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Request

This is a request for 10-unit single family residential planned development
and related preliminary subdivision plat. The project requires review via
the planned development process because of proposed building setback
reductions and for creating lots that would not front a public street.

Recommendation

Based on the findings listed in the staff report, it is the Planning Staff’s
opinion that the project adequately meets the applicable standards for a
planned development and preliminary subdivision plat and therefore
recommends the Planning Commission approve the application as proposed
and subject to the following:

1. Final planned development site plan approval and final subdivision plat
approval are delegated to the Planning Director.

2. Compliance with all City department requirements outlined in the staff report
for this project. See Attachment D of the staff report for department
comments.

3. All sections of the wall along 300 West shall be a minimum of 50% open or
replaced with fencing that is at least 50% open as determined by the Planning
Director.

4. The north and south facades shall be revised to include more visual interest
and less blank wall space as determined by the Planning Director.

5. The number of trees on the site shall not deviate more than 10% from the
number of trees shown on the landscape plan. The number of trees in the
park strip and for buffering shall comply with at least the minimum required
by Chapter 21A.48 of zoning ordinance.

Recommended Motions

Based on the findings listed in the staff report and the testimony and plans
presented, | move that the Planning Commission approve the requested
Marmalade Lofts planned development PLNSUB2012-00562 as proposed
and subject to all conditions of planning staff’s recommendation.

Based on the findings listed in the staff report and the testimony and plans
presented, | move that the Planning Commission approve the requested
Marmalade Lofts preliminary plat PLNSUB2012-00642 as proposed and
subject to conditions 1 and 2 of planning staff’s recommendation.
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VICINITY MAP - 737 North 300 West

700 North

Background

Project Description

The applicant is seeking approval for a 10-unit single family attached residential development. Each unit would
be on its own lot, necessitating creation of a 10-lot subdivision plat. The applicant has submitted an application
for planned development seeking to create lots without frontage on a public street and to modify the building
setback requirements of the MU zoning district. These two aspects are discussed in more detail in the following
pages.

The residential units will have three stories with a 2 car garage on the ground level, 2 bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms,
and very small walled, landscaped courtyard in front. The intent for the courtyard is to provide an outdoor
space for owner’s dogs (“dog patch”) in a walled area.

The subject site currently consists of one vacant lot totaling 0.34 acres in size. The site is bordered on two sides
by public streets (300 West and Reed Avenue) and abuts a retail use (furniture/appliance), private alley, single
family residences, and a neighborhood bar (The Jam). The site is in the West Capitol Hill area more recently
referred to as the “Marmalade” area along 300 West. Surrounding zoning districts are all Mixed Use (MU).

The applicant is also seeking preliminary approval for a minor subdivision plat for 10 lots for the 10 ten single
family units.
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Project Details

Regulation Zone Regulation Proposal
Use Single Family Attached Dwellings Single Family Attached Dwellings
Density/Lot Coverage No limit 10 units per 1/3 acre
Height 45 feet 30 feet or 3 stories
Front / Corner Yard Setback 10/ 10 feet 12.5 /8 feet
Rear Yard Setback 20 feet 17.5 feet
Side Yard Setback 4 feet 4 feet

Discussion

The MU zoning district purpose is to “to encourage the development of areas as a mix of compatible residential
and commercial uses. The district is to provide for limited commercial use opportunities within existing mixed
use areas while preserving the attractiveness of the area for residential use. The district is intended to provide a
higher level of control over nonresidential uses to ensure that the use and enjoyment of residential properties is
not substantially diminished by nonresidential redevelopment. The intent of this district shall be achieved by
designating certain nonresidential uses as conditional uses within the mixed use district and requiring future
development and redevelopment to comply with established standards for compatibility and buffering as set
forth in this section. The design standards are intended to facilitate walkable communities that are pedestrian
and mass transit oriented while still ensuring adequate automobile access to the site.”

The planned development process is intended to provide flexibility in the application of site design in order to
achieve a result more desirable than through strict application of City land use regulations. The planned
development review process has been invoked by the applicant for flexibility in working with building setbacks
and street frontage requirements for new lots. A discussion of key aspects of this planned development
proposal is further detailed as follows:

e Planned Development

>
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Setbacks: The required setback for the corner side yard (Reed Avenue side) is 10 feet from

property line; and for the rear yard (west line) is 20 feet from the property line. The applicant
proposes 8 feet for the corner side yard and 17.5 feet for the rear yard. The proposed reductions
are minimal and the applicant is indicating additional trees in these areas to mitigate any
perceived impact of the building being closer to the public way on Reed Ave. The rear yard
abuts an alley, which provides additional distance between the proposed building and any
existing buildings to the west. Based on the small amount of reduction and the increased
landscaping, staff supports the setback modifications.

