Bellevue Planning Commission

Wednesday, May 11, 2016
6:30 = 1E-113
City Hall = 450 110th Avenue NE, Bellevue

Agenda

Regular Meeting

(Listed times are approximate only.)

6:30 p.m. 1. Call to Order

Michelle Hilhorst, Chairperson
6:35 p.m. 2. Roll Call

Michelle Hilhorst, Chairperson
6:40 p.m. 3. Approval of Agenda
7:10 p.m. 5. Public Comment*

Limited to 5 minutes per person or 3 minutes if a public hearing has been
held on your topic.

7:15 p.m. 6. Communications from City Council, Community Council,
Boards and Commissions

7:20 p.m. 7. Staff Reports

7:25 p.m. 8. Draft Minutes Review
April 13, 2016
April 27, 2016

9. Study Session

7:35 p.m. A. Single Family Room Rental Update on Enforcement Pg. 1
Status report of a recent code amendment affecting single
family room rentals.
Carol Helland, Land Use Division Director

8:05 p.m. 10. B. Expansion of Floor Area Exception for Assisted Living Uses Pg. 3

through Provisions of Affordable Housing Land Use Code
Amendment (continued from April 27, 2016 meeting)
Review of proposed code amendment to allow an incentive

in the code for affordable assisted living.
Carol Helland, Land Use Division Director

Department of Planning & Community Development = 425-452-6800 = Hearing Impaired: dial 711
PlanningCommission@Bellevuewa.gov = www.cityofbellevue.org/planning_commission.htm



mailto:PlanningCommission@Bellevuewa.gov

8:35 p.m. 11. C. Downtown Livability

Commission will continue discussion from April 13 meeting
and develop preliminary recommendations for building height
and urban form, where and when departures and code
flexibility would be allowed and the proposed structure and
approach for the updated incentive zoning system.

Emil King AICP, Strategic Planning Manager

10:30 p.m. 12. Public Comment* - Limited to 3 minutes per person

10:45 p.m. 13. Adjourn

Planning Commission Members

Michelle Hilhorst, Chair Aaron Laing
John deVadoss, Vice Chair Anne Morisseau
Jeremy Barksdale Stephanie Walter

John Carlson
John Stokes, Council Liaison

Staff Contacts

Terry Cullen, Comprehensive Planning Manager 425-452-4070
Emil King, Strategic Planning Manager 425-452-7223

Janna Steedman, Administrative Services Supervisor 425-452-6868
Kristin Gulledge, Administrative Assistant 425-452-4174

* Unless there is a Public Hearing scheduled, “Public Comment” is the only opportunity for public participation.

Pg. 17

Wheelchair accessible. American Sign Language (ASL) interpretation available upon request. Please call at least 48 hours

in advance: 425-452-5262 (TDD) or 425-452-4162 (Voice). Assistance for the hearing impaired: dial 711 (TR).
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DATE: May 11, 2016
TO: Chair Hilhorst and Members of the Planning Commission
FROM: Carol Helland, Land Use Division Director 452-2724

Development Services Department
SUBJECT:  Single Family Room Rental Update on Enforcement

INTRODUCTION

The City recently adopted a code amendment affecting single family room rentals. The Planning
Commission has requested that City staff present an update on the enforcement of these code
provisions.

In summary, the code requires:
* Not more than four adult persons, unless all are related by blood, marriage, or legal
adoption may occupy a residential structure.
* If more than 4 unrelated adults live in a home, Code Compliance will investigate the
circumstances:
* Code Compliance Officer may contact you to ask additional questions.
* Code Compliance Officer may contact the tenants or home owners to ask
questions.
* Code Compliance Officer may conduct 3 site visits and possibly talk with tenants
onsite.

City staff from Development Services and Code Compliance will present an update on the
enforcement of these code requirements.

RECOMMENDATION
This agenda item is for information only. No action is required.



) 31
£

City of S

S\CITY

/

\y
AN

Bellevue 225 STAFF REPORT
ING

DATE: May 11, 2016

TO: Chair Hilhorst and Members of the Planning Commission

FROM: Carol Helland, Land Use Division Director 452-2724

Development Services Department

Terry Cullen, AICP, Comprehensive Planning Manager 452-4070 Planning &
Community Development Department

SUBJECT:  Floor Area Increase for Assisted Living Uses through Provision of Affordable
Housing - File No. 16-126684-AD

INTRODUCTION

On December 14, 2015, representatives of Aegis Living came before the Council in Oral
Communications with a request to initiate and expedite a Land Use Code Amendment (LUCA)
that would affect their property in the BR-MO District. They presented specific LUCA language
that would allow the maximum floor area dedicated to “assisted living” use in the Bel Red
Medical Office District (BR-MO) to exceed the base FAR of 1.0 up to a maximum FAR of 2.0,
subject to provision of a fee-in-lieu affordable housing incentive.

The City Council discussed the merits of undertaking a code amendment to achieve the
objectives of the Aegis Living proposal on February 1 and February 22, 2016. On February 22,
the Council initiated a narrowly tailored LUCA to enable increased density in multifamily
districts city-wide for assisted living where combined with on-site or fee-in-lieu provision of
affordable housing, and forwarded the LUCA to the Planning Commission for a public hearing
and recommendation.

Public Hearing
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and study session on the Council-directed code
amendment on April 27, 2016. At the hearing, three members of the public spoke to the LUCA
proposal. The themes from the public testimony received at the hearing were as follows:

1. Creation of housing is the goal, but the collection of an in-lieu fee is only the first step in

the realization of that goal. The City needs to take steps to ensure that affordable housing
is constructed in Bellevue.

2. Increases in FAR can impact transportation systems.

Assisted living uses available in Bellevue are not sufficient to meet anticipated demand.

4. The narrowly scoped fee-in-lieu proposal before the Planning Commission for
consideration is not the proper forum to study or propose implementation strategies
necessary to meet demand for assisted living uses that are affordable to seniors when

e

their household income is less than 80 percent of the median annual income for the
Seattle Metropolitan Area.



5. The FAR increase proposed in response to the Aegis request should be limited to the Bel-
Red subarea, and consideration of the applicability of this amendment to Downtown
should be considered as part of the Downtown Livability Initiative.

Study Session

At the study session following the public hearing, the Planning Commission had a robust
conversation about the short term objectives achieved by the LUCA proposal, versus the long
term need of the City to make affordable housing options available in Bellevue to seniors with a
range of assisted living care needs. The Planning Commission also discussed and asked for more
information about how fee in-lieu money for affordable housing is applied, actual results, the
timeframe to get units built and the issue of geographically restricting the use of the funds.

Based on the study session discussion, staff has prepared a draft Transmittal Memo and revised
Ordinance that respond to the following direction provided by the Planning Commission.

1. Revise the Ordinance to focus on changes to the BelRed ordinance that are necessary to
take advantage of the time-sensitive opportunity presented by the Aegis proposal.

2. Revise the Ordinance to delete the Downtown area.

3. Include recommendations in the Transmittal to Council that convey the Planning
Commission interest in pursuing opportunities to create affordable housing, for seniors,
in Bellevue, that include an assisted living care component and consider application of
the ordinance in other areas, where feasible.

A draft transmittal to Council and revised ordinance have been drafted in response to the
Planning Commission direction received, and are included in Attachment A and B, respectively.
The Commission also requested additional information regarding the current fee-in-lieu system
in BelRed and whether the system has been effective in achieving the desired goals, and whether
there are timing limitations on use of the money collected.

Staff will be present at your May 11 meeting to continue the conversation on the narrowly-scope
FAR Increase amendment to the LUC.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Revised Ordinance to tailor the FAR increase charge to Bel Red
2. Draft Transmittal of Recommendation to the City Council



ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE amending the Land Use Code, amending a portion
of Section 20.25D.080 of the Bellevue City Code to provide for an
increase in available Floor Area when affordable housing is provided
through a fee-in-lieu or negotiated in return for affordable housing
that is provided on site: modifying the Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Exceptions provided in the Bel Red Medical Office and Bel Red
Office Residential Districts to except up to 1 FAR subject to payment
of a fee-in-lieu or the terms of an executed Development Agreement,
providing for severability, and establishing an effective date.

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision is for Bellevue to meet “the housing
needs of its diverse population, strengthening neighborhoods and communities;” and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan Housing Goal promotes “a variety of housing
opportunities to meet the needs of all members of the community;” and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan Policies HO-7 and HO-23 encourage “the
development of affordable housing through incentives and other tools . . . ;" and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan Policy HO-34 seeks to “provide reasonable
accommodation for housing people with special needs in all areas . . . ;” and

WHEREAS, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21C RCW, and the
City’s Environmental Procedures Code, (Chapter 22.02 BCC) have been met and a
Determination of Non-significance was issued on April 21, 2016; and

WHEREAS the Planning Commission has found that the proposed amendments are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, enhance the public safety and welfare, and are not
contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property owners of the City of Bellevue;

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON, DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Land Use Code Section 20.25D.080.B.3 is hereby amended as follows:

B. Exceptions to Dimensional Requirements.

3. Floor Area Ratio Exceptions.

a. Perthe FAR Amenity Incentive System, LUC 20.25D.090, floor areas dedicated to
affordable housing, public restrooms, and child care/nonprofit uses shall not be counted for

the purpose of calculating FAR.
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b. Each square foot of ground floor retail and enclosed plaza meeting the criteria set forth

below shall not be counted for the purpose of calculating FAR:

i. Ground Floor Retail Uses: Ground floor retail uses as defined in LUC

20.25D.130.A shall not be counted provided the following limitations are met:

(1) The ground floor retail shall only be eligible for exception if located within

a multi-story, multi-use building;

(2) The ground floor retail shall meet the requirements set forth in LUC
20.25D.130.A, Bel-Red Subarea Development Standards, applicable to retail

uses;

(3) Outside the nodes the maximum depth of tenant space eligible for

exception is 60 feet; and

(4) Inside the nodes ground floor retail shall not be counted.

ii. Enclosed Plazas shall not be counted provided the following limitations are met:

(1) The enclosed plaza shall be clearly visible and accessible from the public

right-of-way;

(2) The enclosed plaza shall coordinate with and complement ground floor

retail uses to the maximum extent feasible;

(3) Atleast 10 percent of the surface area of the enclosed plaza shall be

landscaped;

(4) The enclosed plaza shall contain at least one sitting space for each 100

square feet of plaza;

(5) The enclosed plaza shall be a minimum size of 1,000 square feet;

(6) Only 4,000 square feet of the enclosed plaza shall be excepted for the

purpose of calculating FAR;
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(7) The enclosed plaza shall have a minimum horizontal dimension (width

and depth) of no less than 20 feet;

(8) The enclosed plaza shall be signed as “Public Access” and open to the
public from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. daily or during business hours, whichever is
longer. The sign for the enclosed plaza shall be visible from the public right-of-

way; and

(9) Any use or feature for the exclusive use of the building users or tenants

shall be counted for the purpose of calculating FAR.

c._In the BR-MO and BR-OR land use districts, up to 1 FAR of floor area dedicated to on-

site affordable housing in a congregate care senior housing, nursing home or assisted

living project shall not be counted for the purposes of calculating the FAR, provided that:

i The square footage of excepted floor area shall be negotiated through a

Council-approved development agreement that is consistent with Chapter 36.70B

RCW;

ii. The bedroom mix and exterior finishes shall be comparable to the market

rate units, but interior design, unit size, amenities and interior finishes may vary;

iii. A public benefit shall be derived from the development of affordable housing

in the proposed location; and

iv. An agreement in a form approved by the City shall be executed by the

applicant and recorded with the King County Record's Office, or its successor

organization, requiring the affordable housing to remain for the life of the project.

This agreement shall be a covenant running with the land, binding on assigns, heirs,

and successors of the applicant.

d. In the BR-MO and BR-OR land use districts, up to 1 FAR of floor area dedicated to

Congregate Care Senior Housing, Nursing Home, or Assisted Living uses shall not be

counted for the purposes of calculating the FAR, provided that the applicant:
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i. Pays the residential fee-in-lieu of providing on-site affordable housing,

pursuant to LUC Chart 20.25D.080.B.3.c, in the fee amount required by LUC Chart

20.25D.090.C for each square foot of excepted floor area; and

ii. Executes and records with the King County Record's Office, or its successor

organization, an agreement in a form approved by the City dedicating the excepted

floor area to Congregate Care Senior Housing, Nursing Home, or Assisted Living

uses for the life of the project. This agreement shall be a covenant running with the

land, binding on assigns, heirs, and successors of the applicant.

Section 2. If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this
ordinance is declared unconstitutional or invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect
the validity of the remaining parts of this ordinance.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force five (5) days
after adoption and legal publication.

Passed by the City Council this day of , 2016 and signed in
authentication of its passage this day of , 2016.

(SEAL)

John Stokes, Mayor

Approved as to form:

Lori M. Riordan, City Attorney

Attest:

Kyle Stannert, City Clerk

Published:
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DATE: May 11, 2016
(25 Mayor Stokes and Members of the City Council
FROM: Chair Hilhorst and Members of the Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Expansion of Floor Area Exception for Assisted Living Uses through
Provisions of Affordable Housing Land Use Code Amendment
File No. 16-126684-AD

With this transmittal the Planning Commission recommends by a vote of __to ___ that
the City Council:

e APPROVE the Land Use Code Amendment to expand the floor area exception to
assisted living uses in the Bel-Red Subarea when affordable housing is provided.

The Planning Commission also recommends by a vote of __ to __ that the City Council:

e Forward to the Technical Advisory Group for the Affordable Housing Strategy a
request to explore available techniques and recommend strategies for Bellevue
to pursue affordable housing opportunities, for seniors, in Bellevue, that include
an assisted living care component.

The recommended Land Use Code Amendment is contained in Attachment 1 to this
transmittal. The balance of this Planning Commission transmittal describes the
recommended amendment in greater detail, provides an overview of the public review
process, and responds to the amendment decision criteria.

BACKGROUND

On December 14, 2015, representatives of Aegis Living came before the Council in Oral
Communications with a request to initiate and expedite a Land Use Code Amendment
(LUCA) that would affect their property in the BR-MO District. They presented specific
LUCA language that would allow the maximum floor area dedicated to “assisted living”
use in the Bel Red Medical Office District (BR-MO) to exceed the base FAR of 1.0 up to
a maximum FAR of 2.0, subject to provision of a fee-in-lieu affordable housing incentive.

The City Council discussed the merits of undertaking a code amendment to achieve the
objectives of the Aegis Living proposal on February 1 and February 22, 2016. On
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February 22, the Council initiated a narrowly tailored LUCA to enable increased density
in multifamily districts city-wide for assisted living where combined with on-site or fee-in-
lieu provision of affordable housing, and forwarded the LUCA to the Planning
Commission for a public hearing and recommendation.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing and study session on the Council-
directed code amendment on April 27, 2016, and an additional study session on the
final ordinance and transmittal on May 11, 2016.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL

The LUCA recommended by the Planning Commission would enable a density increase
in the BelRed subarea where:

1. Residential density is governed by FAR,

2. The FAR Amenity System currently does not apply, and

3. Assisted living, congregate care and nursing home uses are permitted.

The resulting amendment would expand the excepted FAR for affordable housing uses
to the BelRed-Medical Office (BR-MOQO) and BelRed-Office Residential (BR-OR) land use
districts. The balance of the BelRed districts either except affordable housing as an
existing amenity, or do not permit assisted living, congregate care and nursing home
uses. Therefore, amendments to the BelRed overlay outside these two land use
districts are not necessary to achieve the Council direction.

Where the amendment is applicable, the new language would except up to 1 FAR of
affordable housing from the calculation of FAR for a residential project if certain criteria
are met. If the affordable housing is provided on-site, the amount of excepted FAR
would be negotiated through a development agreement and the affordable housing
would be required to meet applicable design criteria, a public benefit must be shown to
be derived from development of affordable housing at the proposed location, and an
agreement must be executed with the City to ensure that the affordable housing
remains on the site for the life of the project.

If the affordable housing is not provided on-site, the applicant is required to pay a fee-in-
lieu, and must execute an agreement with the City to ensure that the use remains
dedicated to assisted living, congregate care or nursing home for the life of the project.
In BelRed, calculation of the in-lieu-fee would be based on the affordable housing
amenity rates of $18 per square foot of bonus FAR that is adopted into the BelRed
code.

The Planning Commission does not recommend the inclusion of an exception from FAR
in the Downtown Subarea at this time. The Downtown Livability initiative is currently
before Planning Commission for review, and calibration of the amenity incentive system
is an important component of that work. The Planning Commission believes that an
affordable housing exception and incentive for Downtown is best reviewed holistically
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with the rest of the Downtown amenities. There is no opportunity to be lost by including
this work in the Downtown Livability initiative that is currently underway, and the BelRed
component of the LUCA is being moved forward for Council action to take advantage of
the opportunity that is currently presented by the Aegis project.

A copy of the recommended LUCA is included in Attachment 1 to this transmittal.
PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

Notice of the public hearing and application for environmental review under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) together with the SEPA checklist were published in
the City’s Weekly Permit Bulletin on April 7, 2016. Notice of the SEPA threshold
determination was published on April 21, 2016 in the Weekly Permit Bulletin. As of the
writing of this staff report, no public comments on the proposal have been received.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing and study session on the Council-
directed code amendment on April 27, 2016. At the hearing, three members of the
public spoke to the LUCA proposal. The themes from the public testimony received at
the hearing were as follows:

1. Creation of housing is the goal, but the collection of an in-lieu fee is only the first
step in the realization of that goal. The City needs to take steps to ensure that
affordable housing is constructed in Bellevue.

Study Session Discussion: The Planning Commission agreed with this comment and
is recommending in this Transmittal Memorandum that the City Council forward to
the Technical Advisory Group for the Affordable Housing Strategy a request to
explore available techniques and recommend strategies for Bellevue to pursue
opportunities that create affordable housing, for seniors, in Bellevue, that include an
assisted living care component.

2. Increases in FAR can impact transportation systems.
Study Session Discussion: Transportation impacts of assisted living facilities are
anticipated to have negligible impacts on the transportation infrastructure, because

individuals in these facilities do not drive.

3. Assisted living uses available in Bellevue are not sufficient to meet anticipated
demand.

Study Session Discussion: Demand for the assisted living, congregate care and
nursing home uses was identified as a pressing need.

4. The narrowly scoped fee-in-lieu proposal before the Planning Commission for
consideration is not the proper forum to study or propose implementation strategies

10
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necessary to meet demand for assisted living uses that are affordable to seniors
when their household income is less than 80 percent of the median annual income
for the Seattle Metropolitan Area.

Study Session Discussion: The Planning Commission remains committed to
promoting a variety of housing opportunities to meet the needs of all members of the
community, to provide incentives to encourage affordable housing, and to provide
reasonable accommodation for housing people with special needs in all areas of the
City, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision, Goals and applicable
Policies. As stated elsewhere in this Transmittal, the Planning Commission is
recommending that the City Council forward to the Technical Advisory Group for the
Affordable Housing Strategy a request to explore available techniques and
recommend strategies for Bellevue to pursue opportunities that create affordable
housing, for seniors, in Bellevue, that include an assisted living care component.

5. The FAR increase proposed in response to the Aegis request should be limited to
the Bel-Red subarea, and consideration of the applicability of this amendment to
Downtown should be considered as part of the Downtown Livability Initiative.

Study Session Discussion: The narrowly scoped fee-in-lieu proposal to advance the
FAR exception and take advantage of the affordable housing funding opportunity
presented by the Aegis proposal is important. An approach to incorporating an
affordable housing bonus into the Downtown should be considered holistically as
part of the Downtown Livability Initiative. There is no opportunity to be lost by
including this work in the Downtown Livability initiative that is currently underway,
and the BelRed component of the LUCA is being moved forward for Council action
to take advantage of the opportunity that is currently presented by the Aegis project.

Pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act, state agencies must be
given 60 days to review and comment on proposed amendments to the Land Use Code.
A copy of the proposed amendment was provided to the state agencies with a request
to expedite their review so that the City Council could take final action as soon as the
Planning Commission completed its recommendation. Notice that that City of Bellevue
had met its Growth Management Act-mandated notice to state agency requirements in
RCW 36.70A.106 was received for this recommended amendment on May 4, 2016.

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)

The application for SEPA review was noticed together with the draft LUCA and the
notice of the public hearing that is scheduled for April 27, 2016. The environmental
review indicates no probability of significant adverse environmental impacts occurring
as a result of the programmatic proposal to amend the Land Use Code to allow a floor
area increase for assisted living uses through the provision of affordable housing. The
City codes and requirements, applicable to projects that could take advantage of this
code amendment, including SEPA, the Land Use Code, Noise Ordinance, Building
Code and other construction codes will adequately mitigate expected environmental

11
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impacts. Therefore, issuance of a Determination of Non-significance (DNS) is the
appropriate threshold determination under the State Environmental Policy Act.

The following is a summary of the environmental review for this proposal:

A. Environmental Record

The environmental summary consists of analysis based on the following documents and

studies in the environmental record or, if noted, incorporated by reference.

= Environmental Checklist, Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions, prepared by
Trish Byers, Code Development Manager, City of Bellevue Development Services
Department, dated April 7, 2016.

» Draft Land Use Code Amendment; File No. 16-126684-AD.

B. Proposed Timing and Phasing

The Planning Commission is scheduled to hold a public hearing on the amendment on
April 27, 2016. Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission will formation a
recommendation that they will transmit to the City Council. The City Council will
ultimately be asked to act on the Planning Commission recommendation on the draft
LUCA during a future City Council meeting.

C. Environmental Summary

Purpose and Need:
Aegis Living has requested an increase in density in the BR-MO District for assisted

living that also contributes to affordable housing. The rationale for the amendment was
to facilitate assisted living to meet the needs of a growing older population, as well as
the public benefit in promoting affordable housing. With a growing older population,
Bellevue will face an increasing need for assisted living housing. The Council has
already recognized the need for more affordable housing opportunities, and initiated
work on an Affordable Housing Action Plan.

The Aegis proposal represents an opportunity for an “early win” in advancing the
affordable housing strategy. However, the opportunity is bigger than the BR-MO District
where the request was targeted. As a result, the Aegis concept of promoting a density
bonus for assisted living, combined with on-site or fee-in-lieu affordable housing, would
be enabled by the LUCA in districts city-wide that set density by FAR (currently
Downtown and BelRed).

Major Conclusions, Significant Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty:

The major conclusions are that the proposal will likely result in the generation of fees to
support the off-site construction of affordable housing when developers seek to increase
floor area available for their proposed assisted living, congregate care and nursing
home uses. Uncertainty exists as to whether the LUCA will support the creation of on-
site assisted living, congregate care and nursing home uses that are affordable to

12
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households with an income of less than 80% of the median annual income for King
County. There are no known significant areas of controversy.

Issues to be Resolved, Including Environmental Choices to Made Between
Alternatives Courses of Action

Adoption of the proposed Land Use Code Amendment will permit assisted living
developers to exceed the applicable base FAR by up to 1.0 additional FAR, subject to
provisions of a fee-in-lieu for affordable housing. Any proposed assisted living
development project that proposes to use the FAR exception will continue to be subject
to Design Review pursuant to the City of Bellevue’s Process Il permit review procedure,
and will require conformance with all applicable design guidelines and development
standards.

