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ORDINANCE

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 Re-view 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 Business, 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

C I or C2 zones in the Lake City Area, including over 3 50 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 areaft would be appropriate to require design

review and the aspects it promotes, such as greater site planning, compatibility. of

new development with surroundings, pedestrian orientation and appropriate

landscaping; and

WHEREAS, the North District neighborhood plan is not expected to be acted upon by the

City Council until the first quarter of 1999; and

WHEREAS, if significant 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,

I
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potentially detracting from City Comprehensive Plan goals and policies 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 Municipal Code, which

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

23.41.004 -

Applicability. andPhasing))

A. Design Review Required.

Sea#le C-'asead-e 44-i9ied (SGM4
1 ((2. pesign review shall a4se bo r-equir-ed for- 641 fw* ffmltifamily af'A 08-mer-eial
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fiHnily.))

((4. Posiga r-ev4ew "I Ase be fe"ked- 4-4- -;;]1- stfaetwes eafAa4+ing Move than

fifty theiasaad (50,000) s"afe fee4 affiee spase iffl- -A11- d-A-mytH

( 5. pesig-R review is OP404B-al &amp;64: All ;4 omltifaii4y aad eemmeveial stmetwes oat

A-04-t-mv, 480 4~eet to t4is ekapter-' ia a4l faultifafflily, eeffiffiefeial'ffinw ~BH@si ))

6.Pesig-R ifavie-;* sh-All- E&amp;e be F@q+4-kA ;-Pe-if -A]-,- 4-i-ew Major- iffstitution StFdG41--'@S W4140
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eeffhzaefeW, aad deyaitem%

I 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 (L3,L4);

ii. Midrise (MR);

iii. Higl1rise (HR),

iv. Neighborhood Commercial ~h!Q,2,3); or

V. Seattle Cascade Mixed (SCM); o
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b. is located in a Commercial (C 1, or C2) zone. and

i. the proposed structure is located within an urban vLIla e

area identified in the Seattle Comprehensive Plan,

il. the site of the proposed structure abuts or is directly across

from a street or alley. from M 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 onlv 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 A L unless the structure

is located within a Major Institution Overla ~MIO) District.

3. Design Review shall be required for all new structures containing more
than fifty thousand (50,000) square feet of usable new office space in all downtown
zones.

4. New multifamily or commercial structures in the zones listed in subsection

Al, that are subject to ~SEPA solely as a result of the provisions of SMC'25.05.908B,

Environmentally Sensitive Areas, shall not be subject to design review.

Phasiiig- T4@ fellewiffg devolopmeat sha4l be 4~@e4 to the pr-e*isiqlas @~t4js

now stpaetffes deser4bed- i-;-R- siiubweetiefis A! 3, that abut of ffe di+eetly aer-ess

st-r-Re-At of a4ey ff em afty !at i~@Iled sing!@ fffffi4y;

2. As ef April 45, 1 PQ5 All ;40401' stpae4ffes deser-ibed in S~Ihq[40-4A4; A-2 that abj~t or-

afe difeetly aer-ess -;; A-F -;411@y 48M aff), !at zoned siagle family, a4fid Al 441AIL

3. As of Qetaber- 15, 1994 All new stt:uetwes as dese4b@4 in sobseeti-&amp;-R- Al 9;

4. Beginning April 1, 1996 all n@w stpaetofes ais dasemvibed- ifi s4seetieR-A-4))

B. Design Review - Optional.

I Design review is optional to any applicant for new multifamily, commercial' or

mgjor institution structures not otherwise subject to this Chgpter, in all multifamily,

commercial or downtown zones.

2. An administrative design. review process is an option to an gp]21icant 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.

Section 2. 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 design review, the city shall be divided into seven (7)

districts, ((geogfiVhie afeas, five (5) 4w4iek sh4l be PaA4@r- divided inte two!*@
(!I

subar-ea-F10) as depicted on the Design Review Map, Exhibit 23.41.006A.

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

Section was last-amended by Ordinance 118672, is, 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 ofreviewing all

development subject to design review. To accomplish this purpose, the Design Review
Board shall:

1. Synthesize community input on design concernsand provide ((pFe4esign)) gffly

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 processes and standards

as applied in Seattle; and

d. Consistent withthe 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 bythe Design Review Board on which that member sits.

A. ((-2)) Design Review Board Composition.

The Desian Review Board shall consist of 38 members, comMsed as follows:

4
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1. Each desijim review district shall be assigned a Design Review Board consisting

of five (5) members, as follows:

a. One member Mresenting development-related interests,

b. One member Mpresenting general communily interests,

c. One member roresenting the design professions,

d. Two members Mresenting local residential-communily and business interests,

respectively, as described in Section 23.41.068C.

Representation Development Design General Local Local
Interests Professions Community Residential Business

Interests Interests Interests

Number 8 at-large 8 at-large 8 at-large 7 (1 /district) 7 (1 /district)

Selection 4 appointed 4 appointed 4 appointed by Nominated by communi
.

ty &amp;

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
I

Council

((a.. Tile Design Review 99a.-d s4all be eemposed of Se*@14 (74 fROR4befs

&amp;ihib4 -29.4 4 A06 A
-

These ffieffi-4-i-be-if-s sififfil -1be ffei3iiaatedby Weal GEWifR+Mi#f aH4

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD COMPOSITION

P

(Q~;)) D. Design Review Board Assigmuent.

((Pr-9jeets s4j04 to 13-4-- D---A,

ffi-effl-ber-s to be detefffi-iffiad- A-4-4- the basis af t4o pr-E~Oet's leeatioa, as follows.

((a. At lafg@ fnefaber- r-opr-esepA4ng ElevelopFA@fA r-olateEl Aelds, gefler-a4

Fe "S i 4604HA-iffil P-"-q -4f kity ia4efe sts, &amp;Rd t48 Ele Sigff pf 8 fe S SiORS, Wi 11 Oaeh b @ RS S igRe d tA AD A

A-ft-h-e- gi~E (6)geegf"hie areas, (1) of the 4wee (3) ia4or-est

groups ~A411 review pr-ejeets in eaebef 4,A -A* (6) afeas, affd aae ffiembw: A9 k4aek of 41@

t4@@ 0) iater-04 gfeaps'A44 sigaed; iff a"tion,

((b. Mea+ber-s r-epr-eseatiffg laea4 fe-siaiexffti-al- vVewA+mff45, ipAer-ests and lee4
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:W44nAss ifitefasts.))

2. Three at-lar2e members shall remain unassi2ned, one each from the develovment-
related fields, general residential comanini1y interests and design professions.

3. ((e-.)) 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 C 1 shall be known collectively as the Design Review Board. All members
of the Design Review Board shall be voting members.

5. In the event that, in one of the ((4k-(6))) seven (7) geographic ((af&amp;a&amp;)) districts,

more projects are undergoing simultaneous design review than the Design Review Board
members assigned to that ((afea)) district can review in a timely manner, the unassigned

at-large Design Review Board members described in subsection ((C4a)) D.2 may serve.

If an individual at-large member is unable to serve, the Director may appoint one of 0
membef-4)) 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

((gea"hie subwea)) district to expedite review, provided that the local community

representative and local business representative shall review development only within

their ((sWw&amp;ea)) district.

(04)1 Meetings of the Design Review Board

1. Project-specific ggLly ((pf&amp;-))design guidance public meetings shall be held as

required in Section 23.41.014B.

(
(
.;

pr-apose4-pFejeet-)) Notice of meetings of the Design Review Board shall be provided

((A))as described in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land
Use Decisions. ((;

day a4er t4e publie meetifig.

2. Of t48 EI@SigHRL-4~li-R-4,A"R~A-;4-v-d- SkeAlbe hold ii~ the

R
ka,

I A A.,; 80)

((;.)) Z.All meetings of the Design Review Board shall be held in the evening in

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. ((-,ef*d4))De'

actions of the Board are not quasi-judicial in nature.