Street frontage: The lot layout does not provide public street frontage for all of the lots as

required by section 21A.36.010.D of the zoning ordinance. This is a basic standard for any new
lots created and is required to ensure lot owners don’t end up with a lot that they can’t legally
and practically access. In this proposal, the western lots would have access to Reed Avenue, a
public street, via a private easement acting practically as a common driveway. Given the nature
of compact developments like this, it is not uncommon for shared driveways — similar to
condominium projects. The building layout and vehicle circulation facilitate the applicant’s
desired density and lot type (single family attached), which are permitted in the MU district, in a
simple, easy manner. Due to the original lot size and dimensions, it would be difficult to develop
a single family attached project with individual lots that weren’t overly and awkwardly deep.
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The proposed site design, which is the primary reason for the planned development request,
creates a pleasing environment for the proposed use of the property.

> Walls and fences in front yard area along 300 West: The proposed masonry walls of the units
along 300 West comply with zoning requirements but staff is concerned with their design in
relation to this residential development and the visual impact. The walls meet the height and
materials standards for walls/fences in “nonresidential” districts. There is no “modification”
sought by the applicant for the walls. Despite their compliance with standards, they present a
solid visual barrier along the prominent face of this residential development. In planning staff’s
opinion, the walls should include more openings, possibly with wrought-iron or other fence
materials, at least for that portion directly facing the public way. The sides of the walls might be
kept as masonry in order to provide privacy between adjacent units, but the front walls should be
more open to avoid a barrier affect. This is reflected in a proposed condition in staff’s
recommendation.

> Building facades: The building facades of the south end of the project, and along Reed Avenue
are lacking in visual interest. The applicant has added a few architectural features along Reed
Avenue, but staff would prefer to see more since this is a prominent face of the development and
a main point of entry. The south facade along the side property line is not as visually prominent,
but the facade can still be seen by the public traveling north on 300 West. The applicant should
incorporate more building features and windows to break up the fagade. Any approval of the
planned development should include a condition to improve the design on the north and south
facades; staff has provided a condition as part of their recommendation on the first page of this
report.

Public Notice, Meetings, Comments

The following is a list of public meetings that have been held, and other public input opportunities, related to
the proposed project:

Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included:
e Public hearing notice mailed on or before June 14, 2013
e Public hearing notice posted on or before property June 14, 2013
e Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve: June 14, 2013

Public Comments

The applicant presented the proposal two times to the Capitol Hill Community Council, in April and May, 2013.
A copy of the community council’s written comments are included with this report as “ Attachment E” . Some
members of the community are concerned about the number of units and visitor parking for this development.
They are opposed to utilizing street parking for the visitors. No other public comments were received prior to
the completion of this report. Comments received after will be provided to the planning commission members
at the meeting.

City Department Comments

Project comments were received from pertinent city departments and are included as “ Attachment D”: The
Planning Division has not received comments from the applicable city departments / divisions that cannot
reasonably be fulfilled or that warrant denial of the petition.
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Analysis and Findings

Findings

21A.55.050: STANDARDS FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS:

The Planning Commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a planned development based upon
written findings of fact according to each of the following standards. It is the responsibility of the applicant to
provide written and graphic evidence demonstrating compliance with the following standards:

Through the flexibility of the planned development regulations, the city seeks to achieve any of the following
specific objectives:

A. Combination and coordination of architectural styles, building forms, building materials, and
building relationships;

B. Preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural topography, vegetation
and geologic features, and the prevention of soil erosion;

C. Preservation of buildings which are architecturally or historically significant or contribute to the
character of the city;

D. Use of design, landscape, or architectural features to create a pleasing environment;

E. Inclusion of special development amenities that are in the interest of the general public;

F. Elimination of blighted structures or incompatible uses through redevelopment or rehabilitation;

G. Inclusion of affordable housing with market rate housing; or

H. Utilization of “green” building techniques in development.

A. Planned Development Objectives: The Planned Development shall meet the purpose statement for a
planned development (Section 21A.55.010) and will achieve at least one of the objectives stated in said
Section;

Analysis. The two reasons the applicant decided to pursue a planned development are the reduction in
building setbacks (yard area) and private access to four (4) of the ten (10) lots. The setback modifications
are minimal, are in keeping with the overall intent of the MU district, and not considered a significant
issue from staff’s perspective. That leaves lot access as the primary issue associated with the planned
development. The applicant claims the project creates a pleasing environment (purpose “D” above) by
the design, landscape, and architectural features of his project.

The lot layout does not provide public street frontage for all of the lots as required by section
21A.36.010.D of the zoning ordinance. This is a basic standard for any new lots created and is required
to ensure lot owners don’t end up with a lot that they can’t legally and practically access. In this
proposal, the western lots would have access to Reed Avenue, a public street, via a private easement
acting practically as a common driveway. Given the nature of compact developments like this, it is not
uncommon for shared driveways — similar to condominium projects. The proposal would result in a more
pleasing, reasonable, and marketable single family attached development versus strictly complying with
the public frontage requirement. The project is anticipated to operate adequately and without adverse
impact as individual lots.