The alternative course of action would be to not adopt the proposed Land Use Code
Amendment. If the Land Use Code Amendment is not adopted, the contemplated fee-
in-lieu would be not be created. Known in-lieu-fee contributions proposed to be
generated by the Aegis Living proposal would be lost, and future fees would be
foreclosed. At the standard BelRed residential rate of $18/sf were applied to exempt
1.0 FAR on the 35,000 square foot Aegis Living property, this would generate about
$0.6M.

VI. REVIEW PROCESS AND APPLICATION OF DECISION CRITERIA

A LUCA is reviewed through Process IV per LUC 20.35.400 - .450. Following review of
the draft LUCA, the Planning Commission directed staff to schedule a public hearing for
April 27, 2016. Following the public hearing on April 27, the Planning Commission held
a study session and began to formulate the content of its recommendation on this
LUCA. The Planning Commission finalized its recommendation at a subsequent
meeting to the public hearing, based on specific decision criteria set forth in Land Use
Code section 20.30J.135.

LUC 20.30J.135 establishes the decision criteria for an application to amend the text of
the Land Use Code. Those criteria, and the relationship of the proposal to them, are
discussed below:

A. The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and

The Comprehensive Plan General Elements as well as the Bel-Red Subarea Plan
contain policies applicable to this LUCA proposal. The most relevant policies are listed
below:

e Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision. Bellevue meets the housing

needs of its diverse population, strengthening neighborhoods and
communities.

13
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e Comprehensive Plan Housing Goal. To maintain the vitality and stability
of single family, multifamily and mixed used neighborhoods, and
promoting a variety of housing opportunities to meet the needs of all
members of the community.

e Policies HO-7 and HO-23. Encourage the development of affordable
housing through incentives and other tools consistent with state-enabling
legislation.

e Policy HO-11. Encourage housing opportunities in mixed
residential/commercial settings throughout the City.

e Policy HO-12. Provide incentives to encourage residential development
for a range of household types and income levels in multifamily and mixed
use commercial zones.

o Policy HO-34. Provide reasonable accommodation for housing people
with special needs in all areas, and avoid concentrations of such housing,
while protecting residential neighborhoods from adverse impacts.

Finding: The LUCA encourages the development of affordable housing by excepting
floor area devoted to assisted living, nursing home or congregate care uses through the
provisions of affordable housing. The LUCA provides implementation flexibility by
allowing use of the FAR exception when a component of affordability is provided on-site
subject to the terms of a Council-approved development agreement, or by payment of a
fee-in-lieu to support affordable housing off-site.

B. The amendment enhances the public health, safety or welfare: and

Finding: By linking the affordable housing incentive to the creation of assisted living,
the LUCA may also encourage developers to accommodate affordability into assisted
living projects which will support a range of household types and income levels that are
currently underserved by affordable housing options.

C. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property
owners of the City of Bellevue.

Finding: The LUCA allows the FAR exception only in those land use districts where
assisted living, congregate care and nursing home uses are currently allowed. As a
result, residential neighborhoods will be protected from an increase in development
intensity of a type and scale that is not already contemplated by the underlying zoning.

CONCLUSION

Upon consideration of the analysis presented in this Transmittal, consideration of public
testimony, and review of the record, the Planning Commission recommends
APPROVAL of the Land Use Code Amendment by a vote of __to __ to expand the floor
area exception to assisted living uses in the Bel-Red Subarea when affordable housing
is provided. The recommended LUCA is contained in Attachment 1 to this transmittal.

14
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The Planning Commission also requests that the City Council forward to the Technical
Advisory Group for the Affordable Housing Strategy a request to explore available
techniques and recommend strategies for Bellevue to pursue opportunities to create
affordable housing, for seniors, in Bellevue, that include an assisted living care
component.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Recommended LUCA to expand the floor area exception to assisted living uses
in the Bel-Red Subarea when affordable housing is provided

15



City of §/§d§ Planning Comn?/'ssion
Bellevue %3;=s Study Session

May 11, 2016

SUBJECT

Downtown Livability Initiative — Preliminary Direction on Height and Form Recommendations;
Code Flexibility and Opportunities for Departure; and Proposed Structure and Approach for
Updated Incentive Zoning System

STAFF CONTACT

Emil A. King AICP, Strategic Planning Manager 452-7223 eaking@bellevuewa.gov
Planning and Community Development

DIRECTION NEEDED FROM PLANNING COMMISSION

X Action
X Discussion
X Information

DISCUSSION
Recommendations from the Citizen Advisory Committee

The Planning Commission is working through the Downtown Livability Citizen Advisory
Committee’s (CAC) recommendations for a targeted set of Land Use Code topics including
public open space, landscaping, walkability and the Pedestrian Corridor, design guidelines,
incentive zoning, and building height and form. Direction for the CAC’s recommendations drew
heavily from a set of Land Use Code audits and focus groups that analyzed what was working
regarding each topic, what wasn’t working, and areas for improvement. The current Commission
work on updating the Downtown Land Use Code through the Livability Initiative is part of a
broader agenda to make Downtown more people-friendly, vibrant and memorable, and add to the
amenities that make for a great city center.

Focus of Study Session

The Planning Commission’s May 11 Study Session will focus on the following three topics:
1. Continued discussion of Preliminary Height and Form Recommendations
2. Departures and Code Flexibility
3. Proposed Structure and Approach for Updated Incentive Zoning System

Continued Discussion of Preliminary Height and Form Recommendations

The building height and form recommendations from the CAC directed further consideration of
allowable building heights and/or density in specific geographic areas within Downtown.
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Building height and density are sensitive subjects, and the CAC acknowledged that more work
was needed by staff and the Commission to flesh out anticipated outcomes, including benefits
and impacts of any changes. The CAC’s work on height and form found the following
relationships with livability:

e Opportunity for more light and air between buildings by allowing additional height

e Opportunity for more ground-level open space

e Ability to promote variability in building heights

e Ability to reinforce district identity

e Potential for additional height or FAR to add “lift” to incentive system

e Opportunity to create a more distinctive skyline

e Encourage more interesting and memorable architecture

e Potential to add density around light rail transit investment

The CAC used the following principles to help guide their work on any potential changes to
height and form. The CAC felt it was essential for the Commission and staff to consider the same
principles below, while review and refinement of the recommendations occurs:

e The additional height or density would result in a better urban design outcome than
current zoning.

e Continue to distinguish the special market niche played by Downtown.
e Help deliver additional amenities that enhance the livability and character of Downtown.

e Address any impacts that may result from the additional height or density (e.g. via design
guidelines to address public views, shadows, tower spacing, and others).

e Continue to provide for appropriate transitions between Downtown and adjoining
residential neighborhoods, while promoting better and more complementary linkages.

Tonight’s study session will continue the Commission’s discussion to formulate their preliminary
recommendations for building height and form. The Commission has previously discussed this
topic at their January 13, February 10, March 9, and April 13 meetings. On April 13, the
Commission formulated preliminary recommendations for Downtown-wide height and form
provisions relating to tower spacing, fagade articulation, podium height, tripartite, connected floor
plates and wind/shade/shadow provisions, and specific recommendations for the Downtown
Mixed-Use District and “Deep B” portion on the Mixed-Use District (see April 13 minutes
included in this Commission packet). On May 11, the Commission will continue discussion of:

e Civic Center Portion of Downtown Mixed-Use District
e Downtown Perimeter “A” Overlay (north, west, and south edges of Downtown)

e Downtown Mixed-Use District Perimeter “A” & “B” Overlays in East Main Area (112th
Avenue NE to 110th Avenue NE)

e Downtown O-1 District (area bounded by Bellevue Way, NE 8th Street, 110th Avenue NE,
and NE 4th Street)
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e Downtown O-2 District (north of NE 8th Street, south of NE 4th Street, and east of 110th
Avenue NE)

e Downtown OLB District (area between 112th Ave NE and 1-405, from NE 4th to NE 8th
Street) — See note below regarding area between Main Street and NE 4th Street.

Because Council will be further discussing a previously-raised Mount Rainier view corridor
issue, the Commission’s discussion and formation of preliminary recommendations for the DT-
OLB District between Main Street and NE 4th Street will be scheduled for a future Commission
study session, after Council follow up. Staff anticipates returning to Council in the June
timeframe to further discuss the view corridor.

Included in Attachment A are staff’s building height and form recommendations for the
remaining geographic areas. In forming these recommendations, staff drew from direction
in the Downtown Livability CAC’s Final Report and direction from the Commission for
areas of additional analysis. Staff also closely followed the CAC principles for any potential
changes to height and form and to make sure that changes had a close relationship to
furthering livability in Downtown Bellevue. Please note the Commission has also been
receiving some height and form comments/requests (see attached April 13 minutes for
example) that fall outside of the CAC recommendations, but may be addressed by the
Commission as it sees fit.

The Commission’s preliminary recommendations are not final and will be part of a formal
Planning Commission public hearing on the complete Draft Land Use Code Amendment
package in the fall (targeted for October 12, 2016). An open house is tentatively planned for
September 21 to allow for interaction with the Commission and staff prior to the hearing on the
Code packet. The Commission will ultimately form a recommended Code and design guideline
package to transmit to Council for final action.

Departures and Code Flexibility

While the Code must contain numerous standards that provide clarity and predictability about
what is required, staff has thought hard about where departures may be appropriate to provide the
potential for other ways to achieve equal or better results. This built-in flexibility is an approach
that many Downtown stakeholders have requested. It is also consistent with the overall Council
Principles for the Downtown Livability project, specifically:

Council Principle #1(0. Refine the Code to provide a good balance between predictability
and flexibility, in the continuing effort to attract new development that is economically
feasible and enhances value for all users.

Presented in Attachment B are several topical areas of the Code where staff anticipates including
specific opportunities for departures from numerical or other Code standards. Specific Code
language for these will be part of the overall Downtown Land Use recommended package. There
may also be additional opportunities for departures identified as the Code package comes
together.
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Tonight staff is seeking general Commission concurrence that this is headed in the right
direction. If so, additional details will be forthcoming in the proposed package of Code
amendments.

Proposed Structure for Updated Incentive Zoning System

On May 11, the Commission will review a proposed structure and approach for updating the
Amenity Incentive System (see Attachment C). The Downtown Livability CAC concluded in
their Final Report that the system should be updated to focus on factors that will make
Downtown more livable, and that the update should ensure that the system is feasible and acts as
a real incentive (See Attachment D for excerpt from Final CAC Report).

To help develop a common understanding and align the update with Council input, a joint
Council-Planning Commission workshop occurred on November 9, 2015. This resulted in a set
of Council Principles to guide the update (see Attachment E). The staff-proposed approach to
updating the incentive system is grounded both in the CAC findings and the guidance provided
by the Council Principles. The Commission is being asked on May 11 to provide input on the
structure for updating the incentive zoning system. The City Council has also requested a
briefing on the proposed Downtown incentive zoning structure, and this is anticipated to occur in
June. Once there is clear direction on the structure of the updated system, economic modeling
would be performed to identify the market value of the incentives and how they translate into
increments of bonus FAR and height.

NEXT STEPS

The Planning Commission will continue its work on the remaining code topics per the proposed
Council/Commission schedule below. It is a Council priority to complete the work on Downtown
Livability in 2016.

Commission and Council Downtown Livability Milestones for Remainder of 2016

City Council Milestones Planning Commission Milestones

May 11, Commission Review: Complete Height

2016 and Form Preliminary Recs.; Code
Flexibility and Departures; and
Incentive Zoning Structure

June 2016 Continued Council discussion of June 8  Commission Review: Code Standards
Public View Corridor of Mount and Design Guidelines
Rainier
Council check-in on Incentive
Zoning
Early Council check-in on Incentive July 27 Commission Review: Incentive Zoning
August 2016  Zoning conomic Modeling Calibration; Subarea Plan
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City Council Milestones Planning Commission Milestones

Sept. Commission Review: Consolidated

14 & 21  Code Packet and SEPA documentation;
Open House

Oct. Target for Public Hearing, Commission

12 & 19 Deliberations

Nov. Finalize Commission Recommendations

9& 16 on Land Use Code Amendments

December Target for Commission transmittal
2016 of Code Recommendations to City
Council
ATTACHMENTS
A. District-Specific Height and Form Recommendations (continued from April 13, 2016
Commission meeting)
B. Departures and Code Flexibility
C. Proposed Structure of Updated Incentive Zoning System
D. CAC Recommendations for Incentive Zoning System — Chapter 2 of Final Report
E. Council Principles for Incentive Zoning

20




Attachment A

Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)
Downtown Mixed-Use District (Civic Center portion)

Previously reviewed by Commission on February 10 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
¢ Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 5.0 FAR residential / 3.0 FAR nonresidential / NA parking structure
¢ Height: 250 feet residential / 200 feet nonresidential / 60 feet parking structure
e Lot Coverage: 100% residential/nonresidential / 60% parking structure

District Specific Provisions

Floor Area Ratio

Direction from CAC:
e Consider up to 6.0 FAR residential / nonresidential.
* Take advantage of freeway access and proximity to light rail.
* Planning Commission to identify appropriate mitigation to address tower design and separation, permeability from
the freeway, connectivity with Wilburton, effect on pedestrian level and localized transportation impacts.
Staff Analysis and Recommendations:
e Support CAC direction, recommend 6.0 FAR for residential / nonresidential.

Building Heights

Direction from CAC:

e Consider up to 350 feet residential/nonresidential.

e No change to parking structures.

e Use appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, permeability from freeway and connectivity with
Wilburton, transition issues, the effect of added height at pedestrian level and at larger scale, and localized
transportation impacts.

« Building off the 15%/15 feet® rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendations:

e Supports CAC direction, recommend 350 feet for residential / nonresidential with the provision that any building
exceeding current code maximum (250 feet residential and 200 feet nonresidential) is subject to additional
tower spacing, diminishing floor plate, and special open space requirements.

¢ Develop accommodations for protection of public view corridors of mountains as necessary.

e Incorporate Grand Connection vision into future Code amendments.

e Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25% and
50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new departure
for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location

e See “Downtown-wide" recommendations for more detail on tower design, transition, and pedestrian scale.

o Departures allowed.

Floor Plates

Direction from CAC:
» Consider opportunities to expand floorplate allowances where topography drops away towards |-405
Staff Analysis and Recommendations:
e Supports CAC direction.
» Use current Code opportunity to average floor plates above podium/base as long as light, air, permeability from
the freeway and effect on pedestrians is mitigated.?

115%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, facade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in “B” overlay.

2 currently floors above 40 feet, gross square feet per floor may be averaged unless an applicant takes advantage of the diminishing
floor plates alternative. The diminishing floor plate provision is being proposed to be removed. Minimum tower spacing provisions
result in reduced floor plates.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)

Downtown Perimeter “A” Overlay

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
¢ Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 3.5 FAR residential / 0.5 FAR nonresidential / NA parking structures
e Height: 55 feet residential / 40 feet nonresidential / 40 feet parking structures
e Lot Coverage: 75% except 100% in Old Bellevue
e Setback: 20-foot buffer back of sidewalk and where Downtown boundary abuts non-Downtown
property

District Specific Provisions
Floor Area Ratio
Direction from CAC:
* No change.
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Supports CAC direction.

Building Heights

Direction from CAC:

» Consider up to 70 feet for residential. No change to nonresidential or parking structures.

e 15-foot increase could result in better urban design outcomes for wood frame over concrete/steel construction

» More functional floor to ceiling heights.

* Planning Commission to address transition issues with surrounding neighborhood; guidelines to orient buildings to
address view blockage, prevent shading of residences, attractive streetscapes comfortable pedestrian access into
Downtown.

e Additional amenities that support the neighborhoods such as open space.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

e Supports CAC direction for no change to nonresidential or parking structures.

e Maintain 55-foot height limit for residential where Downtown is directly across from single family zoned property.

e Supports up to 70 feet for residential where Downtown Boundary is directly across from or abuts multi-family or
commercial property with the provision that any building exceeding the current maximum height (55 feet) is subject
to current requirement for upper level stepback above 40 feet and special open space requirements.

e Address any impacts that may result from additional height (e.g. via design guidelines).

* Maintain 15-foot maximum height limit for mechanical equipment to minimize impact on surrounding properties.
Rely on LUC Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location for design guidance.

* See “Downtown-wide” recommendations for more detail on tower design, transition, and pedestrian scale.

Setbacks / Stepbacks

Direction from CAC:
* Not addressed
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
» Allow flexibility for landscape and site improvements within required 20-foot linear buffer back of sidewalk to
promote neighborhood character, and ground floor residential entries via design guidelines.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)

Downtown Mixed-Use “A” & “B” Overlay, 112th Ave NE to

110th Ave NE (close proximity to East Main Light Rail Station)

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:

e Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 3.5 FAR “A” residential, 5.0 FAR “B” residential, 1.0 FAR “A” nonresidential, 1.5
FAR “B” nonresidential, NA/ parking structures

e Height: 55 feet “A” residential, 90 feet “B” residential 45 feet “A” residential, 65 feet “B”
nonresidential, 40 feet parking structures

e Lot coverage: 75% all

e Setback: 20-foot buffer back of sidewalk north side of Main Street

District Specific Provisions
Floor Area Ratio

Direction from CAC:
* No change
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Recommends increase to 5.0 in “A" to take advantage of freeway access and proximity to light rail.
e Maintain 5.0 FAR in “B".
» Allow transfer of FAR within project limits to provide for better urban design outcome, gateway feature and

special open space requires special approval if result is better than status quo (i.e. Development Agreement or
Master Development Plan).

Direction from CAC:

e Consider up to 70 feet residential in “A”. No change to nonresidential or parking structures. No change to “B".

» 15-foot increase could result in better urban design outcomes for wood frame over concrete/steel construction.

« More functional floor to ceiling heights.

» Use appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, and transition issues and the effect of added
height at pedestrian level and at larger scale.

« Building off the 15%/15 feet®rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

* Supports CAC direction for no change to nonresidential or parking structures.

e Supports up to 70 feet in “A” for residential where Downtown Boundary is directly across from or abuts multi-
family or commercial property with the provision that any building exceeding the current maximum height (55
feet) is subject to current requirement for upper level stepback above 40 feet and special open space
requirements.

» Recommends 200 feet in “B” with provision that any building exceeding the current maximum height (90 feet) is
subject to additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plates, and special open space requirements.

¢ |n “A” - Maintain 15-foot maximum height limit for mechanical equipment to minimize impact on surrounding
properties. Rely on LUC Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location for design guidance.

e In “B” - Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25%
and 50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new
departure for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and
Location.

e Apply 15%/15 feet rule in “B” only.

3 15%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, fagade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in “B" overlay.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)

» Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25% and
50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new departure
for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location.

e Maintain 15 feet maximum height limit for mechanical equipment in “A” to minimize impact on surrounding
properties. Rely on LUC Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location for design guidance.

o Aligns with East Main CAC recommendation that increased FAR and height are appropriate for Transit Oriented
Development within the quarter-mile walkshed of the East Main Light Rail Station.

* See “Downtown-wide” recommendations for more detail on tower design, spacing, transition, and pedestrian
scale.

Setbacks / Stepbacks

Direction from CAC:

e Not addressed

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

» Allow flexibility for landscape and site improvements within required 20-foot linear buffer back of sidewalk to
promote neighborhood character, and ground floor residential entries or gateway entry to Downtown and to
promote Main Street as a segment of the Lake to Lake Greenway and a Shopping Street (Comprehensive Plan).

¢ Accommodates Building Sidewalk ROW Designs Guidelines.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)

Downtown O-1 District

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
¢ Floor Area Ratio (FAR): Unlimited FAR residential / 8.0 FAR nonresidential / NA parking structures
e Height: 450 feet residential/nonresidential / 100 feet parking structures
s Lot coverage: 100% all

District Specific Provisions

Floor Area Ratio
Direction from CAC:
e« No change
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Supports CAC direction to maintain nonresidential FAR max at 8.0.
* Maintain “unlimited FAR" for residential buildings that do not exceed current max height (450 feet).
o Cap FAR at 10.0 for residential buildings that exceed current maximum height (450 feet). This reflects an
achievable FAR within current max floor plate and max building height limits and ensures slender towers with
separation for additional light and air between buildings.

Direction from CAC:

» Consider up to 600 feet residential/nonresidential. No change to parking structures.

* Planning Commission to identify appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, and transition issues,
and the effect of added height at pedestrian level and at larger scale as well as any localized transportation
impacts.

« Building off the 15%/15 feet*rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

e Supports CAC direction, recommends buildings up to 600 feet in height, with the provision that any building
exceeding the current maximum height (450 feet) is subject to additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plates,
and special open space requirements.

» Maintain current code requirement that all building elements must fit within maximum height allowed.

e See “Downtown-wide” recommendations for more detail on tower design, spacing, transition, and pedestrian
scale.

4 15%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, fagade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in ‘B’ overlay.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)
Downtown O-2 District, north of NE 8th Street

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
¢ Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 6.0 FAR residential & nonresidential / NA parking structures
e Height: 250 feet residential & nonresidential / 100 feet parking structures
e Lot coverage: 100% all

District Specific Provisions
Floor Area Ratio
Direction from CAC:
e 6.0 residential/ nonresidential
e PC to identify appropriate mitigation to address tower design and separation, permeability from the freeway,
connectivity with Wilburton, effect on pedestrian level and localized transportation impacts.
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Supports CAC direction.

Direction from CAC:

e Consider up to 300 feet residential/nonresidential. No change to parking structures.

* Use appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, transition issues, the effect of added height at
pedestrian level and at larger scale, and localized transportation impacts.

« Building off the 15%/15 feet’ rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

e Supports CAC direction for use of 15%,/15 feet rule and no change to parking structures.

o Allow up to 400 feet with the provision that any building exceeding the current max height (250 feet) is subject to
additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plates, and special open space requirements.

e Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25% and
50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new departure
for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location.

o Consider permeability from the north.

* See “Downtown-wide” recommendations for more detail on tower design, spacing, transition, and pedestrian
scale.

5 15%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, fagade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in “B" overlay.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)
Downtown O-2 District, south of NE 4th Street & east of 110th Ave

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
¢ Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 6.0 FAR residential & nonresidential / NA parking structures
e Height: 250 feet residential & nonresidential south of NE 4th Street / 350 feet for residential & nonresidential
east of 110th Ave NE / 100 feet parking structures
e Lot coverage: 100% all

District Specific Provisions
Floor Area Ratio

Direction from CAC:

e No change

Staff Analysis and Recommendations:
e Supports CAC direction.

Building Heights

Direction from CAC:

e South of NE 4th - Consider up to 300 feet residential / nonresidential.

e East of 110th - Not addressed but intent was to maintain current height of 350 feet and continue this height east
for OLB between NE 4th and NE 8th for residential / nonresidential.

¢ No change to parking structures.

e Use appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, permeability from freeway and connectivity with
Wilburton, transition issues, the effect of added height at pedestrian level and at larger scale, and localized
transportation impacts.

* Address any impacts that may result from additional height (e.g. via design guidelines to address public view tower
spacing, and others).

e Building off the 15%/15 feet® rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendations:

e South of 4th - Supports CAC direction with the provision that any building exceeding current code max (250 feet)
is subject to additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plates, and special open space requirements.

e East of 110th - Supports CAC recommendation of maintaining current max height of 350 feet east of 110th. This
area is part of the Civic Center neighborhood and is developed as City Hall and will be included a portion of the
NE 6th Light Rail Station.

e Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25% and
50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new departure
for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location.

o See “Downtown-wide” recommendations for more detail on tower design, spacing, transition, and pedestrian
scale.

6 15%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, fagade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in “B" overlay.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)
Downtown OLB District, NE 4th to NE 8th Street

Previously reviewed by Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2016
See location map on following page.