6
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Section 4. That Section 23.41.014, Seattle Municipal Code, which Section

was adopted by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

1

4 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. ((P+e-)) Early Design 9W ance Public Meeting.~d

1. Following a pre-application conference, and site visits by Design Review Board
members assigned to review a proposed project, an ((Pfe-)) p I design guidance public

meeting with the Design Review Board shall be held.

2. The purpose of the early design guidance public meeting shall be to

identify concerns about the site and the proposed project

review the design guidelines applicable to the site, determine neighborhood priorities

among the design guidelines, and explore design concepts and/o options.

3. At the ((pfe-)) garly design guidance public meeting, the project proponents shall

present the following information:

c. 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

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

9. 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-)) LqUl design guidance 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 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-)) pLrly 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-)) g~jLly design gqidance 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 requi'rements 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 pM~ect's ((4esig+i4)) conformance to the

guidelines priorities applicable to the proposed project, and the staff s review ofthe

project's design and its application of the design guidelines.

2. At the 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 ((ifi@@Fparote-- *I;P 4411 -4iqLstaffe@ of t4+@)) makes

coMpliance with the recommendation of the Design Review Board a condition of permit

gpproval, 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

A A preapplication conference is required for all projects electing administrative

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

131. Early Design Guidan ce Process.

1. Following a preapplication conference, a proponent may apply to begin the early

design guidance process. Application 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

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 th
*

e 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 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.

13. 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.

c. Photos showing the facades of adjacent development, general streetscape

character and territorial or other views from the site, if any; and

I 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.

9
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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 Municipal Code, which Section

was added by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.76.011 Notice of ggyly -e-)) design guidance process ((publie ffieetil*g))

For design review projects ((subjoet to 4 the Director shall provide notice

of the required ggLly ((pr-e-)) design guidance Wocess ((publir. ~nee ) 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 mote 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, datelogation, and purpose of themeetiniz shall be included with the

mailed notice. The land use sign may be removed, by t1he applicant the day after the

public meetin -a or after the Director disiributes design guidelines priorities as part of the

early design guidance 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 ((desigfi environmental review, or desig

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 according to

subsection B I c.

b. Projects limited to interior remodeling, or which are subject to environmental

review only because of locationover water or location in an environmentally critical area,

are exempt from the environmental review sign requirement.

c. When use of an enviromnental review sign is -neither feasible nor practicable
to assure that notice is clearly visible to the public, the Director shall post ten (10)

placards within three hundred (300) feet of the site and at the clos&amp;st 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;

(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 B I c, 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.
1

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 enviroinnental review and land

use
I

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,

~l design guidance pracess 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 desian review shall be provided to all persons establishing themselves as

parties of record by attending ((t4e-pfe-)) gn~arl ~design guidance public meeting for the

project or by corresponding with the Department about the proposed project before the

date of publication.

I I
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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 118 53 9, is amended as follows:

23.76.026 Vesting of development rights.

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 pfavid@4 in Seetion 29.4 1.004 9,))

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 car ((pro-))

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 ((fif-A)) P.4 Ul design

guidance pr-e-4esig ) 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.

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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Section 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 day of

by me 'in open session in authentication of its passage ihi

nn 1,
1998.

'~jv
"

?A
:

Approved by me this day~ of

(SEAL)

, 1998, and signed

day of

13
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City of Seattle

Schell, Mayor

Department of Construction and Land Use

R. R Krochalis, Director

TO: Council President Sue Donaldson

Via Pascal St. Gera
,rd, Budget Analyst, Executive Services Department

Ir

FROM: RickKrochalis, Director

DATE: Match 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 (C 1, 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

7 10 Second Avenue, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104-1703

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon reques



Councilmember Sue Donaldson

March 6, 1998

Page 2

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 pubtic testimony on the proposed amendments. The

hearing will take place on March 18, 1998, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council's chamber.

Enviromnental review of the proposed legislatioa was conducted and a determination of

non-sUuiff-Tcance (DNS - no E-,n,iroiirnei~tal Inipact Statement required) was issued by the

der-amrient. Theappeal period for this determMation concluded on February 26' and no

appeals were received by the Hearing Exaniirier.

Fiscal Impacts of Proposed Amendments

The proposed changes have a potential Iy positive fiscal impact, as described below. The

prqJJected cost of the Design Review Program in 1998, with no program changes, is

$2~10,328. The administrativeldesi-ii review process is forecast to add 4 additional

projects in 1998 (In addition to 8 alread~l expected to do voluntary design revicw), and

expansion to C1 and C2 zones is eNpected to add approximately 7 new projects. The

increiiiental cost of these projects is esdii-lated to be $6,800, bringing to total annual cost

to S217,117.

Because of the public benefit it provides, the design review program receives support

fror,,i the General Fund. The Council set t e level of sul, pnrt artI Lb p- ,
,

as p of the DCLU
Program and Funding Study, at approximately 61%, or albout $130,000 in 1998.

The additional projects proposed to be added to the program will bring in revenue as well

as raise costs. If fees are kept at the ctirretit level, the forecast number of additional

projects would bring in $14,300 in fees. or'S-7,500 more than the projected cost increase.

The reason for this additional arnowit of revenue is that the basic cost of running the

design review program, such as selecting an'd 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 regula-, 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 Du..~aldson

March 6, 1998

Page 3

Oi)tion B

Another option is to reduce the fee for administrative design review. This would reflect

the fact that such review will take about 2-"~% 'less staff hours than the regular process. It

would also encouxaoe rnore applicants to use the process. Administrative design review

NNill 4ake inore time.. andadd a potentilal for an appeal, when compared to applying only

for a hulildiln,g- permit. A lower fee would lielp keep the barriers to using the process as

nilnirnal as possible.

Reco-nmendation

'We recommend the second option, arid propose that the fee for administrative design

reviev-, be subsidized at a rate of 65%, This would resultin a fee of $1,120, which is

$310 less than the fee for the regular process. This would yield approximately $4,100 in

coi-itingency (2% of program cost), to beused as described above. A reduction in fees for

applicants o,Pprojects electing administrative design review may result in additional

project -~vorkload. We Will COntillLte to monitor the costs and revenues of the program
over the year and will reevaluate prograrriffees and resources as the need warrants.

Costs for staff training, codifyiTV., the new amendments to the Land Use Code and

inco morating changes to the DesigIn Review Board~s structure are nominal and will be

able to be accomplished within existing resources.
Z::1

Questions about the proposed changes to the Design Review Program should be directed

to Jo hn Skelton, at 2 3 3 - 3 8 KI or P atnick D oherty, 27, 3 3 -3 8 52.



March 18, 1998

Council President Sue Donaldson

Public Hearing Address

Seattle Municipal Building

600 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104-1826

Corporate Headquarters

11750 33rd Place NE

Seattle, WA 98125-5612

Phone: (206) 367-3319

Fax: (206) 367-0144

Statement before the Council:

My name is Kelly Meinig. I 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 experi encing a flood of new building applications. This is

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

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 projects in

C1 and C2 zones within HUB boundaries, this measure does not go nearly far enough to

protect us for the following reason:

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 it7s

such a small percentage of our overall area.

Information Access for Construction. Demolition and the Environment
_""



With that in mind, we propose the following revisions:

F i rst,

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,

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.

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 I 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 hernmoraging 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

development in areas that are zoned other than single family housing.

I
would be happy to provide further information on this issue upon your request.

Thank you.

Meirfig, P.

C)m4w,,tusiness &
am

p; R~!sldential 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 Councl I

Madam Chair, and Members of the Committee, thank you for this
opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the Design
Review Program. I 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-I-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, our efforts to contribute to neighborhood-
friendly design and construction are greatly handicapped. W=LL~h
the proposed changes, however, we will have a welcome opportunity
to influence in a positive direction the development which is

quickly coming to a community with much under-developed land.

There is one improvement to the proposed changes which we
strongly urge. Under the current proposal, only that C1 and C2
property which lies within an Urban village area or abuts
singly family zoning would be subject to design review. I 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 transition to, the property within the urban
village.,

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

Thank you.

