoods to incorporate
such amenities through design review. For example, SEPA review process couid be
quicker if a natural feature is restored, thus eliminating some of the items needed on the
checklist.

23.41.008 Design Review Board, A.
Design concerns should be broadened to include not just the appearance of the new
construction, but associated infrastructure and other elements outlined in neighborhood
plans such as natural landscape features, drainage, affordable housing, transportation
connections, pollution control measures, eic.

23.41.008 Design Review Board, B.
There should be seven separate review boards; one for each design district.

23.41.016 Administrative Design Review Process, B, b.
add maps of current sewer and drainage to and from site, show culverts, pipes, caich
basins, water features, critical area maps, and zoning around and adjacent to the site.



Page & C-2 Application for Master Use Permit, #2
Add ....how the proposal addresses the applicable design guidelines and_the needs as
outlined in neighbrohood plans, in addition to standard MUP submittal.....

23.76.011 Notice of Early Design Guidance Process

add...by general mail to addresses within a neighborhood planning area within a 600 foot
radius of the site, to organizations listed on the registry at DCLU for the appropriate
District Council area, posted in the neighborhood community service center, and posted
in the public library located nearest to the site.

Thank you for this opportunity to give you our thoughts about amendments to the Design
Review Process. We look forward to reviewing the revised guiding document.

Respectfully, N
Cfufl i —

Chery! Klinker

cC: North District Planning Effort
Thornton Creek Alliance
Thornton Creek Watershed Management Committee



LegislatiVe Department
~Seattle City Council
Memorandum

Date: April 23, 1998

To: All Councilmembers

From: Jan Drago, Chalr / ! ¥ y

Subject: Design Review Program Amendments (Item # 12 on the Full Council
agenda for April 27, CB 112098
Item #}Z on the Council agenda (CB 112098) would make amendments to the City’s
design review program.

The amendments are based on the recommendations of DCLU in response to the
evaluation of the program that was conducted by the Design Commzssmn in 1997, and
include some BECD Committee modifications. -

In addition to minor language clarifications, the bill Would make three noteworthy
changes to the program as follows:

1. New Voluntary Administrative Design Review Process: A new voluntary
administrative design review process would be established for multi-family or
commercial projects that are at or below SEPA thresholds. These projects are
currently exempt from the required design review process. The administrative
review process would differ from the existing program in that the review would
be conducted by DCLU staff instead of the Design Review Boards, and there
would be no public meeting on the projects. Written Public input would be
solicited, and permit decisions would be subject to appeal as with other Master
Use Permits. '

The administrative review process would make it more likely that a smaller

- project would volunteer for design review by offering the incentive of code
departures while charging a lower fee and having a shorter process than the
existing design review program.

The administrative program 1s intended to accomplish several ends including:




s,

a) reducing the workload of the design review boards by shifting some of the
projects that volunteer for design review to the administrative review
process; '

b) increasing the number of projects volunteering for design review by
~providing a shorter less costly process; and

¢)  providing a means of allowing departures from code requirements (except

height, density and quantity of parking) if a better design solution can be
accomplished.

The BECD Committee added a requirement that DCLU report in 24 months on
the administration of this program.

Extension of Required Design Review to C1 and C2 zones in Urban Villages
and the North District Planning Area. Currently design review is required of
projects meeting SEPA thresholds in C1 or C2 zones, but only if they are adjacent
to single-family zones. This bill would extend required design review to projects
in all C1 or C2 zones inside of urban villages and in the North District Planning
Area. -

The C1 and C2 zone use and development standards result in development that is
characteristic of commercial strips, such as that on Aurora North. This character
is generally inconsistent with the character the City intends for urban villages.

Design review will help to promote development more in keeping with urban
- village areas.

The BECD Committee recommendation includes extending, on an interim basis
through June of 1999, the application of design review to projects in all C1 and
C2 zones along Lake City way south to the southern boundary of the North
District Planning area, at 95th NE. All but a few of the C1 and C2 properties in
this area are already subject to de51gn review because they are adjacent to single-
family zones.

The Committee recommends this interim addition so that the efforts of the North

District planning group are not defeated by development that occurs prior to City

action on the neighborhood plan, which is likely to happen sometime in the first
_quarter of 1999,

A number of participants in the North District planning effort have indicated that
the group is in the process of considering where the southern boarder of the urban
village should be located, and what the character of development should be along
Lake City Way, south of the City’s recommended urban village boundary. They
have also noted that there has been a significant amount of recent development



and permit activity. If the current level of activity were to continue, their efforts
may become ineffective.

While the BECD Committee believes that a recommendation should be received
~ from the neighborhood planning process before finally determining the extent of
design review coverage, we recommend including the few currently exempt C1
and C2 properties in this area as an interim measure.

Consolidation of Design Review Board Subareas. This bill would consolidate
_he design review board subareas, and divide one of the districts. The number of

areas would be reduced from 13 to 7. This is intended to streamline the

operations of the board consistent with Design Commission recommendations.

Currently there are 6 design review districts that are divided further into subareas
totaling 13 areas. There are three at-large design review board members for each
district. They serve for all subareas of their district as well. In addition, there is

one local business representative and one local residential representative that are

unique to each subarea.

Under the proposal the subareas would be eliminated, and the two local
representatives would, like the at-large representatives, serve for the entire district.
This would reduce the total number of Design Review Board members from 47 to
38 for all seven districts.

Also, the district that currently includes Magnolia, Queen Anne, and Capitol Hili
would be divided at Fairview Ave to balance the workload of the boards.
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Section 1. That §§ctlon 23.41.004 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which

Section was last amended by demance 118362, is amended as follows:

2341004  Applicability. ((

AL De51gn Rev1ew Requxred

1. Design review shall be required for all new multifamily and commerczal \%

structures which exceed SEPA thresholds, in the following zones: \\
a. Lowrise (L3.1.4 AN

b. Midrise (MR)
c. Highrise (HR
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s&bafeas-)) as de cted on the D651gn Revxew Map, Exh1b1t 23.41.006A.