CURRENT CODE:
e Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 3.0 FAR residential & nonresidential / NA parking
¢ Height: 90 feet residential / 75 feet nonresidential / 45 feet parking
e Setbacks: 20 feet all sides
e Lot coverage: 75% residential / 60% nonresidential / 75% parking

District Specific Provisions
Floor Area Ratio
Direction from CAC:
e Consider up to 6.0 residential / nonresidential
e Take advantage of freeway access and proximity to light rail
e PC to identify appropriate mitigation to address tower design and separation, permeability from the freeway,
connectivity with Wilburton, effect on pedestrian level and localized transportation impacts
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Supports CAC direction.

Direction from CAC:

e Consider up to 350 feet residential / nonresidential.

* No change to parking.

e Use appropriate mitigation to address tower design, separation, and transition issues and the effect of added
height at pedestrian level and at larger scale.

¢ Building off the 15%/15 feet’ rule, allow departure for increased building height if it is needed to accommodate
mechanical equipment and/or interesting roof form.

Staff Analysis and Recommendation:

e Supports CAC direction with the provision that any building exceeding current code maximum (90 feet residential
and 75 feet nonresidential) is subject to additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plate, and special open space
requirements.

e Current code allows 15 feet additional height for mechanical equipment which can take up between 25% and
50% of the roof area for elevator overrun, cooling towers, etc. Staff recommendation is to allow a new departure
for up to 25 feet for high-rise buildings relying on LUC criteria for Mechanical Equipment Screening and Location.

* Develop accommodations for protection of public view corridors of mountains as necessary

e [ncorporate Grand Connection vision into future Code amendments.

Floor Plates

Direction from CAC:
e Consider opportunities to expand floorplate allowances where topography drops away towards 1-405
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
e Supports CAC direction

* Allow 30,000 square foot floor plates between 40 feet and 80 feet for permeability from 1-405 and public views
above 80 feet.

7 15%/15 feet rule = Height may be increased by 15% or 15 feet, whichever is greater, if the additional height provides architecturally
integrated mechanical equipment, interesting roof form, significant floor plate modulation, fagade modulation, or other unique
architectural features. Not applicable in “A” overlay and limited to 10% (9 feet) in “B" overlay.
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Downtown Livability Height and Form Recommendations (May 11, 2016)

Direction from CAC:
* Not addressed
Staff Analysis and Recommendation:
# Eliminate 20-foot setback all sides to accommodate recommended density increase and accommodate Building
Sidewalk Right-of-Way Designations Guidelines.
e Develop accommodations for protection of public view corridors of mountains as necessary.
e Incorporate Grand Connection vision into future Code amendments.

Lot Coverage

Direction from CAC:

e Not addressed

Staff Analysis and Recommendations:

e Increase to 100% residential/nonresidential, 60% parking to align with “MU” across 112th Avenue NE and
accommodate density increase and Building Sidewalk Right-of-Way Designation Guidelines.
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Attachment B

Departures and Code Flexibility

Consistent with overall Downtown Livability Council Principle #10, the following are topical areas where
staff anticipates including specific opportunities for departures from numerical and other Code standards.

Downtown Livability Council Principle #10. Refine the Code to provide a good balance between
predictability and flexibility, in the continuing effort to attract new development that is
economically feasible and enhances value for all users.

DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

¢ Tower spacing: requirement provides for light, air and privacy between towers; includes special
provisions for small sites.
Proposed departures/flexibility: closer spacing may be provided for fluid, slender, unique building
forms. Additional departures available for small sites.

¢ Tower orientation: requirements work to maximize sun exposure and lessen shading and wind
impacts on public spaces.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures available via sun/shadow/wind study to determine final
orientation.

¢ Linear buffer (Perimeter A): long-standing requirement provides for building setback and open
space at edge of Downtown, as part of the transition with adjoining neighborhoods.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departure would support residential entries/stoops within this
buffer area.

¢ Mechanical equipment: long-standing requirements limit height of mechanical equipment on
rooftops.

Proposed departures/flexibility: departures provide additional flexibility in height (up to 10
additional feet) to meet changing needs for mechanical equipment.

e Connected floorplates: requirements for buildings above 70 feet in height provide for fagade
articulation, to minimize “barracks-like” feel.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures may be allowed where building materials and
modulation result in sense of distinct building elements.

¢ Maximum facade length: requirement avoids monotonous, unbroken walls.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures allowed for small sites where material and modulation
accomplish the objective better than the standard.

¢ Ground floor height: requirements provide for adequate heights to differentiate and activate
ground level of building.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures provide some flexibility where prescriptive height
standard cannot be accommodated.
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Maximum residential floorplate: long-standing requirement addresses light, air, and building mass.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departure allowed up to 10%. Otherwise use floorplate averaging
for larger floors.

CIRCULATION

Wayfinding: requirements provide specifics of wayfinding/signage for public access and orientation.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures provide for alternatives if signage requirements are not
feasible.

Bicycle Parking/Facilities: requirements will provide standards for bicycle accommodation.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures to be provided depending on specific building type/use.

Street Frontage Standards: requirements vary by street type and reinforce the quality of the
pedestrian environment.

Proposed departures/flexibility: departures may be allowed for features like the percentage of
pedestrian- activated frontage and frequency of access/points of interest.

Weather protection: requirements set percentage of weather protection to be provided on building
frontages, varying by street type.

Proposed departures/flexibility: departures allow minor modifications that provide an equivalent
result.

LANDSCAPING

Street Trees: requirements control size and placement of street trees.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures allow for variations that result in same or more trees, as
well as some sizing flexibility.

Tree pits and planters: requirements dictate size.
Proposed departures/flexibility: departures will allow for sizing flexibility.
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Attachment C

Proposed Structure for Downtown
Incentive Zoning System

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As noted in the Downtown Livability CAC’s Final Report, the Amenity Incentive System has been a key
tool for achieving the Downtown vision. The system allows for buildings to earn “bonus” intensity (FAR)
and height in return for providing public amenities that mitigate building in a dense urban environment.
However, over time the system no longer is grounded in current market economics and has not been
modified to fit Downtown’s evolving state. The CAC concluded that the system should be updated to
focus on factors that will make Downtown more livable, and that the update should ensure that the
system is feasible and acts as a real incentive.

To help focus the update and align with Council thinking, a joint workshop between the City Council and
the Planning Commission took place in November 2015. This resulted in a set of Council Principles to
guide the update. The staff-proposed approach to updating the incentive system is grounded both in the
CAC findings and the guidance provided by the Council Principles. The update will be presented in two
parts:

e Part 1, the focus of the current proposal, is the proposed structure of the new incentive system.
This includes identifying what should be incentivized vs. required, the “stacking” of various
bonus features, and factoring in elements such as an option for fee-in-lieu payments and
periodic review of the system.

e Part 2 is market calibration of the proposed incentive system. Once there is clear direction on
the structure of the updated system, economic modeling is performed to identify the market
value of the incentives and how they translate into increments of bonus FAR and height. A
calibration proposal is set to be presented in July, and will be guided by the direction on the
structure of the new system.

Following are the key points proposed for the structure of the updated system. Each point is associated
with the relevant Council Principles that provide guidance for the update. Further details about the
complete system follow this Executive Summary.

The overall approach attempts to update, streamline, and focus the incentives on those most important
to promoting Downtown livability. It differentiates incentives from basic Code requirements, and seeks
to ensure that the resulting system acts as a real market incentive.
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Proposed Approach to Downtown
Incentive Zoning Structure

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

1. Update and clarify what is a Code
requirement vs. an incentive,
adjusting the basic FAR accordingly.

Council Principle #4. Recognize that incentive zoning is one
part of the broader Downtown land use code, and will work
together with development standards, design guidelines and
other code elements to collectively address impacts of
development and ensure Downtown is a great place for
people.

Council Principle #5. Simplify and streamline the incentive
system with a clear structure and desired outcomes. This
includes narrowing the list of incentives by mandating
appropriate elements, incentivizing what would not
otherwise happen, and increasing the base FAR to account
for any current incentive that is converted to a mandate.

2. Remove features that are no longer
real incentives (structured parking,
residential) and adjust the basic FAR
accordingly.

Council Principle #5. Simplify and streamline the incentive
system with a clear structure and desired outcomes. This
includes narrowing the list of incentives by mandating
appropriate elements, incentivizing what would not
otherwise happen, and increasing the base FAR to account
for any current incentive that is converted to a mandate.

Council Principle #7. Design the amenity incentive system to
act as a real incentive for developers, and ensure that
modifications to the incentive system don’t effectively result
in a downzoning of land, in particular for current incentives
converted to mandates.

3. Create additional lift/value for the
incentive system by incorporating
proposed increases in FAR/height
into the system. This will create an

additional value for public amenities.

Council Principle #8. Ensure that participation in the
updated incentive system is required for any increases to
currently permitted maximum density (FAR) and/or height.

4. Adjust the FAR exemption to include
up to 1.0 exempt FAR for affordable
housing, as a major incentive for
achieving such.

Council Principle #1. Focus the system on making Downtown
more livable for people. This should include incentivizing
public open space, walkability/connectivity, affordable
housing in recognition of the City’s broader work on
affordable housing, and other amenities that are most
important to achieving Downtown livability.

Council Principle #7. Design the amenity incentive system to
act as a real incentive for developers, and ensure that
modifications to the incentive system don’t effectively result
in a downzoning of land, in particular for current incentives
converted to mandates.
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Proposed Approach to Downtown
Incentive Zoning Structure

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

5. Focus remaining bonus FAR on key Council Principle #1. Focus the system on making Downtown
placemaking and public open space more livable for people. This should include incentivizing
features, walkability, and public open space, walkability/connectivity, affordable
cultural/community features. housing in recognition of the City’s broader work on

affordable housing, and other amenities that are most
important to achieving Downtown livability.

Council Principle #2. Be forward-looking and aspirational,
reflecting the evolving needs of a 21st century city.

6. Utilize the system to promote Council Principle #3. Design the incentive system to help
neighborhood identity, principally by | reinforce Downtown neighborhood identity.
tailoring the nature/type of bonus
open space by neighborhood.

7. Allow for fee payments in lieu of on- | Council Principle #10. Provide for a reasonable “fee-in-lieu”
site performance. alternative to ensure that the amenity incentive system does

not unduly hinder development or result in building designs
that lack market viability.

8. Provide a Development Agreement Council Principle #11. Consider an “off-ramp” option, with
option as an “off-ramp” for the bonus | an approval process, providing flexibility for incentivizing
system, where a development can elements that were not identified in this update but add
show equal or greater value. equal or greater value.

9. Build in a regular CPl adjustment Council Principle #12. Include a mechanism for future
factor to ensure the system remains | periodic updates of the incentive system to address
current with the market; also conduct | Downtown needs as they change.
periodic (5-7 year) reviews of the
system.

10. Promote green/sustainable building Council Principle #2. Be forward-looking and aspirational,

through other City mechanisms (e.g.
remove barriers, provide technical
assistance, marketing and
recognition, etc.)

reflecting the evolving needs of a 21st century city.

The above chart presents the conceptual approach to the proposed incentive zoning system update.

Staff has attempted to embed the Council Principles in this proposal, as summarized above. Two Council
Principles not included above have also been considered in the proposal and analysis of the proposed
structure; they are critically important and apply to the entire system as opposed to a single point of the
structure. Council Principle #6 is to ensure the system is consistent with state and federal law, including
requirements of nexus and rough proportionality. Council Principle #9 is to consider (and seek to avoid)
potential unintended consequences of the update.

Further details of the proposal follow in the body of this report.
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PROPOSED INCENTIVE SYSTEM STRUCTURE

Current Incentive Zoning System
As is shown in the graphic below, the current incentive zoning system is structured as follows:

¢ The current incentive system includes a basic FAR & height and maximum FAR & height that
vary by Downtown zoning district, but all follow this general structure.

e Adevelopment project’s measured FAR provides exemption for ground-floor and 2nd-level
retail space meeting specific Code requirements.

e Basic Amenity Requirements are mandatory and ensure that all Downtown development meets
at least a minimum threshold. Qualifying basic amenities include: pedestrian-oriented frontage;
landscape features; arcades; marquees; awnings; sculpture; water features; active recreation
areas; retail food; child care services; plazas; and residential entry courtyards. These “basic”
amenities also qualify for bonusable FAR.

¢ On top of the Basic Amenity Requirements, developments may select from the full list of 23
current amenities to reach maximum FAR and height.

Current Incentive Zoning System

- Max FAR
BONUS —=
Note: Required = =|9 :asf_cfAmenEy
for any building — Surehet Basic FAR
Measured FAR
EXEMPT FAR Ground-Floor and
2nd-Level Retail

*Ground-Floor and 2nd-Level Retail only exempt under certain conditions.
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Proposed Conceptual Model for Incentive System Update

The full proposal for the structure of the Downtown incentive zoning system is presented below. As
noted in the Executive Summary, it was heavily guided by the Incentive Zoning Principles adopted by the
City Council in January 2016. The graphic below depicts the proposed approach, described in detail in
the following sections.

Proposed Conceptual Model for
Downtown Incentive Zoning Update

R e = New Max FAR/Height,
1 : Where Applicable
|
POTENTIAL BONUS == = = o= s o o o o o o Old Max FAR
p— New Basic FAR
Adjustment for
New Requirements
Major Adjustment — it  for
. ljustment fo
Upof Ensic FAR Withdrawn Incentives
— Old Basic FAR
Measured FAR
Ground-Floor and 2nd-
EXEMPT FAR Level Retail; Plus
Affordable Housing*

*Ground-Floor and 2nd-Level Retail only exempt under certain conditions. Up to
1.0 FAR exemption proposed for Affordable Housing meeting specific criteria.

1. Update and Clarify Code Requirements vs. Incentives, Adjust Basic
FAR Accordingly

Incentive zoning is one part of the broader land use code framework that guides development. That
broader framework includes permitted uses, dimensional standards such as lot coverage and setbacks,
development standards such as required parking ratios, and design guidelines that address the quality of
development. Separate from the land use code are building code requirements that address building

safety, such as structural integrity.
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The Downtown Livability Code amendments include updates to development standards and guidelines,
so the Code is more forward-looking and people oriented. The “early wins” adopted earlier this year
included a shift for weather protection to be a requirement vs. an incentive. Another proposed shift is to

create a “green factor” to mitigate some of the environmental impacts associated with dense urban

development and add to the sense that Downtown Bellevue is part of Bellevue’s “city in a park” identity.

Development would select from a menu of items, some of which are currently in the amenity system.

These would include landscape features, green roofs, vegetated walls, enhanced tree canopy, food

production, “green streets” concepts, bicycle parking, and electric vehicle charging stations. Note:
calibration of this “green factor” will be conducted in Part 2 of this proposal (anticipated July 2016). The

other proposed shift is to address pedestrian-oriented frontage as a requirement and remove it from
the incentive system. Today it is both a requirement and an incentive on certain Downtown streets; it
would be simpler to address it solely as a requirement on those streets where it is necessary for

pedestrian activation.

Table A. Existing and Proposed Features for Amenity Incentive System

Existing Amenity System Proposed Shift to Proposed New Proposed to be
Requirement w/ Amenity System Features Withdrawn w/ Basic
Basic FAR Adjusted FAR Adjusted
Accordingly Accordingly

Placemaking

Major Pedestrian Corridor Major Pedestrian

Corridor/Grand Connection

Pedestrian Oriented X

Frontage

Neighborhood Serving Uses

Public Meeting Rooms; Child X

Care Services; Retail Food;
Space for Non-profit Social
Services

Note: No adjustment to
basic FAR needed; Code
audit showed 3 of 4
amenities never used
and public meeting
rooms used once.

Parks and Open Space
Outdoor Plaza; Donation of
Park Property; Residential
Entry Courtyard; Active
Recreation Area; Enclosed
Plaza

Outdoor Plaza; Donation or
Improvement of Park Property;
Residential Entry Courtyard;
Active Recreation Area;
Enclosed Plaza; Add Pocket
Parks; Farmers Markets; “alleys
with addresses;” and “third
places” as part of
Neighborhood-Specific Publicly
Usable Open Space

44




Existing Amenity System Proposed Shift to Proposed New Proposed to be
Requirement w/ Amenity System Features Withdrawn w/ Basic
Basic FAR Adjusted FAR Adjusted
Accordingly Accordingly
Landscape Feature; X
Landscape Area Note: Landscape
Feature; Landscape
Area included as
part of “green
factor” menu. This
menu also includes
green space/open
space, tree
preservation and
planting.
Parking
Underground Parking; X
Above-Grade Structured
Parking
Housing
Residential Uses X
Arts and Culture
Performing Arts Space; Performing Arts Space;
Sculpture; Water Feature Sculpture; Water Feature; Art
Space; Historic Preservation
and Cultural Resources
Walkability
Free-standing canopies at
street corners (non-building
weather protection)
Pedestrian bridges meeting
specific location and design
criteria

Note: Several Items in the Downtown’s CAC List of Potential New Amenities are not included here. This is to avoid
diluting the system, in light of Council guidance to streamline the system and narrow it to the items that are most
important to achieving Downtown Livability. The proposed approach focuses on affordable housing, usable public
open space, walkability/connectivity and cultural/community resources. Not included are: iconic buildings,
increased setbacks, small lot architecture, sustainable buildings, signature streets, upper level plazas and activated
rooftops (the latter two constituting private rather than public open spaces). Potentially some of these items, if
they provide equal or greater public benefit, could be considered in the “off-ramp” Development Agreement
option presented in the proposed framework.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

Principle #4. Recognize that incentive zoning is one part of the broader Downtown land use code, and will
work together with development standards, design guidelines and other code elements to collectively
address impacts of development and ensure Downtown is a great place for people.

Principle #5. Simplify and streamline the incentive system with a clear structure and desired outcomes. This
includes narrowing the list of incentives by mandating appropriate elements, incentivizing what would not
otherwise happen, and increasing the base FAR to account for any current incentive that is converted to a
mandate.
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2. Remove Features that are No Longer Real Incentives and Adjust Basic
FAR Accordingly

The purpose of updating the Amenity Incentive System is to promote those amenities most important to
achieving livability and the desired future for Downtown. The current incentive zoning provisions in
Downtown Bellevue are largely unchanged from the system adopted in 1981. At that time, incentives for
new development to put in place underground parking, above-grade structured parking and residential
units were important policy goals. Surface parking lots abounded in 1981, consuming scarce urban land
and detracting from the pedestrian environment, and land prices at that time encouraged more of the
same. In recent decades this has radically changed. Today’s densities and land values virtually ensure
that new parking is in structured garages as opposed to surface lots. Likewise, the Downtown Bellevue
residential market has been entirely transformed in recent years, to the point that 12,000 people today
call Downtown home. Indeed, a concern for the Downtown Livability update has been to “level the
playing field” so that residential uses do not out-compete office uses for so many sites.

As was shown in the Land Use Code Audit, the amount of bonus earned through the parking and
residential amenities has been the vast majority of all bonuses earned. Since the market is already
strongly providing for these outcomes, the amenity system is no longer acting as a real incentive for
private development to produce them. To keep them in the amenity incentive system is not consistent
with Council direction to “incentivize what would otherwise not happen.” To compensate for
withdrawing these amenities, there will be an adjustment of the basic FAR accordingly.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

Principle #5. Simplify and streamline the incentive system with a clear structure and desired outcomes. This
includes narrowing the list of incentives by mandating appropriate elements, incentivizing what would not
otherwise happen, and increasing the base FAR to account for any current incentive that is converted to a
mandate.

Principle #7. Design the amenity incentive system to act as a real incentive for developers, and ensure that
modifications to the incentive system don’t effectively result in a downzoning of land, in particular for
current incentives converted to mandates.

3. Create Additional Lift/Value for the Incentive System by Incorporating
Proposed Increases to FAR and Height

The Downtown Livability CAC provided a set of height and form recommendations that are currently
being reviewed by the Planning Commission. A key tenet of this work is that any increases to maximum
floor area ratio and/or building height are earned through the updated incentive system.

The Commission’s current discussion has included a number of areas (such as the O-1 district) where
potential additional height could be earned (without additional FAR) and areas where both additional
FAR and height could be earned (such as the DT-OLB district). This creates added value that can be
included in the amenity incentive system.
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Bellevue’s Downtown Incentive System has historically used height and FAR in tandem. Since a number
of districts are being recommended for just additional height, a mechanism will be established that
focuses on this increment. When height is offered independent of FAR, the key issue is how different
types of development marginally value the additional height, particularly as buildings move up
code/construction type and/or cost breakpoints (i.e. wood to concrete/steel construction). This will be
an important consideration in the economic calibration work that follows.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principle

Principle #8. Ensure that participation in the updated incentive system is required for any increases to
currently permitted maximum density (FAR) and/or height.

4. Adjust the FAR Exemption to Include Affordable Housing

One type of FAR incentive is to exempt certain items from the FAR count, as the Code currently does for
ground-floor and second-level retail meeting certain design requirements. See LUC 20.25A.020.B.3.a:
“Up to a maximum of 1.0 of the floor area in a project limit that is devoted to retail activities will not be
counted for the purpose of calculating FAR in the proportions set forth in LUC 20.25A.115, so long as the
retail activities are designed and located in compliance with...”

This proposal is to add up to 1.0 FAR of affordable housing to the list of FAR exemptions. In effect, this
would be a strong incentive for affordable housing, and would free up the rest of the Amenity Incentive
System for other desired amenities like public open space. There is some logic to exempting FAR for
affordable housing, at least from the perspective of trip generation, in that closer-in affordable living
options allow people to live closer to work, resulting in shorter trips with a higher share of walking,
biking, and transit. For the most part, this opportunity is not available today for the sizable Downtown
workforce employed in service and retail jobs.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

Principle #1. Focus the system on making Downtown more livable for people. This should include
incentivizing public open space, walkability/connectivity, affordable housing in recognition of the City’s
broader work on affordable housing, and other amenities that are most important to achieving Downtown
livability.

Principle #7. Design the amenity incentive system to act as a real incentive for developers, and ensure that
modifications to the incentive system don’t effectively result in a downzoning of land, in particular for
current incentives converted to mandates.

5. Focus Remaining Bonus FAR on Placemaking & Public Open Space
Features, Walkability, and Cultural/Community Amenities

Once the basic FAR is adjusted upwards to account for amenities converted to requirements, as well as
former amenities to be withdrawn from the list, there will be limited “lift” left in the system to support

new amenities. It will be critical to focus that bonus lift on the features most important to achieving
Downtown livability. This is a strong theme from both the Council Principles and the CAC report. If the
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Amenity Incentive system tries to promote every conceivable desired outcome, it will be too diluted to
accomplish anything meaningful.

The Council principles and CAC direction together provide the overall guidance for the proposed
amenities list as shown below in Table B; this is in conjunction with the proposed FAR exemption for
affordable housing (#4 above). As a whole, the system will promote the following as the most important
items to achieve:

e Affordable housing

e Public open space

e  Walkability/connectivity

e Cultural/community features

Affordable housing is strongly promoted through the FAR exemption. The bonusable FAR is then divided
among the other key amenities. Since public open space is so important to livability, the proposal
assigns 75% of the bonusable value to it and 25% of the remainder to the other features.