A.J. Skurdal
J t~14

-3246 Northeast 104th Street ~J

Seattle, Washington 98125
(206) 525-2524



Cheryl Klinker

12036 35th Avenue NE
Seattle, WA 98125

March 17, 1998

Seattle City Council

600 4th Avenue, 11 th 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 CI 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. I bring to you our
suggestions for further amendments.

1) Give communitiestwo opportunitiesto meetwith the developerand 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.

2). 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 also be made
available at the community service centersfor citizens to review who are interested

in making comment at the design review meetings and the associated MUP
process.



Design Review should be required automatically for any development site that is

not zoned single family within an established neighborhood planning area
.

IF

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 could 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, etc.

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, catch
basins, water features, critical area maps, and zoning around and adjacent to the site.



Page 8 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 forth is opportunity to give you our thoughts about amendments to the Design
Review Process. We look forward to reviewing the revised guiding document,

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, Cha ir

BECD Co

Subject: Design Review Program Amendments (Item # 12 on the Full Council

agenda for April 27, CB 11209 8

Item #,1-2' on the Council agenda (CB 11209 8) 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 Commission 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:

I. 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 is intended to accomplish several ends including:



reducing the workload of the design review boards by shifting some of the

projects that volunteer for design review to the administrative review

process;

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 C I and C2 zones in Urban Villages

and the North District Planning Area. Currently des
.

ign review is required of

projects meeting SEPA thresholds in Cl or C2 zones, but only if they are adjacent

to single-family zones. This bill would extend required design review" to projects

in all CI or C2 zones inside of urban villages and in the North District Planning

Area.

The C I 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 C I and

C2 zones along Lake City way south to the southern boundary of the North

District Planning area, at 95thNE. All but afewof the Cl and C2 properties in

this area are already subject to design 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 C I

and C2 properties in this area as an interim measure.

3. 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

3 8 for all seven districts.

Also, the district that currently includes Magnolia, Queen Anne, and Capitol Hill

would be divided at Fairview Ave to balance the workload of the boards.
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March 18, 1998

Couticili-neinbler Jan Drago, Chair

Business, Economic and Corn-munity Develop Cornmittee

I I th Floor, Municipal Building

600 4th Avenue

Seattle, WashInLyton 98104

Dear Couniclimeniber Drago:

I am wnitingat the request of the CItV Nei.ghborhood Council ExectitiVe

Conimittee to ask that the boundaries of the Desl2n Review Board be ~nade

more consistent 1xith the boundaries of the ncigt~borhood district councils, We
understand that your com-mittee is considering changes to the design reviievv

process. ThIs boundaryi-nodification would permit clitizens involvedat a distn"A

'I le~zel a greater opportunity to monitor design review board proceed.ings,councl i L I I

A quick "took at the niaps suggests the biggest changes to design review

boundaries would be in the Lake Union Distn'ct. where Freniont is curre-.-Itlv

separated frorn the South Lake Union partof that distrIct; the Greater Duwamish

Distn'ct where the industrial area is currently spht In the process-, and Montlake,

which 111as been separated from the rest o17 01c Northeast D", st 1
"
." CAL

Tnank,you for consideration of our request. Additional cominents On I)CSIL'I'l

Review Board changes may be -fofthco-wung after discassion at the fature Ci".,',C

meetings. Please contact Yrte at 684-1007 if yo-a have any questiOris.

CILN, NeWhborJhood Council!

Ron Posthurna. Chart,

City Counclimernbers

4arc'e Wagoner. Desig-,N I I I
t~

9- Coinmission

Rick Krochalls, DCLUI

I

t(j OCUA,

btia~ge! rovicw. and
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ORDINANCE

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

23.4 1.0 0-6. and 23.41.008, 23.41.014, 23.76.011, 23.76.012, 23.76.026 and adding a

new SectOp 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal Code to implement changes to the

Early Projea"Implementation Design Review process. NOW THEREFORE,

N
BE IT ORDAINED IRY'FT-IE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

,~
1. 1.

Section 1. That Secti"On 23.41.004 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which

Section was last amended by Ordiri~ance 118362, is amended as follows:

23.41.004 Applicability. (faiid Ph
-

imi""Di'
_k:', 7

A. Design Review Required

gea#le Gaseade Mixed (SCM) 2en,-))

the
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I
. Dgsiga review shall be required for all new multifamily and commercial

structures whic1h exceed SEPA thresholds, in the following zones:

a. Lowrise (L3,L4)

b. Midrise (MR)
c. Highrise (HR)
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23.41.006 \3,. Design Review Map.

For the purpos~ f design review, the city shall be divided into ((4x--(6))) seven (7)

dis icts,

subaFeas-,)) as delXcteld on the Design Review Map, Exhibit 23.41.006A.

Section 3. Thk Section 23.41.008 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which

Section was last amen d by Ordinance 118672, is amended as follows:

23.41.008 Design Relk"171 'Board.

A. Role of the Design Revie-"Vdard.
The Design Review Board shallNe convened for the purpose of reviewing all

development subject to design revlq,,~,v. To accomplish this purpose, the Design Review

Board shall:

1. Synthesize community input oh.,design concerns and provide ((pre4esip)) ~~. ~rl

design guidance to the development tear
.

h, a.
nd community; and

2. Recommend to the Director specifl~",' conditions of approval which are consistent

with the design guidelines applicable to the velopment; and

3. Ensure fair and consistent application' f Citywide or neighborhood-specific

design guidelines.

B. Membership of the Design Review Boar

1. Design Review Board Membership Criteri

a. Members shall reside in Seattle; and

b. Members should possess experience in ndoborhood land use issues and
J

demonstrate, by their experience, sensitivity in unders@"ffiding the effect of design

decisions on neighborhoods and the developmentproces and

c. Members should possess a familiarity with laii.A,, use processes and standards

as aD-olied in Seattle: and

d. Consistent with the City's Code of Ethics, SMC ction 4.16.070, no member

"te

of the Design Review Board shall have a financial or other p ni- e interest, direct or

a
,

f

be

indirect, personally or through a member of his or her immedi" family, in a project

under review by the Design Review Board on which that membe its.

C
- P_)) Design Review Board Composition.

The Design Review Board shall consist of 38 members, composed 4 follows:

3
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DESIGN REVIEW BOARD COMPOSITION

Representati(71 Development Design General Local Local

In terests Professions Community Residential Business

~ `

Interests Interests Interests

Number t-'! irgeVa a at-large 8 at-large 7 (1/district) 7 (1 /district)

Selection 4 o4ited 4 appointed 4;ippointed by Nominated by community &amp;

Process by M~y6r, 4 by Mayor, klayor, 4 by business organizations,

by CoN i 4 by CoLuicil respectively; Jointly
~~ Council appointed by Mayor and

Council

Confirmation Confirmed 1k. C'oti

If
ii ri-med Confmned by Confmned by Council

Process Council L ]Cby Council Council

a.. The Design Review'IB "A A-11 U-
... -- --f seven (7) member-s

Exhibit -23.41.006 A. These member-s shall by leea4 eammtHiity and

((C-)) D. Design Review Board Assig

1. Eg~h~desi~q review distriet shall be assi ned q.Q.e.s' n Review Board consiqLng
01 1 lVe ~Dj rn -,Moers. as tollows: N

a. One men-,ber regresenting development-relaled int&amp;ests'

1~

b. One men~bqrrepresg~~end con-jrnuniitvintere s

c. One member representing the design-pj~jfqgsj~ons

d. Two members represeiiLigv,.Ioc-,il,--.,-esidel!Lial---tiimunit~',,,and business interests

A 11 A Z 0
a-5 CK e n ec on2-1,41,008C.

efthe six (6)geegr-aphie afeas, sueh that one (1) membef of eaeh of t4qe4 e-v2'14ntefest

groups will r-eNiew pfoj eets in eaeh of the six (6) afeas, and one memh6pw Of- a f the

dffee (3) intefest
gfe,&amp;ps

~rA411 "igned; in addition,

b. Meffiber-s r-epf ese+Aing loeal fesidefftial e()mffPdRAy int- 6

business i.ter-ests sha" ai4ieipate in r-eview of p ej bj eet to desitgl-f ee4s su

oeeuf iff theif subafea, sueh that eaek pr-qjeet will be reviewed by one.fffe ... ~-ef

I 'Uthe subafeas dese- -A,a
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eal fesidentia4 eowmunity ipAefests and one men+ber fepfesenting laeal

2. T1
_A-t.-large members shall remain unassigned, one each from the develpT~ent-

related field s,"',~4c~neral residential communily interests and desig!1 professions.