The building layout and vehicle circulation facilitate the applicant’s desired density and lot type (single
family attached), which are permitted in the MU district, in a simple, easy manner. Due to the original lot
size and dimensions, it would be difficult to develop a single family attached project with individual lots
that weren’t overly and awkwardly deep. The proposed site design, which is the primary reason for the
planned development request, creates a pleasing environment for the proposed use of the property.
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The building architecture provides surface relief and horizontal features on the front fagade that break up
potential blank walls along 300 West, making that facade visually interesting. The corner side fagades
facing Reed Avenue have fewer architectural features, are limited in visual appeal, and don’t interact with
pedestrian traffic. The south facades, although not facing a public way, are still visible from 300 West
and present a blank, uninteresting wall to the viewer. The north and south facades, particularly the north
facade, should be modified to increase visual interest above what is shown on the drawings. If the
planned development is approved, the planning commission should include a condition to improve the
design on the north and south facades; staff has provided a condition as part of their recommendation on
the first page of this report. The landscaping proposed meets the basic requirements for yard areas and
the landscape plan shows are good number of trees and shrubs, which contributes to a pleasing
environment. Any approval of the planned development should stipulate that the number of trees should
not deviate more than 10% from what is on the proposed landscape plan (this is included as a condition in
staff’s recommendation).

The reduced yard areas proposed by the applicant (corner side yard along Reed Avenue and rear yard
along the west lot line), although smaller in depth, are still of sufficient size to achieve the intent and
purposes of the MU district “...to facilitate walkable communities that are pedestrian and mass transit
oriented...” and provide a soft visual edge and visually-inviting sight line to the development.
Development in the MU district is intended to be located nearer to the public way to facilitate pedestrian
interaction, and the proposed building setbacks achieve this.

The applicant claims the project also achieves purpose “H” with plans for roof-mounted solar collection
panels for each unit. Staff determined that this is not a green building “technique” and is not a reason in
itself to approve planned development. Solar panels can readily be mounted to most buildings and are
not unique to this project. Otherwise, any project could plan for solar panels as an easy way to get a
planned development approved. The solar aspect of the project does not achieve the cited purpose of
“green” building techniques.

Finding: The project, through use of the planned development process, achieves at least one (purpose D)
of the objectives for planned development, thereby satisfying this standard.

B. Master Plan And Zoning Ordinance Compliance: The proposed planned development shall be:

1. Consistent with any adopted policy set forth in the citywide, community, and/or small area master
plan and future land use map applicable to the site where the planned development will be located,
and,

2. Allowed by the zone where the planned development will be located or by another applicable
provision of this title.

Analysis. The Capitol Hill Master Plan references this area for high density mixed-use development.
The master plan mentions this area along 300 West is anticipated for mixed uses and seeks to ensure, as
a policy, “ that infill development is compatible with neighborhood characteristics.” Another applicable
master plan policy is that of ensuring “ the existence of low density residential development as an
important component of the residential land uses in the West Capitol Hill neighborhood,” for this area
of 300 West. The proposal is not a mixed use project, which is encouraged by the master plan future
land use map, however the master plan recognizes the low and medium density residential uses
desirable, and the MU zone anticipates and permits single family attached residential uses. The
proposed design is of a density and design that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

Finding: The project is consistent with the Capitol Hill Master plan and is permitted in the MU zoning
district as required by this standard.
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C. Compatibility: The proposed planned development shall be compatible with the character of the site,
adjacent properties, and existing development within the vicinity of the site where the use will be located.
In determining compatibility, the planning commission shall consider:

1. Whether the street or other means of access to the site provide the necessary ingress/egress
without materially degrading the service level on such street/access or any adjacent street/access;

2. Whether the planned development and its location will create unusual pedestrian or vehicle traffic
patterns or volumes that would not be expected, based on:

a. Orientation of driveways and whether they direct traffic to major or local streets, and, if
directed to local streets, the impact on the safety, purpose, and character of these streets;

b. Parking area locations and size, and whether parking plans are likely to encourage street side
parking for the planned development which will adversely impact the reasonable use of
adjacent property;

c¢. Hours of peak traffic to the proposed planned development and whether such traffic will
unreasonably impair the use and enjoyment of adjacent property.

3. Whether the internal circulation system of the proposed planned development will be designed to
mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent property from motorized, non-motorized, and pedestrian
traffic;

4. Whether existing or proposed utility and public services will be adequate to support the proposed
planned development at normal service levels and will be designed in a manner to avoid adverse
impacts on adjacent land uses, public services, and utility resources;

5. Whether appropriate buffering or other mitigation measures, such as, but not limited to,
landscaping, setbacks, building location, sound attenuation, odor control, will be provided to
protect adjacent land uses from excessive light, noise, odor and visual impacts and other unusual
disturbances from trash collection, deliveries, and mechanical equipment resulting from the
proposed planned development, and;

6. Whether the intensity, size, and scale of the proposed planned development is compatible with
adjacent properties.

7. If a proposed conditional use will result in new construction or substantial remodeling of a
commercial or mixed used development, the design of the premises where the use will be located
shall conform to the conditional building and site design review standards set forth in chapter
21A.59 of this title.