Table B. Proposed Features for Updated Amenity Incentive System

Amenity Category Amenity Features Focus

Placemaking and Public Open | e Major Pedestrian Corridor/Grand e Target 75% of a

Space Features Connection Project’s Earned
e Outdoor Plaza; Donation or Improvement Bonus

of Park Property; Residential Entry
Courtyard; Active Recreation Area;
Enclosed Plaza; Add Pocket Parks; Farmers
Markets; “alleys with addresses;” and
“third places” as part of Neighborhood-
Specific Publicly Usable Open Space

Walkability/Connectivity e Free-standing canopies at street corners e Target 25% of a
Features (non-building weather protection) Project’s Earned
e Pedestrian bridges meeting specific Bonus
location and design criteria
Cultural/Community e Performing Arts Space; Sculpture; Water
Features Feature; Art Space; Historic Preservation

and Cultural Resources

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles

Principle #1. Focus the system on making Downtown more livable for people. This should include
incentivizing public open space, walkability/connectivity, affordable housing in recognition of the City’s
broader work on affordable housing, and other amenities that are most important to achieving Downtown
livability.

Principle #2. Be forward-looking and aspirational, reflecting the evolving needs of a 21st century city.
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6. Use the Incentive System to Promote Neighborhood Identity

The incentive system will be used to promote neighborhood identity within Downtown Bellevue,
principally through tailoring the nature/type of bonus open space to each Downtown neighborhood.
This is consistent with the Downtown CAC report, which included specific open space needs and
expressions for each of the seven Downtown neighborhoods. For example, a new neighborhood park
was identified as a strong need for the Northwest Village and East Main neighborhoods and not for
others. Community gardens/pea patches were shown as desirable in most neighborhoods but not in the
Downtown Core or Old Bellevue.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principles
Principle #3. Design the incentive system to help reinforce Downtown neighborhood identity.

1. Allow for Fee-in-Lieu Payments

The preference for the Downtown incentive system will be for on-site performance. This means that
amenities are delivered on the same site as the development. The system will also include provisions for
fee-in-lieu payments to allow flexibility to pay for producing the amenity off-site. The cost of the fee-in-
lieu payment will be determined during the pricing and calibration phase.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principle

Principle #10. Provide for a reasonable “fee-in-lieu” alternative to ensure that the amenity incentive system
does not unduly hinder development or result in building designs that lack market viability.

8. Provide Process "Off-Ramp” for Incentive System

The Downtown Livability CAC and City Council both provided direction to include a process for
developers to suggest amenities that are not on the formal list. It is proposed that developers are able
to suggest bonusable amenities through a City Development Agreement. The criteria for the departure
would be that the amenity provides an equal or greater contribution to meeting the intent of the
incentive system, and results in a significant public benefit or amenity that would not otherwise be
provided absent the departure.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principle

Principle #11. Consider an “off-ramp” option, with an approval process, providing flexibility for incentivizing
elements that were not identified in this update but add equal or greater value.

9. Market Adjustment and Periodic Review

A best practice is to incorporate a regular adjustment to the incentive price (proposed as annual CPI
adjustment) to ensure the system remains current with the market. It is also recommended to
incorporate a periodic review (every 5-7 years) to review and modify the incentive system as needed.
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Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principle

Principle #12. Include a mechanism for future periodic updates of the incentive system to address
Downtown needs as they change.

10. Promote Green/Sustainable Building Through Other City Mechanisms

One of the items that is desired but not included in the simpler, more focused amenity list is
green/sustainable building design and performance. While not included in the proposed bonus amenity
system, staff looked for other ways to promote this desirable outcome. It is proposed that outside of the
incentive system, the City will promote green building Downtown through a variety of other means,
such as:

¢ Training and technical assistance by City staff and partners.

e Partnering with third parties for promoting and recognizing green buildings.

e Removing Code barriers for innovative and high performing buildings.

e (Considering a Living Building pilot ordinance, which would allow departures from the building
code for a certain number of pilot projects.

While not part of the amenity incentive system, it is hoped that these will be other means of
encouraging green buildings that significantly out-perform the current standard product in Downtown.
A number of jurisdictions also provide expedited permit review for green/sustainable certified buildings.

Relevant Incentive Zoning Council Principle
Principle #2. Be forward-looking and aspirational, reflecting the evolving needs of a 21st century city.

NEXT STEPS

Once there is agreement on the overall structure of the incentive system, calibration (pricing) is the next
step. This requires valuing both the cost of providing the amenity (or public benefit) and the value of the
incentive (additional floor area and/or height) so that the bonus value exceeds the amenity value. This is
a technical exercise that involves pro forma modeling of development. This work will be performed by
the City’s technical consultant (Berk) and is anticipated to be available in July 2016.
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AMENITY INCENTIVE SYSTEM
Background

A key tool for achieving the Downtown vision
has been the Amenity Incentive System,

which provides for buildings to earn “bonus”
intensity (increased floor area ratio (FAR)) and
height in return for providing public amenities.
The Downtown Subarea Plan, adopted in
2004, and consistent with the Plan in place
since 1979, promotes this bonus system as a
way to accomplish the public objectives set
forth in the Plan. It directly calls out incentives
for certain features, such as residential uses,
development of themed streets, and reinforcing
the unique characteristics of Downtown

neighborhoods.

The current list of amenities eligible for bonus
FAR and height is quite extensive. It includes
23 amenities, each with specific design

criteria and a bonus rate used to calculate the
amount of added floor area earned. When first
adopted in the early 1980s, the bonus rates
were based on the developer’s cost to deliver a
given amenity, converted to the value of extra
development rights (FAR) received. These rates
have not been recalibrated for many years

Floor area ratio is the ratio of the fotal square
feet of a building to the total square feet
of the property on which it is located.

Several incentives have been identified as
noteworthy:

* Development of the Major Pedestrian
Corridor and its related Major Public
Open Spaces receives a “super-bonus”
of height in the Core Design District
above what can be earned for any other
amenity.
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Attachment D

Chapter 2 from Downtown Livability CAC Final Report

How does the amenity incentive
system relate to livability?

0

Opportunities for amenities
to help reinforce Downtown

neighborhood identity

Potential to focus bonuses on the

most important amenities

Addition of new amenities that focus on

livability and the future of Downtown
Opportunities fo encourage creative design

Potential for added “lift” to incentive system
through additional height and FAR

First and second levels of retail are highly
incentivized by being “free” FAR; i.e.
they are not counted against the FAR
maximums and can allow a building to
include significantly more floor area than
the stated code maximums.

“Basic Floor Area Requirements” ensure
that all developments meet a minimum
threshold of amenities, typically at the
ground level and oriented to a public
right of way. Qualifying basic amenities
are a subset of the larger whole, and
include pedestrian-oriented frontage,
weather protection (arcades, marquees
and awnings), some open space features
and others.

Pedestrian-oriented frontage is required

in many cases, and is also eligible for
incentive.

Changes to the Amenity Incentive System
should consider such factors as:

The amenities most important to
achieving livability and desired future for
Downtown.



* What features need to be incentivized
versus what development will do without
incentives.

¢ The economics of development, to ensure
that the modified incentive system is
feasible and acts as a real incentive.

CAC Discussion

CAC discussion of the Amenity Incentive
System focused on the following key points:

* Focus on the factors that would
ultimately make Downtown more livable;
should be tangible and give back to the
community.

* Strong interest in how the incentive
system and design guidelines can be
used to help reinforce Downtown
neighborhood identity (i.e. a district by
district approach).

* Potentially modify some of the existing
amenity definitions and more clearly
direct where they happen within
Downtown,

* Some amenities could potentially shift
to be requirements (such as weather
protection) rather than a bonused
amenity.

* 'The structure of the bonus rates should
clearly reflect the most desired amenities.

* A “superbonus” might apply to
extraordinary or iconic design features;
special design review would be needed.

* 'The incentive system should be efficient,
predictable, not overly complex, and
encourage creative design.

* The incentive system should be
economically viable; it should act as a
real incentive and not deter development.
Changes to the current incentive system
may necessitate an increase in base

density/height.

* The system should be updated more
frequently and have the ability to address

Downtown needs as they change;
creative, new concepts may arise that
make sense to bonus in some way.

* Fee-in-lieu collection through an amenity
system should relate to the area where the
project occurs.

Recommendations

Amenity Incentive System Strategy 1:
Update amenities to be included in the
Amenity Incentive System.

The CAC has identified the following
overarching themes regarding amenities:

¢ Focus on amenities most important to
achieving livability and desired future for
Downtown.

¢ Consider what needs to be incentivized
vs. what market will do without
incentives.

* Provide flexibility to encourage creative
design.

* Amenities should help reinforce
Downtown neighborhood identity.

* Modified incentive system must be
feasible and act as a real incentive.

In the table on the following page, the CAC
identified current and potential additional
amenities that should be considered for the
Amenity Incentive System. The CAC has
specific direction on a few items as follows:

* The current amenities list includes
underground and above-ground
parking as well as residential uses. CAC
discussion focused on whether these are
still uses that are considered an amenity
that a development should get bonus area
for or whether they are uses that will be
provided regardless of incentives.

* The CAC discussed the potential
inclusion of affordable housing as
a new item to add to the amenity
system. The CAC provided direction
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Existing Amenities

Potential New Amenities

Public Gathering Spaces/Placemaking

Maijor Pedestrian Corridor

Pedestrian Oriented Frontage

Neighborhood-Serving Uses

Signature Streets
Third Places, gathering places
Farmers Market Space

Public Meeting Rooms
Child Care Services
Retail Food

Space for Non-profit Social Services

Parks/Green/Open Space

None

Outdoor Plaza

Landscape Feature
Landscape Area

Donation of Park Property
Residential Entry Courtyard
Active Recreation Area

Enclosed Plaza

Parking

Upper Level Plaza

Green Space/Open Space
Pocket Parks & Urban Courtyards
Green Streets Concepts
Landmark Tree Preservation
Significant Tree Planting
Activated Rooftops

Underground Parking
Above Grade Parking
Above Grade Parking in Residential Bldg

Housing

None

Residential Uses

Arts and Culture

Affordable Housing

Performing Arts Space
Sculpture

Woater Feature

Design

Art Space

Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources

None

Iconic Features (i.e. rooftop, tower, etc.)
Increased Setbacks for Light/Air

Small Lot Interesting Architecture
Sustainable Features/Practices
Freestanding Canopies at Corners

Pedestrian Bridges

“Existing List” means from the current list of 23 bonusable amenities in the Land Use Code.
“New |dea” means a potential new amenity to be bonused through the incentive sysiem.



for additional evaluation of affordable
housing regarding the nature of bonus,
rclationship to what market is delivering,
and how it might tie in with multifamily
tax exemption program being considered

by Council.

Amenity Incentive System Strategy 2:
Make weather protection a development
requirement.

Shift “weather protection” from the amenity
system to be a development requirement,
implemented in appropriate locations through
the updated design guidelines.

Amenity Incentive System Strategy 3:
Consider neighborhood-specific
weighting.

Recognizing that a common theme is to
reinforce and promote the unique identify
of each neighborhood in Downtown, the
CAC discussed the potential to weight
incentives differently depending on where
the development is located and the unique
character and needs of each neighborhood.

Amenity Incentive System Strategy 4:
Develop method to consider alternative
amenities.

The CAC was interested in having a method
for developers to suggest amenities that were
not on the formal list. There would be a
process developed to review them and provide
an appropriate bonus.

Amenity Incentive System Strategy 5:
Recalibrate economics of amenity
incentive system.

Conduct an economic analysis to consider
how recommended changes to the amenity
incentive system may affect development
economics and ensure a good balance of public
benefit and economic return. The economic
analysis will include:

* Identification of the lift to the amenity
system provided by any height and/or
density increases.

e Evaluation if there is sufficient market
demand in the near- and long-term to
develop properties at various height and
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density levels. The anticipated demand in
excess of the base zoning will help inform
the revisions to the incentive valuation.

Analysis of how the base densities should
be modified to take into account added
development requirements or other
changes to the current incentive system.

Pro-forma analysis of development
scenarios (office, residential, mixed-use)
to determine project feasibility and
ability to contribute to the incentive
system.

Develop incentive pricing and calibration
(with fee-in-lieu provisions) based on the
most desired amenities, cost to produce,
and value derived from height and
density increases.
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Attachment E

Council Guidance for Updating Downtown Incentive Zoning
Adopted by Council 1-19-16

For many years incentive zoning has been part of Bellevue’s strategy for implementing the
Downtown Plan. Through the Amenity Incentive System, development is offered additional
density (FAR) in exchange for providing certain public amenities. The Downtown Livability CAC
report calls for a number of revisions to the system. The Council is providing the following
direction to staff and the Planning Commission as they consider the CAC recommendations and
move forward to develop the specific Land Use Code amendments to update the incentive
zoning system.

1.

Focus the system on making Downtown more livable for people. This should include
incentivizing public open space, walkability/connectivity, affordable housing in recognition of
the City’s broader work on affordable housing, and other amenities that are most important
to achieving Downtown livability.

Be forward-looking and aspirational, reflecting the evolving needs of a 21st century city.
Design the incentive system to help reinforce Downtown neighborhood identity.

Recognize that incentive zoning is one part of the broader Downtown land use code, and
will work together with development standards, design guidelines and other code elements
to collectively address impacts of development and ensure Downtown is a great place for
people.

Simplify and streamline the incentive system with a clear structure and desired outcomes.
This includes narrowing the list of incentives by mandating appropriate elements,
incentivizing what would not otherwise happen, and increasing the base FAR to account for
any current incentive that is converted to a mandate.

Ensure that the amenity incentive system is consistent with state and federal law. In
particular, the process should be sensitive to the requirements of RCW 82.02.020, and to
nexus and rough proportionality.

Design the amenity incentive system to act as a real incentive for developers, and ensure
that modifications to the incentive system don't effectively result in a downzoning of land, in
particular for current incentives converted to mandates.

Ensure that participation in the updated incentive system is required for any increases to
currently permitted maximum density (FAR) and/or height.

Consider potential unintended consequences of the update, specifically: a) the effect of
incentive zoning changes on the ability to continue to provide transit-oriented, workforce
housing in Downtown, including the anticipated effect of the MFTE on producing such
housing; b) the effect of incentive zoning changes on small lots, to ensure that their
redevelopment remains viable and not contingent upon becoming part of an assemblage
with other properties; and c) special sensitivity to Perimeter neighborhoods.
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10. Provide for a reasonable “fee-in-lieu” alternative to ensure that the amenity incentive system
does not unduly hinder development or result in building designs that lack market viability.

11. Consider an “off-ramp” option, with an approval process, providing flexibility for incentivizing
elements that were not identified in this update but add equal or greater value.

12. Include a mechanism for future periodic updates of the incentive system to address
Downtown needs as they change.
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700 112th LLC  Northwest Building * 700 112th Avenue NE, Suite 302 * Bellevue, Washington 98004
Telephone (425) 455-0923 * Fax (425) 451-0294

May 3, 2016

Dear Planning Commission Members:

| have previously expressed my belief that redevelopment at the NE corner of NE 6th Street and 112th
Avenue NE can play a uniquely positive role in the evolution of this area of the Downtown. The pivotal
location of this site creates the opportunity to connect and enliven the area, with unusually light
transportation impacts.

| would like to raise a second important point: development of this site needs flexible regulations
that account for the small size and triangular shape of the parcel. Benefits of increased height and
FAR that will be attained on typical large, rectangular shaped parcels cannot be realized here due to
these unique factors.

First, a brief review of why | am convinced redevelopment of this site has the potential to
significantly improve the vitality and livability of the neighborhood:

e The NE 6th Street location abuts the Grand Connection Study Area, providing the
opportunity to incorporate or link the Grand Connection into new development at this site.

e Redevelopment can facilitate a makeover of the NE 6" Street/112th Avenue NE intersection
to create an inviting, pedestrian friendly crossing and sense of place.

e Proximity to the future light rail station and existing Downtown Transit Center enables urban
scale development to leverage public investments in these transit facilities and mitigate
traffic impacts.

e Immediate freeway access via NE 6th Street and NE 8" Street, combined with adjacent
public transit centers, reduces traffic impacts.

e Through redevelopment of this site, Meydenbauer Center can be directly connected with a
convention serving hotel via a skybridge across 112" Avenue NE, providing another option
for pedestrian movements.

e The site can accommodate a mix of land uses that will bring residents, visitors and
employees, activating the neighborhood throughout the day and into the evening.

e Mixed use redevelopment will complement the existing mix of uses in the neighborhood,
including the Bravern.

e With its unique location, two towers can provide the density, iconic architecture and public
plaza for a vibrant coordinated experience.

e Site development can provide connections with the regional bikeway that crosses the site on
the west.
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And second, let me explain what | mean by “flexibility”. | am not advocating for a change in the
increased height and FAR standards recommended by the CAC and City Staff. | believe the
recommended standards are appropriate for most sites. But for a site where, due to size and shape,
it is not practical to achieve the scale of development that will be occur on typically sized and
shaped Downtown parcels, additional development capacity should be awarded if doing so will
further the public interest in Downtown livability. This should be done in the context of a specific
development proposal—and only in exchange for clear public benefits that are legally assured
through a recorded development agreement between the property owner and the City.

| am working with urban planning, architecture and land use law experts to formulate specific
proposals that | will bring to city staff and to you in the coming weeks. 1 am looking forward to
having a dialogue about these proposals. | believe creative approaches to building flexibility into
the code are required to facilitate redevelopment of this part of our Downtown into an exciting and

important urban neighborhcod.
Sincerely,

Alex Smith

Member / Manager
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WE ST77

PARTNERS

May 3, 2016

City of Bellevue Planning Commission

Attn: Chair Hillhorst

450 110™ Ave NE

PO Box 90012

Bellevue, WA 98009

Email: planningcommission@bellevuewa.gov

RE: Downtown Livability Initiative — DNTN-O-2 North Zoning

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Thank you for your work on the Downtown Livability Initiative. We are especially appreciative of your
study of the DNTN-O-2 North zone. The attached materials are intended to provide you with a brief
recap of our previous discussions with you.

Best regards,

D

Michael Nielson
West77 Partners, LL.C
President & CEO

64



oulqio
[8BYIIN Se yans Suadzijio [enpiAlpul pue ‘Sgy ‘yueg aseyn ‘sisupied //i1Sem Aq pepoddns s|

‘yimolb Jo sepeoap maj Jxau Jo abejueape axe) 0} umojumop uonisod I

‘Alluswe soeds uado 21|gnd Jolew e pue 19a11S-nJy)
‘Buissouo ¥00|g-piw ybnouyy oiyel) ayebiiw pue saoeds uelsapad JueiqIA ‘DAlj0e a)e)l|ioe

"NIA ‘2-O— NLNQ ‘1L-O-NLNQ :S8uoz 98y} usamiaq suonisuel) aye) Buippsp) 8yl aAIesald

"1edad)S Yol 3IN pue IN
anusAY Y190 40 Ajuuroia ayj ul Ajuswe adeds uado piey 4o Yos e dojersq “19-1a-S ADI10d

"*S8NUBA SINnoy-iaye pue Aep ayj bulinp JusWUOIIAUS

ueLjsapad aAjoe ue Joj * SqQnJo pue ‘spueine)sal ‘sajed ‘sdoys renuaAy Juswulersiuy
S, umojumo(q se dojansp 0] JN 8NUBAY YJ90 [ 10) SBAINUBIUI 8PINOIH “b-1a-S ADITOd
«'(sbuipjing jssjje) 8y} jo swos yum ‘umoyumoq uj jujod jseybly ay3) enusAy Yigo .

buoje abpu ay) buoje Ajjeroadsa ,Aemajeb Jolefw], e 19a1S 8 IN W "8H-1d-S ADIT10d
'S|eo9) ue|d dwo) Bunsix3 sjowold

‘I'M (¥V4 0°8/.00%) @A1jeUId)|Y palidjald

dV4 0°8 pue 00y O} Swnuwixew &y
pue jybray buisies 1oy poddns jsejiuew :uoISSILIWOD Buluue|d 0} jsenbay

1213SIPGNS YJON Z-O-NLNQ :wa}| epusaby

65



(sjeusiew
1©oed

6 yoJepn
99s) 0'g pue
00% 0O} YLION
¢O-N1Nd

ul yv4
pue jybiay
pasealoul
Bunuoddns

SENE]
e papinoid
sey SaX

210D UMOluMO(Qd =yl JO Jed SI Y3HON Z0-NLNd

(sjeusjew
19)0ed

6 yorey
pue

¢l [udy
99s) ¥v4
081006
pue 00
0} YuUON
¢O-N1Nd
ul yv4d
pue Jybiay
paseaJoul
Bunuoddns
SENET

Z papiaoud
sey asey)d




pajoidap jou Jybiay ‘Ajuo Y4 smoys ydeib teg,

V4 0’8 0} 8bueyo dVv4d ¢-O-NLNd
| 0] abueyo oN

(w8 AN) 19948 9|Buls € ssoJoe ZO-NLNQ PUe LO-NLNQ Usamiag ¥y 0'1 Jo eled ‘

dv4 0°S dv4 09 dv4 0°0L ~
0G¢ 007 009

NI Juadelpy ¢-O-NLNQd L1-O-NLNQd
:(sesn |enuapisal) Y4 pue ybiay wnwixew Joj a)ep 0} SUCIEPUSLILLIOIDY

NN PUe 20-NLNQ ‘T-O-NLNQ SSoJy uonisue.]

67



Bussew

Buiping pue souspadys

uepsepad poob o)
Aunpoddo aiow sajeain -

MOPEYS SHZRUILILL %3 MaIA
SBZILLINELL JIBUI0D (S 8
lamo] [enuapisal Iapusis -

saoeds uado |ans|
punoifi g 10} WooI SMO|NY -
8-Hvd
LINM LHDI3H .0-.00¥ LY
JWIHOS INOZdN

asouaiadxa
uetsapad g uBisap o)
Auunpoddo pawn -

soeds
uado ueuisapad jo peajsu
Uig JN WoJj pedl 55803y -

o|qen
Alleaowouoss aq of |no

PiINg Hooig-in4. sainbay -

9-"vd

1IN LHDI3H .0-.05¢ LY

ONINOZ LN3HHND

E mm_hﬂw‘(mﬂmmw(_o ONISSYW
AQNLS INOZ-dN FHYNOS NOLONIHSYM

Apnis buissely ajdwex3y

68



PUISIpgnNs YUoN 2-O-NLNd

—m

dv4d 0°G pue
0S¢ je umoys N

dvd4 0’8 pue
001 ¥ umoys
¢-O-N1Nd

1S ;38 3N buoje

dVv4 001 pue
009 }e umoys
L-O-NL1Nd

plemisam bBupjooT

69



P3SIpgns YoN ¢-O-NL1Nd
Buipnjoul ‘2102 umojumop Jo buliapuad paziiaindwo)




Eou.mﬂa.uo_..u,mmucoﬁc._oﬂ‘u

/N

\ peo.

-ybnouayy
300|G9-PIN

-pitple-29eds

uado 21jgnd

9L02-60-E0
WIH3Y LO3ro4d .
AQNLS INOZ-dN JHYNOS NOLONIHSYM &V 0°8 PUE 001 Ajgjewixoidde je umoys siomo L

Ul90T pue ;80T usamiag 8 IN buoly

AJluswy 21|gnd 40J UOISIA JO bulispuay |eln3oajiyoly

7



ONILY3S, -
34v0

2 "
HSV1dS | 3

\ -

xﬂ_\\ . v1S3H

1= 1
5 g — ! i
lr . ‘.. L . . o

SJoMo | - Q
alenbg uojbuiysepp Bunsix3

ped yse|ds/aueinelsay :9jdwex3 uoieinbijuo) ezzeld

72



re

00,0:0 00'G ©
Il I "o GO O & . .