Section 3. t Section 23.41.008 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which
Section was last -‘*:- by Ordmance 118672, is amended as follows

b
%

23.41.008  Design Re'wa?oard.

A. Role of the Design ReviewkBoard.
The Design Review Board shall ke "'convened for the purpose of reviewing all
development subject to design rev To accomphsh this purpose, the Design Review
Board shall: \
1. Synthesize community input ong% lesign concerns and provide ((predesign)) early
design guidance to the development tean%and community; and
2. Recommend to the Director spemﬁp conditions of approval which are consistent
with the design guidelines applicable to the % evelopment; and
3. Ensure fair and consistent application &f Citywide or neighborhood-specific
design guidelines. '
B. Membership of the Design Review Boardy,
1. Design Review Board Membership Criteri: N
a. Members shall reside in Seattle; and X
b. Members should possess experience in ne1 borhood land use issues and
demonstrate, by their experience, sensitivity in unders’téndmg the effect of design
decisions on neighborhoods and the development proces§§\ and
¢. Members should possess a familiarity with lanﬁ%use processes and standards
as applied in Seattle; and y
d. Consistent with the City’s Code of Ethics, SMC Section 4.16.070, no member
of the Design Review Board shall have a financial or other pr{ ate interest, direct or
indirect, personally or through a member of his or her immediat x family, in a project
under review by the Design Review Board on which that membe \
C. () Design Review Board Composition. Y
The Design Review Board shall consist of 38 members, composed é?s follows:




JS/V1
03/05/98

S
\‘\

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD COMPOSITION

Representation | Development | Design General Local Local
) Ix,n\terests Professions | Community Residential Business
Interests Interests Interests
Number k@t—fl@rge 8 at-large § at-large 7 (V/districty | 7 (1/district)
Selection 4 dy ointed 4 appointed | 4 appointed by | Nominated by community &
Process . by Mayor, Mayor, 4 by business organizations,
4 by Council respectively; Jointly
Council appointed by Mayor and
Council
Confirmation Confirmed Hﬁa}% - Confirmed | Confirmed by Confirmed by Council
Process Council | klzé Council | Council

((G)) D.

Demgn Review Board A551gnment Y
1. Each design review district shall be assigned a Des)ggn Review Board consisting

of five (5) members, as follows:

'?.
\,

3

"a. One member representing develovment—related mterests

b. One member representin

" ¢._One member representing the design Drofessmns %

d. Two members representing local res1dentlal-commumt “and business interests,

respectively, as described in Section 23.41.008C.
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2. Thike A ~Iarge members shall remain unassigned, one each from the development-
related fields“general residential community interests and design professions.

3. (&) T e\Q Design Review Board members shall be a quorum.

4. The five ( E\emgn Review Board members assigned to each project as described
in subsection C1 shajl be known collectively as the Design Review Board. All members
of the Design Review'B ogrd shall be voting members.

5. Inthe event that; gn‘fxone of the ((six(6))) seven (7) geographic ((areas)) districts dxstncts
more projects are undergomg simultaneous design review than the Design Review Board
members assigned to that ((‘agﬂea)) district can review in a timely manner, the unassigned
at-large Design Review Board, members described in subsection ((€4a)) D.2 may serve.
If an individual at-large membéi: is unable to serve, the Director may appoint one of ((a
mermber-of)) the unassigned, at- iégge Design Review Board members to serve in his or
her absence, provided that each at-flarge interest group is represented by one (1) member.
In addition, a Design Review Board xmay review projects outside of its designated
((geegraphic-subarea)) district to expedlte review, provided that the local community
representative and local business represgntatlve shall review development only within
their ((subarea)) district. '*»t« %

(B)HE Meetings of the Design Rev;}\ew Board

1. Project-specific early ((pre-))design @ u 1§anc public meetings shall be held as
required in Section 23.41.014B, ((; at-e-tocation
propesed-projeet:)) Notice of meetings of the Eesrgn Review Board shall be provided
((A))as descrlbed in Chapter 23.76, Procedures f@{ Master Use Permits and Councﬁ Land

locatlon Whlch is accessible and conveniently located in the same de51gr1 r_ﬁe‘
as the proposed project. Board meetings are open to the general public.((-a -
actions of the Board are not quasi-judicial in nature.
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Se‘c{ _'_on 4. That Section 23.41.014, Seattle Municipal Code, which Section
was adoptedhy Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.41.014 E\sign review process.
%
A. A pre- applicati‘ "n\ conference is required for all projects subject to design review,
uniess waived by thé Elrector as described at Section 23.76.008.
B. ((Pre-)) Early Desxgn Guidance Public Meeting.

1. Following a prekapphcanon conference, and site visits by Design Review Board
members assigned to revi@w a proposed project, an ({(pre-)) early design guidance public
meeting with the Design Rewew Board shall be held.

- 2. The purpose of the\((pfe-)) early design guidance public meeting shall be to
identify concerns about the §1te ‘and the proposed project ((development-program)),
review the design guidelines apphcable to the site, determine neighborhood priorities
among the design guidelines, and explore design concepts and/or options.

3. Atthe ((pre-)) carly desrgn gjgldanc public meeting, the project proponents shall
present the following mformatlon

a. An initial site analysis v@,ddre:ssmg site opportunities and constraints, the use of
all adjacent buildings, and the zonmg of”the site and adjacent properties; and

b. A drawing of existing sx’c@Q condltlons, indicating topography of the site and the
location of structures and prominent landscape elements on or abutting the site; and -

c. Photos showing the facades\\of adjacent development, general streetscape
character and territorial or other views frgm the site, if any; and

d. A zoning envelope study whm}gncludes a perspective drawing; and

e. A description of the proponent™; objettives with regard to site development.

4. The proponent is encouraged, but noﬁ(equlred to bring one (1) or more
development concepts or alternatives to indicate possﬂ)le design optlons for the site.
C. Guideline Priorities. AR

1. Based on the concerns expressed at the ((f;aae )) _Qr_ly design guldanc public .
meeting or in writing to the Design Review Board, the Board shall identify any guidelines
which may not be applicable to the site and identify the s‘e guidelines of highest priority to
the neighborhood. The Board shall incorporate any cor nunity consensus regarding
design, expressed at the meeting into its guideline pnontm;\?. to the extent the consensus is
consistent with the design guidelines and reasonable in hght\of the facts of the proposed
development.

2. The Director shall distribute a copy of the guideline prf’bntxes applicable to the
development to all those who attended the ((pre-)) early design gnidance public meeting,
to those who sent in comments or otherwise requested notiﬁcatzoﬁ\and to the project
proponent.

3. The prOJect proponent is encouraged to meet Wlth the Board

public or the Design Review Board prior to filing a Master Use Permg a
D. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Following the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meeting, d1§,mbu b 1 of the
guideline priorities, and any additional optional meetlngs that the prOJect propo‘nent

?.