Analysis. The proposed use is compatible with adjacent properties and the surrounding neighborhood.
The site would be accessed from Reed Avenue, which has the ability to handle the slight increase in
residential vehicle traffic, and each lot would provide the required parking for 2 vehicles. Visitor parking
would be accommodated on adjacent streets. No adverse impacts to surrounding streets are anticipated
as a result of this project.

This medium density residential development, with its proposed compact and simple design, will not

adversely impact adjacent properties. Just north of the project is a neighborhood bar “The Jam” which
received city approval a few years ago. It has operated within its required conditions and staff anticipates
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no significant conflicts with this proposed residential development. The project’s internal circulation has
limits the potential conflicts with pedestrians by creating one access point for the 10 lots. Being a
residential project, there are no sound, odor, or other nuisance problems that would cause concern.

Finding: The project satisfies this standard; the proposed project is compatible with adjacent properties
by the nature of the use and it’s method of operation. There are no anticipated adverse impacts.

D. Landscaping: Existing mature vegetation on a given parcel for development shall be maintained.
Additional or new landscaping shall be appropriate for the scale of the development, and shall primarily
consist of drought tolerant species;

Analysis: There is no mature vegetation on the site; it is mostly weeds with a few small, unplanned trees.
The site will have all new landscaping, which as planned, is appropriate for the scale of the project. No
relief from landscaping standards are anticipated, or requested, with this project other than the reduced
corner side and rear yard dimensions.

Finding: The project satisfies the landscaping standard.

E. Preservation: The proposed Planned Development shall preserve any historical, architectural, and
environmental features of the property;

Analysis: The site is currently vacant and will be completely developed. The site has no other features
that would warrant preservation.

Finding: The project satisfies this standard.

F. Compliance with Other Applicable Regulations: The proposed planned development shall comply with
any other applicable code or ordinance requirement.

Analysis: Other than the specific modifications requested by the applicant, the project appears to comply
with all other applicable codes. Further compliance will be ensured during review of construction
permits.

Finding: The project satisfies this standard.

20.20.020 Standards for Minor Subdivision: Required Conditions and | mprovements

A. The general character of the surrounding area shall be well defined, and the minor subdivision shall
conform to this general character.

Analysis: The surrounding area is characterized by low and medium density residential uses mixed with
some small commercial uses on a mix of lot sizes. Most residential lots have vehicle access from the
side streets which is proposed for this project as well. The proposed subdivision conforms to the
surrounding character.

Finding: The proposed minor subdivision configuration conforms to the general character of the
surrounding area.

B. Lots created shall conform to the applicable requirements of the zoning ordinances of the city.
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Analysis: The proposed residential lots comply with dimensional requirements and qualifying

provisions specific to single family attached dwellings in the MU district. The MU district has no

minimum lot size or width provided:

a. Parking for units shall be rear loaded and accessed from a common drive shared by all units in a
particular development;

b. Driveway access shall connect to the public street in a maximum of 2 locations; and

c. No garages shall face the primary street and front yard parking shall be strictly prohibited.

The garages for all units are rear loaded and accessed from a common drive, there is one driveway
access, and none of the garages face the primary street. There is no front yard parking proposed.

One issue related to lot dimensions is lot depth. The lots as proposed are all less than 100 feet deep,
which depth is required by the City’s Site Development Ordinance. The planning commission may
waive that standard and staff recommends it be waived given the planned development standards that
the project meets.

Finding: The proposed minor subdivision lots meet the standards for lot size and width, but do not meet
the lot depth standards of the Site Development Ordinance; however, the Planning Commission can
reduce the lot depth but no criteria are given in the Site Development Ordinance. Staff recommends the
lot depth requirement be waived for this project.

. Utility easements shall be offered for dedication as necessary.

Analysis: All necessary and required dedications, including but not limited to cross access easements
for the common driveway, will be made with the recording of the final plat.

Finding: The proposed minor subdivision satisfies this standard.
. Water supply and sewage disposal shall be satisfactory to the city engineer.

Analysis. All plans for required public improvements must be submitted and approved by the City
Engineer and Public Utilities department prior to approval of the final plat.

Finding: The proposed minor subdivision satisfies this standard.

. Public improvements shall be satisfactory to the planning director and city engineer.

Analysis. The proposed subdivision has been forwarded to the pertinent City Departments for
comment. All public improvements must comply with all applicable City Departmental standards prior

to recording of the final plat.

Finding: The proposed minor subdivision satisfies this standard.

Summary

The proposed planned development and related minor subdivision, with the conditions recommended by staff,
have adequately demonstrated compliance with all of the standards required of them, or in the case of the
subdivision plat, will be required to comply prior to recording the final plat.

Commission Options
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If the planned development is approved, the applicant could apply for a building permit and start construction
when the permit is issued. The applicant must record the final subdivision plat before the city would grant
occupancy for the units.