3. ((e-)) 'Design Review Board menibers shall be a quorum.
4. The five n, si-n Review Board members assigned to each project as described

in subsection CI stNl be known co I I ectively as the Design Review Board. All members
of the Design RevieWVoard shall be voting members.

5. In the event that, J
il~ one of !he seven Q geographic ((areas)) districts,

more projects are underoo'VI Isimultaneous design review than the Design Review Board

members assigned to that district can review in a timely manner, the unassigned

at-large Design Review Board.,.n

I

wnibers described in subsection ((C4a)) R.2 may serve.

If an individual at-large membe"r iq unable to serve, the Director may appoint one of "a

member-ot)) the unassigned., at_l~~-ge Desion 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: iu'ay review projects outside of its designated

((geogfaphie subarea)) district to exp e"dite review, provided that the local community

representative and local business representative shall review development only within

their ((subafea)) district.

((D))F- Meetings of the Design ROtew,,
Board

1. Project-specific early ((pFe-))designgyjdqqqg public meetings shall be held as

required in Section 23.41.014B., ((-j,

of the, .1) gD.Review Board shall be provided

((A))as described in Chapter 23.76, Procedures fo,r N-Jaster Use Pennits, and Council Land

use Decisions.

than alle (1) -'-n an-, 1 11
-

'n
_of an - 1W Po ting loeation so that notiee

is eleafly visi4je to the publie. The land use sign may be ~~ved by the applieafit the

day aftei P-abhti- meeting.

2. Regular-ly sc~e"Ied me-ti.ag, F; of the design-
R e- ew 11~',"i-d A_11 I_ U_ A

evenin'g, in a leeatie

to_Whie_h+.1._._1~)oafdisassig d-. N-Wilyie notiee for- the fegularly-sefi~~J Design Rev'

Releaw-))

((-3.)) 2.All meetings of the Design Review Board shall be held in the~vening in a

location which is accessible and the saiuie desi an,,rAew district

as the proposed prqLe~t. RoaLd: mE~ are open to the general public. 'q)The

actions of the Board are not quasi-judicial in nature.
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See ~on 4. That Section 23.41.014, Seattle Municipal Code, which Section

was ad XNv Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.41.014 sign review process.

A. A pre-applicatio conference is required for all projects subject to design review,

unless waived by thobirector, as described at Section 23.76.008.

B. ((P-fe-)) Early De~igil Guidance Public Meeting.

1. Following a pre-,application conference, and site visits by Design Review Board

members assigned to reNl'ilew a proposed project, an ((pfe-)) early design guidanc public

meetin with the Design Rev-'.e'~,v Board shall be held.9

2. The purpose of the"Apfe-)) ~L,_,-Jv designguidanc~! public meeting shall be to
.

tidentify concerns about the 'site, and the proposed nf-0~-CT

review the design guidelines'applicable to the site, determine neighborhood priorities

among the design guidelines, and explore desiall cqpseDts gRd/or options.

3. At the ((pre-)) ~I desfgn gLtj~ public meeting, the project proponents shall

present the following infbrmatioi)~

a. An initial site analysis%'I'4ddr%'~s sing site opportunities and constraints, the use of

all adjacent buildings, and the zonii~g of4be site and ad acent 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; and

c. Photos showing the facade~:Iof actj,acent development, general streetscape

character and territorial or other views from the site, if any; and

d. A zoning envelope study whlidj-i includes a perspective drawing; and

e. A description of the proponent`~,,obj&amp;tives with regard to site development.

4. The proponent is encouraged, but notTequired, to bring one (1) or more

development concepts or alternatives to indic~~ possible design options for the site.

C. Guideline Priorities.

1. Based on the concerns expressed at the earlv design guidance public

meeting or in writing to the Design Review Board, 111he Board shall identify any guidelines

which may not be applicable to the site and identify t' guidelines of highest priority to

the nei -11borhood. The Board shall incorporate any coi vq:unity consensus LMa-rding

design expressed at the meeting into its guideline priorit"I"O. to the extent the consensus is

consistent with the design guidelines and reasonable in liglit
I of the facts of the proposed

development.

i%2. The Director shall distribute a cot)v of the auideline nri rities annficable to the

development to all those who attended the ((pre-)) gqUl design idance public meeting,

to those who sent in comments or otherwise requested notificati and to the project

proponent.

3. The project proponent is encouraged to meet with the Board.,
\\

-
d the public for

early resolution of design issues, and may hold additional optional r~ee 'ngs with the

public or the Design Review Board prior to filing a Master Use
Perm~t a lication.

D. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Following the ((pre-)) garly design guidance public meeting, diqribu
i

n of theh9n (

guideline priorities, and any additional optional meetings that the projec tprop',prop,prop,prop,prop,prop nt
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chooses to hold the public and the Design Review Board, the proponent may apply

for a Master Use'~vrmit.

"' it'

2. The Maste
,

II-Tse Permit (MUP) application submittal shall include a supporting

site analysis and an -explanation of how the proposal addresses the applicable design

guidelines, in
addition,'

~b standard MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter

23.76, Procedures for N-,.Iaster Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. Notice of applicd~i.on for a development subject to design review shall be provided

according to. Chapter 23.76, Procedures Master Use Permits and Council Land Use

Decisions.

E. Design Review Board ~kornrnendation.

I During a regularly scholdtfled evening meeting of the Design Review Board, other

than-the early deSi~,11 !ZLlidance ~)ub ic ineeliM the Board shall review the record of public

comments on the project' s desi
`

,
the prgn, - ((4esig4ls)) conformance to the

guidelines priorities applicable to`,~he proposed project, and the staff s review of the

project's design and its Applicatioh)pf the design guidelines.

2. At the meeting of the Desigi J~evle-vv Board, a determination shall be made by the

Design Review Board that the proposO design submitted by the project proponent does

or does not comply with applicable dc"'icyn guidelines. The Design Review Board shall

recommend to the Director whether to aPprove,or conditionally approve the proposed

project based on the design guidelines. 1,

F. Director's Decision.

1. A decision on an application for a pehnit su:bject to design review shall be made

by the Director.

2. Projects subject to design review must meet codes and regulatory requirements

applicable to the subject site, except as provided ih S6&amp;ion 23.41.012.

3. 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

rec ommendation of the Design Review Board, prov] ded d-lat, if four (4) or more members

of the Design Review Board are in agreement intheir rec~`6mendation to the Director,

the Director shall issue a decision which
) mgLes

con]-pliance with the recommendation of the Design Review Board a condition of permit

gpproval, unless the
Directorconcludes

that the recommendati
7`f

the Design Review

Board:

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

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

c. Conflicts with SEPA conditions or other regulatory re4uirem6qs applicable to

the site; or

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

. I NI

G. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director's decision shall be~,.as providei

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisiori

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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SecNn
5. That a new Section 23

1

.41.016 is hereby added to the Seattle

Municipal C6de, as follows:

23.41.016 Administrative Design Review Process

k

A. A preappli6ilon conference is required for all projects electing administrative

design review, unle'§§ waived by the Director, as described at Section 23.76.008.

B. Early Design Process.

1. Following a pnAppfic,ation conference, a proponent may apply to begin the early

design guidance process'_~,, Aliplication for the early design guidance process shall include

the following:

a. An initial site analysis'Naddressing 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 sit~,.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 facad~
...,

oiadjacent development, general streetscape

character and territorial or other views"froni the site, if any; and

d. A zoning envelope study whi
I

includes a perspective drawing; and

e. A description of the proponent"§~.objectives with regard to site development,

including any preliminarydesign concepts otpp~ions.

2. Notice of application shall be provide&amp;p~irsuant 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 COD 11TICtits 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 prepare a

written summary ofthose citywide design guidelines deenied to be of highest priority to

the proposed project and site.

