\ Legislative Department
QIp Seattle City Council
Memorandum
Date: ~ March 17,2011
To: Sally Clark, Chair

Tim Burgess, Vice Chair
Sally Bagshaw, Member

Committee on the Built Environment (COBE)

From: - Michael Jenkins, Council Central .Staff ‘

Subject: Clerk’s File (CF) 311301: Application of Fuller Sears Architects to amend the
Property Use and Development Agreement for property located at 2622
California Avenue Southwest, to increase the number of residential units from
35 to 79 and reduce the amount of office space by 20,000 square feet (Project

No. 3011952).
Overview:

Fuller Sears Architects, on behalf of Safeway
Incorporated, (“Proponents”), propose an
amendment to a Property Use and
Development Agreement (PUDA) that
implements the Council’s approval of a
contract rezone at 2622 California Ave SW. As
reflected in the map, the site is bounded by
California Ave SW to the west, SW Lander to
the south, 42" Ave SW to the east and an alley
to the north.

The proposed PUDA amendment would allow
the mix of uses permitted for the site to be
changed. The original PUDA, approved under
Ordinance 123320, required the following uses
for the site:

e A 59,581 square foot grocery store;

L]

]

L

o A separate structure attached to the store that includes a 40 unit apartment -
building and a separate 20,000 square foot building devoted to “flex-work”

spaces; and
o 199 parking spaces in three areas:

"o rooftop parking for up to 135 vehicles (97 commercial, 38 residential)
o 44 at-grade parking spaces to the north of the new grocery store
o 20 residential spaces provided in a partially below ground area under the separate

structure
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The proposed PUDA amendment would only affect the mix of uses in the separate structure
(“structure”) attached to the grocery store. The amendment would allow the 20,000 square
feet of flex work space to be converted to residential units, with the total number of
residential units in the structure increasing from 40 to 79'. Attachment A to this report is the
written request by Foster Pepper, the attorney for Safeway. The request is made by Safeway,
as they believe that the flex-work office space is no longer economically viable.

Attachment B to this report is eight separate renderings that illustrate the project as approved
and the changes to the structure if Council approves the amendment.

2. Type of Action — Standard of Review

The request for a PUDA amendment is a Type IV quasi-judicial rezone under Seattle
Municipal Code (SMC) 23.76.058B, and is also subject to the Appearance of Fairness
Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte communication and the Council’s rules on quasi-judicial
proceedings (Resolution 31001).

In most quasi-judicial actions, the Hearing Examiner establishes the record for the Council’s
decision at an open-record hearing, following the publication of a recommendation by the
Department of Planning and Development (DPD). In the case of requests for Council to
approve an amendment to a PUDA, SMC 23.76.058 requires that DPD first determine
whether the request is a minor or major amendment to a PUDA. SMC 23.76.058B includes
criteria to make this determination, along with the requirernent that the public who received
an opportunity to comment on the rezone are also g1ven an opportumty to comment on the
request. :

If DPD determines that the request is a minor amendment, a report is prepared and forwarded
directly to the Council without the need to send it onto the Hearing Examiner for a hearing. If
DPD determines that the request is a major amendment, the Hearing Examiner is required to
hold a public hearing for the City Council on the determination. This determination may not
be appealed.

DPD has determined that the PUDA request is a minor amendment.
‘The record that was forwarded to the Council from DPD includes:
= Drawings that detail the proposed changes to the proj ect;
#  The recommendation of the Director of DPD;

" The environmental (SEPA) determination for the proposal, and;
Copies of public comment.

Finally, Council Rules VI.C.3 allows the committee to hold oral argument on a minor
amendment to a PUDA. The rules state that oral argument may be provided by the City
agency making the request and those that provide written comments on the request. Notice
that COBE may allow for oral argument on the minor amendment was provided concurrent
with notice of DPD’s recommendation.

" There isa slight discrepancy between Safeway’s request and DPD’s plans. Safeway is requesting a total of 79 apartment
units, while DPD’s plans show 78. It is assumed that approval of 79 dwelling units are sought by Safeway.
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3. Materia]s from the Record Reproduced in COBE Notebooks

I have attached the following portions of the record provided by DPD:

—_

Request by Foster Pepper to amend the PUDA (Attachment A);

Renderings of the project, as approved under the original rezone and the changes
requested (Attachment B1-B8);

DPD Director’s Analysis and Recommendation (Attachment C)

Reduced (11x17) plans that document details of the request (Attachment D);
Written public comment (Attachment E) and;

Report by Heffron Transportation, Inc. (Attachment F).

M
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4. Summary of the record"

A. Zoning history
The site is currently zoned Neighborhood Commercial 3 with a 40 foot height limit (NC3-

40). This zone was adopted when Council approved the rezone for this site in June 2010.
Prior to that rezone, the site was zoned both Lowrise 3 (LR3) and NC2-40.

B. Surrounding area

The site is located within the Admiral Residential Urban Village. The area to the north of the
site is dominated by a variety of one to two story commercial structures that house retail and
personal service uses. Newer development to the north of the Admiral and California
intersection includes mixed use structures including residential units located above a retail or
commercial ground floor use. :

To the south of the 51te across SW Lander Street is Hiawatha Playfield and West Seattle
ngh School. To the east of the site, across 42" Ave SW, is a LR3 zone developed with a
series of townhouses and apartments. To the west, across California Ave SW is Lafayette
Elementary School.

. C. Public comment

‘Attachment E includes five written comments concerning the project. As required for PUDA
amendments, DPD received written comments after notice of the proposal was mailed to
people on the original rezone mailing list. Four of comments were submitted prior to the
close of the advertised comment period.

The three comments in favor of the project support the concept and the restraint shown in the
proposed changes However, there was concern expressed by the Admlral Neighborhood
Assoc1at10n in that they were not consulted earlier in this process

Two comments in opposition to the project expressed concern about the traffic and parking
impacts that could affect the surrounding neighborhood as a result from the proposed
increase in residential dwelling units.
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D. Summary of DPD’s recommendation

SMC 23.76.058B includes four criteria to evaluate if a request to amend a PUDA is a minor
or major amendment. If the criteria are met, the request is considered a minor amendment. If
the criteria cannot be met, the request is considered a major amendment and must be
forwarded to the Hearing Examiner for an open record hearing.

The four criteria are listed below, in italics. DPD’s response from their Director’s report is
summarized (Page 2-3, Attachment C). I have also included comments.

1. The request is within the spirit and general purpose of the prior decision of the Council.

DPD concluded that there would not be significant changes to the exterior of the structure if
Council approves the PUDA amendment allowing the structure’s conversion from combined
residential/flex work spaces to all residential uses (Attachment B1-8). To support their
conclusion, DPD also cites the Hearing Examiner’s record that included public comment
supporting additional residential development in this urban village.

- Central staff comments: After reviewing Attachment B, it appears that most of the changes to
the exterior of the structure involve new windows on its east and west facades. The changes
remove commercial-style windows and replace them with residential style windows and
balconies.

DPD’s analysis does not discuss the loss of the flex work space as part of the overall
development. The original proposal called for 20,000 square feet of flex work space in the
structure, which would be converted to residential if the proposal is approved. At the June 9,
COBE meeting, committee members discussed how they were encouraged by the inclusion
of flex work spaces in the proposal. However, Committee members also expressed concern
-about the viability of such spaces in this area. The economic viability of the flex-work spaces
is addressed in the applicant’s request to amend the PUDA (Attachment A).

The Hearing Examiner’s recommendation on the rezone included findings and conclusions
that support the relationship between additional residential development and the viability of
the pedestrian oriented businesses in the area. The Hearing Examiner also noted that
residential uses in the structure complement the multifamily uses located in the LR3 zone
across 42™ Avenue S.-

Therefore, I concur that this criteria has been met.

2. The request is geiierally consistent with the use and development standards approved in .
the prior request to the Council:

The use and development standards applicable to the combined residential/flex work
structure remain unchanged if the structure is allowed to convert to all residential uses. The
ground floor units at the north part of the structure facing 42™ Ave S. will continue to
provide opportunities for live-work space, which is permitted in the NC3-40 zone.
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Members of the public commented on their concerns about the lack of parking resulting from
the change of the structure to residential uses. As a result of the proposal, the land use code
parking requirement for the entire project changed from 153 spaces to 196> spaces. 199 .
spaces are provided. This development standard has been met. :

Therefore, I concur that this criteria has been met.