\
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chooses to hold' vith the public and the Design Review Board, the proponent may appiy
for a Master Use rmit.

2. The Mastef Use Permit (MUP) application submittal shall include a supporting
site analysis and an )E‘pianatlon of how the proposal addresses the applicable design
guidelines, in addmoi%t to standard MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter
23.76, Procedures for K aster Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. Notice of apphcé on for a development subject to design review shall be provided
according to Chapter 23. Procedures Master Use Permits and Council Land Use
Decisions. ‘§
E. Design Review Board R¢ commendatmn

1 During a regularly schéduled evening meeting of the Design Review Board, other
than the early design guidance } ubhc meeting, the Board shall review the record of public

.comments on the project’s demgog, the, project’s ((design’s)) conformance to the

guidelines priorities applicable to wthe proposed project, and the staff’s review of the
project’s design and its apphcatlon‘\of the design guidelines.

2. At the meeting of the Demgm\Revww Board, a determination shall be made by the
Design Review Board that the propost’:d des1gn submitted by the project proponent does
or does not comply with applicable degign guidelines. The Design Review Board shall
recommend to the Director whether to aﬁprove or conditionally approve the proposed
project based on the design guidelines. %,

F. Director’s Decision. , % 3

1. A decision on an apphcatlon for a permzt subJ ect to design review shall be made
by the Director. % &

2. Projects subject to design review must rneet a},l codes and regulatory requirements
applicable to the subject site, except as provided 1\Seet10n 23.41.012.

3. The Director’s design review decision shall bQ. fnade as part of the overall Master
Use Permit decision for the project. The Director’s deo,s'on shall consider the
recommendation of the Design Review Board, provided 'that if four (4) or more members
of the Design Review Board are in agreement in their recommendatlon to the Director,
the Director shall issue a decision which ((incorporates-the-fi hee he)) makes
compliance with the recommendation of the Demgn Rewew Bﬁ‘ da condxtlon of permit

approval, unless the Director concludes that the recommendatlon\\f the Design Review
Board:
- a. Reflects inconsistent application of the design review, gmd@lmes or
b. Exceeds the authority of the Design Review Board; or; %,
¢. Conflicts with SEPA conditions or other regulatory reqmreme“ ts applicable to
the site; or
d. Conflicts with the requirements of state or federal law.

m

G. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall be: as prov1de Shil
Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Dec151on$\\
H. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions are as descnbed in

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
\
\\\
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_ the proposed project and site.

23.41.016 Agmmlstratwe Design Review Process
Y
A. A preapph&at}en conference is required for all projects electing administrative
design review, unle3§ waived by the Director, as described at Section 23.76.008.
B.  Early Design Emdance Process.

1. Following a prea\ppkcatmn conference, a proponent may apply to begin the early
design guidance process: Apphcatlon for the early design guidance process shall include
the following: v

a. An initial site analysm addressmg site opportunities and constraints, the use of
all adjacent buildings, and the' »zomng of the site and adjacent properties; and

b. A drawing of ex1st1ng site.conditions, indicating topography of the site and the
location of structures and promment landscape elements on or abutting the site, if any;

~and

c. Photos showing the facades ofadjacent development general streetscape
character and territorial or other views from the site, if any; and
d. A zoning envelope study which mcludes a perspective drawing; and
e. A description of the proponent’s, ob}ecnves with regard to site development,
including any preliminary design concepts of, optxons
2. Notice of application shall be prov1ded pursuant to Chapter 23.76, Master Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
3. The purpose of the early design guidance process shall be to identify concerns
about the site and development program, receive cohm}ents from the public, identify
those c1tyw1de design guidelines of highest priority to the site, and/or explore conceptual
design or siting alternatives. As a result of this process, the Director shall prepare a
written summary of those citywide design guidelines deerned to be of highest priority to

4. The Director shall distribute a copy of the pnorlty-guxde}mes summary to all who
sent in comments or otherwise requested notification and to the pr@ggct proponent.

- C. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Upon completion of the early design guidance process, the prop@nent may apply
for a Master Use Permit (MUP).

2. The MUP application shall include a supporting site analysﬁs and an\églanatlon
of how the proposal addresses the applicable design guidelines, in addmon to stagdard
MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master\Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decisions. | S

3. Notice of application for a development subject to design review’ shall be provzd@d
according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Councﬂ Land Use
Decisions.

D. Director’s Decision

1. A decision on an application for administrative design review shall be rnade by

\_

- the Director as part of the overall Master Use Permit decision for the project.
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e Dlrector s decision shall be based on the extent to which the proposed project
meets app! 1Cable design guidelines and in consideration of public comments on the
proposed pko; ect

3. PIOJet;ts subject to administrative design review must meet all codes and
regulatory req%lrements applicable to the subject site, except as provided for in Section
23.41.012. A
E. Notice of'Desision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall be as provided in
Chapter 23.76, Prot edures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

F. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions are described in Chapter

23.76, Procedures for @st_er Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.
a%

Section 6. That Secgi"én 23.76.011 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section
was added by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

'}

23.76.011 Notlce of early ((p%e—)) design guidance process ((publie-meeting))

For design review projects ((subjeet-to-desisn-review)), the Director shall provide notice
of the required early ((pre-)) design gmd ce process ((public-meeting)) by general
mailed release. In addition, the Director® shg 1 provide mailed notice, and the applicant
shall post one (1) land use sign visible to thﬁ@Ubllc at each street frontage abutting the
site except, when there is no street frontage: of\the site abuts an unimproved street, the
Director shall reqmre either more than one (%) s%gn and/or an alternative posting location
so that notice is clearly visible to the public. If an early design guidance public meeting is
required, the time, date. location and purpose of tﬁe meeting shall be included with the
mailed notice. The land use sign may be removed by the applicant the day after the
public meeting or after the Director distributes desagrk guidelines priorities as part of the
early deswn couidance process. 5 kY

\
%,

Section 7. That Section 23.76.012 of the Seatﬂe thlcxpal Code, which Section
was last amended by Ordinance 118672, is amended as follov%s

23.76.012 Notice of application LN
B. Types of Notice Required. * ( %

1 For projects subject to ((designreview-or)) env1ronmentse«1 revxew“s r design
review, except administrative design review, the applicant shall post an em@ronmental

review sign on the site, unless an exemption or alternative postmg as set forth in this
subsection is applicable. The environmental review sign shall be lcacated SO aSMo be
clearly visible from the adjacent street or sidewalk, and may be removed by the'a v\pphcant
within fourteen (14) days after final City action on the application has been comp“ieted

a. In the case of submerged land, the environmental review Sagn shall be posted
on adjacent dry land, if any, owned or controlled by the applicant. If ﬂgere is no adjacent -
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- at least one (1) community newspaper in the area affected by the subdivision.