4. The Director shall distribute a copy of the priority-g*d6lines summary to all who

sent in comments or otherwise requested notification and to the~ ~iq~ect 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~b"Ianation

of how the proposal addresses the applicable design guidelines, in adoition to sta
:

ndard

MUP submittal requirements as provided in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Mastc~r-\Use

Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. Notice of application for a development subject to design review",,.shall be ovidodpr

according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use

Decisions.

D. Director's Decision

1. A decision on an application for administrative design review shall b6., made by

the Director as part of the overall Master.Use Permit decision for the project.
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2. Director's decision shall be based on the extent to which the proposed project

meets app
i cable design guidelines and in consideration of public comments on thei

proposed p Pject.

3. Prcj ts`~subject to administrative design review must meet all codes andXV

regulatory reqirements applicable to the subject site, except as provided for in Section

23.41.012.

E. Notice of'
~ecision.

Notice of the Director's decision shall be as provided in

Chapter 23.76, Prot~cdures for Master Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

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

23.76, Procedures for N-41aster Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

Section 6. That Secir~-qn 23.76.011 ofthe Seattle Municipal Code, which Section

was added by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows:

23.76.011 Notice of garl
i

y ((p~H) design, guidance process "f-A-1-e-meeting))

For desi
'

Rn review projects ( subjeet to!4 the Director shall provide notice

of the required early ((pre-)) design Aane- 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 thel pu h] ic at each street frontage abutting the

site except, when there is no street frontage orjlie site abuts an unimproved street, the

Director shall require either more than one (1) sjign and! an alternative posting locationI !
or

so that notice is clearly visible to the public. If an earlv desi~_,n

required. the time, date, locatioii and purpose of the meeting shall be included Nviltl-t- th
'

e

'led notice. The land its,- sign may be renioved by flie applicant the dav aRer the

- - --------- - ------- ---

public niceilng or after the Qire-ctor distrilutes desi gn -, Li i del in es'prioritles a-sPa.r-t..qf-tb-e

early design alidance proccss.

Section 7. That Section 23.76.012 of the
Seattle~ Mup

,

icipal Code, which Section

was last amended by Ordinance 118672, is amended as fiollows:

23.76.012 Notice of application

B. Types of Notice Required.

I For projects subject to ((design r-eviey,-~)) environrnent~l reviem
,

N,_or desig

review, except administrative design review, the applicant shallpost an Ayironmental

review sign on the site, unless an exemption or alternative posting as set fAh in this

subsection is applicable. The environmental review sign shall be 10cated so a§\to be

clearly visible from the adjacent street or sidewalk, and may be removed by
the'~4VIicant

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

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
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dry land owned or controlled by the applicant, notice shall be provided according to

subsection B I c.

b. Pr9jects 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 thetrivironmental review sign requirement,

c. When use 6f an environmental review. sign is neither feasible nor practicable

to assure that notice is cl-parly 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,following conditions exist:

(1) The project site is o-ver five (5) acres;

(2) The applicant ls,,not the property owner, and the property owner does not

consent to the proposal;

(3) The site is subject W physical characteristics such as steep slopes or is

located such that the environmental review sign would not be highly visible to

neighboring resideats and property oWners,or interested citizens.

d. The Director may require both wi environmental review sign and the

alternative posting measures described in "subsection B 1 c, or may require that more than

one (1) environmental review sign be post4 when necessary to assure that notice is

clearly visible to the public.

2. For projects which are categorically exempt from envirom-nental review, the

applicant shall post one (1) land use sign visibld-,to the public at each street frontage

abutting the site except, when there is no street f~ontage or the site abuts an unimproved

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

posting location so that notice is clearly visible to tl~e, public. The land use sign may be

removed by the applicant within fourteen (14) days a~vr final action on the application

has been completed.
,

V

3. For ~,Il projects requiring notice of application, th 6 Director shall provide notice

by General Mailed Release. For projects subject to the enviironmental review and land

use sign requirements, notice in the General Mailed Release ~ shall be published after

cellification. is received by the department that the environmental review and land use

signs have been installed and posted.

"
;'
,

4. In addition, for variances, administrative conditional use~ temporary uses for

more than four (4) weeks, shoreline variances, shoreline conditior'i'4j uses, short plats,

gArly ((pfe-)) design guidance process ((Feview)), School Use
Advi~o,ry

Committee

(SUAC) formation and school development standard departure, the Director shall provide

mailed notice.

5. Mailed notice of application for a project subject to design revie~v or

administrative desigm review shall be provided to all persons establishinE~themselves as

parties of record by attending ((tke-pr-e-)) an early design guidance public i~eeting for the

project or by corresponding with the Department about the proposed projecilbefore the

date of publication.

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

at least one (1) community newspaper in the area affected by the subdivision.

10



Section 8. That Section 23.76.026 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section was last

amended by OAnance 118 5 3 9, is amended as follows:

23.76.026 V,~esttjjg of development rights.

C. Design Review COmpotlent of Master Use Permits.

1. If a complete api),lication for a Master Use Permit is filed prior to the date design

review becomes required 'for that type of project, ((as provided
I -A 1 n

no design review componet
-

i~ shall.be required.

2. A complete applicati ,

for'14 Master Use Permit that includes a design review
11~

01
-

component shall be considere&amp;wde'tthe Land Use Code and other land use control

ordinances in effect on the date a "winplete application for the design review ~l ((Pfe-))

design guidance process is submitte
.

dio"the Director, provided that such Master Use

Pei rnit application is filed within ninety. (90) days of the date of the ((fifst)) ~~ ~rl design

guidance ((feviewfwe-4esip)) pul-lic mecting. This vested right shall terminate unless a

complete application for a builditig, pernait h-~reting the requirements of Section 106 of the

Seattle Building Code is submitted within on undred twenty (120) days of the date the

Master Use Permit is approved for issuance.

I
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SectiorO'.~"111 The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and

severable. The 'hiv'alidity of any particular provision shall not affect the validity of any

other provision.

th tySection 10. his~-',q,rdinance shall take effect and be in force ir (30) days

from and after its appfoval--by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the

Mayor within ten (10) days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Municipal Code Section t'.04.020.

Passed by the City 6unci
,

I the day of 1998, and signed

by me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of

1998.

1~,,'esident
of the City Council

Approved by me this _ day -4f -\,-, ,
1998.

Paul Schel~, Mayor

Filed by me this day of, 1998.

(SEAL)

City Clerk

12
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2

3

4

5

ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning, -amending SMC Sections 23.41 ~964,

23.41.006, and 23.41.008, 23.41.014, 23.76.011, 23.76.012, 23.76.026 and ing a
I

new Section 23.41.016 to the Seattle Municipal Code to implement chan~Vs to the

Early Project Implementation Design Review process.

review program in 1997; and Jf'

WHEREAS, the Seattle Design Commission conducted a review of th(I-tity's design

WHEREAS, in response to the recommendations of the Commis6on the Department of

Construction and Land Use has recommended amendri i ents to the design review

program; and XIA

WHEREAS, the City Council's Business, Economic, ai~~` Community Development
Al

Committee held a public hearing on propopil on March 18, 1998 and

recommends adoption of the program chang.. 'as amended; and

2)WHEREAS, significant permit and
developmen~,,activity

has occurred in the North

District (Lake City) planning area betwobn 1994 and 1998, including
t;

approximately 120 development pennits, including 23 in multifamily and 7 in

commercial zones; and

WHEREAS, there are currently at least
tl~lee significant projects under permit review in

C I or C2 zones in the Lake
Cit~,Area,

includina over 350 housing units and one

six story project; and

WHEREAS, participants in the Nord
,d

District neighborhood planning process have

indicated that they are curre4',~ly considering the southern boundary of the Lake
,I

City urban village and in w `ht area it would be appropriate to require design
PJnreview and the aspects it

9
i.0motes, such as greater site planning, compatibility of

new development with sufroundings, pedestrian orientation and appropriate

landscaping; and

WHEREAS, the North Distriq~rteighborhood plan is not expected to be acted upon by the