3. The request would not result in signifi cant adverse impacts that were not anticipated in the
prior decision of the Council:

A revised environmental (SEPA) checklist was submitted by the applicant to disclose
impacts related from the conversion of the structure to a residential building. In addition, a
separate evaluation of the traffic impacts was prepared by Heffron Transportation, Inc.,
traffic and transportation consultants for the project. A copy of their report is included as
Attachment F. The report concluded that a minor reduction in traffic (297 PM peak trips to
286 PM peak trips) would result from the proposed conversion. Therefore, DPD has not
changed, revised or withdrawn their original determination of non-significance due to the
reduction in PM peak hour trips.

Therefore, I concur that this criteria has been met;

4. The request does not seek any additional waivers or changes in.the waivers of bulk or off
street parking and loading requirements other than those approved in the prior decision of

the Council:

No such waivers were sought in the original rezone request, so this criterion is not applicable.

5. Recommendation

I recommend that the COBE vote to APPROVE the request to amend the PUDA to allow the.
20,000 square feet of flex work space to be converted to residential units, with the total
number of residential units in the structure increasing from 40 to 79.

6. Next Steps-

I'have attached a Council Bill (CB) that has been introduced and referred to COBE. This CB
reflects the proposed amendments to the PUDA that will allow the proponent to convert the
use of the structure to 79 residential units.

The committee can vote on this legislation today and refer the matter to full Council or
schedule another date for further deliberations prior to any vote. If the Committee votes to
approve the PUDA amendment the PUDA amendment must be executed pnor to a Council

vote.

% 196 spaces are based on 78 apartments. If 79 units are developed per Safeway s request, 197 parking spaces
will be required.
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FOSTER PEPPERFLLC

Direct Phone (206) 447-2815
Direct Facsimile  (206) 749-2058

J anuary 18, 2011 E-Majl MULLP@foster.com

Mr. Michael Dorcy

Land Use Planner

Department of Planning & Development
City of Seattle

700 Fifth Avenue, Ste. 1800

P. O. Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124-4019

Re:  Safeway West Seattle Minor Revision to Properly Use and Development
Agreement

Dear Michael:

Please accept this letter as a request from Safeway Inc. to obtain a minor amendment to the
June 10, 2010 Property Use and Development Agreement for the Safeway West Seattle mixed-

use development project.
The reason for the requested amendment is as follows:

As you are aware, Safeway originally proposed a joint development with three components:

a 59,000 square foot Safeway grocery store, and a building fronting along 42" Avenue that
would contain approximately 35 residential units and 56 flex-work units. Safeway was to
develop the grocery store, and Safeway 1ntended to sell the land for the residential/flex- work
units to another developer. -

Aﬂer Safeway had demolished its existing store in late summer, Safeway’s original development
partner was unable to obtain bank financing for the flex-work portion of the development that
was originally proposéd and approved by the City.

Safeway has found a new development partner, Madison Development Group, LLC, that is
willing to step in on short notice, which is critical because the Safeway store is under
construction, with a scheduled opening date of August 2011. Thus, the remainder of the
development has to be constructed simultaneously in order to ensure that the development
components are properly integrated and finished on time.

After analyzing the market and available ﬁnanoing,rMadison has concluded the flex-work
portion of the project is not viable and has proposed converting the flex-work space into an
additional 44 residential units, which would bring the total unit count to 79.

eL: 206.447.4400 rAX: 206.447.9700 1111 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 3400 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 81013200 www.FOSTER com

s121796.1 SEATTLE wasamncToNn SPOKANE wASHINGTON
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The height, bulk, and scale of the building would remain unchanged and the exterior fa(;,adé
would be virtually identical to the approved MUP drawings except for some upgraded window
treatments and the addition of some small balconies.

As set forth in attached memorandum from Heffron Transportation, the project’s traffic impacts
would be reduced from the MUP-approved development, decreasing from 297 p.m. peak hour
trips to 286 p.m. peak hour trips under the revised proposal.

The PUDA amendment is necessary because the original PUDA, which was consistent with the

approved MUP, called for development of “a structure containing approximately 20,000 square
" feet of office space and no more than 40 dwelling units.” PUDA §1(2).

Whritten Description of the Scope of Changes:
The original mixed-use project consisted of a 60,000 square foot Safeway store, 52,400 square.

feet of residential apartments (35 units) and “flex-work”, or incubator office space (56 units),
2,000 square feet of ground floor retail space on 5™ Avenue and associated parking (199 stalls

provided; 153 required).
The revised project eliminates the flex-work component and replaces it with additional units of
residential apartments, for a total of 79 units. The ground floor space on 42nd Avenue will

remain retail. The parking provided (199 stalls) for the revised project exceeds the new parking
required (196 stalls).

As noted above, the height, bulk and scale of the revised project are virtually identical to that
which was originally approved by the Design Review Board. A revised SEPA checklist is
attached, which is summarized as follows:

SEPA - Short—Term Impacts:

Noise Related Impacts: NO CHAN GE.

Air Quality Impacts: NO CHANGE.

Earth: NO CHANGE.

Grading: NO CHANGE.

Conétruction Impacts: NO CHANGE.

Traffic and Parking: NO CHANGE.

- SEPA - Long-Term Impacts:

Air Quality Impacts: NO CHANGE.

51121796.1
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions: NO CHANGE.

Height, Bﬁlk and Scale: The building envelope, modulation and materials are virtually identical
to the original proposal. Other than refinements to the windows pattern, the project is essentially
the same as that originally approved by the neighborhood Design Review Board.

Traffic, Transportation and Parking: Please see attached memorandum from Michelle M.
Brown, Senior Transportation Engineer, with Heffron Transportation, Inc.

Please let me know if there is anything further that DPD requires to evaluate Safeway’s request
for a minor amendment to the PUDA.

Sincerely,

511217961
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@ City of Seattle

Department of Planning and Development
Diane M. Sugimura, Director

CITY OF SEATTLE _
DETERMINATION OF THE DIRECTOR OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Application Number: 3011952 (related to MUP 3009367)
Council File Number: 311301 (related to CF#309869)
Applicant Name: Steve Sears, Fuller Sears Architects, on behalf of

Safeway Inc.

Address of Proposal: 2622 California Avenue SW

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

Request to amend a Property Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) that was required as a
condition to an amendment of the Official Land Use Map.

The following approvals are required:

Director’s Determination of Minor Amendment—SMC 23.76.058 B2b
Council Approval of minor amendment by ordinance

BACKGROUND

On December 30, 2010, the Department of Planning and Development received from Steve
Sears, on behalf of Safeway, Inc., a request to amend issued MUP 3009367. A further request to
amend the Property Use and Development Agreement between Safeway, Inc. and the City of
Seattle, executed on June 10, 2010 and recorded with the King County Department of Elections
and Records, as provided for in SMC 23.76.058B2., was received on January 18, 2011, and made
a part of MUP 3011952.

Notice and Public Comments

Notice of the revised project was published on January 27, 2011. The original comment period
ran through February 10, 2011, but was extended to run through February 24, 2011. Four
comments were received during the comment period. Two of the comments favored approval of
the request to amend the PUDA. Two of the comments expressed concerns, primarily having to
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do with traffic impacts and off-site parking impacts attributed to the proposed changes, and
expressed’ opposmon to any changes to the project.

As explalned in a letter to the Department from the applicant dated J anuary 18, 2011, the reasons
for the requested amendment were as follows:

Safeway originally proposed a joint development, intending to sell the portion of the
development containing a mix of up to 40 residential units and commercial incubator
office spaces designated as “flex-work” units that would adjoin the new grocery store of
approximately 60,000 square feet;

The original development partner was unable to find ﬁnamclnU for their portion of the
development;

Safeway was able to find a new development partner who concluded that the flex-work
units were not viable nor fundable and proposed converting that space into residential
units so that the total number of residential units would total 78 for that portion of the
development;

The building envelope, modulation and materials, would remain virtually unchanged,
with some minor refinements to the windows intended originally for the flex-work units;
otherwise the project would remain essentially the same as approved by the Design
review Board.

No change to the total floor area or to the height and bulk of the structure is proposed.

Amendment of Property Use and Development Agreements

SMC 23.76.058 (Rules for specific decisions) sets forth the procedures and general criteria for
the Director to make a determination whether a requested amendmert is a minor or a major
amendment: '

1.