If the planned development is denied, the project would be subject to the basic zoning requirements of the
Mixed Use district for setbacks and street frontage. If the preliminary subdivision plat is denied, the applicant
would need to reconfigure the lots to all have street frontage, which would likely result in a reduced number of
lots.

If there are aspects or impacts of the project that can be adequately mitigated by conditions, the planning
commission can place those conditions on any approvals granted.

Potential Motions

The motion recommended by the Planning Division is located on the cover page of this staff report. The
recommendation is based on the prior analysis. Below is a potential motion that may be used in cases where the
Planning Commission determines a planned development and/or preliminary subdivision plat should be denied.

Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation (Planned Development): Based on the testimony, plans
presented and the following findings, | move that the Planning Commission deny the Marmalade Lofts planned
development PLNSUB2012-00562

The Planning Commission shall make findings on the planned development standards as listed below:

A. Whether a proposed planned development meets the purpose statement for a planned development
(section 21A.55.010 of this chapter) and will achieve at least one of the objectives stated in said section;

B. Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance Compliance: Consistent with any adopted policy set forth in the
citywide, community, and/or small area master plan and future land use map applicable to the site.

C. The proposed planned development shall be compatible with the character of the site, adjacent
properties, and existing development within the vicinity of the site where the use will be located. In
determining compatibility, the planning commission shall consider:

D. Existing mature vegetation on a given parcel for development shall be maintained. Additional or new
landscaping shall be appropriate for the scale of the development, and shall primarily consist of drought
tolerant species;

E. The proposed planned development shall preserve any historical, architectural, and environmental
features of the property;

F. The proposed planned development shall comply with any other applicable code or ordinance
requirement.

Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation (Subdivision): Based on the testimony, plans presented and the
following findings, 1 move that the Planning Commission deny the requested Marmalade Lofts preliminary plat
PLNSUB2012-00642.

The Planning Commission shall make findings on the minor subdivision standards as listed below:

A. The general character of the surrounding area shall be well defined, and the minor subdivision shall
conform to this general character.
Lots created shall conform to the applicable requirements of the zoning ordinances of the city.
Utility easements shall be offered for dedication as necessary.
Water supply and sewage disposal shall be satisfactory to the city engineer.
Public improvements shall be satisfactory to the planning director and city engineer.

moow
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Attachment A

Applicant’s Project Description
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Purpose Statement: In asking for reductions to side yards and increased height to the courtyard walls through the PUD
process Marmalade District, LLC offers the following in response:

D. Use of design, landscape, or architecture features to create a pleasing environment. For the property located at 735

North 300 West, our original intent was to build six narrow townhomes facing Reed St. with a tandem garage and a
basement apartment. Much like the design we completed in 2008 at 700 North and 300 West, more expensive than the
price point we’re trying to achieve today. Following recent zoning changes in the West Capitol Hill area requested by
the Mayor’s office had affected our direction. The big impact was the exclusion of garages on the front of the home,
thus requiring rear or alley access to a garage. This, coupled with the desire to achieve a lower market sales price and
encourage home ownership, we changed to a small footprint courtyard entered townhome along with providing parking
in a side-by-side two-car garage off an internal alley-way. These changes widen the unit footprint that encroached into
the northern side yard by 2’ and the southern side yard by 6’. This placement allows the ten wider townhomes to work
on the site provided we could
ensure that the western facing
townhomes could be secure,
accessible and attractive from an

architectural and landscape

viewpoint. To the leftis a
depiction of the western
elevation showing the entries,
courtyards, decks, sidewalks,
green deciduous wall and high
grade cedar fencing. What isn’t
shown is the down angle lighting

on the outside of the courtyards
walls to illuminate the entries
from dawn to dusk (photo cell). The higher courtyard wall is an additional request through the PUD process as well. The
city code requires this type of wall in a front yard to be no more than 4’high. We're requesting a wall of 5’5” in order to
give the residents some small, quality outdoor private space as well as accommodating a small pet with a well located
dog-patch. The image above is looking from the south-west corner to the north-east of Reed Street and 300 West.
Below is the front elevation looking to the south-west from the corner of 300 West and Reed Street.

H. Utilization of “green” building techniques

in development: With the use of an urban
style flat roof with a parapet wall, we have
concentrated our green efforts on solar. We
expect to place a 3.6 kW system per unit.
With a 3.6kW system our goal is to reduce
an average electric bill of $52.09 to an
average electric bill of $10.71 per unit per

month. Each system will be net metered to
the panel within each unit.