City Council until the #rst quarter of 1999; and

WHEREAS, if significant d~" lopment proi ects are proposed in CI or C2 zones in the

planning area prior ta-'?"completion of the plan, the effectiveness of the planning

process may be redu d;

NOW, THEREFORE, BEJ,~!'IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS
FOLLOWS:
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Section 1. That Section 23.41.004 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which

Section was last amended by Ordinance 118 3 62, is amended as follows:

23.41.004 Applicability. ((and Phasing))

A. Design Review Required.

Chapter- 25.05, SMC, ja e4l Neighbar4e@4 Cewmmafeial 1, 2, 3 (NG 1,2,9) i~~1408 ;14;d
i'4 44R

geaale Gaseade Mi~ikl (99M)

Pesign Feview sh4l also be fequife4 faf a14 new al+d eqffimefeW

that dPv@I@pfn@at ab+As or- is dir-eetly aer-ess a stfeet 9F a4ley -1-44-m ai3y !at z8fled &amp;kl&amp;

((4.Pesiga r-eview s4a4l also be r-equir-ed faf all Hew

8*eeed ((the)) 9942A "Oskelds ia N91, NG2, *3, L4, W, -MR, aad 14R zaiws, affEl 4-3-

n;8IF , Bemgay stl%etwe in a Major- Ins4"i8o over4all -iet. n-o;- OP48Ha4 f@

this Ghapter- in a4l ffi'd4ifafn4y'-Majar- lft-4444ieff sti:uetwes not 9 e

I
.

Desian review shall be r6uired for My new multifamily or commercial

structure that exceeds SEPA threshold&amp; the structure:

a. is located in o4e of the following zones:

i. Lowd'se LL3,L,!),

ii. Midtise (MR);

iii.

'

Highrise MR)-,

iv, Neighborhood Commercial (NC1,2,3); o

~L S&amp;tle Cascade Mixed ~SCM); or

b. is locateA in a Commercial (Cl, or C2) zone, an

i. the proposed structure is located within an urban village

area identified in the Seattle (' omDrehensive Plan,

ii. ~'the site of the proposed structure abuts or is directly across

from a street or alley from P~y lot zoned single family, !2r
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

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.
1

2. Desigg review shall be required for all newmajor institution structures

which exceed SEPA thresholds in the zones listed in subsection AL unless the structur

is located within a Mgjt or Institu1ion. Overlqy (MIO) -District.

3. Design Review shall be required for all new structures containing re

than fifty thousand (50,000) square feet of usable new office ~pace in all downtown

zones.

4. New multifamily or commercial structures in the zones listedia subsec tion

Al, that are subiect to SEPA solely as a result of the provisions of SMC 25, -05.908B,

Environmentally Sensitive Areas, shall not be subject to design review

desev-4-bed- ifissiah-seeti6as Al 3, 44ak abtA or- afe difeet4y aer-ass

st+eet of a4ley f+efn any lati~affed sillgle fam4y;

2. Asa I
_',

4 9_95 A!! new St-sRe-A-4-wes d- A-,; e-4-h-ed -bR_qRv,4 A 4; AQ #h-Pit- ;A-41 a r.

ffe ffill-ey
481:A aff lot zefl 4 si it

R
ig

-

~--
TY

T

I

-

-4 1

3. Us of Peteber- 15, 19 A-41 liev" st-R-484ffes as-Ae-se-Filbed- iffn_ Si-44R.See-A-io-4-4- A-1-

I Design review is optional to M applig-6t for new multifamily, commercial or

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

commercial or downtown zones.

2. An administrative desi2n review;b'rocess is an option to an qpplicant for new

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

in multifamily, commercial or downto," zones, according to the process described in

Section 23.41.016.

Section 2. That Section 23.41.006 and Exhibit 23.41.006A, of the Seattle

Municipal Code, which Sectionvas last amended by Ordinance 118012, is amended as

ows:
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2

3

4

23.41.006 Design Review Map.

For the purposes of design review, the city shall be divided into
((&amp;i*

.

-(ra))) seven (7)

districts, ((geogr.

sobar-@as, ) as depicted onthe Design Review Map, Exhibit 23.41.006A.

Section K That Section 23.41.008 of the Seattle Municipal Code, whj
Section was last amended by Ordinance 118672, is amended as follows:

23.41.008 Design Review Board.

A. Role of the Design Review Board.

I . Synthesize community input on design concerns and ptt3vide ((pFe4e4gq+))!g ~rl
desig guidance to the development team and community; ai~d

2. Recommend to the Director specific conditions of ayproval which are consistent

with the design guidelines applicable to the development-Afind

3. Ensure fair and consistent application of Citywio or neighborhood-specific

development subject to design review. To accomplish this purposow~,, the Design Review
Board shall:

The Design Review Board shall be convened for the purpose of reviy~Ming all

b. Members should possess experience i4k neighborhood land use issues and

demonstrate, by their experience, sensitivity in ibiderstanding the effect of design

decisions on neighborhoods and the developm.~nt process; and

c. Members should possess a
famillity

with land use processes and standards

as applied in Seattle; and

d. Consistent with the City's Codel f Ethics, SMC Section 4.16.070, no member
of the Design Review Board shall have a ancial or other private interest, direct or

indirect, personally or through a member,, f his or her immediate family, in a project

under review by the Design Review Bo on which that member sits.

A. Design Review Board Cqrnposition.

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

design guidelines.

B. Membership of the Design Review Board.

1. Design Review Board Membership Criteria,
Z

a. Members shall reside in Seattle; and

4
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I DESIGN REVIEW BOAU COMPOSITION

Representation Development Design General Local Local

Interests Professions Community Residential Business

Interests Interests Interests

INumber 8 at-large 8 at-large 8 at-large 7 (1/district) 7 (1/distr
!L4

Selection 4 appointed 4 appointed 4 appointed by Nominated by commun' &amp;

Process by Mayor, 4 by Mayor, Mayor, 4 by business organizationo

by Council 4 by Council respectively; Jointl -

Council appointed by M 'r and

Council

Confirmation Confirmed by Confimed Confirmed by Confirmed
~Y`Council

Process Council by Council Council

:~40 esiga Review 146a'-d sh9l be eawpe-sedd P~ I:Ri4n~~@Fs

eieefffeffi feffffea Hei
"'

i 4; P1 Sig44 tile de ffifAer-ests, aad sov~ (;~) Fhembor-14 4:
pf-@SLA.

A
7-----

ffieffil3ffs of @Ewo REE3+M a

mafflbffS tobe deteEmined oil thebasis~ef the pr-qjerat's 190ation, as follows.,))

((a. A4 large FA@wxbor- rapf e0fAiing de*elepment related fields, geaof-a4

by t4e G4Y

((b. The posig

i4i (6) aad eaek Ofthe twel*8 (42) sobffeas 8404- of, th@ PesigH R-O*i@w Map,

((G)) D. Design Review Board Assignme0l.

1. Each design review district shall be assikned a Design Review Board consisting

of five ~5) members, as follows:

Lnterestsa. One member representing develoDftient-related i

b. One member representing generU community interests,

c. One member repres Aing the d
,

ign professions,

y and business interests,d. Two me enting- loc. residentiaircoMMunit

respective s described inSection 2~3.4.0~08Q.Ala.
I

I

5
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4
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2. Three at-large members shall remain unassigned, one each from the developme

1. Project-specific g4rly ((pr-e-))design guidance lic meetings shall be hold as

eigmar-heed as therequired in Section 23.41.014B. ((F AW lReati-a-

Notice of meetings of the DesigA Re-view Board shall be provided

Paster Use Permits and Council Land((~~))as described in Chapter 23.76, Procedures for~

((44))E Meetings of the Design Review Board

their ((su4afea)) district.

representative and local business representative shall revie).s, development only within

1

5. In the event that, in one of the
((&amp;i*-(6))) seven (7) geographic

((a%
) districts,

more projects are undergoing simultaneous design review than the
Desig/, eview Board

members assigned to that ((afea)) district can review in a timely manner," the unassigned

at-large Design Review Board members described in subsection D.2 may serve.