Existing Washington Square Towers

Lol

/ B
g T

Outdoor Concert/Performance

Q
a
=
©
<

(L]
c

RS,
-,
(0]
| -
=
o

=2
C
)

O
©
N
N
Y
a

QOO OO
OO0,0 O

. '“‘.‘ ‘s.l 32 )
& 3
- _‘.“. & =y

73



0l

13IMEVIN
SHIANYVA

74

SYONY1 dOO4

Jemo] aienbg
uojBuiysepn Bunsixg R i

S}ONJ| PO0 pue }ayJe|\ Siawle

:9|dwex3 uoneinblyuo) ezzeid




Bg, . - .
2 & Bellevue Planning Commission

PLANNING COMMISSION PROPOSED SCHEDULE

MAY, JUNE, JULY 2016

MAY 11, 2016
6:30 PM: SINGLE FAMILY ROOM RENTAL UPDATE ON ENFORCEMENT; AEGIS
CODE AMENDMENT; DOWNTOWN LIVABILITY STUDY SESSION

MAY 25, 2016

4:30 PM TO 5:45 PM: LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES STUDY SESSION
6:30 PM ONWARDS: EASTGATE LAND USE CODE AMENDMENTS STUDY
SESSION

JUNE 1, 2016
6:00 PM ONWARDS: PLAN AMENDMENT THRESHOLD PUBLIC HEARING (NOTE:
HEARING STARTS AT 6 PM INSTEAD OF 6:30 PM)

JUNE 8, 2016
4:30 PM TO 6:30 PM: EASTGATE LAND USE CODE AMENDMENTS OPEN HOUSE
6:30 PM ONWARDS: DOWNTOWN LIVABILITY

JUNE 22, 2016 (MAY BE HELD IN EASTGATE NEIGHBORHOOD LOCATION)

4:30 PM TO 5:45 PM: LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES STUDY SESSION
6:30 PM ONWARDS: EASTGATE LAND USE CODE AMENDMENTS PUBLIC
HEARING

JULY 13, 2016
6:30 PM ONWARDS: LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES PUBLIC HEARING

JULY 27, 2016
6:30 PM: DOWNTOWN LIVABILITY

Effective 5/2/16
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CITY OF BELLEVUE
BELLEVUE PLANNING COMMISSION
STUDY SESSION MINUTES

April 13, 2016 Bellevue City Hall
6:30 p.m. City Council Conference Room 1E-113

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Hilhorst, Commissioners Carlson, Barksdale,
deVadoss, Laing, Morisseau, Walter

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None

STAFF PRESENT: Terry Cullen, Emil King, Patti Wilma, Department of
Planning and Community Development

COUNCIL LIAISON: Mayor Stokes

GUEST SPEAKERS: None

RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:36 p.m. by Chair Hilhorst who presided.
2. ROLL CALL

Upon the call of the roll, all Commissioners were present.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A motion to approve the agenda was made by Commissioner Laing. The motion was seconded
by Commissioner deVVadoss and the motion carried unanimously.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT — None

5. COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY COUNCIL, COMMUNITY COUNCILS,
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Commissioner Barksdale reported that he attended the design charrette prior to the Commission
meeting and said it was great to see the members of all eight teams fully engaged in the process.
Each team was charged with developing a vision for putting a lid over 1-405 as part of the grand
connection concept.

Chair Hilhorst noted that she attended the ARCH awards ceremony on April 7 and participated
as part of the team that determined the winners. The event was held at the YMCA in Issaquah.
The city won an award for the work done in the Bel-Red corridor relative to affordable housing.

Commissioner Morisseau said she recently met with representatives of Vander Hoek Corporation

to discuss their views of the Planning Commission relative to what is working and what could be
improved.
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Commissioner Laing announced that Community Development Manager Patti Wilma will be
retiring soon after 31.5 years with the city. He thanked her for what she has done for the city.

Chair Hilhorst said she recently was in contact with the chair of the Transportation Commission
and voiced the Commission’s eagerness to arrange for a joint meeting to discuss some of the
large initiatives currently being addressed. She said the staff liaisons are working to arrange a
date for a joint meeting.

6. STAFF REPORTS

Comprehensive Planning Manager Terry Cullen said he would hold his staff reports until the end
of the meeting.

7. DRAFT MINUTES REVIEW
A February 24, 2016

Commissioner Laing referred to the third paragraph on page 5 of the minutes and asked to have
the penultimate sentence revised to read “Commissioner Laing said it may be a good thing....”

Commissioner Laing called attention to the third paragraph on page 6 and asked to have the first
sentence read “...instead of being an outright permitted use.”

Commissioner Carlson pointed out that the word “studies” in the third paragraph on page 7
should be changed to “studios.”

Commissioner Walter noted that in the eighth paragraph on page 8, the second sentence should
be revised to read “...struck, however, that the proposed buffers....”

A motion to approve the minutes as amended was made by Commissioner Laing. The motion
was seconded by Commissioner deVadoss and the motion carried without dissent. Commissioner
Morisseau abstained from voting as she was not present at the meeting.

B. March 9, 2016

Mr. Cullen reviewed with the Commissioners the revisions he had previously been directed by
the Commission to make.

Commissioner Laing noted that in the second paragraph on page 13 of the minutes the second
sentence should be revised to read “...along the southwest corner of the downtown.” He also
proposed changing the last sentence in the same paragraph to read “...and provides for more
livable residential units.”

A motion to approve the minutes as amended was made by Commissioner Laing. The motion
was seconded by Commissioner Carlson and the motion carried unanimously.

C. March 23, 2016

A motion to approve the minutes as submitted was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion
was seconded by Commissioner Morisseau and the motion carried unanimously.
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8. QUARTERLY CHECK-IN

Mr. Cullen noted that during the first quarter of the year the Commission conducted six
meetings, eight study sessions, one open house, and no public hearings. All of the meetings took
place at City Hall. The specific projects with which the Commission was involved were the
downtown livability code amendments; the Eastgate Land Use Code amendments; the 2016
Comprehensive Plan amendments, which includes Vision Zero; and the expansion of the FAR
exception for assisted living uses through the provisions of affordable housing. All of those
projects remain ongoing and will continue into the second quarter.

Mr. Cullen said the Commission will be facing a number of time-sensitive items during the
second quarter and noted that the schedule will be exceptionally full. The FAR exception issue is
on the schedule for a public hearing on April 27. The threshold review for the package of
Comprehensive Plan amendments is slated for a study session and public hearing on May 25, and
the meeting may be held in one of the neighborhoods. The low-impact development standards
issue is under the Clean Water Act and is very time sensitive; the city could face penalties if the
work is not completed by November. The issue will be on the Commission’s plate beginning in
May, and there will be two study sessions and a public hearing on the topic in June.

Continuing, Mr. Cullen said the Eastgate Land Use Code amendments are on track to be
wrapped up during the second quarter. A study session on the entire package of amendments, an
open house and a public hearing will be held in May and June. The downtown livability project
IS ongoing, and the topic of critical areas will be the focus of a study session and a public
hearing, though it has not yet been scheduled.

Mayor Stokes said the push to achieve some early wins relative to downtown livability was a
good move on the part of the Commission. He suggested there may also be ways to speed up the
meetings to some degree, including the way in which the Commission handles approval of its
minutes.

Mayor Stokes commented that the Commission plays a pivotal role in city governance and
helping to set the long-term direction and vision. The structure and staffing of the city’s boards
and commission, and even the Council, functions as if it were ten years ago in a sense, and it is
necessary to try to be as nimble as possible and keep focused on what really needs to be done. A
lot of behind-the-scenes work is under way to use time wisely and the end result is going to be
great. The visioning work done by the Council, which resulted in the creation of several
initiatives that have been worked into the budget, relies on the work of the Commission.
Downtown livability, which is extremely important, has taken longer than first thought to bring
about. Bellevue is facing the next level of urbanism and the code changes will set the stage for
the city. The Council wants to see the high-priority work done and approved by the Council by
the end of the year. The Eastgate Land Use Code amendments will impact an extremely
important redevelopment area of the city, and the Council wants to see that work closed out as
well by the end of the year. The challenge for the Commission will be to conduct careful
deliberations and draft thoughtful recommendations with all due haste.

The Council has agreed to bring to the table the development of an affordable housing strategic
action plan. The Council has agreed the emphasis should be on the word “action.” The
commitment made was to have the plan in place by the end of the year. A technical advisory
group has been approved by the Council to work closely with staff and the Council to frame the
project as it moves forward. The Commission will not be asked to review the overall strategies,
but will be involved to effect the necessary code amendments. The grand connection concept is a
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long-range piece in which the Commission will be heavily involved over the coming years. The
idea is to link Meydenbauer Bay with Downtown Park and the pedestrian corridor and then
across the freeway to Wilburton via a lid over 1-405. The Commission will be heavily involved
in creating something that will be iconic for the city. A national panel from the Urban Land Use
Institute will visit the city in May to work with the city on a vision for redeveloping the
Wilburton area; the Commission will be heavily involved in that work as well.

Mayor Stokes said it is an exciting time for the city and the Commission is in the middle of it all.
He praised the Commissioners for their work ethic and for coming to meetings fully prepared to
engage in discussion.

Mayor Stokes said the idea of meeting jointly with the Transportation Commission has not been
considered at the Council level. Chair Hilhorst said the suggestion to have the Planning
Commission and the Transportation Commission meet together stemmed from the desire to be
more fully informed regarding transportation issues in the city and the transportation impacts that
can flow from land use decisions. Mayor Stokes agreed with the need to be clear about the
impacts of recommendations. The problem is that joint meetings mean more staff resources.
There are policy decisions involved in how the boards and commissions work together that
should first be broached with the Council. Joint meetings, while informational, may not be as
productive as the commissions working severally on their specific issues.

Commissioner deVadoss expressed his support for the staff and the work they have done over
the last three months. With regard to having more predictability and visibility relative to making
progress on the various initiatives, he stressed the need to track key milestones. That would give
the Commission a much better handle on objectively measuring progress. If that could be
resourced, in a year and a half there would be enough data to be able to say if the Commission is
moving faster or slower along with why or why not.

Commissioner Barksdale noted that the packet included information about the data initiative. He
commented that as Bellevue continues to grow in population, city changes will need to occur at a
relatively snappy pace, but without sacrificing quality. Having the necessary data available will
speed up the ability of the Commission to make decisions. He said he and Commissioner Walter
would be bringing more details to the Commission at a future meeting.

9. STUDY SESSION
A. Downtown Livability Land Use Code Update
I Staff Presentation

Strategic Planning Manager Emil King briefly reviewed the process to date and reminded the
Commissioners that the topic would generally be on the calendar for the second Wednesday of
each month through November. He said the website is being updated to pull together the work of
the Commission, public comments and Council sessions to make it easier for people to follow
along and track progress. The goal is to have a full Downtown Livability transmittal from the
Commission to the Council by the end of the calendar year.

After quickly reviewing the Council principles that drove the work of the CAC, Ms. Wilma
reviewed with the Commission the staff’s recommendations relative to tower spacing, as well as
the allowed departures and small site exceptions.

Commissioner Walter commented that if there were several small sites adjacent to each other,
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the tower spacing could end up with a maximum of 40 feet between them. She asked if there are
many such sites in the downtown. Ms. Wilma said the small sites that exist are scattered
throughout the downtown. Typically, sites get consolidated to achieve the most development
potential.

Commissioner Morisseau asked how the desire for flexibility would be handled in terms of tower
spacing. Ms. Wilma said first staff would determine if a proposal meets the intent of the tower
spacing requirement relative to light and air between buildings and solar accessibility to adjacent
buildings. All surrounding conditions that may be challenging to the developer would be
reviewed as well. If a project can achieve 70 feet of separation by offsetting buildings, staff
would conclude the intent had been met.

Commissioner Carlson asked if the spacing requirement could legally constitute a taking. Ms.
Wilma said not so long as departures are provided.

With regard to the issue of connected floorplates, which typically happens with five-over-one
buildings, Ms. Wilma said the staff recommendation includes specific dimensions and
percentages of offsets. She noted that departures will be allowed under certain circumstances.
The outcome desired is buildings with distinct appearance through the use of significant
modulation to break up the mass of connected floorplates.

Ms. Wilma said the recommendation relative to wind, shade and shadow is to have the shortest
facades on the north and south building faces to mitigate shade, shadow, and wind impacts at the
pedestrian level. She noted the recommendation included limiting podium height to 45 feet with
allowance for departures for specific conditions.

The key elements relative to the DT-MU were indicated to be equalizing the residential and non-
residential FAR at 5.0, allowing residential buildings up to 300 feet, and allowing non-residential
buildings up to 200 feet. Ms. Wilma said staff had changed its view about eliminating the 15-foot
mechanical equipment height requirement on the grounds that doing so would not provide
sufficient predictability for the public. She said the new recommendation was for 15 feet but with
a departure up to 25 feet which is the industry standard for HVAC and cooling towers.

Commissioner Morisseau asked what staff’s recommendation was relative to the 15 percent/15-
foot rule, Ms. Wilma said the proposal is to retain it. She explained that the rule applies to
habitable space that can be added to a building in exchange for amenities such as modulation of
the tower, reduced floorplates, and excellence in design.

Ms. Wilma said staff also was recommending elimination of the C overlay district. In terms of
height and form, it is redundant in that the underlying DT-MU district has essentially the same
criteria. The C overlay has to do with the kinds of uses that are expected in the area, but staff
believes the market should be allowed to drive the uses.

With regard to the Deep B district in the Northwest Village area, Ms. Wilma said the
recommendation is for the residential FAR to remain at 5.0. The recommendation relative to
height is to allow from 160 to 240 feet, with 200 feet being the average. Single tower projects
would be allowed a maximum height of 160 feet, and the variable heights up to 240 feet could
only be achieved through a development agreement that provides a public benefit above and
beyond what the Land Use Code and the amenity system provides.

Commissioner deVVadoss asked what the rationale is behind the single-tower limit on smaller
stand-alone sites. Ms. Wilma said small sites do not allow the opportunity to provide substantial
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open space or other amenities.

Commissioner Morisseau said that assumes the amenities provided for the public would be
restricted to the development site. Ms. Wilma said that is not necessarily true. It is possible
amenities could be provided off site. Commissioner Morisseau questioned why the tower height
should be limited to 160 feet, especially if the developer provides something from which the
public will benefit.

Turning to the DT-MU Civic Center area, Ms. Wilma said the proposal includes building heights
up to 350 feet for both residential and non-residential. Given the proposal to also allow building
height up to 350 feet in the DT-OLB district, the effect will be a broadening of the Civic Center
district.

The proposal regarding the A overlay in the downtown includes retaining the current FAR limit
of 3.5 for residential and 0.5 for non-residential. The CAC recommended allowing up to 70 feet
in height for residential, but the staff recommendation is to maintain the current building height
of 55 feet where the properties are across from or abutting single family zoning, and supporting
70 feet where the properties are across from or abutting multifamily or commercial zoning.

Ms. Wilma said the DT-MU A and B overlays between 112th Avenue NE and 110th Avenue
NE, which is in close proximity to the East Main light rail station, presents a unique situation.
The recommendation for the A overlay is for an FAR of 5.0, and the recommendation is also to
maintain the current FAR of 5.0 for the B overlay district. With regard to height, the
recommendation is for 70 feet in the A overlay and allowing height in the B overlay to go to 200
feet for residential. The B district has a unique opportunity to become transit-oriented
development.

Chair Hilhorst said it was her understanding that the exercise was largely based on equalizing
building height regardless of where the use is residential or non-residential. Mr. King explained
that under the existing zoning, the FAR allowed is the same in a number of downtown zones.
The CAC discussed the MU zone at length, which takes up a majority of the downtown and
which currently allows a different FAR for residential and non-residential buildings. The CAC
recommended equalizing the FAR in the large portion of the MU district where A and B overlays
are not present. There has always been a discrepancy in the A and B design districts in that
residential uses are allowed to be denser and taller than non-residential, and the CAC did not
recommend equalizing in these areas. One major driver was the proximity of the A district to the
neighborhoods. The Commission is free, of course, to explore other options.

Commissioner deVadoss referred to the principle of providing for higher density near the light
rail alignment. He recommended simplifying things by equalizing the residential and non-
residential requirements.

For the DT-O1 office core, the staff recommendation is to retain the 8.0 FAR for non-residential
and maxing the currently unlimited FAR for residential uses at 10.0, which is generally what can
be built within the current 450-foot height limit. The recommendation is to also consider
allowing height up to 600 feet for both residential and non-residential. Ms. Wilma noted that the
15 percent/15-foot rule does not apply in the DT-OL1 district, and there is no additional height
allowed to accommodate mechanical equipment. By not increasing FAR, the taller towers will be
far narrower.

In the DT-O2 area north of NE 8th Street, the CAC recommended no change to the FAR and
height up to 300 feet. The staff, however, are recommending building height up to 400 feet to
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help build the wedding cake effect on the northern side of the downtown. To the south of NE 8th
Street, conditions are different in that a number of the lots are small and the overall development
potential is less robust. Accordingly, the staff supports the recommendation of the CAC for
building height of up to 300 feet.

Ms. Wilma said for the OLB/1 district, between NE 4th Street and NE 8th Street, the CAC
recommended an FAR of 6.0 for both residential and non-residential, and building height up to
350 feet. The staff support that approach but also recommends giving consideration to public
views and the grand connection vision as needed as development occurs. The 15 percent/15-foot
rule would apply as would the departure allowed to accommodate mechanical equipment.

Mr. King clarified for Chair Hilhorst that there are two OLB areas, one between NE 4th Street
and NE 8th Street, and one that is tentatively being called OLB/2 that lies between Main Street
and NE 4th Street. The OLB/2 area will be held in abeyance until the Council addresses the
Mount Rainier view corridor issue.

ii. Public Comment on Downtown Livability

Mr. David Meissner spoke on behalf of CD Heritage, 16541 Redmond Way, Suite 277,
Redmond, and as owner of the Connor Building at 888 108th Avenue NE. He said the site was
purchased in 2013 because it represents a prime opportunity for transit-oriented development.
The property is zoned Downtown Residential (DT-R) and is located 1,000 feet from the Bellevue
transit center and less than a quarter mile from the future downtown light rail station. Building
permits have been sought for a project that complies with the current downtown zoning, and the
expectation is the permits will be ready in July, after which construction will begin on a 19-story
tower having 158 residential units, 211 parking stalls, and ground-floor retail. The CAC
discussed the R zone but made no recommendation because a portion of the zone is already
improved or falls under other subdistricts. The Commission was encouraged to define a vision
for what is clearly an important portion of the downtown. The Commission was asked to direct
the staff to study increasing density in the Downtown R zone, which is bounded by MU to the
east and west, and O2 to the south. The CAC recommended additional height for those zones,
and there is community support as well for additional density. It will be very important to the
overall goal of the Downtown Livability Initiative to make sure the R zone will be
complementary and maintains the wedding cake vision. The Commission was asked to consider
including the Connor Building site entirely in the O2 zone; currently the zone boundary cuts
through the property.

Commissioner Carlson asked Mr. Meissner what he would like to see allowed for the site. He
said his preference would be to be allowed an additional four stories, which would be close to
250 feet overall, and additional density.

Mr. Andy Lakha, 500 108th Avenue NE, Suite 2015, spoke representing Fortress Development
Group and a proposed residential, four-star hotel and retail development located on NE 8th Street
at Bellevue Way to the north of Bellevue Square in the MU district, partially in the Deep B
district. He urged the Commission to discuss increased density along with the recommended
heights in downtown Bellevue. The region is making multi billion-dollar investments in light rail
transportation, and it is the appropriate time to consider how to support and leverage the system.
Increasing heights without additional FAR will create a more expensive project and will decrease
the likelihood of projects moving forward. Fortress also has concerns regarding the elements of
urban form and the prescriptive nature. The Commission was urged to consider tremendous
flexibility. Each site is unique and mandating approaches will hinder both staff and project teams
in determining the best development for each site. There is a clear need to better understand the
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Deep B district. To allow split zoning on a site does not make good policy sense; consistent
zoning will help to support quality urban design. The last downtown code update happened three
decades ago, and the next one is unlikely to happen again in the foreseeable future. The
opportunity to plan for the future is now.

Mr. Pat Callahan, 1425 4th Avenue, Seattle, said he is working on a site in the center of
downtown Bellevue that is just north of the transit center. Currently the site is developed with a
ten-story office building and a four-story above-grade garage. The focus has been on how to tear
down the garage and replace it with something new and shiny. He said he has been involved in
the downtown office market for the past ten years both as an owner and operator. The fact is the
garage makes money, which makes it hard to justify redeveloping it. One thing that would help
would be for the city to continue bonusing the movement of parking spaces from above grade to
below grade. FAR bonuses for the Pedestrian Corridor should also continue to be supported
given that the Pedestrian Corridor is an important element of the Grand Connection vision; the
site in question is relevant as well because the above-grade parking structure located on the
Pedestrian Corridor has a negative effect. The city should also consider reducing the parking
ratio requirements, at least for the core of the downtown. With light rail coming in and the
investments being made in transit infrastructure, a reduction from 2 to 1.5 could help to make
some projects more feasible. With regard to the notion of orienting buildings north and south, he
said he understood in theory why that should be avoided. However, for the parking structure site,
orienting north and south is the best option, particularly if height of 600 feet is allowed and it
becomes possible to build a single structure rather than two in order to maximize the FAR.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that the parking garage is full and is making money, which is clear
evidence of a need for parking in the downtown, particularly adjacent to a transit center. She
asked what is going to change in the future to make the need go away. Mr. Callahan responded
that over time the number of people driving alone in their cars to work has changed. The
previous transit investments helped to reduce the numbers dramatically. The owners of the
Expedia building also own Bellevue Corporate Plaza, so there are a lot of Expedia employees
using the garage currently, and with Expedia leaving Bellevue it is a bit of distortion to say the
garage is completely filled. It may be six years before the site is redeveloped, and what the future
will look like ten years out will be more important than how it looks currently.

Chair Hilhorst asked who is to say that whoever moves into the Expedia building will not have
employees wanting to use the parking garage. Mr. Callahan said buildings generally are
becoming more densely populated. Expedia started in the Eastgate corridor and then moved to
the downtown, and their focus at both locations was on employees arriving by car. Their move to
Seattle will cause them to get more serious about transit. Most employers are in fact becoming
more aggressive in terms of encouraging their employees to use transit.

Commissioner deVVadoss asked where building orientation should fall on the list of priorities. Mr.
Callahan said relative to the parking garage site, the overall height of 600 feet is quite important;
the north-south orientation would be a close second to that priority. The principle is clear and
important but should be interpreted for each site in light of other things to be achieved.

Commissioner Carlson asked why less parking should be required for a building that is 600 feet
tall than for a building that is 450 feet tall. Mr. Callahan said his request was to establish a
minimum parking ratio that is lower than the current minimum. To invest what it takes to build a
new office building, if there is a parking demand that is higher than the minimum, the developer
will chose to develop to address the demand rather than the minimum. At the same time, the
developer may choose to implement creative ways to share parking.
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Mr. Matt Roewe, an architect and urban planner with VIA Architecture, 1809 7th Avenue, Suite
800, Seattle, complimented the Commission and the staff for taking on such a huge challenge.
He indicated that while the issues are complicated, it is the right time to address them. He
explained that the property at the corner of 112th Avenue NE and Main Street in the southeast
corner of the downtown is under two different owners who are voluntarily working together to
achieve something better. The sites are between 50,000 and 60,000 square feet each and both are
currently underutilized with parking lots around office buildings. They are located about a
thousand feet from the East Main light rail station and a third of a mile from the City Hall
station. The goal is to combine the sites and create a tremendous connection through the city
while meeting the goals of the Downtown Livability Initiative of making the blocks more
porous, more pedestrian friendly, and to create open space of benefit to the public. The staff
recommendations have been well received for the project with one notable exception.