JS/V A
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dry land owned or controlled by the apphcant notice shall be provided according to
subsection Blc

b. Prq;ects limited to interior remodeling, or which are subject to environmental
review only becau\Se of location over water or location in an environmentally critical area,
are exempt from the" environmental review sign requirement.

c. When use of an environmental review sign is neither feasible nor practicable
to assure that notice is clcarly visible to the public, the Director shall post ten (10)
placards within three hundred (300) feet of the site and at the closest street intersections
when one (1) or more of the: followmg conditions exist:

(1) The project sme is over five (5) acres;

(2) The applicant i i, not the property owner, and the property owner does not
consent to the proposal; Q

(3) The site is subject i‘o physical characteristics such as steep slopes or is
located such that the environmental rev1ew sign would not be highly visible to
neighboring residents and property owners or interested citizens.

d. The Director may require both an environmental review sign and the
alternative posting measures described in ‘subsection Blc, or may require that more than
one (1) environmental review sign be posted when necessary to assure that notice is
clearly visible to the public. '

2. For projects which are categorically exempt from environmental review, the
applicant shall post one (1) land use sign visiblé:to the public at each street frontage
abutting the site except, when there is no street fr@ntage or the site abuts an unimproved
street, the Director shall require either more than one (1) sign and/or an alternative
posting location so that notice is clearly visible to the, public. The land use sign may be
removed by the applicant within fourteen (14) days aﬂcr final action on the application
has been completed. Y

3. For all projects requiring notice of apphcatxon tha, Dxrector shall provide notice
by General Mailed Release. For projects subject to the enwronmental review and land
use sign requirements, notice in the General Mailed Release’ ‘shall be published after
certification is received by the department that the env1ronmenta1 review and land use
signs have been installed and posted. “g

4. In addition, for variances, administrative conditional uses%, temporary uses for
more than four (4) weeks, shoreline variances, shoreline condltlonal uses, short plats,
early ((pre-)) design guidance process ((zreview)), School Use Adv1Sory Committee
(SUAC) formation and school development standard departure, the Dlrector shall provide
mailed notice. '

5. Mailed notice of application for a project subject to design rev1e%z,y or
administrative design review shall be provided to all persons establishing? themselves as
parties of record by attending ((the-pre-)) an early design guidance public meetmg for the
project or by corresponding with the Department about the proposed proj ject, before the
date of publication.

6. Additional notice for subdivisions shall include mailed notice and pubhcatxon in

% % % G

10
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Section 8"74; at Sectlon 23.76.026 of the Seattle Mum(:lpal Code, which Section was last
amended by dinance 1 18539, is amended as follows:

23.76.026 \es_tmg of development rights.
kY kY

N

‘%\ \_v_ * % %

C. Design Review Coglponent of Master Use Permits.

1. If a complete apy catwn for a Master Use Permit is filed prior to the date design
review becomes required or that type of project, ((as-provided-in-Section-23:41-004B;))
no design review componeri shaﬂ be required.

2. A complete applicatio for’ g Master Use Permit that includes a design review
component shall be considered’ under the Land Use Code and other land use control
ordinances in effect on the date a b%mplete application for the design review early ((pre-))
design guidance process is submlttedggo ‘the Director, provided that such Master Use
Permit application is filed within ninety, (90) days of the date of the ((st)) early design
guidance ((review-pre-design)) public me‘stmg This vested right shall terminate unless a
complete application for a building permit fneetmg the requirements of Section 106 of the
Seattle Building Code is submitted within one“hundred twenty (120) days of the date the
Master Use Permit is approved for issuance.

11
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k: \ C e . - .
Section'9.«, The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and
severable. The 'ismiégidity of any particular provision shall not affect the validity of any

other provision. %
% k

Yo : : '
Section 10. '%H\‘his“‘qrdinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days
from and after its ap;iﬁg)vaf“by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the
Mayor within ten (10) agys 5ﬁer presentation, it shall take effect as provided by
Municipal Code Section 1%04.@0.

h\ .
Passed by the City é@pnci:}-\._the day of , 1998, and signed
by me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of
L1998 %

N
P{esi“dpnt of the City Council

Approved by me this day%ég N , 1998,

Vo
?\“.

Paul Schet ;Mayor

Filed by me this day of N , 1998.

City Clerk
(SEAL)

12
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04/23/98
ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, amending SMC Sections 23.41.064,

23.41.006, and 23.41.008, 23.41.014, 23.76.011, 23.76.012, 23.76.026 and 3dding a
new Section 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal Code to implement changés to the
Early Project Implementation Design Review process. /

WHEREAS, the Seattle Design Commission conducted a review of th@féty s de51gn
review program in 1997; and » fé”

WHEREAS, in response to the recommendations of the Comrmsmon the Department of
Construction and Land Use has recommended amendm‘ents to the design review
program; and ‘ 'f

WHEREAS, the City Council’s Business, Economic, az}d Commumty Deveiopment
Committee held a public hearing on the propos 41 on March 18, 1998 and
recommends adoption of the program chang as amended; and

WHEREAS, significant permit and developmentzactwny has occurred in the North
District (Lake City) planning area between 1994 and 1998, including
approximately 120 development permx‘cs including 23 in multifamily and 7 in -
commercial zones; and 4 ﬁf

WHEREAS, there are currently at least t};ffée significant projects under permit review in
C1 or C2 zones in the Lake Clty Area, including over 350 housing units and one
six story project; and

4

%,

. WHEREAS, part1c1pants in the Nort]zi District nelghborhood planning process have

indicated that they are currex;xtly considering the southern boundary of the Lake
- City urban village and in wiat area it would be appropriate to require design
review and the aspects it promotes, such as greater site planning, compatibility of
new development with surroundmgs pedestrian orientation and appropriate
landscaping; and j
WHEREAS, the N()rth District, ’nelghborhood plan is not expected to be acted upon by the
- City Council until the ﬁrst qua.rter of 1999; and
WHEREAS, if significant deVeiopment projects are proposed in C1 or C2 zones in the
planning area prior tmcompletxon of the plan, the effectiveness of the planning
process may be reduced
NOW, THEREFORE, BE; IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
FOLLOWS: ]