The request is within the spirit and general purpose of the prior decision of the Council:

The proposal set forth in MUP 3009367 was subjected to five Design Review meetings,
beginning on September 25, 2008 and ending on February 11, 2010. It was vetted before
the Design Commission on several occasions. The proposal was for an expanded
Safeway Grocery store as part of a larger mixed-use project to be located at the heart of
the Admiral Residential Urban Village. External changes to the proposed structures as
originally shown are insignificant, are in keeping with what had been reviewed by the
public and official Boards, and are in keeping with the approved conceptual plans.
Expanding the number of residential units is in keeping with the desires of some
members of the public, with guidance of the Design Review Board which thought the
prOJect site would only be enhanced by a residential presence greater than that proposed,
a view supported by the Department of Planning and Development. During the course of
the Design Review process it was repeatedly pointed out by some members of the public
and by members of the Board that the Safeway site, located in the heart of the Admiral
District Residential Urban Village, represented half of the developable property in the
village and could well provide for a greater proportion of residential use within the mix
of commercial and residential uses being proposed.
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2. The request is generally consistent with the uses and development standards approved in
the prior decision of the Council:

The development of a large grocery store with ample spaces provided at ground level in
the separate “shops” building and the ground floor of the north section of residential
building extending along 42™ Avenue SW would still provide for smaller additional
“village” commercial uses on the site. The remaining commercial spaces are all ground-
related. This fact, combined with the stoops provided for the ground-floor residential
units already approved, adequately provides for a large mixed-use development on this
site that remains pedestrian-oriented through a number of design moves, despite the
number of vehicles needing to be accommodated by a large, high-volume retail grocery
use. This aspect of the project would appear to remain unchanged. There are no changes
in development standards proposed or contemplated in the quest for a change in the
PUDA. '

3. The request would not result in significant adverse impacts that were not anticipated in
the prior decision of the Council:

Impacts remain unchanged or even lessened. See the SEPA discussion below. There are
no significant adverse impacts resulting from the proposal overall nor from any changes
in the amended proposal.

4. The request does not seek any additional waivers or changes in the waivers of bulk or off-
street parking and loading requirements other that those approved in the prior decision of
the Council:

There were no requests for additional waivers of for changes in the waivers of bulk or
off-street parking and loading requirements as part of the prior decision of the Council.
There are no requests for waivers as part of this request for an amendment to the PUDA.

After reviewing the request and the general criteria set forth in SMC 23.76.058, the Director has
determined that the amendment sought is a minor amendment. Modifications to the issued
PUDA are within the original scope of the approved project. The determination that this
amendment is a minor one and within the spirit and general purpose of the prior decision of the
Council is a Type I, non-appealable decision.

The Director has also determined that modifications to the issued MUP plan sets for this project
that has undergone Design Review are within the original scope of the approved project and has
determined that these modifications are minor and within the spirit and general purpose of the
Design Review component of the prior decision and do not need to be returned to the Design
Review Board for their recommendation. This determination has been done in accord with the
criteria set forth in Client Assistance Memo (CAM) 224B. This is a Type I, non-appealable -
decision. Any changes to the plan sets will be made as revision to issued construction
applications.

In making the determination that the proposed amendment is a minor one per
SMC23.76.058B2b, the Director recommends that the Council amend the existing Property
Use and Development Agreement (PUDA) filed as directed by Ordinance 123320, and hereby
transmits to Council this request to amend. ,
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SEPA Threshold Determination

The initial disclosure of the potential impacts from this project was made in the environmental
checklist submitted by the applicant on January 18, 2009. The information in the checklist,
project plans and the experience of DPD as lead agency with review of similar projects formed
the basis of the analysis and decision. A DNS (Determination of Non-significance) was issued by
the Department of Planning and Development as lead agency on March 25, 2010. The Director’s
SEPA decision was not appealed.

A revision of the Environmental Checklist was submitted to the Department on January 18, 2011
in support of this application for a Director’s determination of a minor amendment and request to
Council for approval to amend a Property Use and Development Agreement. The revised
environmental checklist was supported by revised transportation and parking impact studies
prepared by Heffron Transporation, Inc., who had prepared the comprehensive transportation
study for the original application, dated November 20, 2009. An analysis of the Checklist
indicates no change in short-term impacts resulting from the project. An analysis of the long-
term impacts in the original analysis had focused on traffic and transportation impacts as well as
parking impacts. An updated trip-generation comparison shows that the proposed MUP minor
revision providing of less dedicated office space and greater number of residential units would
actually generate fewer trips than the development that was approved in the original MUP (286
PM peak hour trips vs. 297 PM peak hour trips). Therefore no additional mitigation is needed for
the development contemplated by the proposed revision.

An analysis of the parking demand for the revised program of eliminating the commercial office
space and providing 78 residential units, contained in “Revised Site Program-Paring Demand,”
prepared by Heffron Transportaion Inc. and dated February 15, 2011, is based on the same
assumptions in the original Tramsportation Impact Analysis dated November 20, 2009, and
approved in the original MUP. The analysis assumed that on-site residents, through whatever
arrangements, contractual or otherwise that are to be provided, would be able to park on the
Safeway site either in spaces reserved for residents or in spaces shared among all uses. The
site’s total parking supply of 219 spaces, the revised study indicates, would accommodate the
peak parking demand. :

There are no changes to the threshold determination of DNS (an EIS is not required) issued by
the Department on March 25, 2010. Further, SMC 25.05.390 C provides that, regardless of any
appeals, a DN issued by the responsible official may be considered final for purposes of other
agencies’ planning and decisionmaking unless subsequently changed, reversed or withdrawn.
The DNS for this proposal, issued on March 25, 2010, has not been changed, reversed or
withdrawn.

Signature: (signature on file) Date: March 3, 2011
Michael Dorcy, Senior Land Use Planner
Department of Planning and Development

MD:bg

H:dorcym/my docs/Determination 3011952.docx






City of Seattle .
Department of f‘lnnning and Development (DPD)

PLAN COVERSHEET
S e R

INSTRUCTIONS: Fill in oll areos, In sectior
Covaravaey ol pttin o your pojoct. Plass acts thot
soclions B-14 wil be fled out by DPD sl
2622 CALIFORNIA AVENUE SW, SEATTLE, WA 88115 PROJECT /.

DESCRIPTION OF WORK.

Updated
1/10/08

ns 1-7 o

PROJECT ADDRESS

M_NC7- -
DEMOLIMION OF EXISTING GROCERY STORE_AND SINGLE~FAMILY H
CONSTRUCTION OF FOUR=STORY APARTMENTS.
STORE.

CONTACT PERSON

vu CJ Al out seporale sheels ond attach.
Shown on plan shal

OPD Buiding 10(s)—___(see Buiding Dota Sheet)

Exlating | of Above-grade storics
Existing ’ of Below-grode slories

No[J Yea[J Locotlon
Building Code Type of c"m.umm—_—.

5
onxas,fmf]‘p‘
Code uzed for design (one):
[J2006 Seattla Building Coda
"[]2006 Seollle Residentiol Code|
(02006 SBC (Struct)/SRC (Arch

Proposed  of Above—grace slorcs.
Proposed § of Below-grode slories

MSA_;AD
FHoNE Ugghajsg% Eg mecv — 206.682.6480

RELATEn STANDARD PLANS y

R

20NE

OVERLAY ZONING Al
HISTORIC OR LANDMARK nmgm N/A
SHOREUINE ZONE

i 5 Jieod
mmuu Porcel No. _SEE_SHLSLLMX_ DESIGN REVIEW? Na (0 Yes @
11 yes, ploase provide:

Planner: MICHAEL DORCY
Plonner phone: 2066151393

Exempt Req. Shoraline Review []
SEPA
Exempt [J  Requires Review [
EXISTING USE SQ. FT. PROPOSED USE
GF Of . ] CROCERY (M) 60,724
SINGLE=FAMILY HOUSE OADING (5-2] 5372
PARKING (5-7) — BER
N APA m NTS (R=2) 52740
Permit. estobishing existing se UNKNOWN — - HETAL (i

DEPARTMENT OF NCIGHBORHOODS CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL REQUIRED?  No O Yes O

STREET/ALLEY IMPROVEMENTS OR WORK IN_RIGHT—OE=WAY REQUIR| No. a Yes 0
[ PaRKiNG SPacEs: KUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS:
MA( f: Onsite 122_ ot Accessitle 7 Existing.l______  Proposed New 2B
i — Accossiblo L numnnmu_t_ Uve=work Units ____

TOTAL UNITS: R
A A A _A_A_N

Sprinklora:

fire olorm (]
NFPA 1R O Other system (] Type?
Partiol system [ tocaton
Chonge Of Occupancy Ys(Qfrom _________ o
Posted Occupancy:

EMERGENCY SYSTEMS PROVIDLD:
Elevotor Pressurization
Stdirway Pressurizotion [J
Smoke Removol System (]

10u: - FLOOR FLOOR SPRINKLER OTHER FIRE
(—VIORK_UNITS_/ GROCERY LEVEL  GROUP  OCCUPANCY/USE AREA (YIf yes) PROTECTION
DRESS A 98]
EMAIL com
Romodel: ~ Construction Project Volue:s,
NPAIS O

Exit And Palhwoy hqhung D
Emorgency Generalor

i)
SCOPC OF MECHANICAL wurm ntsckvaloN

_RELATED BUILDING PLRMIT PROJCCT/
LOCATION OF DUCTWORK OR MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT:
Interioc NCJ Y Caterior Wols N [J Y [J Roollop N [J
MECHANICAL-ONLY PCRMIT=Projoct Valus: §
APPLICABLE OCCUPANCY:

Group R O other thon Group R
+ BUILDING ENVELOPE COMPLIANCE: HCATED

[ Dxisling anvelopa-no change ]

OEFINITION: Housing unll means any dwalling unll, housekeeping unll, guesi room, dormllory, or single room occupon:
unlt, end may Include a residenial unil In a commorcial bullding, on arlst’s sludio dwalllng unil, or o lve/work unil.