If an individual at-large member is unable to serve, the Director mWappoint one of 0-

ef-4)) the unassigned., at-large Design Review Board memWe-'rs to serve in his or

her absence, provided that each at-large interest group is repres %ted by one (1) member.

In addition, a Design Review Board may review projects outs~de of its designated

((geagr,~e subarea)) distri to expedite review, provided thiat the local community

of the Design Review Board shall be voting members.

4. The five (5) Design Review Board members assigned to each project as d cribed

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

related fields, general residential communily interests and design professions.

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

is r4eafly *isible to t4e p4lia. Tlfie iffind use be, r-efheved by the applieafA the

day a4er. the publie t+iee4ag.

~

2. Reg'alaf~' sehe"Od of 'L
esigil RON40W BA;4r-d .4;411 ho LAid i4; tho

One NO to t4e
PJJ at -r-ea go ab+Wing @ site o~iee~(1)

land

tLt4vA ig ffOnjag@ Of ~f4e S400t, the Pir-eetaf Sha4.

-m-A-Fe thaa one (1) Sign and "OF ation so that natiee

Use Decisions. ((, the Pireeter- sha44 pr-e;%4_d_@

((4.)) Z.All meetings of the Design R&amp;iew Board shall be held in the evening in

location which is accessible and conveniintlv located in the same design review district

as the proposed project. Board meeting-4 are open to the general public.((-,an44))Ihe

actions of the Board are not quasi-judic in nature.

Release. )

6
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Section 4.
That.Section 23.41.014, Seattle Municipal 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 revie

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 Reyi~:w Board
members assigned to review a proposed project, an design g4aance public

meeting with the Design Review Board shall be held.

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

identify concerns about the site and the proposed proje

review the design guidelines applicable to the site, determine neigh6orhood priorities

among the design guidelines, and explore design concgpts ~p~ options.

3. At the ((pfe-)) ggLly design guidance public meeting, th,2 project proponents shall

present the following information:

c. An initial site analysis addressing site opportunigios and constraints,'the use of
X

all adjacent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adjacol'i

I

at properties; and
10

d. A drawing of existing site conditions, indicatL.ing 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 de,~elopment, general streetscape

character and territorial or other views from the siteJ"f any; and

f. A zoning envelope study which includo-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 indicat possible design options for the site..

C. Guideline Priorities.

1. Based on the concerns expressed at the ((pre-)) _~y design guaidance public

meeting or in writing to the Design Review JBoard, the Board shall identify 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 priorities, to the extent the consensus is

consistent with the design guidelines an reasonable in light of the facts of the proposed
develonment.

2. The Director shall distribute a c6py of the guideline priorities applicable to the

development to all those who attendedthe ((pfe-)) early design guidance public meeting,

to those who sent in comments or otk
i!

.Orwise 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, anO 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 (*-e-)) 0 design gu public meeting, distribution of the

guideline priorities, and any additional optional meetings that the project proponent
P
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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

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

6. Notice of application for a development subject to design review shall
by"provided

according to Chapter 23.76, Procedures Master Use Permits and Council.
Lano..~-tise

Decisions.

A. Design Review Board Recommendation.

I During a regularly scheduled evening meeting of the Design ReAn' Board, other

than the earlv desi2n guidance public meeting, the Board shall review e record of public'A

comments on the project's design, the project's ((4e4g*I&amp;)) conforrp6nce to the

guidelines priorities applicable to the proposed project, and the st9ks review of the

&
am

p;
F

project's design and its application of the design guidelines.

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

Design Review Board that the proposed design submitted byA e project proponent does

or does not comply with applicable design guidelines. Th~e besign Review Board shall

recommend to the Director whether to approve or-conditi#ally 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 meef all codes and regulatory requirements

applicable to the subject site, except as provided',' Section 23.41.012.

8. The Director's design review decision
sl)fi

11 be made as part of the overall Master

Use Permit decision for the project. The Direcor's decision shall consider the

recommendation of the Design Review Board,.p ided that, if four (4) or more members

of the Design Review Board are in' agreerne fin their recommendation to the Director,

the Director shall issue a decision which Ar-par-ates th fall s4st-Bee of the)) makes

compliance with the recommendation of t4'Design Review Board a condition of permit

gpl2roval, unless the Director concludes th~t the recommendation of the Design Review

Board:

c. Reflects inconsistent applicatw'," n of the design review guidelines; or

d. Exceeds the authority of the loesign Review Board; or

e. Conflicts with SEPA condiApris or other regulatory requirements applicable to

the site; or

f. Conflicts with the requirenknts 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 Masterluse Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

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

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Mastef Use Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

I
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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 admiy.i.strative

design review, unless waived by the Director, as described at Section 23366`608.

B. Early Design Guidance Process.

1. Following a preapplication conference, a proponent may apply)o hegin the early

design guidance process. Application for the early design guidance ptocess shall include

the following:

a. An initial site analysis addressing site opportunities anfconstr~ints, the use of
X

all adjacent buildings, and the zoning of the site and adjacent pr erties;and
~ffip

b. A drawing of existing site conditions, indicating to _' graphy of the site and the

location of structures and prominent landscape elements on I'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 aity; and
le

d. A zoning envelope study which irlCludes a p(erspective drawing; and
.01

e. A description of the proponent's objectivesew'Ith regard to site development,

including any preliminary design concepts or option .

2. Notice of application shall be provided pur ,,'ant to Chapter 23.76, Master Use

Permits and Council Land Use Decisions.

3. The purpose of the early design guidance, rocess shall be to identify concerns

about the site and development program,,receive,
comments ftom the public, identify

those citywide design guidelines of highest pri "rity to the site, and/or explore conceptualp
design or siting alternatives. As a result of thig process, the Director shall identify and

prepare a written summary of any guideline~,4hich may not be applicable to the project

and site and identify those guidelines of higAest priority to the neighborhood. The

Director shall incorporate any community
.

i~onsensus regardingdesign, as expressed in

writtencomments received, into -the guidqine priorities, to the extent the consensus is

consistent with the design guidelines an(#easonable in light of the facts of the proposed

development

44 The Director shall distribute a cppy of the priority-guidelines summary to all who

sent in comments or otherwise requesto d notification and to the project proponent.

C. Application for Master Use Permit.

1. Upon completion of the early Oesign guidance process, the proponent may apply

for a Master Use Permit (MUP).

2. The MUP application 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.

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 VAJ ect

meets applicable design guidelines and in consideration of public comments on

proposed project.

E. Notice of Decision. Notice of the Director's decision shall b s provided in

Chapter 23.76, Procedures for Master Use Permits and Council L&amp;ruse Decisions.

F. Appeals. Appeal procedures for design review decisionske described in Chapter

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

2~.41.012.

3. Projects subject to administrative design review must meet all codewd
regulatory requirements applicable to the subject site, except as providedfir in Section

Section 6. That Section 23.76.011 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section

was added by Ordinance 116909, is amended as follows.?"

23.76.011
.

Notice of early design
* J ~

ce process ((publie M efin((pr gula

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

required, the time, date, location and Du
,

se of the meeting shall be included with the

site except, when there is no street frontage OT the site abuts an unimproved street, the

Director shall require either more than
onef"l) sign and/or an alternative posting location

so that notice is clearly visible to the publtj.'. If an early design guidance public meeting is

For design review projects ((subjeet to de-sign r-eN-JAw)), the Director shall provide notice
1~f

of the required pffly ((pfe-)) design Quidance pr&amp;ess ((piablie meet 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 FLblic at each street frontage abutting the

early design guidance process.

public meeting or after the Director di*ibutes design guidelines priorities as Part of the

Section 7. That Sect
'

ion 23,06.012 of the Seattle Municipal Code, which Section

.~672, is amended as follows:was last amended by Ordinance 1

23.76.012 Notice of applica- on

B. Types of Notice Required.

I For projects subject to ((#esiga feview-ef)) environmental review, or design

review, except administrative 4esign review, the applicant shall post an enviromnental

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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3

4

5

6

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

clearly visible from the adjacent street or sidewalk, and may be removed by the a
Y

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

a. In the case of submerged land, the environmental review sign sha
-

d

on adjacent dry land, if any, owned or controlled by the applicant. If there

dry land owned or controlled by the applicant, notice shall be provided,'p

subsection B I c.

licant

leted.

e posted

no adjacent

tording to

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.

c. When use of an envirom-nental review sign is nei~her feasible nor practicable

to assure that notice is clearly visible to the public, the Diro&amp;or 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 following conditions exist:,

(1) The project site is over five (5) acres-,

(2) The applicant is not the property mviier, and the property owner does not

consent to the proposal;

(3) The site is subject to physical chafacteristics 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 ifiterested citizens.

a. The Director may require both an .knvironinental review sign and the

alternative posting measures described in s4section B 1 c, or may require that more than

one (1) environmental review sign be posto, when necessary to assure that notice is

clearly visible to the public.