3
i

RRCSEEES
—

i
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Section 1. That Section 23.41.004 of the Seattle Municipél Code, which
Section was last amended by Ordinance 118362, is amended as follows:

123.41.004 Applicability. ((and-Phasing))

A. Demgn Revxew Reqmred

1. Deszgn review shall be regy uired for any new multifamily or commercial

: structure that exceeds SEPA thresholds if the structure:

I;
Y

a. is located in one of the following zones:
i Lowrlse (1.3.1L4);

ii. M1dr1se (MR
. HIghnse (HR): .
iv.  Néighborhood Commercial (NC1.2.3); or
v.  Seattle Cascade Mixed (SCM); or
b. is located in a Commercial (C1. or C2) zone. and
i, the proposed structure is located within an urban village

| area identified in the Seattle Comnrehenswe Plan,

ii. / the site of the proposed structure abuts or is directly across
from a street or alley from any lot zoned single family, or
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1. the proposed structure is located in the area bounded by NE
95th street on the south, NE 120th Street on the north, 15th Ave NE on the west. and 30th

Ave NE on the east. but only uatil June 30. 1999. '
- 2. Design review shall be required for all new major institution structures
g

which exceed SEPA thresholds in the zones listed in subsection Al, unless the structur
is located within a Major Institution Overlay (MIO) District. ¢
3.  Design Review shall be required for all new structures containing mére
than fifty thousand {50.000) square feet of usable new office space in all downtoWn
Zones. «»’f‘

4. New multifamily or commercial structuresin the zones hstedd”n subsection
Al. that are subiject to SEPA solely as a result of the provisions of SMC %5"05 9088,
Env1ronmentallv Sens1t1ve Areas, shall not be subject to design review. rd

,;f

B. Design Review - Optional.

1 Design review is optional to any appligant for new multifamily, commercial or
major institution structures not otherwise’ sui;ﬂ ect to thls Chapter, in all multifamily,
commercial or downtown Zones. ¢

;
I

2. An administrative design review process is an option to an applicant for new

multlfamﬂy or commercial structures, if the structure would not exceed SEPA thresholds,

in multifamily, commercial or downtogﬁvn zones. according to the process described in
Section 23.41.016. :

;'
#
&
/
ﬂ

i
H
,f

- Section 2. That Secuon 23.41.006 and Exhibit 23.41.000A, of the Seattle
Municipal Code, which Sectlon ‘was last amended by Ordinance 118012, is amended as

H

follows: -

i
g
3

H
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23.41.006 Design Review Map.

For the purposes of desxgn review, the c1ty shall be dlvxded into ((sae—éé))) seven 171
districts, ((geegraphi ; ; o-further-divided X :

subareas;)) as depxeted on the Des1gn Rev1ew Map, Exh1b1t 23 41. 006A

Section 3. That Section 23.41.008 of the Seattle Municipal Code, whiét

Section was last amended by Ordinance 11867 2, is amended as follows: ),,f ¢
/
23.41.008  Design Review Board. o 4
g
A. Role of the Design Review Board. *’?‘

The Design Review Board shall be convened for the purpose of revxjemng all

development subject to design review. To accomplish this purposgg the Design Review
Board shall: . é‘

1. Synthesize community input on demgn concerns and p;éwde ((predesign)) early

_design guidance to the development team and community;

2. ‘Recommend to the Director specific conditions of q.pproval which are consistent
with the design guidelines applicable to the development fand
3. Ensure fair and consistent apphcatlon of Cxtywu}e or neighborhood-specific
design guidelines.
B. Membership of the Design Review Board. jf
1. Design Review Board Membershlp Crltena.,»
a. Members shall reside in Seattle; and f
b. Members should possess experience Iﬂ neighborhood land use issues and
demonstrate, by their experience, sensitivity in uﬁlderstandmg the effect of design
decisions on neighborhoods and the deveiopmént process; and
c. Members should possess a famﬂla}ﬁty with land use processes and standards
as applied in Seattle; and I
d. Consistent with the City’s Code?of Ethics, SMC Section 4.16.070, no member
of the Design Review Board shall have a fmancml or other private interest, direct or
indirect, personally or through a member Df his or her immediate family, in a project
under review by the Design Review Boa:d on which that member sits.
A () Design Review Board Cemposmon
The Design Review Board shall consmﬁ ' of 38 members, composed as follows:

c

BTN
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‘DESIGN REVIEW BOARD COMPOSITION
Representation Development | Design General Local » Local
Interests Professions | Community - | Residential Business
Interests Interests Interests 4
Number 8 at-large 8 at-large 8 at-large 7 (1/district) | 7 (l/distrijgf’j
Selection 4 appointed 4 appointed | 4 appointed by Nominated by communijty &
Process by Mayor, 4 | by Mayor, Mayor, 4 by business organizationg;
by Council. 4 by Council respectively; J ointl
Council appointed by Maydr and
: Council - 4
Confirmation Confirmed by | Confirmed { Confirmed by Confirmed byfcouncil
Process Council by Council | Council ' /ﬁ

((G)) D. De51gn Revxew Board Ass1gnme13"t
1. Each design review district shall be assggned a Design Review Board consisting
of five (5) members, as follows: gg’ _
a. One member representing development-related interests
b. One member representing genera} community interests
¢._One member representing the deélgn professions,

d. Two members representing locgl residential-community and business interests,
respectively. as described in Section 23. 4£i 008C.
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related fields. general residential community interests and design professions.

3. ((es)) Three Design Review Board members shall be a quorum.

in subsection C1 shall be known collectively as the Design Review Board. All glembers

- of the Design Review Board shall be voting members.