CHECK ONLY ONE BOX BELOW, INDICATING HOUSING OCCUPANCY AT DATC OF PERMIT APPLICATION.

(O Unil(s) is/ore unoccupied [ Unil(s) is/are occupied by o residentiol tenant(s)

CIunit Is oceupied by \Iw owner of the property (] Do not know

(& Mhere Is/ore no he va(s) on the property [ Refer lo Property Owner/Tenont Assislonce

Dmmnq wnit on properly Is nol offecled by this permil scope.

1 certl 1‘! nder e ows o th slte of Weshiglon, e the above frmton s e ond conet

_R_STEVE SFARS 12/23/2010 ~ SEATILE.
Printed Nome Dole & Ploce

Owner/Apglicont Signalure

GROUND DISTURDANCE: No El v;-@ Cul: cuble yﬂs. 9100 Mmdmum Hl!th J_O_t/
Fil: cubic faximum Height
DISPOSAL SITE: Oulside Cily of Seall Bj

Inside Cly of. Seallle (I Address ond/or Permit
LEROSION CONTROL IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO ANY GROUND DISTURBANCE. Pleose refer Lo Temporary
Crosion ond Sediment Contro! (TESC) Plan,

O Existing P s} o
O New emvalope a a

Compliance method:
HVAC MECHANICAL SYSTEM:

Not included in. this appication .
O Included in (hiz opplication (see scoge description for delail)

Separale permil raquired for: Plumbing, Gos plping, Boller, and Refrigoration systems.

Haoling Fual Typo: Group R Clectrlc
Ofher than Group R

[ Systom onalysis [ ok 08 3 s
P

YO

SEMI-HCATED UNHCATED SPACE
o

ovide Op

OTHER MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT INCLUDED IN THIS APPLICATION:
a

Commercial kilchen hood exhaust system

0 Fume h

O Sproy painl booth

O Other-specily
DOCUMENT SUBMITTED:

ent sizing cale (unit by unit)

O3 Cooling and heoting load calculation

(for olher than Group R)
[ Torget UA calcutotion
O Struclural load coleulalion (for mechanical equipment)
O Nolse complionca eport (for mechanicol equipment)

Commercial kitchen hood worksheet
Other

LIGHTING: Seporale electrical permit
opplicalion required

SINGLE FAMILY/DUPLEX
E

A B e
ALERTI

S||e Inspection Required Prior fo First Ground Disturbance-Call (205) 684~8900
A DPD sile inspection is required puat 1o ony ground distrbonce elaled lo s permit, Including ree ulling, cleariag,
grubbing or groding.

Pracon:lruchon Conferences, When Required-Call (206) 684-8860
FHECONSTRUCTON CONFERENCE should be schecued prior o besiing wark A conlrence is
Plotpisls foloving types of work:
o peil m:\p::llnn! are indicated on the plon
2. ¥hen lond use or design reviow condilions ore indicaled on Ihe plon
3 nen o000, plons examinr specis o plons amsaer o conplor npecion of eccspncy reuiements

Rules for Ufer Grounds—Call (206) 684—538.
Il you have any queslions or cancerns reqording the: rvles (2005 NEQ) for ln!lnﬂolmn uler grounds, pleace
Cottet ops Ektren Techricar Bockup, Monday~ Fridoy, 7o.m.~4:30p.

Required SDOT Permits
STREET TREE INSP[
impectan ond oo

prior T :nnxlm\:ﬂnn
STREET USE PCRM
1 o o congrucion:

and Inspachcns
and/or planting/p

Commercial/Multtamily Zoncs, (208) 684-5603

Single Fomily Zones, (206) GB4-7907

(206) 684-5283

Waler Service Inspection by SPU Resuired

A Vier Servce P-plmi On Property must be inspected prior o bockiling trench. For information ond inspeclion, coll
Sellle Public (SPU) ol (206) 684-5800. For woler auafly bockllow prolection Informalion ond inspection, coll

of slreat trees requires SOOT

BUILT GREEN ™
[ Bullt Green Remodeter
O Bult Green Home Buildar

l.wdurxmp In Energy & Covronmantal Design
Groen Buliding Raling Syslem™ (LEED)

[ LEED for Now Construction (LEED-NC) <[ Buitt Green Multi-Fomily
O3 LEED for Core & Shel (LLED~CS) [ Buit Green Communitiez
(' LEDD for Commrcial Interiors  (LEEO-C)  Buill Green Raling Anlcipoled:
[ LEID for Dxisting Building (LEED-EB) O 1-2 Ster

[ LECD for Homes (LECD-H) 0O 3 ster

[ LEED for Neighbarhood Development (LECO~ND) 0 4 Ster

O LEED Application Guide O 5 stor

LEED Rafing Anticipoted:
O Plotioum
0 Geid
a siver
© O Certified

OTHLR PROGRAMS.

[0 Seo Green: Seatlie’s llordable Housing
O Lobs for the 21st Century (Lobs21)
[ Green Guide for Healllicare (GGHC)
[ ENERGY STARG Homa Lob

el

Asslgned Planner

NEW CURB CUT REQUIRED?  fio D Yes [ Residentiol

O  Commerciol ()

ARCHITECT:
Name:

Phane:

GCOTECHNICAL INSPECTIONS:
[ Soll Bearing Verlficelion
Moles:

Geotechnical Firm:

DRAINAGE REVIEW REQUIREDT
Tlow control requi

[INo flow control required

D Impervious surlaca this project (new or replaced)

[n}

" oqil

[ Route for droinage review =

MNOTL: The drolnaga syslem shown In these plons moy be chonged of the fime of side sewer
pormil Issuance lo mest slandord plans and malhods.

SIDE SEWLR REVIEW REQUIRLD?
DNo Conflic wilh idesewar
slruction conffcts with opplcont’
Deparlment ol (206) 2337814
D(‘anﬂmllun conflicls with
Droinage Review Desk ol (206) 684~
Sunlﬁ:{ wilh public ulity moln (requires buldover). Contact SPU ot (206) 684-7563

No O YO

fo sewer. Contact Public Heallh

ido sower saring onothar property. Conlart OPD Sewer and
5362

Roviowed by:

NOTE: A sepre o

Dote:

aawer permit is required from OPD, For more information, coll the

Rovewed by:
O Ddenied

New

O Granted. Type
I Smoll Praject Woiver

ENVIRONMENTALLY cachL AREAS (m:a).
Sile Is not localed in ECA

[ Mopped ECA designation: 123 4567 89 10

[ ECA idenlifiod by Preapplication Site Visit Report as:

imer_ond Ornage Review Deck ol (206) G4-5362

[ ECA Exemption [See roview delalls In Honsen.)

,;-g‘_'zi( -(_[L i

iia
el

sl

Coverage—thia permit:

Pravious Developmental Coverage afler October 31, 1992:
Permit {_

aq .

o

n] NFFI\ 1JR

O Fire olarm

1 Portial system

swlnu.r arumg- P

RN
qq'?ﬁ P

AT
M|

T

Raview Location

e U AT I s i sy
SSUANCETAUTHORIZATION]IDPDiNartyu [BED
Approvad Notes
Inltials Dols

ZONING (incl._atreat improvements)

STRUCTURAL INSPECTIONS:
Concrele-Relnforced Concrete CIP

Inspection Agency:

Nome:

[ Fill=Verify Structural Fill and Compaction CURB Cut
[0 Cxcovallon=Observe end Monllor Excavalion ORDINANCE
[ Droinage-Sub/Surface Drainage Inslallofion STRUCTURAL
) Eroslon Control~Temp/Parmanant ENERGY

0 Other. Phone: VEGANGIL
O other. DRAINAGE

ECA
the
ki CRADING

WATER (5PU)

FIRE

HEALTH (King Counly)

R R

0 Shofer Wiz ~
[ Relnforced Mosonry Lavel 1 NOISE
O Shructurol Sleal Fabricalion CONVEYANCE /ELEVATOR
00 Structural Steel Eroction SHORING (500T)
[ Wood Selsmic Reslslonce Systam (for 18C only) STREET IPROVEMENT (500T)
Phone: RS
o Eamsy Gsiding PROTECTED DISTRICTS (0OK)
[J Mochanical Anchor Boll Insfallation SEPA CXEMP
Noles: LAND USE_REVIEW
O tpoxy Grovted Anchor Bolt Installation
g owr
O other Sea Shoet: ISSUED BY:  Iritiols. Dote
otheR: (O
s]
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| RETAL SHOPS |

y

RETAR.GHOPS.