Attachment B
Site / Building drawings
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Engineering and Surveying
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300 WEST STREET

ROAD CENTERLINE

EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER, SIDEWALK
EXISTING CONCRETE
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CAP MONUMENT (RING AND LID)
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SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

I, VON R. HILL, A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR HOLDING CERTIFICATE NO. 166385 AS
PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE SATE OF UTAH, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT BY THE
AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS | HAVE MADE AN ACCURATE SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND
SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED HEREWITH AND PURSUANT TO SAID TRACT OF LAND
HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS MARMALADE DISTRICT LOFTS P.U.D. AND THAT THE SAME HAS
BEEN CORRECTLY SURVEYED AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

VON R. HILL DATE

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF 300 WEST STREET, SAID POINT BEING
LOCATED NORTH 0°01'05" WEST 144.38 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID 300
WEST STREET FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 8, BLOCK 151, PLAT "A", SALT
LAKE CITY SURVEY, SAID POINT OF BEGINNING ALSO BEING LOCATED

NORTH 0°01'05" WEST 377.52 FEET ALONG THE 300 WEST STREET MONUMENT LINE
AND WEST 63.96 FEET FROM A STREET MONUMENT FOUND AT THE INTERSECTION OF
700 NORTH STREET AND 300 WEST STREET; AND RUNNING THENCE

SOUTH 0°01'05" EAST 111.38 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID 300 WEST STREET;
THENCE NORTH 89'59'35" WEST 132.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 0'01°05” WEST 111.38
FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF REED AVENUE; THENCE SOUTH 89°59'35” EAST 132.00
FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF REED AVENUE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

NOTE:
THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION IS CALLED PARCEL 2 IN TITLE REPORT 58102, NOV. 27, 2012 THIS
TAX PARCEL NO. 08—25-452-016 CONTAINS 0.338 ACRES

OWNER’S DEDICATION

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT MARMALADE DISTRICT,
LLC, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER OF THE HEREON DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND, HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO
LOTS TO BE HEREAFTER KNOWN AS THE MARMALADE DISTRICT
LOFTS P.U.D., DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE
PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED
FOR PUBLIC USE.

IN WITNESS WHEREBY HAVE HEREUNTO SET
THIS DAY OF AD, 20, .

. MEMBER
MARMALADE DISTRICT, LLC

[ Frowect Locamon

1h 300w

Lo ]
VICINITY MAP

L.L.C. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

ON THE DAY OF. 20__ THERE PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,
THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, , A MEMBER OF MARMALADE
DISTRICT, LLC, WHO BEING BY ME DULY SWORN DID SAY THAT HE IS A MEMBER OF MARMALADE DISTRICT
LLC, AND THAT SAID INSTRUMENT WAS SIGNED IN BEHALF OF SAID L.L.C. BY A RESOLUTION OF ITS MEMBERS.

NOTARY PUBLIC:

RESIDENCE:

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

MARMALADE DISTRICT LOFTS P.UD.

HOf) 19 North 200 West. Suito 44, Bountiful. Utch 64010 H&A REBAR AND CAP #166385 TO BE SET @ PART OF LOT 8, BLOCK 151, PLAT A, SALT LAKE CITY SURVEY
4 (601) 20872038 Peone- (o0 g o0 Fox ALSO LOCATED IN THE SE 1/4 OF SECTION 25, TIN, R1W, SLB&M
SALT LAKE CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
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KEYNOTES

STUCCO OVER WOOD FRAME COURTYARD
WALL, SUPPLY 1-1/2" SPACE BETWEEN

GROUND AND BOTTOM OF WALL.

(4 VINYLWINDOWS. DARK MUD GRAY EXT/ WHITE INT
(9 ALUMINUM GARAGE DOOR

(1) PANTED CEMENTUOUS T8G SIDING

(2 HARDOOAT STUCCO
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GALVONIZED DOWNSPOUT

()

(5 WROUGHT RONRAILING
() WROUGHT IRON GATE

17,

DOWNLIGHT AND DOORBELL

DECK CANOPY, SEE DETAIL 5/A3
18)  TIEDOWNSPOUT INTO UNDERGROUND DRAIN

(A7) STUCCO SOFFIT WITH VENT UNDER DECK AND
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v H NOTE:
DRAIN CANOPY ROOF

INTO DOWNSPOUT OF

ADJACENT UNIT (TYP.)

Si- EPDM ROOFING, 65 MIL
2 ¢ SLOPE /4" PER FOOT
STEP PARAPET, SEE
ELEVATIONS AND 5
SECTION FOR HEIGHTS &
e __ L)

38-10" A n
ROOF PLAN NO

SCALE 1l

SEALANT
(BY OTHERS)

METAL SLEEVE WELDED WATERTIGHT (BY OTHERS)
SURE—SEAL BONDING ADHESIVE

SURE—SEAL/SURE-WHITE PRESSURE—SENSITIVE ELASTOFORM
FLASHING (IN CONJUNCTION WITH PRIMER)

SURE-SEAL WATER CUT-OFF MASTIC

SURE—SEAL SEAM FASTENING PLATE AND
SURE-SEAL FASTENER MAX. 127 (300 rmm) O.C.