', 5. Inthe event that, in one of the ((sb£63)) seven (7) geographic {( ) districts,
more projects are undergoing simultaneous design review than the Design'Review Board
members assigned to that ((axes)) district can review in a timely manney] the unassigned
at-large Design Review Board members described in subsection (( j) D.2 may serve.
If an individual at-large member is unable to serve, the Director maf appoint one of ((a
member-of)) the unassigned, at-large Design Review Board mem;ﬁrs to serve in his or
her absence, provided that each at-large interest group is represeﬁted by one (1) member.
In addition, a Design Review Board may review projects o:;'?ﬁe of its designated

((geesraphic-subarea)) district to expedite review, provided that the local community
representative and local business representatlve shall review development only within
their ((subazea)) district. F
(B)E Meetings of the Design Review Board f

1. Project-specific early ((pre-))design guxdanc gﬁbhc meetmgs shall be held as
required in Section 23.41.014B, ((; et A , i

propesed-project:)) Notice of meetings of the Des1gg1 Revxew Board shall be nrov1ded
((A))as descrzbed in Chapter 23.76, Procedu;res for;:Master Use Permits and Councﬂ Land

Rele&se—)) § ,
((3.)) 2.Al meetmgs of the Design Révww Board shall be held in the evening in a

location which is-accessible and convem@nﬂv located in the same design review district
as the proposed project. Board meetmgs are open to the general public. ((—-&ﬁd—%))’[he
actions of the Board are not quasx-;udlcml in nature.

:
5
f
5

5,
i
H
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_ Section 4. That Section 23.41.014, Seattle Municipal Code, Whlch Section
was adopted by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.41.014  Design review process.

A. A pre-application conference is required for all projects subject to design revie

unless waived by the Director, as described at Section 23.76.008. , 4

B. ((Bre-)) Early Design Guidance Public Meeting. ' &
1. Following a pre-application conference, and site visits by Design Re\éiew Board

- members assigned to review a proposed project, an ((pre-)) early design gmdance pubhc

meeting with the Design Review Board shall be held.
2. The purpose of the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meet(;ﬁg shall be to

identify concerns about the site and the proposed project ((éwelepmgﬁt—pfegfam))
review the design guidelines applicable to the site, determine nelghéorhood priorities
among the design guidelines, and explore design concepts and/o ‘options.

3. At the ((pre-)) early design guidance pubhc meeting, thgf project proponents shall
present the following information: £

c. Aninitial site analysis addressing 31te opportum;aes and constraints, the use of
all adjacent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adj acént properties; and

d. A drawing of existing site conditions, 1nd1catmg topography of the site and the
location of structures and prominent landscape elements on or abutting the site; and

e. Photos showing the facades of adjacent deéfelopment general streetscape
character and territorial or other views from the site, 4f any; and

f. A zoning envelope study which mcludeg a perspective drawing; and

g A description of the proponent’s objecﬁves with regard to site development

4. The proponent is encouraged, but not reqmred to bring one (1) or more
development concepts or alternatives to 1nd1caté possible design options for the site.
C. Guideline Priorities.

1.  Based on the concerns expressed at th£ (@Ee ) early demgn guidan pubhc
meeting or in writing to the Design Review Board the Board shall identify any guidelines
which may not be applicable to the site’ andndenufy those guidelines of highest priority to
the neighborhood. The Board shall mcorporate any community consensus regarding
design, expressed at the meeting into its gmdehne priorities, to the extent the consensus is
consistent with the demgn guidelines and reasonable in light of the facts of the proposed
development. . g

2. The Director shall distribute a obpy of the guideline priorities apphcable to the
development to all those who attendedé the ((pre-)) early design guidance public meeting,
to those who sent in comments or 0th¢rw1se requested notification, and to the project
proponent. o f

3. The project proponent is enc@uraged to meet with the Board and the pubhc for

- early resolution of design issues, anél may hold additional optional meetings with the

public or the Design Review Board»prlor to filing a Master Use Permit application.
A. Application for Master Use Perrmt '

4. Following the ((pre-)) @r_h; design guidance public meetlng, distribution of the
guideline priorities, and any addltléonal optional meetings that the project proponent

i
i
H
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chooses to hold with the public and the Design Review Board, the proponent may apply
for a Master Use Permit.

5. The Master Use Permit (MUP) application submittal shall include a supporting ¢
site analysis and an explanation of how the proposal addresses the applicable design
guidelines, in addition to standard MUP submittal requirements as provided in Cha gf-“
23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions. ’

6. Notice of application for a deveiopment subject to design review shall bg provided
according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures Master Use Permits and Council Lanéglste
Decisions. £
A. Design Review Board Recommendation. f

1 During a regularly scheduled evening meeting of the Design Reﬁew Board, other

~ than the early design guidance public meeting, the Board shall rev1ewxfhe record of public

comments on the project’s design, the project’s ((design™s)) confom;aance to the
guidelines priorities applicable to the proposed project, and the stg,ff’ s review of the
project’s design and its application of the design guidelines. ¢

2. At the meeting of the Design Review Board, a determmﬁtmn shall be made by the

Design Review Board that the proposed design submitted by he proj ject proponent does |

or does not comply with applicable design guidelines. TheMDesign Review Board shall
recommend to the Director whether to approve or condm;fnally approve the proposed
project based on the design guxdelmes

F. Director’s Decision. £

6. A decision on an application for a permit subj;ct to desxgn review shall be made

7. Projects subject to design review must meef all codes and regulatory requirements
applicable to the subject site, except as provided ;ﬁ Section 23.41.012.

8. The Director’s design review decision snall be made as part of the overall Master
Use Permit decision for the project. The D1recti)r s decision shall consider the
recommendation of the Design Review Board; prov1ded that, if four (4) or more members
of the Design Review Board are in agreement in their recommendation to the Director,

 the Director shall issue a decision which ((ﬂgs%pefa{es-&e—ﬁa-ﬂ-sabstaaee-eﬁhe)) makes

compliance with the recommendation of thé Design Review Board a condition of permit

approval, unless the Director concludes thg*t the recommendation of the Design Review
Board:

¢. Reflects inconsistent apphcatwn of the d651gn review gmdehnes or

-d. Exceeds the authority of the If)emgn Review Board; or

e. Conflicts with SEPA conditiﬁms or other regulatory requirements applicable to
the site; or
f.  Conflicts with the requiremfents of state or federal law.
G. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall be as provided in
Chapter 23.76, Procedures for MasterfU se Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

'H. . Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions are as described in

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Mastel Use Permits and Council Land Use Decxslons.
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Section 5. That a new Section 23.41.016 is hereby added to the Seattle
Municipal Code, as follows:

23.41.016  Administrative Design Review Process

A. A preapplication conference is required for all projects electing admip fistrative
design review, unless waived by the Director, as descrlbed at Section 23. 7 008.
B. = Early Design Guidance Process.