Y ADMAL WAY ..~
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ALLEY TO

CALIFORNIA AVE SW

42nd AVE SW

SW LANDER STREET

42nd AVE OW

GAPEWAY OAG
STATION
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REGIDENTIAL |
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g
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GANCTUARY AT
ADMIRAL
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0
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SHEET INDEX,
BEZONE_PACKAGE:
DPD COVERSHEET
PROPOSED SITE PLAN
SITE SURVEY 1 OF 2
SITE SURVEY 2 OF 2
WUP_PACKAGE; - s ae
DEMO PLAN, SITE / FLOOR PLAN

ALO

ALY UPPER LEVEL PLANS / CALCULATIONS
A2 SITE / ROOF PLAN WITH SPOT ELEVATIONS
A4.0 ELEVATIONS ARTURES / CALCULATIONS
A BUILDING SECTIONS COLOR ELEVATIONS

c CIVIL ENGINEERI INGS .

PARCEL NUMBER,
6087100665
6087100660
6087100895
6087100900

PARCEL{'S OF ADJACENT SITE
70 BE DETERMINED — LBA IN
PROCESS # 3010683

SITE ZONE,

NC3-40, AﬂER REZONE THAT IS|

IN PROCE

PROJECT ADDRESS:

PROJECT, OWNER:

ARCHITECT/APPLICANT:

2622 CALIFORNIA AVE SW -
SEATILE, WA 98116

SAFEWAY INC.

SEATILE DIVISION

1121 124TH AVE NE -
BELLEVUE, WA 98005 - -
425.637.2267 PHONE

FULLER SEARS ARCHITECTS

1411 FOURTH AVENUE SUITE 1306
SEATILE, WA i
206.682.6170 FHONE

CIML/LAND SURVEYORS:
9 MINOR AVENUE EAST

CONTACT: JAY DECKER
JoydObehinc.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:* - WEISMAN DESIGN GROUP, INC.
2329 EAST MADISON ST.
SEATILE, WA 9B112-5416
206.322.1732 PHONE

BUSH ROED & HITCHINGS, INC.

n.o OVERALL LAND APE PLAN 206.682.6480 FAX 206.322.1799 FAX
L SAFEWAY LANDSCAPE PLAN CONTACT: ALAN RUSSO CONTACT: ANDY RASMUSSEN
L2 ROOFTOP LANDSCAPE PLAN alonrussoBfullersears.com ondyBwdginc.com
.3 LANDSCAPE SCH,E_DULE AND DETAILS
pL
[y

}PORTION. OF PARGEL'
Y B0bgooses-

1» DEMOLISH E;
7" QROCERY STOR
VihY it“

/'.
PARCEL B __.;

» 8087100895,

DEMOLITION PLAN

soHT
TRIANGLE

BIKE RACK:

1"=30'-0"

TIPE 430A
SEE DRIVEWAY DETALS
ON SHEET 2/A12 = [+336)

6 STASAA

T T
L LIL.L
10 ]

T
I.|I.IL4
L

.L‘
|
!

BDASTNG ALY T0 ROUAN

+3927

SCREEN

420d AVE §W |

“HO PARRNG Zote

4300 DRIVEWAY

—+— 1w

SEE ORIVEWAY DETALS
Gl § ON SHEET 2/M1.2
B

CALIFORNIA AVE SW

@

ADM]RAL SAFEWAY
(GENEH}L RETAIL SALES &
- JSERVICES)

58,749 SOFT.

NONRESIDENTIAL
FLEX-WORK
STRLLT LOVIL

COMMEROIAL SOUD
WASTE & RECYCLING]
STORAC 264 ST,

1|6

=]

5

SERTH
o

DA

| cumnour ocknow o
+ ALY T0 BE VAATE .

)
& RESIDENTIAL

APARTMENTS
-®

UNITS

b e

F———UINDSCAPE (5), TYP.

RESDENTIAL DNTRY |
Siocp TP, |

PROPEATY
UNC

5|/ o
16 STAULS);

g
7

3009367

&

MUP SUBMITTAL

MUP RESUBMITTAL
MUP RESUBMITTAL
MUP RESUBMITTAL
MUP RESUBMITTAL

REMARKS

09.22.00
12.10.09

\[ 02.22.30
)| 08.02.10
\ 122310

NO.| DATE

]
g
E
ch
B
3
g
i

FULLER-SEARS

=
w
»
22 g
o O
L 0
> =
28 =
A
o ]
2= %
S o
= 4
=z
o.g vl
~
&
&
o~
o B
=
Py

e
DEMO PLAN,

SITE / FLOOR
PLAN, SHEET
INDEX, CONTACTS

60" SO0V I
|

3405

SW LANDER STREET

PROPQSED SITE / LEVE|

17=30'-0"

SVD"'RIANA
L ONE PLANgE"’%"ﬁ"M %

mc 430A DRIVEWAY
e nmvtmv XIS
ON SHELT 2,

BASEMENT PLAN

1"=30"-0"

; .
SEB_PROJECT

B

A1.0




"AREA GALCULATIONS - GROCERY, FLEX WORK AND RESIDENTIAL ’ PARKING REQUIREMENTS PER CITY OF SEATTLE LAND USE CODE : .
LEvEL 1 LEVELZ LEVEL D, LEVEL4 (ROOF STAR ] ERCIAL USES AREAINSF. EXEMPTIONS FINAL AREA FOR__| REQUIRED PARKING | _STALLS.
USE GROSS ARCA (SQ.FT) caossmmgm.g snossmagarm GROSS AREA(SQ. ) GROSSAREA(SQFT) | ACCESS) | TOTAL GROSS AREA SRS R B Y o e R
PATING o R e Al e = z2 OF EACH BUSINESS | REQUIRED PARKING | 1 STALL PER:
8038 o o [ o o 8,858 " ESTABLISHMENT.
“GROCERY s 58,740 1075 0 [} 0 80.724 GENERAL RETAIL SALES & SERVICES ™ 60,724 15500 50224 5003a 118
TRUCK LOADING 0 5 5372 [ 0 0 0 5372 [FLEX-WORK SPACES (60 UNITS) +/-190 EACH [] 0 - 0
==
[SUBTOTAL FOR COMMERCIAL USES T8
RESIDENTUAL o 7307 17561 - st 10.104 127 52740 G w e e T
RETAL [ 1,950 0 0 0 1,950 AESTDENTALUSES T B eeod
- 120,653 [APARTMENTS (78 UNITS) 7 PER UNIT (IN COMMERCIAL ZONES) 78
108,085 [SUBTOTAL FOR RESIDENTIAL USES. g 78
120 [TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING FOR PROJECT 196
[TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED 59

COMMERC ARKING.

AL ROOT P/
97 STAUS
t L £3060 )A

- RCSDINTIAL PARKING

cen (38 STALLS)
'y

wowinfou

wounfuomiu

LEVEL TWO PLAN

1"=30'-0"

RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS UNITS

LEVEL THREE PLAN

RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS UNITS

1"=30'-0"

[PARKING STALL TYPES AND QUANTIT
SWALL- X150

ES (COMMERCIAL)

MEDIUM - (8- 0" X 1020

TARGE - (€'~ 0~ X 10 0°)
o -

as

7

51

3%

3%

h
[PARKING STALL TYPES AND QUANTITIES (RESIDENTIAL]

LEVEL | SMALL- (7-6" X15-0) | MEDIUM- (-0~ X 16-0°) | LARGE- (0'-6" X 10'-07)
BASEMENT 7 3 [
SURFAGE ] [ 0
ROOF 73 ) g
TOTALS 22 36 [
PERCENT. 30% 0%

OOF OF
NONRESIDENTIAL

RES, AMENITY
TELNDSCAPE

RESIDENTIAL AMCNITY

SUC 23.47A024
5% OF GROSS RESIOENTAL ARCA
51501 SF. x .05 = 2575 SF.

DRAWNGS

REQ.