Mr. Andrew Miller, with BDR Capital, 11100 Main Street, said the group agrees with the
recommendations relative to an FAR of 5.0 for residential, and the split between the A and B
perimeter districts for the non-residential. The Perimeter A district recommendation allows 70
feet of height only for residential buildings but the current staff recommendation is for 40 feet for
office buildings. He requested increasing the 40 feet to 70 feet for office. At 70 feet, the size,
shape and scale of the building is already okay. The use really does not make a big difference.

Mr. Roewe added that the existing buildings on the two properties have floor plates of about
19,000 square feet and 15,000 square feet. The desire is to take the office space and create small
boutique scale buildings with only 11,000 square feet and 9,000 square feet, which is smaller
than most residential floor plates would be. The Commission was asked to consider regulating
form rather than use, and allowing 70 feet of height. Bulk can be controlled by requiring smaller
floor plates and increasing the width of structures along Main Street.

Mr. Phil McBride with John L. Scott, 11040 Main Street, said the company is family owned and

has been in business for 85 years in the area. The company has grown to become the 13th largest
residential brokerage company in the nation. The site in downtown Bellevue was purchased with
the intention of making it the company headquarters, which it is. The company plans to grow and
that will require a bit more height.

Mr. Roewe said the tremendous public benefit of open space and midblock crossing will flow
from being allowed the increased building height, which is needed to offset the costs.

Chair Hilhorst asked about the taller towers behind the shorter buildings fronting on Main Street
that were shown in the drawings presented to the Commission. Mr. Roewe said the towers are
representative of what could be achieved under the staff recommendation for the District B
overlay district. They would be residential uses, stepped back as they rise in height, with an
overall FAR of under 5.0. The shorter buildings constitute about 15 percent of the total FAR and
come in at about 1.0 themselves.

Commissioner Carlson asked what will be developed immediately to the south. Mr. Roewe said
that will be a new park where the light rail line goes underground. Commissioner Carlson asked
why the staff recommended 40 feet rather than 70 feet across the street from a non-residential
use. Mr. Roewe explained that the Perimeter A district goes three-quarters of the way around the
entire downtown. The lower height limits makes a lot of sense in those areas where there is
residential nearby, but at the East Main location across from a park and close to the East Main
light rail station, and close to the East Main redevelopment area, 70 feet makes more sense.

Ms. Wilma said the CAC was sensitive to having office uses close to residential uses.
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Mr. Patrick Bannon, president of the Bellevue Downtown Association (BDA), 400 108th
Avenue NE, Suite 110, thanked Ms. Wilma for her service to the community over the years. He
noted that the letter recently sent to the Commission from the BDA highlighted several points of
consensus. The changes that are being contemplated are highly situational depending on location
and parcel size. The BDA generally supports the recommendations that have been brought to the
table, including flexibility with regard to height and FAR in targeted areas, simplicity in
readability and predictability in the design guidelines, and the balance of economic benefit and
livability. Once changes move forward and the incentive system gets more defined, the BDA will
continue to refine its feedback. The goal is to continue ensuring that downtown Bellevue will
remain a viable and livable heart for the community for the next 50 to 100 years.

Mr. Brian Franklin spoke representing PMF Investments, 15015 Main Street, Suite 203, which is
the new owner of the Bellevue Sheraton. He said PMF has had a good relationship with the city
for nearly three decades during which it successfully transformed the Kelsey Creek Shopping
Center into a community enhancing project in collaboration with the surrounding neighborhoods
and city staff. With regard to the view corridor, he said any endorsement of the corridor in any
zoning designation will set a precedent. The CAC did not recommend creating a view corridor,
and rather than adopting it, the East Main CAC said their goal is to optimize land uses, increase
potential ridership, include housing as well as other uses, have higher urban scale densities, and
be pedestrian oriented. PMF agrees with the design principles of the CAC and their rejection of
the view corridor. Many of the Commissioners have also been skeptical of the view corridor and
noted that it makes little sense, appears awkward, and aims to protect the view only from City
Hall while no other public or private views of Mount Rainier are protected. Some
Commissioners also indicated there could be significant economic impacts associated with the
view corridor. PMF intends to once again work with the community on a project all stakeholders
can feel proud of. PMF shares the universally held vision for the property. The view corridor is
not supported by any of the livability study CAC members. The Commission should act to reject
the view corridor due to its dismantling of a decade of downtown and transit planning, and the
CAC’s recommendations for the East Main station area. Any recommendations on any policy
decisions related to the view corridor should be delayed until after PMF has had the opportunity
to finalize the impacts of the view corridor on the Sheraton site.

Carl Vander Hoek, spoke representing the VVander Hoek Corporation, 9 103rd Avenue NE. He
pointed out that the city has yet to perform the analysis desired by the City Council and the CAC
to determine what incentives are achievable through a cost/benefit analysis. He suggested that 15
feet of additional height in the Perimeter A district is not enough of a benefit to offset the costs
of providing open space and other amenities. Additional height and FAR should be considered
for the A and B design districts in order to make the cost/benefit financially feasible. In areas like
the B district in Old Bellevue where no additional height or FAR are being considered, the result
will be no amenities such as open space will be provided by development. That is much the same
as telling the neighborhood it does not deserve exceptional amenities. The Commission and staff
should consider increasing the current height and FAR limits in the A and B perimeter districts
where they do not abut single family homes across the street. In Perimeter B, increases from the
current 90-foot limit should be considered to 160 feet, similar to the Deep B recommendation.
The current minimum FAR should be increased to 4.0 and the maximum FAR should be
increased to 6.0. Perimeter A increases should be considered from 55 feet to 75 feet, and the
FAR should be increased by one point for both residential and non-residential. That would serve
to maintain the wedding cake, a tiered approach that has worked well for 30 years. Going to 70
feet from 200 feet will leave a gap in between. The current recommendation for the Old Bellevue
section calls for 70 feet in the A district and 90 feet in the B district, and 300 in the MU next
door. To better graduate the tier, the recommendation should be for 75 feet in the A district and
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160 feet in the B district. The 90-foot limit in the B district requires concrete and steel frame
construction, which comes at a higher cost than the traditional five-over-one wood frame
construction. The increased cost makes a 90-foot building financially infeasible, especially if
underground parking and pedestrian weather protection are no longer incentivized. Increased
height and FAR in the B district would provide the incentive needed to deliver a variety of
amenities desired by the public; without increased height and FAR, there is no incentive to
provide the amenities. If underground parking is no longer going to be incentivized, allowing
additional height and FAR will be the only way to avoid an effective downzone of properties in
the Perimeter A and B districts. Increased height and FAR will make possible the exceptional
urban design and form that is sought by all downtown residents and workers, and the associated
requirements should include exceptional amenities that address transportation issues.

Mr. Jonathan Kagle, president of the Vuecrest Community Association, PO Box 312, addressed
the Deep B area which lies very close to the neighborhood that has been around since the 1940s.
The proposal to increase height from the current 90 feet to 240 feet, plus a 15-foot bonus, is
significant. While there is also a proposal to allow up to the full 240 feet through a master
development plan and design review, as envisioned it applies only to buildings above 160 feet.
The requirement for a master development and design review should apply to all projects 90 feet
or higher.

Mr. lan Morrison, an attorney with McCullough Hill Leary, 701 5th Avenue, Suite 6600, said it
IS exciting to see the work done over the last three years coming to the point of developing policy
and code language. That is where the rubber hits the road. Much has been said about encouraging
strategic looks at increased density or FAR, and that is something the Commission should in fact
carefully consider. The city and the citizens are making a multi-billion dollar investment in the
downtown that should be leveraged by considering the appropriate places for more density and
height. What is before the Commission is a hundred-year transformational event and it should
look hard at what can be done to bring the transit-oriented development principles into play to
contribute to the livability and vibrancy of the downtown. There also have been concerns voiced
about the technical issues related to the elements of urban form. Concerns have been raised about
floor plate restrictions, and about building height and how it interacts with the incentive program.
The task before the Commission is how to translate recommendation language into code
language in a way that meets the vision of livability but also in a way that will make sure
projects will be able to pencil out and transform into the skyline Bellevue wants to see. A
technical advisory committee should be appointed to work with the development community, the
staff and the community to stress-test some of the elements in the various zones, including floor
plate size, tower spacing and pedestrian connections, so that when it all turns into code language
it will work to the benefit of all.

Mr. Mike Neilson, 10650 NE 9th Place, said there is a much to be said for identifying strategic
locations for adding density. One such location where it makes sense is the O2 North district. It
has been pretty well established that NE 8th Street is a gateway and something that should be
preserved. There is also policy language relating to what should happen between 106th Avenue
NE and 108th Avenue NE and there is a great opportunity on the north side of NE 8th Street to
create more parody than what is being recommended. The staff recommendation of building
heights to 400 feet supports the wedding cake theory. With respect to FAR, however, the O1
zone will be going to 10.0 FAR and 600-foot building heights. The proposed increase to 400 feet
for the O2 district makes sense, but without additional FAR it is unlikely the additional height
will ever be capitalized on. The staff recommendation with regard to height makes sense, but it
does not make sense to drop the FAR down from 10.0 to 6.0 and then to 5.0. Something between
an FAR of 7.0 and 8.0 makes sense for the O2 district, but the minimum should be 7.0.
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Commissioner Carlson said the critics would say increased density at the level proposed would
clog the gateway. He asked if they are wrong. Mr. Neilson said if the talk was about increasing
the FAR by 4.0, the critics would be right. A pragmatic increase of 1.0 or 1.5 will in reality add
no more than 100,000 square feet and not much more traffic.

Chair Hilhorst thanked Mr. Neilson for his display at the March 9 meeting. She said she has
heard that unless the city grants additional height and FAR, the vision presented on March 9 may
not happen. She asked if it really is a do or die situation, adding that there must be opportunity
taken to reduce density toward the edges of the downtown and to create thinner buildings to
increase the amount of light and air reaching the ground. Mr. Neilson suggested that whatever
gets built along NE 8th Street in the O2 district will be fabulous. What the additional height and
density will bring with it is projects that are even better.

Mr. Alex Smith with 700 112th LLC, 700 112th Avenue NE, Suite 302, commented on the view
corridor issue. He said he participated as a stakeholder in the recent charrette during which it
occurred to him that the best view corridor may be the Grand Connection going over 1-405. The
charrette generated a number of ideas, some of which are not realistic, but the lid seemed to be a
common approach. Seeing the mountain from the lid was an obvious opportunity for the public.
There really is not much of a view from City Hall currently even without any future expansion.
The best views are provided from the upper levels of buildings in the downtown. If the view
corridor discussion goes forward, there should be consideration given to what will be won if
there is a win. The view corridor issue should be set aside in favor of determining how the public
can access tall buildings in the downtown, and putting retail and public gardens at the top.

Ms. Catherine Hughes, 10203 NE 31st Place, spoke representing the Northtowne neighborhood
steering committee. She noted that over the past several years there has been a consistent call for
increased heights and increased densities. With the Deep B overlay, almost 300 feet of height
will be stacked up against residential uses. That is wrong and it is not part of the wedding cake
design to go from the current 90 feet to anywhere between 160 to 240 feet, plus the extra allowed
for mechanical equipment. All that height will be stacked against the VVuecrest and Northtowne
single family homes. The Northtowne community is opposed to the proposal. There would have
to be some substantial mitigation, but even so 300 feet is truly unthinkable.

Commissioner deVVadoss asked what kind of mitigation should be recommended. Ms. Hughes
said height should be limited to fit in the wedding cake concept. Even going to 125 feet would
throw a big shadow east, west and north; in January the shadow cast would stretch two and a half
blocks or more. The wedding cake concept has been working very well for almost 30 years and it
should be continued.

Commissioner Barksdale asked if any of the developers have visited with the neighborhood
association in an attempt to craft out a win-win solution. Ms. Hughes said the association has
been approached by at least one developer. Ideas were put on the table, but there was no change
in height offered.

Commissioner Walter noted that one group has asked for more height but not for more FAR so
they can add open space and community space. She asked if taller buildings with more open
space at the ground level appeals to the neighborhood. Ms. Hughes said it is not clear to the
neighborhood how things will play out. It would involve reconvening the whole group to talk
about how to make it all agreeable. Bellevue Way serves as a raceway for cut-through traffic,
and that is one issue that would need to be addressed.

Chair Hilhorst asked if the community was contacted about the March 9 open house. Ms. Hughes
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said several members of the organization attended and commented.

Mr. Michael Orbino, 650 Bellevue Way NE, said it was refreshing to hear the public, elected
officials and city leaders talk about ways to keep Bellevue livable. He said he grew up in
Bellevue and has interacted with the downtown core almost daily for the last 20 years, and for
the past 12 years has been a resident of the downtown. He said as the downtown continues to
develop, some downtown residents will lose the views they have. Even so, most are excited
about seeing new ambitious projects come to the downtown. Traffic impacts the daily lives of
downtown residents, but the biggest threat to livability is non-inspired, non-dynamic single-use
buildings. The Commissioners were encouraged to continue doing the work it is doing, and
support was voiced for the Washington Square request for additional FAR. The thought of seeing
new public spaces developed is exciting as well.

Commissioner Barksdale asked for a reaction to the notion that additional density in the
downtown will jam the city. Mr. Orbino said Bellevue is already jammed so that ship has sailed.
What is really needed is a focus on making the downtown pedestrian friendly. As things stand
currently, many chose to drive because it is the better option.

A motion to extend the meeting to 10:30 p.m. was made by Commissioner Morisseau. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner deVadoss and the motion carried unanimously.

**BREAK**

Working first through the downtown-wide issues, there were no comments made by the
Commissioners relative to the recommendations for tower spacing. The consensus was to accept
the staff recommendation.

Commissioner Morisseau stressed the need to place an emphasis on simplicity and clarity when
drafting the code language, and the need to include flexibility.

With regard to the floor plate reduction issue, Commissioner Morisseau asked what benefit a
reduced floor plate size yields. Ms. Wilma said it brings about more light and air flow as well as
buildings that are more architecturally interesting. Additionally, studies have shown that a 20
percent reduction is enough to accomplish that.

There was consensus in favor of the staff recommendation.

Turning to the issue of connected floor plates, Chair Hilhorst asked if something could be
included in the code language requiring the nicer side of buildings to face the streets with the
most pedestrian traffic. Ms. Wilma said she could do that.

There were no other comments and the consensus was in favor of the staff recommendation.

Mr. King called attention to a corrected typo in the packet material regarding the staff
recommendation relative to orienting towers. He clarified that both for shade and shadow and for
wind consideration, there was a preference for the facades with the shortest faces to point toward
the north and south.

Ms. Wilma agreed with the comment made by Mr. Callahan that much will depend on the
configuration of the site. Given the site he referenced, which has a parking garage building on a
corner adjacent to the transit center, orienting a building with its smallest facades facing north
and south would be ideal; that is how the City Center I1 building just to the south is oriented.
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Commissioner Walter commented that regardless of building orientation, at some time of day
there will be shadows cast. She said a hard and fast rule about orienting the shortest building
faces north and south would not be in keeping with the need for flexibility. She said she applauds
the goal but suggested it may not be achievable. Ms. Wilma said she could include in the
language that shade and shadow studies are critical to determining the final orientation of
buildings. Mr. King agreed that specific site conditions may dictate the need to move away from
the recommended approach of orienting the shortest building faces toward the north and south.

Commissioner deVVadoss said he would prioritize economic value over light and shadow every
time.

Commissioner Morisseau asked how much of an impact on staff resources will result from
requiring light and shadow studies. Ms. Wilma said the impact would be minimal. The developer
would do the analysis. She said the language could include a focus on minimizing light and
shadow impacts between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. when office workers are most
likely to be outside. Commissioner Morisseau pointed out that if the primary use of a building is
residential, it can be assumed that during those hours the people would be at work and not at
home.

There was agreement to include language to conduct shade and shadow studies that give
consideration to the use of the building.

With regard to the tripartite, Chair Hilhorst asked where the potential departures begin. Ms.
Wilma said currently there is no limit on the podium height, but the first floor above 40 feet has a
square footage limit on the floor plate. The requirement is awkward both to apply and design to
because in reality the first floor above 40 feet could be wherever the architect wants to put it,
which means the podium can be very tall. The recommendation to establish a maximum podium
height of 45 feet to the top of the roof is intended to better relate to the streetscape and the
pedestrian experience. Another way to approach would be to simply require all buildings to step
back at 45 feet.

Commissioner Barksdale asked what the difference would be in terms of construction. Ms.
Wilma said it would be easier relative to highrise construction because of the different materials
used. With five-over-one construction, flexibility is needed to allow the stepbacks to mesh with
where the walls line up, and that could mean a 12-foot stepback rather than a 15-foot stepback.

Commissioner Morisseau stressed the need for consistency in code language among the various
districts in the downtown. Ms. Wilma agreed. She added that the idea of establishing a technical
advisory committee to take the draft code language and test drive it before it is ultimately
adopted.

The Commission addressed the height and form recommendations next, beginning with the DT-
MU. The recommendation of the CAC was to examine up to 300-foot residential buildings and
200-foot office buildings, while equalizing the residential and non-residential FARs to 5.0. The
staff recommendation includes additional tower spacing, diminishing floor plates and special
open space requirements for all residential towers over 200 feet and all non-residential towers
over 100 feet.

Chair Hilhorst observed that the proposed Tateuchi Center is in the DT-MU zone and asked how
tall it is proposed to be. Mr. King didn’t recall the precise height but guessed it will be not much
more than 100 feet.
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With regard to building height, Chair Hilhorst suggested the Northtowne neighborhood cares
more about overall building height than whether the use in a given building is residential or non-
residential. Ms. Wilma explained that the maximum floor plate is different for residential
buildings versus an office building. Where an office floor plate of 24,000 square feet works,
12,000 works better for residential. To achieve the FAR, residential towers would be taller and
skinnier. Mr. King added that the CAC agreed with the need to equalize the FAR for residential
and non-residential at 5.0, and recognized the need for residential towers to be taller. Currently,
the FAR for residential if 5.0 but only 3.0 for non-residential in the DT-MU district.

Commissioner Morisseau asked if the 15 percent/15-foot rule was included in the
recommendation. Ms. Wilma allowed that it is included but said the Commission could chose to
include whichever is less.

Commissioner Walter commented that 300 feet seems extraordinarily high given where the DT-
MU is situated. She added that if the Tateuchi Center does not build to the full height, it will
appear to be in a tunnel. Mr. King said there are cases in the downtown where buildings have
been constructed well below the maximum height; the Bellevue Arts Museum is a case in point,
and there are buildings in the Ashwood neighborhood that could have been constructed up to 200
feet tall but chose to go with five-over-one construction instead.

Commissioner Morisseau said she shared the concerns voiced about tall towers located so close
to the Northtowne residential area. She noted that the Ashton and Ten20 buildings are already at
about 230 feet tall and asked if the Commission could okay allowing non-residential buildings up
to 200 feet but limiting residential buildings to 250 feet, but without allowing the 15 percent/15-
foot rule. Mr. King said the CAC was wanting to allow additional opportunities for taller and
more slender residential towers, which is why they recommended 300 feet for residential with
the 15 percent/15-foot rule. They acknowledged that that exceeds what is currently allowed.
Limiting building height to 250 feet and disallowing the 15 percent/15-foot rule would
essentially result in the existing zoning. Commissioner Morisseau said she was open to limiting
height to 250 feet for residential in the DT-MU but allowing the 15 percent/15-foot rule to apply.

Chair Hilhorst said she was amenable to that suggestion. Commissioner Walter said she would
like the buildings to be lower but could agree as well.

Commissioner deVadoss voiced support for the staff recommendation in that it balances the
tower spaces, floor plate size and open space requirements in a way that will influence a certain
style.

The majority of the Commissioners agreed to limit residential building height to 250 feet and to
allow the 15 percent/15-foot rule, and to limit office to 200 feet.

Ms. Wilma said the recommendation would be applied to the DT-MU, and the requirement for
specific uses to be in the building, which is the C overlay, would be eliminated. The
Commissioners concurred.

Mr. King noted that the recommendation of the CAC and the staff relative to the Deep B district
was to continue with existing FAR limits for both residential and non-residential, but to allow
increases in residential building height

Chair Hilhorst said it was her understanding that a development agreement could be proposed
with the Fortin Group that would allow for more height but no more FAR, and which would
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bring about more open space to make the area more amenable to the neighborhoods. Mr. King
said the staff recommendation would allow building height up to 160 feet for single tower
projects, and the ability to go up to 240 feet, with a 200-foot average for multi-tower projects, by
utilizing a development agreement.

Mr. King explained for the benefit of Chair Hilhorst that a development agreement involves
more than just a notification. There is a public process involving the Council, and a part of the
focus is on identifying public benefit. Chair Hilhorst voiced support for setting 90 feet as the
trigger point for the development agreement process rather than 160 feet. Ms. Wilma added that
the Spring District has a development agreement in place. Development agreements typically
involve large multi-building projects.

Commissioner deVadoss asked if requiring a development agreement above 90 feet would
simply be passing the buck to the process to resolve. Mr. King said a number of the scenarios
shared with the Commission and the public for the Deep B have included buildings above 160
feet tall; those scenarios would, under the recommendation, trigger the need for development
agreement. The open question is whether or not the trigger should be anything above 90 feet.

In response to the Commission, Mr. Kagle reiterated that the current height limit is 90 feet, and
that is the threshold above which the development agreement process should kick in.

A motion to extend the meeting by 20 minutes was made by Commissioner Morisseau. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner deVVadoss and the motion carried unanimously.

With regard to the 160-foot limit on single towers in the Deep B district, Ms. Wilma said given
the other restrictions, single-tower buildings will end up being quite slender. There are only a
few single-tower sites in the district. If appointed, a technical advisory committee could be asked
to weigh in on the economics of the 160-foot height limit.

Commissioner Morisseau suggested that a developer may want to build only a single tower, and
noted that the decision to do so would mean limiting the height to 160 feet, even if all
surrounding properties have towers averaging 200 feet. Mr. King allowed that a logical next step
up for a single-tower limit could be 200 feet. Commissioner Morisseau commented that as
proposed, the recommendation for 160 feet includes being able to use the 15 percent/15-foot
rule. Ms. Wilma added that as written, the 15 percent/15-foot rule would be allowed even for the
variable height towers.

Commissioner Morisseau stressed the need to employ consistent logic in developing rules, and
the notion of limiting single towers to 160 feet while allowing adjacent towers up to 240 feet
may not be consistent. A technical advisory group could help to determine if the logic is sound.

Commissioner Walter pointed out that the goal is for more slender buildings, which argues in
favor of limiting single towers to 160 feet. Where there are multiple towers on a site that average
200 feet, they will also be narrower, allowing for the passage of light and air. She voiced support
for the CAC and staff recommendation.

Commissioner deVadoss concurred. He also made the point that a technical advisory group could
simply be another set of gates to pass through, making it impossible to meet the established
timeline.

Commissioner Morisseau said she could support limiting single towers to 160 feet provided the
15 percent/15-foot rule is in play.
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Chair Hilhorst said she would hesitate to allow the 15 percent/15-foot rule to apply to buildings
at the 240-foot level. Commissioner deVadoss reiterated his support for the CAC and staff
recommendation.