1. Following a preapplication conference, a proponent may apply }é begln the early
design guidance process. Apphcatlon for the early design guidance gfocess shall include
the following: &

a. An initial site analysis addressing site opportunities angf constraints, the use of
all adj acent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adjacent pg@pertles and

b. A drawing of existing site conditions, indicating top%graphy of the site and the
location of structures and prominent landscape elements on ?‘f‘ abutting the site, if any;
and

c. Photos showing the facades of adjacent develoginent general streetscape
character and territorial or other views from the site, if agy; and

d. A Zoning envelope study which includes a pe"rspectlve drawing; and

e. A description of the proponent’s obj ect1ves¢?W1th regard to site development
including any preliminary design concepts or optiong.

2. Notice of application shall be provided pursuant to Chapter 23.76, Master Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decistons. §

3.  The purpose of the early design guzdancefprocess shall be to 1dent1fy concerns
about the site and development program, recelve comments from the public, identify
those citywide design guidelines of highest prlpnty to the site, and/or explore conceptual
design or siting alternatives. As a result of this process, the Director shall identify and
prepare a written summary of any gu1dehnes;wh1ch may not be applicable to the project

- and site and identify those guidelines of h1g}§est priority to the neighborhood. The

Director shall incorporate any community éonsensus regarding design, as expressed in
written comments received, into the gmdelme priorities, to the extent the consensus is
consistent with the design guidelines andﬁreasonable in light of the facts of the proposed
development.. ﬁ

4. The Director shall distribute a c@py of the priority-guidelines summary to all who
sent in comments or otherwise requested notification and to the proj ject proponent.

C. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Upon completion of the early glemgn guidance process, the proponent may apply
for a Master Use Permit (MUP).

2. The MUP application shall inciude a supportmg site analy31s and an explanation
of how the proposal addresses the applicable design guidelines, in addition to standard
MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use
Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. Notice of application for a development subject to deszgn review shall be provided
according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use
Decisions. -
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D. Director’s Decision

1. A decision on an application for administrative design review shali be made by
the Director as part of the overall Master Use Permit decision for the project.

2. The Director’s decision shall be based on the extent to which the proposed -A;.’
meets applicable design guidelines and in consideration of pubhc comments on taé
proposed project.

3. Projects subject to administrative design review must meet all code » d
regulatory requirements applicable to the subject site, except as prov1dedr in Section
23.41.012. g
E. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director’s decision shall -_. s provided in
Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Lagll Use Decisions.

F. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisions Kte described in Chapter
23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Uge Decisions.

Sectlon 6. That Section 23.76.011 of the Seattle Mumcnpal Code, which Section
was added by Ordinance 1 16909, is amended as followg

_23.76.011 Notice of early ((pre-)) deSIgn guldgx_ﬁce process ((pu-bhe—meetmg))

For design review pro;ects ((subjeet—te—ées*gﬁ—re%w)) the Director shall provide notice

of the required early ((pre-)) design guidance nrc;’cess ((public-mmeeting)) by general
mailed release. In addition, the Director shall mowde mailed notice, and the applicant

shall post one (1) land use sxgn visible to the pﬁbhc at each street frontage abutting the
site except, when there is no street frontage 9’? the site abuts an unimproved street, the

Director shall require either more than one 1) sign and/or an alternative posting location

so that notice is clearly visible to the pubhi: If an early design guidance public meeting is

‘required, the time, date, location and Dunﬁose of the meeting shall be included with the

mailed notice. The land use sign may bé removed by the applicant the day after the

* public meeting or after the Director dlgnbutes design guidelines priorities as part of the
- early design guidance process. H

Section 7. That Section 23 f7 6.012 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section
was last amended by Ordmance 1 ]58672 is amended as follows:

23.76.012 Notlce of applxcafmn

,.
4

é
i
¢

1 For projects subject to ((@es*ga—rev&ew—ef)) environmental review, or design
review, except administrative ﬁemgn review, the applicant shall post an environmental

review sign on the site, unlessjan exemption or alternative posting as set forth in this

“subsection is applicable. The ¢nvironmental review sign shall be located so as to be

{

10
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clearly visible from the adjacent street or sidewalk, and may be removed by the a}a‘plicarit |

within fourteen (14) days after final City action on the application has been completed.

a. In the case of submerged land, the environmental review sign s}?}%e posted
on adjacent dry land, if any, owned or controlled by the applicant. If thereds no adjacent
dry land owned or controlled by the applicant, notice shall be prov1ded gf ording to
subsection Blc. r

'b. Projects limited to interior remodeling, or which are subggct to environmental
review only because of location over water or location in an env;,ronmentally critical area,
are exempt from the environmental review sign requirement.

" ¢. When use of an environmental review sign is nertﬁer feasible nor practicable
to assure that notice is clearly visible to the public, the Drrezetor shall post ten (10)
placards within three hundred (300) feet of the site and ay’ the closest street intersections
when one (1) or more of the following conditions ex1st/ /

(1) The project site is over five (5) acres &

(2) The applicant is not the property owner and the property owner does not
consent to the proposal; /

(3) The site is subject to physical ch@facterrstrcs such as steep slopes or is
located such that the environmental review srgn;‘would not be highly visible to
neighboring residents and property owners or rilterested citizens.

a. The Director may require both an env1ronmenta1 review sign and the
alternative posting measures described in su%sectlon Blc, or may require that more than
one (1) environmental review sign be poste when necessary to assure that notice is
clearly visible to the public. ' ﬁf

4. For projects which are categoncaliy exempt from environmental review, the
applicant shall post one (1) land use sxgn ‘visible to the public at each street frontage
abutting the site except, when there is no street frontage or the site abuts an unimproved

 street, the Director shall require either rnore than one (1) sign and/or an alternative

posting location so that notice is clearl;y visible to the public. The land use sign may be
removed by the applicant within fourteen (14) days after final action on the application
has been completed.

5. For all projects requiring notrce of apphcatron the Director shall provrde notice
by General Mailed Release. For prq;ects subject to the environmental review and land
use sign requiréments, notice in the; General Mailed Release shall be published after
certification is received by the department that the environmental review and land use
signs have been installed and posted

. 6. Inaddition, for variances, admlmstratrve conditional uses, temporary uses for
more than four (4) weeks, shorelme variances, shoreline conditional uses, short plats,
early ((pre-)) design guidance Droeess ((review)), School Use Advisory Committee
(SUAC) formation and school deVelopment standard departure the Director shall provide
mailed notice.