1

GREEN ROOF AND RESIDENTIAL
AMENTITY SPACE

RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS UNITS

GEO LEVEL FOUR PLAN
30'-0"

IPD-PROJECT #3009367

MUP SUBMITTAL

MUP RESUBMITTAL
MUP RESUBMITTAL
MUP RESUBMITTAL

REMARKS
MUpP

00.22.09
12.10.090

\[ 02.22.10
M\ 080210
12.23.40

NO.| DATE

FULLER-SEARS
ARCHITECTS

=
@S &
22
@ O
S 25 2
< ]
o=
@'E"é
© 22 B
= ST &
og v
E oo
g 3
= ¥

UPPER LEVEL
PLANS, AREA
CALCS, PARKING
CALCS

A11
it




1 1 | 1 )
)
] { ; :
e d I L _ L i
' ¢ OSURFACE ADDITIONAL HEIGHT FOR
i PARKING L SLOPING SITE CALCULATION 2|2lz|=
: ¢ / 44 STALLS JF3472.5-340=75 = 25% | 2(E|EIE|E
e - = { i 1 -~ s J == 257 x-2" =5 . |= HMEEEH
. s D i HEEEH
> EIFHEA
: P=XXX ~ PROPOSED GRADE MAEEEE
i E=XXX — EXISTING GRADE Zlalala|a|s
n R T.OP. ~ TOP-OF PARAPET - |B2|2(3|2|2
kY ~ BOTTOM OF ROOF SHEATHING !
3 - TOP OF ROOF - slslsle
- MRERIER
. g |€|8|8)
= <A
R ElS
FrrT -
Pl FLT0pe18 - !
a =
—T0p.=379.83 2 (2]
= b=
. " =T |e:
— s | 3
; Ll 10p.=381.83 = w =
; < -TOP.=381. = [ z
\ P=339.8 37535 - 7 0p=319.83 g QIC k3
E=330.97, o L0.P.=379. o] i
A l 8“"/0 . N -3
TOP.=381.85 i L |X:
38 & ¥ e [T)
38 < © el v ]
= 3
\ [ T.0.P.=379.83 - l=l < :
e ] B
oPEN ||t e 10p.=381.83 £
; O MECH. ||| 4.6~ = K -
= ! ; - 46 " 9 B
» : ! - ST T.0P.=379.83 s E
STANDARD PLAN NO430 E\ i 1 H OR. 388.9fk e 3o USRS g &
S w4 P : 0.5. 388.83 [Hr—=> TOP=30 T 2| {-
< [ : 5 4 +0 2_ ——TOP3ETEY § &
= iz ; ¢ PR i - # 55 g
‘Z ¢ W 1T MECHANICAL UNIT Zs
0« ROOF LOCATIONS ARE
o o PARKING PRELIMINARY AND ARE .
& Lorsn [ BELOW SUBJECT TO CHANGE
3 b / . €L 360 1.0.P.=393.83
g o .k o
T et N . “1.0.P.=390.83
LS e A 5 o 10P=3%.
et o o g ~. e
T A T e T ot ¥ e Y TO.P.=388 =,
i e o s ', - =
N A Ip— % T.0P.=389.5 E S
| e B 3 E 2 o
P e : = ® 22
S e 0P . g = 2R %
& Oxvr Wt a1 o N ! {5 © <
ans.vmln:um _»_T //3895 - @ .E§ z
= St Ep—_—— | Y350 | “\ e s ﬁ E = ;
Eﬁ < . i B ST
oo T.0.P.=388 © = 8% &
3 = E o8
i = N
—T.0P.=389.5 © g g
. gl1- | <t
/ T.ORH388 &
v )
—T1.0.P.=389.5
T.0P.=3 2l
\ - £ o
. . ROOF 386.8 —T.0.P.=388 2|
& HEATHING 3863 -Gl 1o
59, 4 Pty =138
O
; © |SITE/ROOF PLAN
RCF ST IPECIECE1D [ P=3455% iy # | WITH SPOT ELEV.
(; - £=345.5 -
i) o o seano Tl [Re—" s o . 5
» AVERAGE € w
. -347.5— Y=
— L - — - X
\ " 7 SW LANDER STREET o A1 2
o 3 w7 & E =
DRIVEWAY SLOPES : 1 ROOF / SITE PLAN WITH SPOT ELEVATIONS ]
NI.S. 1"=20'-0" N P © 20 3
AN oA A ) FULLER-SEARS.




B,

Lryre sooimx
AT LOCATION

2900
STREET-ACNG FACADE

| VA \-—%ccsmm:
EER

=]

Uoneen wiss, 1. - pagt
OF SEATILE GREEN FACTOR
REQUREMENT, SCE
LANDSCAPE DRAWNGS

EER BRICK VENEER
CONCRETE EI.DD(7 .

40'-5" HEIGHT LY

____/______’___.___

CEMENT BOARD
PLANK SIDING

/7 PANEL SOING, TYP.
e Sy
s wn s s s,
waar

RES. 3rd AR, ]

SIE 6835
RES. 2nd FLR,

J ENTRY 10 {L J
L Y]

. 35950
RES. 131 AR,
EL 350

STREET-FACING FACADE

5 ooy 5 7o
BRICK VENEER-
o

EXCEED HEIGHT LMIT SUC

STAR/ELEVATOR TOWERS ALLOWED TO EXCEED

HEIGHT LMIT BY 16" SUC 23.47A.0120.4.0

PARAPLT WALLS PROVIDING MECHANICAL
Yscﬁmwc o

2347401204

RLSOCNTIAL APARTMENTS

METAL GUARDRALS, TYP.

TRANSPARENCY CALCULATIONS - A REQUEST FOR DESIGN DEPARTURE IS BEING REQUESTED (SEE DEPARTURE CHART)

CEMENT PANEL]

(400" + 5° FOR SLOPING m[)—-L
-

.mﬁj

e

'\* =) CEMENT BOMRD
— ?| WYL YNDOWS-
: o 3V

BRICK VENEER

44' HOIGHT LMIT PER SUC
2347A012 Lad)i + 5
FOR SLOPING SITES

=

ZGNaG HEIGAT DU

TG (OGHT (LT

s

= — o pe — FLAT METAL PANELS
REQUESTS FOR DEPARTURES FROM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
The text bolow was approvad by the Design Roviow Board on February 5th 2010. If you have any questions pleaso contact
Michael Dorcy at (206) 651393 *
1, Transparency Requirements (23.47A.008) . NN S A S AN A
[50% ol the siroorfach T r—
. arapirent 15 61% 5 50.2% b 0. 0P OF ROOF.
B funclons of 1y sloro, area acads were roqy vindows: Howover, I green walls, helping L 3360
Factor, b p
2. Dopth of Nonesldentlal Space (23 47A.008.4.000.8.3.0) A AN A AN NN .
Depth of T doplh from Jovol, strool facing. *, OF GROCERY
fagado. This apples to d Avo SW. Thes 0" docp 130" docp),
o departuro, y Joval, o ol that the =
P tho cly along 42nd Avo SW, In low of a th Truck Loading aroa. LGS IRE £330
Thoso P Ave SW and tho Truck L our . .
sito. 3
3. Parking Access (13 4TA032.A1.) p WEST ELEVATION
I NG Zons, 1=20-0"
the )y d of the site. However, s
tho slo. truck
Landar Streol. Wo folt tho 20 stall Landor St We oro also
" Lindor Stroot.
4. Parking Adjacant to 42nd Stroot (23 ATA032.8.1.c)
g may nolbo Wewe Admiral _
Rotoll Shops Bulding and tho 42nd. Calfomia sooms lobo fortho "ALUM, STOREFRONT
23.47A032.0.2), grocary sloro bohind Admiral Rotol L 2 BRICK VENE
and locating the Admiral Rolall 420 Avo SW 2
14 long 42nd Avo SW. e
y parking along METAL CANOPIES jj| =&
5. Curb Cut Wicth (23.54.030) TOP OF ROOF =] et ) J o=
1030 eat or fwo-vay T s combined. Curb [ . Wears ——
cutvind oot SW. which grocery store, This s o ki Sl
daparture for DPD, however i1 standard curb cut por SDOT (Typa 4308). A vider Inth I & jord
from 42nd A SW, m nted area of tho projoct botwoon the ?I’E"“J&ﬁ : fs-d
grocery slore EL 330 : B 7B
6. Podsstrlan Walkway (23.4TA32H.1).. LEDGESTONE —r— —
A [P=344, P, =,
onlranc s roquirad. We this trances, Is
Intonlionally y Avenue SW. Additionall i
vilhour EnstWest pdosian comocton. SOUTH ELEVATION
7. Streot Lovol Dovelopment Standards (23.47A.008.03) a 1"=20'-0" ‘
Dwalling units along tho sWot: 4fectabovoor 4 bo selback 10 rom the sidowalk. e
doparturo fo (ho 10-0* satback. facado. ') y fom 1'to s
* above ! * sidowalk, 10-0 solback by 2-0 Wo aro also MU0y 40" SR OIZ02
i 1ha 100" 160" wido segment from tho s .
odgo of the sldawalkc ﬂg‘g‘m&ﬂm‘ RESDONTIAL APARTMNTS
CENENT DOARD N 0 40'=5" HEIGHT LT
: PLANK SIDING: PLANK SIDING, TYP:
BLANK WALL CALCULATIONS (SAFEWAY, & ) PR N\
eLevamon | “INEALFEETOFBLANK LINEAL FEET OF bERGENTAGE e 5 nes amAn e I
WALL SEGMENTS' BUILDING FAGADE Pl e = i:] Bﬁﬂ =
o 7
NORTH NA(NOT STREET-FACING) R K %
SOUTH 658 2548 25.8% < THAN 40% = OKAY :é e ——
EAST 736 3015 24.4%| < THAN 40% = OKAY Remw Js_m"_;,
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~ Dorcy, Michael

From: dennir.rﬁyway [dehnir@myway.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 6:12 PM
To: : Dorcy, Michael

Subject: Safeway ammended project 3011952 (3009763 )

Shis ammended project is unstainable as proposed and should not be‘approved.