4. For projects which are categorica exempt from environmental review, the

applicant shall post. one (1) land use sigq,"visible to, the public at each street frontage

abutting the site except, when there is n4 street frontage or the site abuts an unimproved

street, the Director shall require eitherm-,-ore
than one (1) sign and/or an alternative

posting location so that notice is clear~- visible to the public. The land use sign may be
,.y

removed by the applicant within four~een (14) days after final action on the application

has. been completed.

5. For all projects requiring not,ice 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~,,fbeneral Mailed Release shall be published after

certification is received by the dep4ftment that the environmental review and land us
.

e

signs have been installed and post~?d.

6. In addition, for variances, a'dministrative conditional uses, temporary uses for

more than four (4) weeks, shorelifte variances, shoreline conditional uses, short plats,

g.gUl design guidance process School Use Advisory Committee

(SUAC) formation and school deV.'elopment standard departure, the Director shall provide

mailed notice

7. Mailed notice of application for a project subject to design review or

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

parties of record by attending (( ) gn_~~qrldesign guidance public meeting for the

project or by corresponding with'~he Department about the proposed project before the

date of publication.

I I
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8. Additional notice for subdivisions shall include mailed notice and
4'

pablication
in

at least one (1) community newspaper in the area affected by the subdi~lgion.

,
which Section was lastSection 8. That Section 23.76.026 of the Seattle Municipal C04

amended by Ordinance 118 5 3 9, is amended as follows:

23.76.026 Vesting of development rights.

C.' Design Review Component of Master Use Pemlfts.

1. If a complete application for a Master UsePermit is filed prior to the date design

review becomes required for that type of project,,~((as Iff
9-4de 4 ia SS e retia In 23. 4 1.00 4 B,))

no design review component shall be required.

2. A complete application for a Master U~e Permit that includes a design review

component shall be considered under the Land Use Code and other land use control

ppordinances in effect on the date a complete a"' lication for the design review

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

Permit application is filed within ninety (9

,

0) days of the date of the ((4r-A)) ggly design

guidance ((F@v4@w pro desig ) Public me,*

.

eting. This vested right shall terminate unless a

complete application for a building perr~it meeting the requirements of Section 106 of the

Seattle Building Code is submitted wit1iin one hundred twenty (120) days of the date the

Master Use Permit is approved for issuance.

Section 9. DCLU shall rd ort to the City Council after 24 months, with the
I

P

next planned design review prograiii 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 Pf the departures granted, and other effects of the

process upon the design of projecis.
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17

18

19
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22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

.

Section 10. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be
separat5vand

severable. The invalidity of any particular provision shall not affect the.vali$Ky of any

other provision.

Section 11. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force fliifty (30) days

from and after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and r"Ieturned by the

Mayor within ten (10) days after presentation, it shall take effect,,A provided by

Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

I~Z
VIII

Passed by the City Council the jj!~day of 1998, and signed

by me opek session in authentication of its passage thV ~day of

1998.

Approved by me this day of ,'

/

7.
9

1998.

P9- IAFSchell, Mayor

Filed by me this daybf 1998.
r

City Clerk
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Neighborhood Commercial (NC1,2,3)

Ck NSeattle Cascade Mixed (SCM)

pmj2osed structure is either located within anf -Commcrcial (C I, C2), if the,

Urban villa-~~e ircaidentified inthe Seattle Comprehensive Plan, or abuts or is di

across frorn a'street or algy from gy lot zoned single family.

2. Desigri review shall be reqiiii-ed for all new major institution structures which

exceed W./k thr

,

esbolds M the zoties listed in~ stib~ection Al, unless the structure is

loc,-ited vithin a Mqj'or InstAtMoii 0,ve,-kry, (MIO) District.

3. De si Ln Rev
1 ew s ha'H be req ui red for Lill ne,,v st r uctures containing more than fift_y

thousaiid (5LOCQQ) t1are I-Cet or usable new office Sixice in all downtown zones.
-

-L _~jq_ __ __ - - ------

4. New nuiltifainlIN, or comniercial strLictures in the zoiies listed in subsectia In-A,

that are subject to SFPA solely ~is_a.restilt.o.f (he vrovision~s of SNNIC 25.05.90813,

EnvirorunentallySeiisiti-,~-,Are.~is,s allnot-b subjectto design review.
- ------- ---

(,,B-. Phasing-. meat shal4be subjeette th of this

ehapteF

seetions Al 3, that abut or- are dir-eetly1. All new Stpaewfes desefib'_-'i k.

stfeet or- alley 40M any lot Z-0fled single family;

are dkec-t~

stmetures deseribed in subseetions Al aa4A--'~

3. As of Oeteber 15, 1995 All new stfuetu.Fos as desefibed in subseetien Al 31

141jeS aS EjeSeril-A4-.--Reginning April 1, 1996 A new stfue in s4seetio

1 Design review is optional _to.anv ppplicant tor ~iew multifamily, commercial or

hi Chaoter, in all multifaivily,mqjor instiwition structures not othervv.i se-
SLIT-)

i CCt I o t S

commerckil or downtown zones.

2. An administrative design review rocess is an option t6.an qpplicant for new

multifamily or commercial structures. if the Structure would not Q)weed SEPAj2Lesholds_,

in n-whi FagAy. commercial or downtown zones. -according to the t~ocess described in

Section 23.41.016.

N

Section 2. That Section 23.41.006 and Exhibit 23.41.006A, of tl~ Sea

Municipal Code, which Section was last amended by Ordinance 118012, is ali~.,endcd as

follows:



- L)L) I

CiyofSeale

Exca&amp;eSaviclesDTatnat

C~yBudgptor"

Anne Fiske Zuniga, Budget Director

Dwight Dively, Director, Executive Services

Paul Schell, Mayor

March 6, 1998

The Honorable Mark Sidran

City Attorney

City of Seattle

Dear Mr. Sidran:

The Mayor is proposing to the City Council tha

REQUESTING
DEPARTMENT:

SUBJECT

the enclosed legislation be adopted.

Department of Construction and Land Use

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 addin - 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.O.P. 100-0 14, 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.

Sincerely,

Paul Schell

Mayor

by

ANNE FISKE-ZUNIGA /P1
Director

hAlegis\lawltr\gcrard I

Enclosure

R)OT

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, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.



TIME ANP ATE STAMP

THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT IS SPONSORED FOR FILING WITH THE CITY COUNCIL BY

THE MEMBER(S) OF THE CITY COUNCIL WHOSE SIGNATURE(S) ARE SHOWN BELOW:

FOR CITY COUNCIL PRESIDENT USE ONLY

COMMITTEE(S) REFERRED TO:

PRESIDENT'S SIGNATURE



I

STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY
tle'city Clerk _ss.

ORD IN FULL
No.

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an

authorized representative of The Daily Journal of Commerce, a

daily ncwspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general

circulat-ion and it is now and has been for more than six months

prior I o 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 period. The

annexed notice, a

CT,.ORD 1189~

was published on

/ 1, 4 ~ 98

The amount of the fee charge,' fo-

tht foregoing publication is

the sum of $ has been paid in full.

4#41L

Notary Public for the State of Washington,
residing in Seattle

Affidavit of Publication
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