Commissioner Morisseau pointed out that the 15 percent/15-foot rule, when applied to single
towers at 160 feet, would yield a structure that is 184 feet tall. If the limit were set at 175 feet
rather than 160 feet, the rule would allow buildings to reach up to 200 feet. Ms. Wilma
commented that there would still be some buildings at 160 feet in multiple-building projects, and
that there would be some 175-foot single towers, and still other buildings allowed up to 245 feet
or so.

There was agreement to move forward with the staff recommendation with modification for a
development agreement for buildings above 90 feet.

10. PUBLIC COMMENT - None

11. ADJOURN

Before adjourning, Mr. Cullen briefly outlined the schedule of upcoming meetings and pointed
out the need to add a meeting in May and another in June to the regular Commission schedule.
He said the details were yet to be worked out.

A motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner deVVadoss and the motion carried unanimously.

Chair Hilhorst adjourned the meeting at 10:49 p.m.
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CITY OF BELLEVUE
BELLEVUE PLANNING COMMISSION
STUDY SESSION MINUTES

April 27, 2016 Bellevue City Hall
6:30 p.m. City Council Conference Room 1E-113

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Hilhorst, Commissioners, Barksdale, Morisseau,
Walter

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Commissioners Carlson, deVadoss, Laing
STAFF PRESENT: Terry Cullen, Department of Planning and Community

Development, Carol Helland, Patricia Byers, Development
Services Department

COUNCIL LIAISON: Not present

GUEST SPEAKERS: Shannon Bingham, Jack McCloud, Bellevue School
District

RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay

1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:35 p.m. by Chair Hilhorst who presided.
2. ROLL CALL

Upon the call of the roll, all Commissioners were present with the exception of Commissioners
Carlson, deVadoss and Laing, all of whom were excused.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A motion to approve the agenda was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion was seconded
by Commissioner Morisseau and the motion carried unanimously.

4. SPECIAL GUEST SPEAKER: BELLEVUE SCHOOL DISTRICT SENIOR STAFF

Shannon Bingham, a school planning consultant for the Bellevue School District, said he does all
the enrollment forecasting, growth monitoring, long-range planning, and specialized program
relocations for the district. He shared with the Commission a rendering of the new elementary
school to be constructed in the Wilburton neighborhood. He said he is currently working with
stakeholders regarding the boundaries for the school, and possible changes for the middle and
high school feeders associated with the school.

Mr. Bingham said the forecast is for the Bellevue School District to reengage its historic high
1969 enrollment level of 24,000 students in about eight years. The district has been growing by
some 550 students every summer for the past few years. Many families are moving into existing
housing, though families are also moving into the downtown and are expected to move into the
Spring District. The general trend is for families to move into multifamily housing. On average,
two and a half single family homes generates one student; three and a half duplex, triplex and
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fourplexes generates one student; nine garden apartments generate one student; and 40 units in
stacked highrise developments generate one student. The big highrise projects in the downtown
usually have between five and 15 students living in them. In planning for future district needs, it
IS necessary to stay on top of the total number of units of each type in the city.

Enrollment growth has been strong over the last there or four years. Existing neighborhoods in
areas such as Somerset, Eastgate, Newport Heights and Stevenson are seeing a lot of what is
called flipping in which retirement age residents are selling their homes to younger families. In
neighborhoods where there are virtually no new housing projects, the district is seeing student
growth happening from the existing housing stock. Students are also expected to come from the
city’s five major areas that are forecast to grow, namely Bel-Red, downtown, auto row, Factoria
and Eastgate; each of those areas will be a hub for the multifamily housing. In the Stevenson area
where there is a lot of low- and moderate-income housing, there are families moving in
specifically so they can put their children in the Bellevue School District.

Mr. Bingham said land limitations mean there likely will be no new high schools built. The $125
million project to upgrade Sammamish High School is just about completed. The capacity there
will be about 1850 students which in the near term means there will be room for some 600 new
students over the present enrollment level. Ten classrooms are also being added to Newport High
School. Consideration is being given to adding portables to the Interlake High School campus.
There are already five portables at Tyee Middle School and quite a few at Newport High School
on a transitional basis.

Mr. Bingham stressed the need for the district and the city to work together to understand how
many students will be produced by the new multifamily units in the heart of the city. Part of the
equation will be knowing the makeup of the units; some may be for adults only, while others
may be priced out of the range of families, and still others may have bedroom counts that do not
work for families.

On average, Bellevue High School starts with 92 students in the ninth grade that have not
previously been in the district; Chinook Middle Schools sees 75 new students every year, none of
which have been in the district before. The same is true at Tyee Middle School, which saw 52
new students start the school year, and at Interlake High Schools where students at all three
levels are coming into the gifted program from other school districts. The trend is called a
market-driven growth phenomenon, something that is rare nationally where growth is primarily
housing related.

Commissioner Barksdale asked what role private schools play. Mr. Bingham said Bellevue has
fewer private schools relative to other school districts. There are schools that offer certain
education products, including the International School where every year only about half of those
who apply get accepted. The district’s market share is very high relative to other school districts.
Commissioner Barksdale asked if that is projected to continue to be the case in the coming years.
Mr. Bingham said the projection is for the market share to remain about the same.

Mr. Bingham said 39 percent of the families moving into multifamily housing units are new to
the district, whereas only 26 percent of the district’s existing families are in multifamily housing.

The district has six properties that at some point will see some evolution: Three Points near SR-
520 close to the bridge; Wisk, which is currently is home to an education support facility;
Highlands; Ivanhoe; and the two swing schools Bellewood and Ringdall. Collectively, the
properties serve as the district’s ace in the hole for addressing future growth, particularly given
that land is very expensive and there is little vacant land in the city to work with. Economics will
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prevent the district from locating a pedestrian school in the Bel-Red corridor near the light rail
station and near the new housing units that are set to come online.

Mr. Bingham said the district has received some excellent data from the city regarding various
study areas relative to new housing and job growth. Given the redevelopment potential in the
Bel-Red corridor, the district expects to see at least another 1000-1200 students depending on
whether or not the housing there will be aimed at the workforce or if it will be welcoming to
families. Help is needed in better understanding what the area will ultimately look like.

Chair Hilhorst asked if the district has the capacity to support all of the students in the forecast.
Mr. Bingham said the district has funding for another elementary school that would probably be
able to serve the Bel-Red corridor. There also will be some excess capacity at Odle Middle
School and Highland Middle School when those facilities are rebuilt. The unknown remains how
many students per housing unit will be generated and the district needs assistance in projecting
what the character of the units will be before the student impacts can be modeled. Timing will
also be an issue given that housing will come online faster than the schools will be built out or
added, and the district needs help in understanding what the annual absorption will be.

Jack McCleod, director of facilities operations for the Bellevue School District, said he oversees
all maintenance and operations of the physical plants as well as all capital projects. He said the
Enatai Elementary School project is scheduled for completion in August; the same is true for
Odle Middle School. Demolition and rebuilding is set to begin in July at Tillicum Middle
School, with completion set for August 2018. Sammamish High School redevelopment has been
under way since 2014 in various stages; the students and staff have had to be moved around to
accommodate work on different sections of the building. Bennett Elementary School is
scheduled for a demolition and rebuild beginning in July and completion by August 2017. The
new Wilburton Elementary School, adjacent to the Educational Services Center is on a vacant
property the district has owned since 1972, has run up against some issues during the conditional
use process and concerns voiced by the neighborhood; the schedule for the project will need to
slip by a year from the original completion date of August 2017. The current construction boom
citywide has also resulted in taking longer to obtain all necessary permits for construction
projects.

All of the projects are funded with the exception of Newport High School. At the time Newport
High School was rebuilt in 2004-2005, the school board acted cautiously and focused on
maximizing the existing buildings as well as adding some new spaces. Consequently, the gym
was not replaced and it remains inadequately sized for the student population. Some other spaces
are also limited by the kinds of structures in place that had to be worked around. The last bond
measure included funding for ten permanent classrooms at Newport High School. As the
planning work got under way, several groups came out to highlight the need for space or music
programs, PE programs, and other programs. The school board directed the architect assigned to
the project develop a master plan and the preliminary results from his work should be ready
soon. Additional funding may be needed to accomplish the additional tasks.

Mr. Bingham said the district would like to look toward being more scientific in addressing the
rapid growth environments of Bel-Red and the downtown. To do that it will be necessary to
continue receiving updated jobs and housing forecasts from the city which the city has very
generously provided. Additionally, data is needed about the pace of infill development,
renovations, the house flipping phenomenon, and how new units will be stratified by dwelling
type and zoning density. The district is also interested in understanding geographically specific
density to know which side of school boundary lines certain projects might land on. The desire is
for the city and the district to work together in developing a contact information database. The
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district continues to face challenges with respect to finding cost-effective land.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that the Commission has a number of significant projects on its plate
for the year, the majority of which involve increased density. She asked at what point Bellevue’s
density increases will outstrip the district’s ability to handle the load. Mr. Bingham said there are
virtually no vacant classrooms in the system currently. There are, however, numerous
construction projects under way, most of which are adding some capacity. It would be very
helpful to over the next nine to 12 months work on developing a data resource that focuses on
what will be coming down the pike in the next decade, and to clarify what the densities will be
and where the density will be located. A future bond election will likely be needed to add
additional capacity. Affordable housing is also of great interest to the district, both for teachers
and families.

Comprehensive Planning Manager Terry Cullen pointed out that the city’s demographer Gwen
Rousseau works with the School Board on a regular basis. He urged the district representative to
put in writing any additional data needs they have so they can be more readily addressed.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Cathy Louvier, a resident of Bellevue Towers, reiterated her concern about policies being
applied in a seemingly discriminatory manner. In particular, perimeter residents were promised
that no building higher than five stories would be built across from them. In contrast, downtown
Bellevue residents do not enjoy the same protection. The fallout is evident in the Lincoln Square
expansion and the Center 425 building construction. The new buildings are blocking the views of
residents who live in Bellevue Towers. Several photos were shared with the Commissioners,
including a before and after picture. She allowed that when she moved into Bellevue Towers she
was informed that there would in the future be two tall towers as part of the Lincoln Square
expansion, but that there would be a gap between them. That is the way the development is
progressing, but from Bellevue Towers the view between the two towers is being taken up by the
Center 425 building. She said she assumed that because the Center 425 building would only be
16 stories tall, her views from the 21st floor of Bellevue Towers would not be impacted, but the
geography of the downtown makes the 16th floor of Center 425 higher than the 21st floor of
Bellevue Towers. While change is inevitable, downtown Bellevue residents should be given the
same considerations the people on the perimeter enjoy. There should be notification of any
construction that would impact residents of the downtown.

Ms. Michelle Wannamaker, 4045 149th Avenue SE, thanked the Commission for arranging to
have the school district provide an update. She noted that the first residents will be moving into
the Spring District later in the year, a full seven years before light rail will be available. The
vision of walking or taking public transit to and from the Spring District is wonderful, the reality
will be much different. Recently it was announced that REI will be moving its headquarters from
Kent to the Spring District in 2020, three years before light rail comes online. Covington and
Maple Valley are popular locations for Kent workers to live. With Highway 18 running through
Covington, there is a good chance that workers will use the highway to get to westbound 1-90,
and from there the shortest route to the Spring District is to get off at Eastgate Way and work
north on surface streets. An unknown number of the 1100 REI workers will be coming through
Eastgate every weekday. Traffic in Eastgate is terrible but it will get far worse before it gets
better once light rail arrives in the Spring District. The fact that the city is making plans to make
the Eastgate corridor traffic even worse says to the existing residents and those who already
travel through the area that the city does not care about them. With regard to rezoning the
Eastgate RV park site, a resident recently said her family avoids the entire area between 3:00
p.m. and 7:00 p.m., and said her husband often waits on eastbound 1-90 for between 15 and 20
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minutes during the evening peak because of all the cars trying to get onto 1-90 eastbound. King
County Metro on April 25 presented an overview of its draft long-range plan to the City Council.
It was clear that a huge amount of growth is planned by 2040. A Councilmember asked how it
would all be paid for and the answer given was that the expected growth of one million more
people will generate increased sales tax and real estate taxes. It was noted, however, that how to
pay for it was not in the scope of the project, leaving questions about the feasibility of the project
unanswered. The plan included a lot of growth in 2040 with completion of light rail to Issaquah.
There are unanswered questions as well about what will happen with the Eastgate park and ride.
Metro will host an open house on May 11 and will be taking public comment on the plan until
May 20.

Mr. Todd Woosley with Hal Woosley Properties, PO Box 3325, spoke on behalf of the Kramer
family, owner of the Eastgate RV site. He also thanked the Commission for having the school
district discuss its plans. He added that the Transportation Commission, of which he is a
member, is also looking at data-driven solutions. It will take everyone working together to
accommodate growth at all levels. With regard to the transit-oriented development site adjacent
to the park and ride and Bellevue College in the Eastgate/1-90 corridor, he asked the Commission
to consider that the NMU site is multimodal oriented. The improvements planned for 1-90 are
what will break things free. The intersection of SE 30th and 150th Avenue SE is on the city’s
transportation plan and the Transportation Commission would like to accelerate the funding and
construction of the project to coincide with the 1-90 improvements. The freeway improvements
were not envisioned in the Eastgate/I-90 plan but the state legislature has stepped up and funded
it to add an additional lane in each direction to both handle additional trips and help to clear out
the Eastgate area backups. The Mountains to Sound Greenway will run essentially past the front
door of the NMU and the ability to bike or walk to the Eastgate park and ride will be opened up.
There is also an existing private park and ride at Crossroads Bible Church that accommodates
hundreds of T Mobile employees. With all that in mind, coupled with the economic feasibilities
of what it takes to get something done, the FAR for the RV site should be greater than what was
envisioned in the 2010 plan. Times have changed. The city can expect to see very little new
single family homes built. Most new residents will be housed in multifamily units. One way to
address that will be to allow additional multifamily housing to be built where possible both as a
way to accommodate growth and to improve affordability. Before any decisions are made
relative to FAR in the transit-oriented development are or other areas, a robust economic impact
analysis should be done.

Ms. Maryanne Lee, 11627 SE 68th Street, also thanked the Commission for seeking input from
the Bellevue School District on the topic of student crowding and the way it is affected by
zoning and rezoning. On behalf of parents at Jing Mei Elementary School and the Jing Mei
PTSA, she pointed out that Newport Heights Elementary School, which is quite new, already has
one portable on site and is scheduled to receive two more. Every house in the neighborhood that
has sold recently has been sold by empty nesters and purchased by families with children. The
school is already at capacity. The neighborhood is already dealing with and is concerned about
increased traffic during school hours. Many Newport Hills Elementary School kids walk to
school and it will be dangerous to have people running through intersections trying to get to
work. Rezoning the Newport Hills retail area to allow multifamily housing will increase the
number of families in the area. The neighborhood understood originally that new housing there
would be in the form of a retirement community. Newport Hills and Jing Mae parents also use
the current businesses in the Newport Hills retail spaces, and have been disappointed to learn that
they would not be allowed after the area is being rezoned. The parents do not want the shopping
center site rezoned to include multifamily housing.

6. COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY COUNCIL, COMMUNITY COUNCILS,
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BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS — None
1. STAFF REPORTS

Mr. Cullen briefly reviewed with the Commission the meeting schedule and agenda items for the
months of May, June and July. He proposed conducting a meeting on May 11, with a start time
of 6:30 p.m.; a meeting on May 25, with a 4:30 p.m. start time, followed by a break at 5:45 p.m.,
and an additional session beginning at 6:30 p.m.; a meeting on either June 1 or June 15 focused
only on the plan amendment threshold public hearing, with a 6:30 start time; an open house on
June 8 starting at 4:30 p.m., followed by a session at 6:30 p.m.; a meeting on June 22, possibly
held in the Eastgate area, with a 4:30 p.m. start time; a meeting on July 13 with a 6:30 start time;
and a meeting on July 27, also with a 6:30 start time.

X

Chair Hilhorst asked staff to send an email to all Commissioners as soon as possible to get input
on whether or not the additional meeting in June should be scheduled for June 1 or June 15.

Mr. Cullen said for the meeting in Eastgate, the South Bellevue Community Center and Eastgate
Elementary School are two possible locations.

Mr. Cullen also reminded the Commissioners about the neighborhood conference slated for
Saturday, May 21.

8. DRAFT MINUTES REVIEW - None
9. PUBLIC HEARING

A Expansion of Floor Area Exception for Assisted Living Uses Through Provisions
of Affordable Housing

Land Use Director Carol Helland called the attention of the Commissioners to the staff report in
the Commission packet and noted that the issues had been analyzed vis a vis the decision criteria
in the Land Use Code for amending the text of the Land Use Code. She pointed out that a SEPA
determination had also been provided. The proposal is to enable a density increase in the BelRed
and Downtown subareas where residential density is governed by FAR; where the FAR Amenity
System currently does not apply or provide for an affordable housing incentive; and where
assisted living, congregate care and nursing home uses are permitted.

Continuing, Ms. Helland said Aegis Living is the entity that requested the change. They are
seeking an increase in the base FAR from 1.0 to 2.0. The City Council directed the Commission
to explore exempting the additional FAR consistent with the way amenities are treated elsewhere
in Bel-Red and the downtown. The change would apply to the land use categories that include
assisted living, congregate care and nursing homes. The only areas currently that measure
density according to FAR as opposed to a unit count are the Bel-Red corridor and the downtown.
The ordinance would allow excepting up to 1.0 FAR, which means it would not be counted,
through the provision of housing or by payment of a fee in-lieu.

Ms. Helland noted that the topic of FAR is part of the current discussion regarding the Eastgate
corridor and she asked if the change would apply there as well. Ms. Helland said the Council
direction was to look at the issue citywide. The reason why Eastgate is not included in the
proposed amendment is because a framework for measuring density by FAR has not yet been
worked out for the Eastgate corridor. The excepting provision will be factored into that
discussion as the Eastgate provisions move forward through the process. The framework for
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measuring density by FAR is already in place in Bel-Red and the downtown, making it easier to
insert the proposed change into the code.

Ms. Helland said as proposed, the on-site recommendation would except up to 1.0 FAR of
affordable assisted living, congregate care and nursing home uses. In Bel-Red, FAR is used for
governing residential density in both the BR-MO and the BR-OR districts, subject to the
negotiation of a Council-approved development agreement. In the downtown in any district
where the uses are allowed, they could get excepted up to 1.0 FAR based on the terms of
Council-negotiated development agreement. That is because a fee in-lieu needs to be determine
on a site-by-site basis. Because of the service needs attached to assisted living, the fee in-lieu
would be variable for different types of projects.

For the provision of affordable housing off-site, FAR up to 1.0 would be excepted under the
proposal. The exception can also be the result of a payment of a fee in-lieu. In Bel-Red the fee
in-lieu rate has already been identified. In the downtown the rate would have to be negotiated
through a development agreement.

Commissioner Walter said the term “fee in-lieu” means to her “not here, not now.” It means
something will be built somewhere else some other time. She asked how the fees in-lieu are
tracked once they flow into an account; if there is any requirement for the money to not age past
a certain amount of time; and if there is any geographic nexus between the project that produced
the fees and where the affordable housing units are constructed. She said she would like to see a
limit on the fees in-lieu that can be collected before previously collected fees are allocated to a
project. To hold the fees and then spend them somewhere else would also not address the diverse
socioeconomic populations that should be targeted.

Ms. Helland said there are two financial mechanisms for collecting money and holding it for the
purpose of developing projects. Under the Growth Management Act, the mechanism of impact
fees is aimed at the building of fire and park facilities as well as transportation infrastructure.
Impact fees are a creature of state law that require a rough proportionality and nexus test to
ensure the funds are used within a certain amount of time and in the general area where the
project contributing the funds is built. The fee in-lieu mechanism is an amenity system choice
developers can make to provide benefits to the jurisdiction for extra things, not things that are
necessary to support the infrastructure of the contributing development; rather fees in-lieu are a
mechanism to build capacity and leverage development to achieve things that would not
otherwise be achievable through a straight permitting process. As a result, fees in-lieu do not
have the rough proportionality and nexus test attached to them. The funds are managed in a way
that addressing generally accepted accounting practices, but there are no limits on the
expenditure of funds within a certain time frame or geographic area.

Commissioner Walter said she would like to see fees in-lieu collected for the provision of
affordable housing allocated as soon as possible for concrete projects.

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Commissioner Morisseau. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Barksdale and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Todd Woosley with Hal Woosley Properties, PO Box 3325, noted that Chair Hilhorst and
Commissioner Walter had raised during the staff report the two questions he was interested in
bringing up. He commented that in general adding housing supply and lowering housing cost is
fundamental to meeting the goals in Bellevue. Doing incentives right is a good thing and the
proposed approach should be extended to the multifamily districts in the Eastgate/I-90 corridor
as well as Crossroads and Factoria at the appropriate time. If the intention is to yield affordable
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units, everything that can be done should be done to get them. There could be potential impacts
in the downtown, however. It is known that while the area is not projected to exceed the adopted
levels of service, by 2030 the time of delay at intersections will double what it is presently and
the experience of getting through the downtown will take twice as long, even though the build
out will not be to current FAR limits. There should be some assurance that when a developer
purchases an additional 1.0 FAR in exchange for affordable housing units, the units should be
built in a timely fashion, and when they are brought online, consideration should be given to
what impact on mobility they will have. The same should be considered for all other areas of the
city. A robust transportation infrastructure is needed in order to accommodate the additional trips
generated by the developments.

Ms. Nancy Bainbridge-Rogers with Cairncross & Hemplemann, 524 2nd Avenue, Suite 500,
Seattle, spoke on behalf of Aegis Living. She voiced support for the proposed Land Use Code
amendment to allow additional floor area for assisted living, as particular to the Aegis Living
property in the BR-MO zone as well as in the downtown and throughout the city as appropriate.
The amendment represents a true win-win in terms of helping to provide housing for Bellevue’s
aging population while at the same time providing either affordable housing units or fees in-lieu.
The staff report provides an excellent comprehensive summary of the history of the request and
the benefits that will flow to the Bellevue population. The fee in-lieu approach is very important
to making the program work, particularly for assisted living units. Assisted living involves more
than just a residential unit, it involves a range of services. There are tiered levels of services that
depend on the medical needs of residents that make providing an affordable housing unit within
an assisted living facility very difficult if not impossible. Assisted living facilities typically create
very few traffic impacts given that the residents for the most part do not drive. The average age
of an Aegis resident is 82, and the residents are in an assisted living facility because they do in
fact need assistance with their daily lives. The Commission was urged to take action to advance
the code amendment to the City Council for action.

Commissioner Walter pointed out that the elderly need affordable housing in assisted living
facilities. The costs of senior housing are extraordinary, a fact many are finding out as they age.
Access to an assisted living facility should not necessarily depend on how much money one has
managed to save during their life.

Chair Hilhorst asked about the issue of impact fees, which go for fire, police and safety. She
asked what why there is a need for fees in-lieu where impact fees are involved. Ms. Bainbridge-
Rogers drew a distinction between public services offered by the fire and police departments and
private services offered by Aegis Living staff to the residents. Chair Hilhorst commented that by
virtue of the age of the residents, assisted living facilities are high call facilities for fire and
paramedics. Ms. Bainbridge-Rogers agreed, but stressed that fees in-lieu do not go to address
those services, rather they flow to a fund that is used for the construction of affordable housing
units for the community at large.