78 residential units is far too many for 1/2 of a block of a narrow 42nd St SW. This # of
units is about 1/2 of the remaining growth that is expected to be absorbed by. the- Admiral
urban village by 2024. This is excessive overgrowth and density.

The 58 parking spaces for 78 residential units is not nearly enough. Overspil parking will
destroy the quality of life in the heart of our urban village. We have lost approximately 100

street curb parking spaces in the last 10 years due to trafflc revisions.

This project violates our neighborhood plan provision for a pedestrian prominade on 42nd St
between our historic 1ibrary’and Hiawatha Park. :

Trafic increases on SW Lander St will have negative impacts on Hlawatha Park users and
Latayette elementary school. .
This- project should not be approved or built as currently amended. Safeway can do better.

Dennis Ross, 2109 California Ave SW, Seattle,-WA, 98116 -- (296)~876—9455
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Dbrcy, Michael -

From: Estelle Shives [eshives@clearwire.net]

Sent: : Thursday, January 27, 2011 12:51 PM

To: _ = - Dorcy, Michael " :

Subject: . . RE: Project Number 3011952 (Safeway construction at California Avenue)
Dear Michael,

We just learned of thé request for a change in the permit for the above referenced project; to change from 40
residential units and office flex space, to 78 residential units. We would like to submit our concerns with the
hopes of having the change denied. We live a block away, and we already are experiencing density, traffic
safety and parking issues on our street (41st Ave SW). If the number of residential units increases from 40 to
78, we are concerned there will be more congestion from vehicles driving on Admiral and California, as well as
more people parking on our street (already both sides of the street are taken up with vehicles who work or live
in the neighborhood creating only room for 1 vehicle on the street at one time). Unless the developer plans to .
double the parking for the residents, this would cause a significant impact in parking on our adjacent streets.

Thank you for your consideration.

Estelle & Bob Shives : ' ,
T “27633 4lst Avehuésw' »,'..,”'»“ = e mem mEmaREt Y, W RRSUE “’.',‘:’.— % T an om e me e om UL ez LT Tt T s T
Seattle, WA 98116 '

Estelle
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Dorcy, Michael

From: Katy Walum [katy.walum@gmail.com] .

Sent: Monday, February 28, 2011 7:12 AM

To: Dorcy, Michael; Conlin, Richard; Bagshaw, Sally; Clark, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Godden Jean
: ’ Harrell, Bruce; Llcata Nick; OBnen Mike; Rasmussen, Tom

Cc: Sara Corn; bfuller@fullersears com

Subject: DPD Project #3011952

Dear Mr. Dorcy and Seattle City Council Members,

We of the Admiral Neighborhood Association (ANA) have participated in multiple Design Review and informational
meetings on the above-noted project. On February 8, 2011, Safeway representative Sara Corn and Fuller-Sears architect
Bill Fuller met with our organization to inform members of the usage changes to the originally approved design. Though
the ANA ultimately supports these changes, we wish to record here our dismay at not having been included in the

planning of these chariges.

ANA members have shown a true investment in the design process for this project — maintaining contact with Safeway
-.representatives throughout the process, and giving hours of our time to attend design review meetings: We have been .
-encouraged by Safeway’s openness and efforts to-address our nei ighborhood planning concerns. However, we have been

falrly dzscouraged to ﬁnd out about these latest changes in design plans aﬂer the fact.

- fWe request that the ANA as, the:Admlral neighborhood steward bé returned to aposition of cornmunity consultant on
this project, and honored as an mtegral part of this process. We ask that Safeway let us know when it is considering key

changes to this pro;ect and to let us understand and help determme if they are absolutely necessary before going forward

Again, the ANA supports the new Admlral Safeway store, mcludmg these latest changes, but asks that Safeway continue
to support our organization, and our nelghborhood in return, - : .

Sincerely,

Katy B. Walum

President, Admiral Neighborhood Association
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February 22, 2011

City of Seattle

Department of Planning and Development
" Attn: Michael Dorcy

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019
Seattle, Washington 98124-4019 "~ Sent via e-message to michael.dorcy(@seattle.gov

RE: Project 3011952 (revision to 3009763), Zone NC 3/40°

' Dear Mr. Dorcy—

Iam wrmng w1th reference to Prolect 301 1952 a]so known as the Admnral Safeway pl‘O_]CCt

Please know thatI attended al] ﬁve Desngn Revxew evaluanons in 2010 for this Pro_|ect I have served as the past Vlce
President of the Admiral Neighborhood Association (ANA). I continue to serve on the Southwest District Council, first
representing ANA and now representing the Southwest Historical Society. I have also served as Vice-Chair for the Seattle
City Neighborhood Council. In other words, I am an engaged community citizen and try to follow the latest public affairs

events as they unfold.

I'understand that the scope of pro_|ect 3011952 has a proposed change. Moreover, some of my colleagues throughout the
nelghborhood are concerned regarding this change. .

In my opinion this change represents a minor issue within the scope of this large project. In a formal statement | acquired
“on-line, Safeway states the following:

[t]he proposed change will not affect the exterior dimensions or design of the buildings except to
add upgraded window treatments and some small balconies. There are also no par/ang or traffic
impacts ﬁ'om the proposed change.

Assuming that the increase in housing units will not negatively impact the amount of parking capacity on the project parcel
or upon the adjacent streets of SW Lander and SW 42™, then I think this is an acceptable proposed change. The change is

also commensurate with the existing Admiral Neighborhood Plan.

I think it is also important to point out that while exposing this project to the arduous Design Review process, Safeway has
always been steadfast and consistent: namely, they are NOT in the rental housing business, but squarely in the grocery
business. Indeed, in these tough economic times Safeway should be applauded for recruiting a new developer on such
short notice with all the necessary financing to assure completlon of this project within the scope and guxdelmes currently

in place.

Sincerely,

James A. Del Ciello
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March 1, 2011

City of Seattle /255/7/6 %Z/C /& /
. o2

Department of Planning and Development /

| . msep) pers

700 5™ Ave ‘
Suite 200 " v ﬁo')é/ %Mfﬁ/

Seattle, WA 98124
Attn: Michael Dorcy

Re: Admiral Safeway Redevelopment — West Seattle - Comments

Dear Mr. Dorcy:.

My fiancé and I have lived in the Admiral District of West Seattle for over five years and
in West Seattle closer to ten. When I learned of the Admiral Safeway redevelopment
project I was very excited and encouraged that a large national retail chain now feels that
West Seattle is deserving of an updated, more modern retail center. Ihave been
following the de51gn and development process of the project and have attended a couple
of the design review board meetings. I felt the need to send in this comment letter
because I have learned that the developers are still receiving a large amount of negative
feedback on the project and I would like to counter that by lending my support and
expressing the support of many of my neighbors.

First, it is important to address why we live in West Seattle versus many of the other

Seattle neighborhoods. Simply put: large lot size, less density, available on-street parking

(free), walk-ability, easily accessible neighborhood specific retail and restaurants. ..too

. name a few. That being said, most of West Seattle’s retail core (California Ave) has been
in need of a “face lift” for quite some time. The question then becomes, how do we do

that whlle preserving the things we love about the community. Answer...moderation.

I was extremely frustrated in the DRB meetings I attended because it seemed they were
trying to force Safeway into developing a building with a 100 year life-span. In reality,
this structure and block will likely be redeveloped within the next 30 yrs. Additionally,
they were trying to insist on density that is not desired in West Seattle. The last thing we
want is one eye sore, replaced by another (aka big apartment box). While California Ave
is the place for some density, density as defined in downtown and some of the other
neighborhoods does not fit the West Seattle model and you will get a lot of push back
from area residents on this. I felt that the design team from Safeway did an excellent job
balancing the needs of the store with the needs of the commumty and was very happy

with their plan.