7. Mailed notice of apphcatlon fora project subject to design review or

administrative design review shall be provided to all persons establishing themselves as

- parties of record by attending ((the—pte—)) arly design guidance public meeting for the

project or by corresponding with the Department about the proposed project before the
date of publication.
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8. Additional notice for subdivisions shall include mailed notice and }mbhcatmn in
at least one (1) community newspaper in the area affected by the subdivision.

‘* % % //
Section 8. That Section 23.76.026 of the Seattle Municipal Co/d’e, which Section was last
amended by Ordinance 118539, is amended as follows: /£
23.76.026  Vesting of development rights. ~ /

* K % /

£
/
x

C. Design Rev1ew Component of Master Use Pemﬁts
1. If a complete application for a Master Use Pemut is filed prior to the date design

review becomes required for that type of project,, ((&s—pre%deé—m—Seet&aa—Q—SA—l—QM—B—))
no design review component shall be required. ; /

2. A complete application for a Master Ug“e Permit that includes a design review
component shall be considered under the Lanﬁ Use Code and other land use control
ordinances in effect on the date a complete apphcation for the design review ¢ _g_r_ly_((pre—))
design guidance process is submitted to the’ Director, provided that such Master Use
Permit application is filed within ninety (90) days of the date of the ((f#st)) early design
guidance ((review-pre-design)) pubhc meetmg This vested right shall terminate unless a

- complete application for a building pernznt meeting the requirements of Section 106 of the

Seattle Building Code is submitted w1t]mn one hundred twenty (120) days of the date the
Master Use Permit is approved for i 1ssuance

? ok
]

Section 9. DCLU shall réport to the City Council after 24 months, with the

. next planned design review program -evaluation, on the operation of the administrative
~ design review program. The repor£ shall indicate the number of projects reviewed, the

public response to program results,« the number and percentage of projects for which code
departures are granted, the nature éf the departures granted and other effects of the
process upon the design of proj ects

4
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‘Section 10. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate
severable. The invalidity of any particular provision shall not affect the vah ity of any

Section 11. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thifty (30) days
from and after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the
Mayor within ten (10) days afier presentation, it shall take effect,'s pr0v1ded by
Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the 3. 7&day of _ gni f:_ ), 1998, and 51gned

by me in ope session in authentication of its passage thf, Ve day of
0 , 1998. : :
! /
;
President ofsthe City Council
A
Approved by me this day of ff! , 1998.
&ﬂ,
Pl Schell, Mayor
Filed by me this day Sf 1998,
—
ééf
fﬁ City Clerk
(SEAL) o/
/
i
/
£
/o
{
/
H
/
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‘:,d\ Ne1ghb0rhood Commercial (NC1,2.3)
Seattle Cascade Mixed (SCM) '
f. \Commermal (C1, C2), if the proposed structure is either located within an
Urban Vlllagp area identified in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan, or abuts or is directly
across from a \sjreét‘ or aley from any lot zoned single family.

2. Design \i’cviéw shall be required for all new major institution structures which
exceed SEPA threﬁhoids in the zones listed in subsection Al, unless the structure is
located within a Malor fnstltutlon Qverlay (MIO) District.

3. Design Revxew shail be required for all new structures containing more than fifty
thousand (50.000) squape feet of usable new office space in all downtown zones.

4. New multifamily ¢ or commercxal structures in the zones listed in subsection Al,
that are subject to SEPA soielv asa result of the provisions of SMC 25.05.908B.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas shali not be subject to design review.

B. Design Review - Optional.

1 Desien review is optional to any applicant for new multifamily. commercial or

_major institution structures not otherwise subject to this Chapter in all multifamily,

commercial or downtown zones. Q«‘x

2. An administrative design review process is an option td\:m applicant for new
multifamily or commercial structures, if the structure would not eXceed SEPA thresholds,
in multifamily. commercial or downtown zones, according to the ﬁr@cess described in
Section 23.41.016.

Section 2. That Section 23.41.006 and Exhibit 23.41.006A, of tﬁ‘% Seat\ﬂ%
Municipal Code, which Section was last amended by Ordinance 118012, is amended as
follows: Y

!\“&




City of Seattle
City Budget Office

Anne Fiske Zuniga, Budget Director ' T TR
Dwight Dively, Director, Executive Services S
Paul Schell, Mayor

March 6,.1998

The Honorable Mark Sidran
City Attorney o
City of Seattle

Dear Mr. Sidran:

The Mayor is proposing to the City Council that the enclosed legislation be adopted.

REQUESTING :
DEPARTMENT: Department of Construction and Land Use
SUBJECT AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, amending SMC Sections

23.41.004, 23.41.006, and 23.41.008, 23.41.014, 23.76.011, 23.76.012,
23.76.026 and adding a new Section 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal
Code to implement changes to the Early Project Implementation Design
Review process. NOW THEREFORE,

Pursuant to the City Council's S.0.P. 100-014, the Executive Department is forwarding this request for
legislation to your office for review and drafting. ‘

After reviewing this request and any necessary redrafting of the enclosed legislation, return the

- legislation to OMP. Any specific questions regarding the legislation can be directed to Pascal St. Gerard
at 684-8085. ' ' '

Sincefely,

Paul Schell

Mayor : o
» W/M
ANNE FISKE-ZUNIGA ZA/I
Director » .

O, ROT | 2-9-38

hilegisilawlir\gerard1

~ Enclosure

City Budget Office - 600 Fourth Ave., Room 300, Seattle, Washington 98104
Tel: (206) 684-8080; TDD: (206) 684-8118; Fax: (206) 233-0085
An equal employment opportunity, affirnative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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o355 STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

City of Beatile,City (lerk ) T

URD IR FULL

No.

Affidavit of Publication

P

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an
authorized representative of The Daily Journal of Commerce, a
daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general
circulation and it is now and has been for more than six months
prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle,
King County, Washington, and it is now and during all of said time
was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of
publication of this newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce
was on the 12th day of June, 1941, approved as a legal newspaper
by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular
issues of The Daily Journal of Commerce, which was regularly
distributed to its subscribers during the below stated pericd. The
annexed notice, a

CTIORD 118968

was pubiished on
@EFL4798

The amount of the fee charged é foregoing publication is

the sum-of § , rhpsbunt has been paid in fuil.

o

G5/ 147 %ESubsc ed and swom to before me on
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po

Notary Public for the State of Washington,
residing in Seattle

Affidavit of Publication