6" (150 mm) WIDE_SURE—SEAL/SURE—WHITE PRESSURE—SENSITIVE
RUSS (IN CONJUNCTION WITH PRIMER)

SURE-SEALYSURE-WHITE® EFDM MEMBRANE

NOTES:

1. METAL SCUPPER BOX MUST HAVE CONTINUOUS SIDES; METAL
FLANGE MUST BE CONTINUQUS WITH ROUNDED CORNERS,

2. WATER CUT-OFF MASTIC MUST BE HELD UNDER CONSTANT
COMPRESSION.

3. METAL SCUPPER FLANGE ON WALL MUST BE TOTALLY COVERED
o o BY PRESSURE-SENSITIVE ELASTOFORM FLASHING.

4. PRESSURE-SENSITIVE ELASTOFORM FLASHING MUST OVERLAP
WALL FLASHING 3™ (75 mm) MINIMUM.

5. A MINIMUM 2" (50 mm) LAP SPLICE IS REQUIRED PAST THE
NAIL HEAD ON THE METAL FLANGE OF THE SCUPPER.

@ SCUPPER DETAIL
SCALE NTS

MEMBRANE SHOULD BE EXTENDED AT CORNERS TO PROVIDE COMPLETE COVERAGE OF THE TOP WALL SURFACE

SURE—SEAL HP FASTENER 20 GA. GALVANIZED

ANCHOR CLIPS
FORMED COPING !
10’ (3000 mm) LENGTHS 6' (1800 mm) 0.C:

CONCEALED SPLICE
PLATE AT EACH JOINT

HEX HEAD FASTENERS

COPING COVER

ANCHOR CLEAT

SURE—SEAL®,
SURE—WHITE
EPDM
MEMBRANE
SURE—SEAL SURE_SEAL®
BONDING SURE—WHITE
ADHESIVE EPOM MEMBRANE
SURE-SEAL
BONDING
ADHESIVE
™ ™
OPTION 1 SecurkEdge OPTION 2 SecurEdge 200
REFER TO Securfdge COPING INSTALLATION INSTRUCTION MANUAL|  REFER TO SecurEdge COPING INSTALLATION INSTRUCTION MANUAL
FOR STEP—BY-STEP INSTRUCTION PROCEDURES. FOR STEP—BY-STEP INSTRUCTION PROCEDURES.

SCALE NTS

SURE—SEAL PRIMER MUST BE APPLIED TO BACK SIDE OF EPDM
PRIOR TO ADHERING MEMBRANE TO PRESSURE-SENSITIVE RUSS

TERMINATION SURE-SEAL BONDING ADHESIVE
SURE-SEALS/SURE—WHITE®
EPDM MEMBRANE
ZON0NG SHESNE
sure-sen
&
5

SURE-SEAL
BONDING ADHESIVE

6" (150 mm) WIDE SURE-SEAL/
SURE—WHITE PRESSURE~
SENSITIVE RUSS

3 ) .
) A,
SURE-SEAL /SURE~WHITE
EPDM MEMERANE

D SURE-SEAL FASTENER
(300 mm) 0.C. (NOTE 3)

FOR CORNER APPLICATION, SEE DETAIL U—15-D.

. 6" (150 mm) WIDE PRESSURE-SENSITIVE ELASTOFORM FLASHING MAY ALSO BE
CENTERED OVER FIELD SPLICE AT ANGLE CHANGE.

< M ° & (150 mm) TO
oo © 2 c B
2 2 2 5 ) nl 18 (3 me) . - (3o
s il A TS T W 1788 (e
SURE-SEAL SEAM FASTENNG SURE-SEAL

INSULATION

. POLYMER SEAM PLATES ARE REQUIRED IN LIEU OF SEAM FASTENING PLATES FOR
MECHANICALLY-FASTENED ROOFING SYSTEMS OVER STEEL DECKS.

@ ROOF DETAIL
SCALE NTS

1/2' 10 6-1/2"
(13 10 165 rm)
SURE-SEAL WATER
3

CUT-OFF NASTIC

NOTE 2
STANLESS ‘SURE-SEALY'SURE-WHITE® PRE-MOLDED
PRESSURE-SENSITVE PIPE SEAL
STEEL ™

CLAWPING

SURE-SEAL /SURE-WHITE
£
(8Y OTHERS)

£PI WEMERAN COVTER sURE-SEn
EeliliecH

T-JONT GO 0WR

SURE-SEAL INSULATION T AP B0br P ONGE

NOTES:
1. REMOVE ALL LEAD AND OTHER FLASHING,

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 2. PIPE SEAL MUST HAVE INTACT RIB AT TOP
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ EDGE, REGARDLESS OF PIPE DIAMETER.
B B o o

3. DECK FLANGES OF THE PRE-MOLDED PIPE

o 2 os < SEAL SHALL NOT BE OVERLAPPED, CUT OR

° . N o0 APPLIED OVER ANY ANGLE CHANGE.

oa 2 B B
< 4. ON MECHANICALLY-FASTENED ROOFING

SYSTEMS, ADDITIONAL MEMBRANE SECUREMENT IS

REQUIRED, REFER TO DETAIL MFS—B-A OR B.