While it would have been nice if an underground parking structure was in the design, I
can understand why it was not. Why should Safeway shoulder the burden of providing
parking for the entire retail area when their own parking requirements far exceed City

codes and they were able to meet these in the designed above ground parking. Further,



underground parking would have extended their construction timeline thus extending the
period the store would be closed. I think it is VERY important to remember that Safeway

does not have to do this project they are choosing to.

The approved design did include apartments as well as an office component. Ihonestly
can’t remember exactly how the office component was structured. I do remember that it
was to be on the east side of the building under the apartments. I have heard that the
developers may have to take that component out due to financing issues. I happen to
work in commercial real estate finance and can sympathize with this issue as mixed-use
construction financing is still not readily available as we start the climb out of the great
recession. This is unfortunate however; as I do know that there is a great need for
executive type office space in West Seattle. There are a lot of small businesses in West
Seattle that are being operated from home offices and many of those people have
expressed to me the desire to have a smali office space in the community.

My overall point is that I think the structure being built will be a fantastic addition to the
neighborhood retail hub. It will prov1de the face-lift needed and will hopefully spark
other commerecial real estate owners in the area to want to do some much needed
improvements. Iknow that comment periods typically produce only the complaints; as
people that are happy rarely take the time to express their support. Please consider this
letter my vote (plus many of my surrounding Admiral District ne1ghbors) in favor of the
pI‘O_] ject, T Would hke to thank Safeway for i 1mprov1ng our commumty

| Katie Plett
Admiral District Resident

"Katiﬂe‘ Plett — 3202 48th Ave__SW, Seattle, WA..98 1,‘1 6.— KTPIéft@gmail.cdm






December 16, 2010

Ms. Sara Corn
Safeway, Inc.
1000 124™ Avenue NE
P.O. Box 85001
Bellevue WA 98015-8501 -

E-mail: sara. corn@safeway com

Subjec-t: Safeway #2932 West Seaﬁle Safeway
.Revised Site Program — Trip Generation Comparison

' Dear Sara,

We have received the development specifics for the proposed West Seattle Safeway MUP minor
revision from Bill Fuller at Fuller-Sears Architects and have been asked to prepare information relating
to the site trip generation for SEPA. Trip generation was originally determined in the Transportation
Impact Analysis (TI4) for the Safeway Store #2932, West Sedtile — Redevelopment Project (Heffron
Transportation, Inc., November 20, 2009.) Both the “approved program” for the original MUP and the
currently proposed MUP minor revision differ from the development program used in the TIA.

- Therefore, we have prepared a trip generation comparison for all three conditions. This mformatlon is

summarized i in Table 1.

Table 1. West Seattle Safeway — Vehicle Trip Generation Comparison

. h’ype'of Use ' " Programusedin TIA' | MUP Approved Pﬁﬁgra’a‘m2 MUP Revision Program? |
Safeway Store 59,580 sf - ' 60,000 sf 60,000 sf '
Residential 41 units 35 units 78 units

. |Office (Live-Work) 91 units 56 units 0 units
Retail 6,850 sf 1,999 sf * 1,999 sf
Net New Total Vehicle Tnps

Daily - 3,470 trips 3,210 trips 3,130 trips
PM Peak 325 trips 297 trips 286 frips

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., December 2010.
1 Based ori Transportation Impact Analysis for the Safeway Store #2932 West Seatile — Redevelopment Project, (Heffron Transportahon, Inc.

November 20, 2009).

2 . PerBill Fuller at Fuller-Sears Archilecls via email November 8, 2010. l

3 Per Sara Corn at Safeway, Inc. via email December 15, 2010.

As shown, both the approved MUP development and currently-proposed MUP minor revision would

_ generate fewer net new vehicle trips than what was evaluated in the TIA. The MUP revision
development proposal would also generate fewer trips than the development that was approved in the

original MUP (286 PM Peak trips vs. 297 PM Peak Trips). Therefore, no additional mitigation would

l6544 NE 61st Street, Seattle, WA 98115 Phone: (206) 523-3939 Fax: (206) 523-4949
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be needed for the development contemplated by the MUP revision, as the overall impacts would be
less than those analyzed in the TIA and those that were approved in the ongmal MUP.

Please contact me at (425) 379-5689 or nﬂcheﬂeﬂhefﬁrans com if you have any questions regarding
this information.

Sincerely,
Heffron Transportation, Inc.

Michelle M. Brown
Senior Transportation Engineer

MMB/mch

WEST SEATTLE SAFEWAY REVISED PROGRAM LETTER 12-10-FINALDOCX



S0/ /952

heffron

February 15, 2011

Ms. Sara Corn
Safeway, Inc.
1000 124™ Avenue NE

P.O. Box 85001
Bellevue, WA 98015-8501

" E-mail: sara.corn@safeway.com

Subject: Safeway #2932 West Seattle S;feway
" Revised Site Program — Parking Analysis

Dear Sara,

We understand that there is some confusion related to how the ohange in use from live-work to

"~ residential would affect parking at the proposed West Seattle store on Admiral Way. We evaluated the

change of use in a letter dated November: 10, 2010. That analysis détermined that the proposed program
change—which would eliminate 56 live-work units and increase the number of reSIdentlal units from'35.”
to 78—would have generated fewer trips and reduced the 31te S parkmg demand o :

This letter seeks to clarify the assumptions that were used in our analySIS to reach the conclusmn about

" the project’s reduced parking demand. The ratés used to derive the new parking demand were )

documented in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Safeway Store #2932, West Seaftle — "

Redevelopment Project (Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 20, 2009). Parking for the Safeway

... Store was derived from studies that had been performed at other newly.remodeled.or built-Saféway . - _
stores in Seattle. The peak rate at those others stores had been used for this analysis instead of the.

average. Parkmg rates for the other uses were from the Transportatlon Engineers (ITE) Parking

Generation, 3" Edition. These rates are reprinted below for your mformatxon As shown, we assumed a

rate of 1.2 to 1.22 vehicles per unit for the site’s residential uses.

Table 10. Parking Dema'nd Rates and Reductions — West Seattle Safeway Redevelopment

Peak Parking Demand Rate? Parking Reduction Factorsb
-|Land Use (ITE Code) Weekday Saturday - ~ Intemal  Non-Motorized
Supermarket.(850) 2,19 veh/1,000 sf 2.63 veh/1,000 sf " 2% 0%e
Retail,(8'20) ; 2.65 veh/1,000 sf 2.97 veh/1,000 sf ’ 2%- - 10%
Residential (221) 1.20 veh/unit 1.22 veh/unit 0% . 0%

Source: Transportation ImpactAnaIyS/s (TIA) for the Safeway S{ore #2932 West Seattle — Redevelopment Project (Heffron Transpordation, Inc.,
November 20, 2009.)

Based on average peak parking demand rafe in ITE's Parking Generation, 3« Edition, 2004. Except for Safeway, which was based on data
collecled at three Safeway stores in Sealtle.

b. Intemal trips based on methodology in the Trip Generation Handbook (ITE, June 2004). Non-motorized percenlages based on PSRC data for
employment uses in West Seattle and surveys performed at the existing Safeway site.
No reduction for walk or bike travel assumed since the parking rale was derived from Safeway stores in Sealtle where walking and biking likely occur.

a.

6544 NE 61st Street, Seattle, WA 98115 Phone: (206) 523-3939 Fax: (506) 5234949
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The parking demand analysis also assumed that some of the parking spaces on the site could be
reserved for the residents; therefore, customers of Safeway or retail uses would not be able to park in
those spaces. It was assumed that the residents would have 58 reserved spaces. As noted above, a

" parking demand rate of 1.2 was assumed for the residential use; therefore, the analysis assumes that
residents without reserved spaces would still be able to park on the Safeway site in spaces shared .

émong all uses. -
Two charts (see Figures 1 and 2 below) have been prepared to show the parking demand by tlme of day
for the weekday and Saturday, respectively. These replicate the analysis performed in the original TIA

for the new program. As shown, the site’s total parking supply of 219 spaces would accommodate the
peak demand even if 58 spaces were reserved for residents.

Figure 1. Parking Demand for Revised Prc_ﬁgra_m - Weekday
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Figure 2. Parking Demand for Revised Program - Saturday
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Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., February 2(51 1,

We trustthat this new information clarlﬁes the parking demand analysis for the reVISed pro_]ect

program. Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Heffron Transportation, Inc.

Froatny C’ 74% ." '
Marni C. Heffron, P.E. PTOE
President

MCH/mmb
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