SCALE NTS

@ ROOF PENETRATION DETAIL
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City Department comments
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CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

> Public Utilities (Jason Draper):
There is an existing sewer lateral installed in 1908 that has been abandoned. There is a fire
hydrant in front along 300 west. There is no water meter or other culinary water connections to
the site. There is no drainage infrastructure onsite.

Sewer: a new private main will need to be installed with appropriate agreements in place with
public utilities. Each unit will have a separate sewer lateral connecting to this main.

Water connections may be done with individual meter connections for each unit with appropriate
agreements or a master meter (probably 2") which then can be sub metered privately to each pad.

Drainage will need to be managed and maintained on site so as to not negatively impact the
neighboring properties or the public right of way.

Public utilities will review the proposed subdivision. Provide site plan, site utility plan, grading
and drainage plan, and building plans for review by public utilities. All impact, connection,
permit, survey and inspection fees will apply.

» Engineering (Scott Weiler): 300 West is a State Road adjacent to this site. Any work in the
roadway of 300 West requires review and approval from UDOT.

The address shown on the plat and the plans needs to be revised to one of the following two
addresses: 745 N 300 West or 315 W Reed Avenue.

When a final plat is submitted the SLC Surveyor will perform a review and provide comments.
The work to be performed in the public way appears to be limited to utility connections and a
driveway connection, all on Reed Avenue. The existing sidewalk that abuts the proposed
driveway must be replaced so that it is at least 6" thick. Prior to performing any work in the
public way, a Permit to Work in the Public Way must be obtained from SLC Engineering.

» Transportation (Barry Walsh): The proposal indicates two parking stalls per unit for a ten unit
residential development. A common 28 foot wide access drive is provided from Reed Avenue.
Future Parking regulations may be required along the Reed Avenue frontage. Visitor on street
parking is available along the 300 West frontage. The proposed plat indicates no impact to the
existing right of way of Reed Ave or the 300 West UDOT right of way. A continuous 28 foot
access easement is noted for access to all ten units as complete.

» Fire: (Ted Itchon): The buildings shall be provided with automatic fire sprinkler system. If they
are apartments then they may be provided with a National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
13-R system. If they are condominiums then they may be provided with an NFPA 13-D system.
If the top occupied floor is 30 feet or greater measured form the lowest point of fire department
access then the fire department access roads shall be a minimum 26-foot clear width, 13 foot 6
inches in clear height. This office questions the location of the tress. If the top occupied floor is
less than 30 feet measured form the lowest point of fire department access then the fire
department access roads shall be a minimum 20-foot clear width, 13 foot 6 inches in clear
height. Fire hydrants shall be within 400 feet of all exterior walls of the first floor. Also a fire
hydrant shall be within 100 feet of a fire department connection for the 13-R fire sprinkler
system. The NFPA 13-R fire sprinkler system shall be provided with the interconnection to an
approved of site monitoring company.

PLNSUB2012-00562 & PLNSUB2012-0642 Marmalade Lofts Published Date: 6/20/2013



» Zoning: (Alan Hardman):
Receive approval from the Planning Division for planning petition PLNSUB2012-00562
(Planned Development) submitted for street frontage and building setback issues; and for
planning petition PLNSUB2012-00642 (Preliminary Subdivision Plat) for a new 10-lot
subdivision.

For residential uses, not less than 20% of the lot area shall be maintained as open space. The

open space may take the form of landscaped yards or plazas and courtyards per 21A.32.130.H.
Please provide calculations showing compliance.

PLNSUB2012-00562 & PLNSUB2012-0642 Marmalade Lofts Published Date: 6/20/2013
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From: Richard Starley

To: Nathan Anderson

Cc: Stewart, Casey; Nephi Kemmethmueller

Subject: General Approval from Capitol Hill Neighborhood Council
Date: Friday, May 10, 2013 10:18:37 AM

Nate:

Please excuse me for taking a few days to get back to you. I've been out of town.

| do want you to know that the Capitol Hill Neighborhood Council voted and that we are generally
supportive of your development project on Reed Avenue. We applaud you for the use of solar
panels and green space in the design of the project and think it will add to the neighborhood in a
positive way. We also felt that off-street parking for guests and density are issues with the project,
as we mentioned to you in our meeting.

Good luck with the development. And thank you again for joining us at our Trustees & Officers
meeting last Monday night. If there’s anything that the Council can do to help you in this
development, please let me know.

Capitol Hill Neighborhood Council
www.chnc-slc.org

Richard Starley, Chair
801-355-7559 / 801-580-0350

rstarley@xmission.com

Meetings are the 3" d Wednesday every Month at 6:30PM
In the East Capitol Office Building with parking on the east
Side of the building off East Capitol Boulevard.


mailto:rstarley@xmission.com
mailto:naa4915@gmail.com
mailto:Casey.Stewart@slcgov.com
mailto:nephi1963@gmail.com
http://www.chnc-slc.org/
mailto:rstarley@xmission.com
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