Commissioner Barksdale asked what percentage of assisted living costs are due to boarding
alone. Walter Brown, senior vice-president of development for Aegis Living, explained that
there is a base rent for housing, but that housing includes maid service, food, entertainment and
other things. Separate from that, each resident has a medical assessment that determines their
level of care, the fees for which vary based on exactly what is needed. In general, the costs for
care exceed the cost of the rent.

Commissioner Barksdale asked if a reduction in the base rent could be applied as an affordable
housing action. Mr. Brown allowed that while a discount could be provided for the rent of the
physical room, but not for the food, the maid service, the entertainment, and certainly not for all
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the medical services. That is what makes it difficult to calculate what an affordable housing rate
should be. The planning staff saw that problem and came up with the notion of a fee in-lieu, all
of which would go toward the provision of affordable housing.

Commissioner Barksdale asked what costs for assisted living residents are typically covered by
insurance of one form or another. Mr. Brown said residents with private long-term insurance can
use the funds they collect for their rent or for their other expenses.

Mr. Patrick Bannon, president of the Bellevue Downtown Association, 400 108th Avenue NE,
Suite 110, commented that the proposed code amendment was identified by the Council in
recognition of a particular imminent opportunity in the BR-MO zone. However, it has been
translated to having an application in the downtown as well. While that may be fine,
consideration of the bonus related to FAR should be considered as part of the Downtown
Livability Initiative review of the amenity system. It likely was not the intent of the Council to
move the issue ahead of the Downtown Livability Initiative and the incentive zoning process. He
stressed that his objection to application of the amendment in the downtown should not be
construed as opposing the amendment for the BR-MO zone. The Commission could seek
clarification from the Council or staff about the need to move it forward in both areas
simultaneously.

A motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Morisseau and the motion carried unanimously.

10.  STUDY SESSION

A Expansion of Floor Area Exceptions for Assisted Living Uses through Provisions
of Affordable Housing

Chair Hilhorst said there is no question about the need for facilities like the one proposed by
Aegis Living, and noted that no one had questioned the proposed location in the BR-MO. She
agreed with the point made by Mr. Bannon that moving the amendment forward was not
dependent on being included in the amenities for the downtown area and suggested holding the
issue aside relative to that area might make sense.

Commissioner Morisseau asked staff for their opinion relative to the fee in-lieu rather than
having affordable units constructed as part of the development. Ms. Helland said the conclusion
reached by staff after reviewing the request mirrors the position of Aegis Living. Additional
economic details were reviewed and the conclusion was that the variability of care does not lend
itself to discounting in the same way straight affordable housing is calculated. The proposal
represents an early win on the affordable housing strategy. In return for allowing some additional
FAR, the city will through the fee in-lieu gain funds to be used to develop affordable housing
units.

Mr. Brown said the fee in-lieu has been calculated to be about $960,000.

Ms. Helland allowed that the proposed amendment is not the perfect solution for addressing how
to get affordable housing for seniors that need care. The Commission will be looking at a broader
range of affordable housing strategies once the study is kicked off later in the year. By moving
forward as proposed, the city will gain nearly a million dollars it would not otherwise have to put
toward affordable housing.

Commissioner Morisseau asked if the fees in-lieu will be specifically reserved for affordable
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housing to serve the city’s aging community. Ms. Helland said the funds will be reserved
specifically for affordable housing but not just for senior housing.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that if the funds flow to ARCH, the resulting affordable units may not
necessarily be located in Bellevue. Ms. Helland said it is true the units could be located in any
Eastside community served by ARCH. Bellevue works in partnership with ARCH to get
affordable units placed regionally where opportunities arise.

Commissioner Walter said the opportunity to receive nearly a million dollars towards affordable
housing would be hard to turn down. However, the fees in-lieu may or may not be used right
away and may or may not yield affordable units in Bellevue, let alone near the project that
contributes the funds. Affordable housing is needed right away. Without requiring the units to be
constructed on-site, without saying the funds must be used within a certain period of time, and
without saying the funds must go to produce affordable units within a certain distance of the
contributing project, the city will be moving very far away from the stated goal of building
affordable housing.

Chair Hilhorst asked if the Commission could include a stipulation for the fees in-lieu in to be
utilized within the boundaries of the city, or within the geographic area of where Aegis is
looking to build, or for the fees to be used to create affordable housing for seniors. Ms. Helland
said the Commission has the authority to make any recommendation to the Council. The
recommendation of the Commission can be made in the form of code language, it can be
included in the transmittal memo to the Council as a recommendation to seek a better nexus and
rough proportionality to the usage and spending of funds when doing the housing strategy work.
She recommended taking the latter approach. Experience has shown that attempts to earmark
funds often makes the funds less usable by not being able to apply them to immediate
opportunities. If the Commission prefers to change the proposed code language approach,
additional study would be warranted to avoid any unintended consequences.

Commissioner Walter reiterated that her intended consequence would be the provision of
affordable units at the same time the buildings goes up and in that building. Additional study will
mean more time will go by. People are aging out of their homes and they are going to need
housing and services they can afford. Little has actually been said about affordable housing for
the aging. Ms. Helland agreed that the concern should be communicated to the Council. She
added, however, that she did not want to suggest that affordable housing for the aging is not
already happening. The way the code is structured, it awards developers more profitably by
putting affordable housing on site. In the case of assisted living, congregate care and nursing
homes, however, the service dimension makes doing so challenging. There are currently several
hundred units of Senior Housing Assistance Group (SHAG) housing under construction in
Crossroads, and 53 units of affordable housing was recently brought online by Imagine Housing
in the Bellegreen project in the Bel-Red corridor.

Commissioner Walter said she did not understand how the Aegis Living units could not be made
more affordable by lowering the actual room rent by a percentage for residents of lower incomes,
keeping services separate from the calculation. She agreed some creative thinking would be
required, but suggested that it can be done. If fees in-lieu are collected and Aegis Living goes
ahead with its project, prices and costs will go up, but the amount of fees in-lieu will remain the
same.

Commissioner Barksdale agreed and said he would like to see Aegis Living come up with some
ideas about what Commissioner Walter’s suggestion might look like to be used as a comparison.
Ms. Helland said the code mechanism for making that happen already exists. The developer can
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gain the benefit of the additional FAR by paying a fee in-lieu, or the developer can buy up to the
FAR based on a development agreement that negotiates the specifics. The result may be as low
as a single affordable unit. Commissioner Barksdale said if the matter is held over for further
study, he would like to see Aegis Living weigh in that the approach proposed by Commissioner
Walter.

Commissioner Morisseau agreed with Commissioners Walter and Barksdale. She said it was
interesting to her to hear more emphasis placed on putting the million dollars into the coffers
rather than on the intent to provide affordable housing for the aging population. Ms. Helland said
the intent is to raise funds and provide affordable housing in any creative way possible to serve
the populations across every spectrum of age, ability and circumstance. Commissioner
Morisseau said she would like to see the affordable units provided at the same time Aegis Living
builds its project. The issue of affordable housing generally will be tackled later in the year, and
it appears the Commission is being asked to make a decision way ahead of the curve.

Chair Hilhorst clarified that the proposed ordinance will provide care for an aging population
that needs assisted living. If the Commission does not give direction to proceed, there is a risk of
the project not going forward. Ms. Helland said it has been stated that the amendment needs to
be completed by June. If it is not completed by then, the opportunity will pass. Chair Hilhorst
said one approach would be to include in the transmittal the concerns voiced by the Commission
about the fees in-lieu going elsewhere other than the property, and to state that changes in the
approach should be sought before applying the process to any other area of the city, including the
downtown.

Mr. Cullen said he serves on the staff team that is working on the affordable housing strategy.
The schedule for that work is very aggressive. A technical advisory group has been appointed
and the 15 members all have expertise in the provision of housing. An education workshop is
being planned, and a needs assessment has been put together. The Council wants by the end of
the year an assessment of the potential tools and recommendations from the experts as to what
makes sense. A consultant will be brought on board to help develop a tool to evaluate the various
tools. He said the concerns about the assisted living piece are well taken given the coming silver
tsunami as the Baby Boom generation ages. It is the service provision element that creates the
challenges. It will not be possible to fully address the issue with the proposed amendment. The
amendment does, however, seek to take advantage of an opportunity.

Ms. Helland said the Commission could elect to move forward with the Bel-Red piece
independent of the downtown piece, leaving the latter to either the Downtown Livability
Initiative amenity conversation or the broader affordable housing conversation. Because the
proposed amendment includes two sections, one applicable to the downtown and one applicable
to the Bel-Red area, the Commission could recommend that only the Bel-Red section be moved
forward.

Asked who would agree to removing the downtown portion of the amendment, all but
Commissioner Walter raised their hands. Asked who was not comfortable giving direction to
move forward with the ordinance as proposed but for the Bel-Red area only, all but Chair
Hilhorst raised their hands.

Commissioner Barksdale said he would like to have more data useful for analyzing situations,
not just in terms of how the fees in-lieu might be used but specifically an example of how a
development agreement might be negotiated to put some amount of affordable housing in the
physical facility in return for the FAR. Ms. Helland said staff could not easily put that
information together, rather the request would challenge Aegis Living to put together a term
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sheet that would be included in a development agreement for use in comparing allowing
additional FAR in return for close to a million dollars, and allowing additional FAR in return for
including X number of affordable units.

Commissioner Morisseau agreed with the request made by Commissioner Barksdale. She added
that she would like to see information about how the fee in-lieu process is currently used and
how effective it is. She said if the Commission decides to go with the fee in-lieu option, she
would also like to understand the timeframe involved in getting actual affordable units built, and
how the funds can be used to build affordable units in Bellevue.

Commissioner Walter concurred with the comments made by Commissioners Barksdale and
Morisseau. Having the data side by side would be very helpful. She said it would also be better
to be able to differential between assisted living affordable housing and something what SHAG
offers.

Chair Hilhorst reminded the Commissioners that there is a financial opportunity for the city on
the table that could be lost. Commissioner Walter said the financial opportunity is for ARCH and
the Eastside, not necessarily for Bellevue. Chair Hilhorst said there is both a financial
opportunity but also the opportunity to have an assisted living facility located in Bellevue. Ms.
Helland clarified that Aegis Living has an approved permit to build to the maximum FAR
allowed in the BR-MO. Absent approval of the proposed amendment, the project could still be
constructed, but no additional FAR would be allowed or built, and the city would receive no fees
in-lieu.

Mr. Brown confirmed that the project in its current design configuration has been approved to
proceed to the building permit phase with an FAR of 1.0.

Ms. Helland sought clarification from the Commission regarding the downtown area. She was
directed to bring back the amendment as it relates to Bel-Red only, and to take up the issue
relative to the downtown as part of the Downtown Livability Initiative amenities system. Ms.
Helland said she would work with Aegis Living and ARCH to respond to the other questions
raised.

**BREAK**
B. Eastgate/1-90 Corridor Implementing Regulations

A motion to extend the meeting to 10:30 p.m. was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion
was seconded by Commissioner Barksdale and the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Cullen stated that the work done to date by the Commission relative to the Eastgate/I-90
corridor has been focused on essentially creating three new zoning districts in order to implement
the Eastgate land use and transportation project. The Neighborhood Mixed Use and
Office/Limited Business 2 zoning districts have already been discussed, leaving only the Transit-
Oriented Development district. Once completed, the code amendment will create all three zoning
districts with requirements for each relative to land uses, bulk, height and dimensional
requirements, and design standards. The overall package of proposed amendments will be ready
for review at the Commission’s May 25 meeting, along with any unresolved issues. An open
house has been scheduled for June 8.

Mr. Cullen said the work of the Eastgate/I-90 CAC represents an enormous amount of work that
took a couple of years to complete. The Eastgate subarea plan was put into the Comprehensive
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Plan with provisions that that included elements of the study. Additionally, the city’s
transportation department used the document to conduct modeling and transportation planning.

The CAC recognized in its study that Eastgate has a history of being a strong employment
center. At one time, it was actually a stronger market for office than was the downtown.
However, it lacks the amenities and conveniences needed to make it competitive with other areas
as demands have changed. The CAC concluded that by creating a transit-oriented development
district, the future viability of the area could be maintained.

Mr. Cullen noted that there is little capacity to accommodate for office growth in the area given
that the land is already developed and the current zoning constraints. The maximum FAR for the
districts is 0.5. The area has relatively poor transportation connectivity, but according to the
CAC, additional growth could be accommodated with modest improvements. Multimodal
options and land use mixes that create greater internal trip capture will be needed.

Transit-oriented developments are often centered in areas that already have dense development
patterns. They are people-oriented; allow for transit and other types of transportation; enjoy a
variety of uses; and deemphasize cars in favor of walking and biking. Transit-oriented
development is not a new concept; they are actually in use around the global, particularly in
increasingly urbanized areas. The expectation is that 80 to 90 percent of the global population
will be in urban centers in the future. The issues being faced in Bellevue are being faced on
much larger scales in cities around the world. Transit-oriented development areas improve the
utilization of governmental infrastructure, and they provide a different level of product for office
and residential. Developers are attracted to transit-oriented development because they offer more
and new opportunities. For office occupiers, the draw is labor force accessibility, flexible work
spaces, and retail tenants and increased opportunities. Overall, transit-oriented development
creates a different market that is appealing in many different ways.

Mr. Cullen said The Death and Life of Great American Cities, a book by urban sociologist Jane
Jacobs, was published in 1961. The author’s take was that vibrant cities only flourish when the
physical environment is diverse and that four conditions are required: 1) city districts must serve
more than two functions so that they attract people with different purposes at different times of
the day and night; 2) city blocks must be small with dense intersections that give pedestrians
many opportunities to interact; 3) buildings must be diverse in terms of age and form to support a
mix of different income levels; and 4) districts must have a sufficient density of people and
buildings. Recently, a big data mining exercise relative to six cities in Italy tested and validated
the four criteria.

The Commissioners were shown several examples of transit-oriented developments, including
examples in Chicago, Illinois; Santa Monica, California; Bogota, Columbia; and Perth, Australia.

Mr. Cullen pointed out that the transit-oriented development area in the Eastgate corridor is
small. He shared with the Commissioners a schematic drawing of the area from the CAC’s final
report showing the connections, the pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, and the hill climb
connecting the area with Bellevue College. He noted that the slope between the transit-oriented
development area and the college will serve as a strong visual element. The main street running
east and west through the heart of the area will be a critical component; how the street is treated
will determine whether or not the area will be activated.

Chair Hilhorst noted that there had been at one point talk of having the buildings in the area high
enough to accommodate a walkway directly to and from the college, obviating the need for the
hill climb. Ms. Byers said the concept was suggested as a possibility. Mr. Cullen added that from
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a design perspective, skywalks are not always aesthetically pleasing.

Mr. Cullen explained that the transit-oriented development area extends eastward from 142nd
Place SE but it does not run all the way east to 148th Avenue SE. The properties fronting 148th
Avenue SE asked not to be included in the transit-oriented development boundaries. The current
configuration within the boundaries is a very typical 90s-style office development. As
envisioned, the main street runs east from 142nd Place SE and has wide sidewalks and planting
strips, making it a very pleasant walk and accommodating to bicyclists. A pedestrian plaza will
be located at the intersection with the hill climb. There will be opportunity for cars to use the
road, and there possibly will be limited parking on one side of the street. The main street runs
through the back of the building in which Intellectual Ventures is located, but of course that will
occur only if the site is redeveloped. The roundabout will be moved to 146th Avenue SE to
maximize the vistas and to create the opportunity for an event space.

Commissioner Morisseau asked if the sidewalk will be at the same level as the street. Mr. Cullen
said the preference is for a curb and gutter, in part to meet the low-impact development
standards. All ADA standards will be met as well. Commissioner Morisseau asked why
consideration is being given to going without a curb along the pedestrian corridor but not in the
transit-oriented development area. Ms. Byers said the pedestrian corridor is for pedestrians only
and not for cars, whereas the transit-oriented development street will allow for cars to serve the
ground-floor retail.

Ms. Byers referred to the use charts and noted that the only uses permitted in the manufacturing
category were microbrewery and measuring, analyzing and controlling instruments. With regard
to the recreation chart, she said she added library and museum as permitted uses. The concern
over public assembly uses being too large for the transit-oriented development was addressed by
including a footnote limiting the use to 20,000 square feet. Video arcade was also included as an
allowed use. Other recreation activities were limited to health club, recreation instruction and
gymnasiums by administrative conditional use, unless less than 8000 square feet, in which case
an administrative conditional use permit is not required. City park as a use is the same as for
every other district in the city, with the exception of the downtown.

Continuing, Ms. Byers suggested that hotels, motels and transient lodging should be permitted
uses on the residential use chart. Chair Hilhorst said the argument previously made by the
Commission was that transient lodging could include a homeless shelter, which is why a more
stringent permitting process would be in order, particularly in what is intended to become a
neighborhood. Ms. Byers agreed to retain the requirement for administrative conditional use for
the use.

Commissioner Walter questioned whether or not group quarters, including dormitories and
fraternal houses, should be a permitted use for the transit-oriented development. She allowed that
the use makes sense on the college campus where security and the like are provided.

Commissioner Barksdale said a shift is taking place in terms of college and universities to
expand housing beyond the campus boundaries. He noted that typically sororities have to be on
campus, but fraternities are allowed to be off campus. Mr. Cullen said one of the development
options that has been talked about is something like an apartment that might have four bedrooms
and a common area designed to serve as affordable student housing.

Chair Hilhorst voiced concern over allowing anything that looks like or functions as a dormitory
without supervision of the student residents. Ms. Byers said Bellevue College has been buying
properties around the campus with an eye on providing housing. She added that the average age
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of the students at Bellevue College is 27, most of whom are also working in conjunction with
taking classes. That could translate into a far different mix from what might be seen at the
University of Washington or Washington State University. Chair Hilhorst said even so, the
transit-oriented development will be a neighborhood and families with small children probably
would not want to locate next to a dormitory use.

Ms. Byers reminded the Commissioners that the criteria for the conditional use permit and the
administrative conditional use permit are much the same; the review processes are different, and
with the administrative conditional use permit, the final decision is made by staff. Additionally,
each of the new districts will have design review for anything that goes in, and that process will
address all of the impacts.

Commissioner Walter said any kind of dormitory housing that does not include some oversight
could be a recipe for problems and unintended consequences. Chair Hilhorst agreed and said the
use does not feel conducive to a family environment. Mr. Cullen pointed out that regardless of
what kind of housing mix goes in to the transit-oriented development, it will have a strong
Bellevue College influence. Student housing is considered to be affordable housing and there is a
need for it, particularly close to the college. While behavior cannot be legislated, the use and
design to influence behavior can be.

Commissioner Barksdale said families are accounted for throughout the majority of the city, and
some care should be taken to consider the needs of college students as well. Chair Hilhorst
disagreed. She said the place for dormitory student housing is on the campus. Any time there are
too many people under one roof, problems will follow. The city can also have no influence over
who moves into the buildings. The neighborhood that will be created should be protected.

Commissioner Walter pointed out that at Washington State University, dormitories are located
on campus. Student housing off campus takes the form of apartment buildings. She said she was
not aware of any college or university town where the dormitories are located off campus.

Ms. Byers said there are a variety of options that could be utilized in addressing the use,
including size limits and the approval process.

With regard to the kind of student housing Bellevue College has talked about locating on the
properties they have purchased near the campus, Chair Hilhorst said the plan calls for the
construction of actual dormitories, possibly with some small retail uses on the ground floor.

Commissioner Morisseau asked if the group quarters use could be allowed through a process that
is far more restrictive than just reviewing the design. Ms. Byers said the use could be allowed
through administrative conditional use, which involves a more stringent review to address the
impacts. Commissioner Morisseau said she understood the concerns voiced about allowing the
use, but said she did not want to see the use excluded entirely because that would impact the
college community.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that if the use is allowed, there is no guarantee that the facilities will
be built by Bellevue College, and the school will have no authority over it.

Commissioner Walter said her preference was to not allow the use at all, but if it is allowed, it
should be through the conditional use permit process.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that if dormitories and fraternal houses are allowed, they will be
created by a private developer that will have no oversight of what goes on by the residents in the
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building. Apartments are allowed, and nothing would exclude them from being occupied by
students.

Commissioner Morisseau commented that to not allow the use at all would mean even Bellevue
College could not build a dormitory in the district. Commissioner Walter agreed but suggested
such a move by the college would be unlikely given the cost of land. If allowed with a
conditional use permit, the college could choose to take that route should it choose to do so.
Commissioner Morisseau said that would be her preference. She added that she could see no
need to allow fraternal houses at all in the district.

There was agreement to exclude fraternal houses and to allow dormitories through conditional
use.

Ms. Byers stated that congregate care, senior housing and assisted living is permitted in the
transit-oriented development district as a residential use. Nursing homes as a use is not included
because it is more of an institutional use that would not be appropriate for activating the area.

With regard to the resources chart, the only allowed use is veterinary clinic and hospital. In order
to address the impacts, Ms. Byers suggested that any veterinary clinic or hospital be open only
between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and that boarding and commercial kennels should be allowed
only as a subordinate use.

Ms. Byers noted that some changes had been made to the services chart for the transit-oriented
development district. She noted that child care services as shown on the chart was only a heading
for family child care home in residence and child day care center. The family child care home in
residence use was removed from being a permitted use because single family homes are not
permitted in the district. With regard to repair services, Ms. Byers noted that Footnote 30
disallows outdoor storage. Under professional services, standalone emergency rooms was
disallowed.

With regard to the transportation and utilities chart, Ms. Byers explained that park and ride lots
throughout the city require a conditional use permit. In the original draft, the use was shown as
requiring an administrative conditional use; that has been changed to conditional use permit for
the sake of consistency.

Ms. Byers noted that the Commission had previously discussed allowing auto parking,
commercial lots and garages only west of 142nd Avenue SE. She said staff intends to talk with
King County Metro about their plans for the existing park and ride, and about how many
students are currently using the facility. It is possible that having students park where they are
supposed to park, or requiring them to pay to park there, will cause the students to choose to park
on campus instead.

Chair Hilhorst said that information will be very helpful. She pointed out, however, that as
Bellevue College continues to grow, it will tap out on places for students to park. The
marketplace will probably step up to fill the gap. Ms. Byers reminded the Commission that the
idea behind the transit-oriented development concept is to reduce the overall number of cars.
Parking requirements within the district will be less stringent for that reason. Chair Hilhorst
agreed but pointed out that the Eastgate park and ride serves far more than just the adjacent uses;
it is used by residents of North Bend, Issaquah and Sammamish to park and catch a ride on a bus.
Even assuming few people living in the transit-oriented development district will be driving, the
park and ride facility will continue to be heavily used.
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Ms. Byers noted that recycling center was included as a permitted use. She said the type of
recycling center referred to is a lot that has containers where people can drop off items for
Goodwill and the like.

The Commissioners were told that the issue of allowing showrooms for autos, trucks, RVs and
boats will likely be addressed through a development agreement. Showrooms for motorcycles
would be allowed without a development agreement because they are smaller. The development
agreement process will address the impact issues and will require Council approval.

A motion to extend the meeting by 15 minutes was made by Commissioner Barksdale. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Morisseau and the motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Byers noted that Footnote 28 was added to the chart to prevent any type of drive-in in the
transit-oriented development district.

Referring back to the services chart, Commissioner Walter commented that auto repair and
washing services did not seem to be a good fit for the transit-oriented development district.

Chair Hilhorst pointed out that allowance is given to build parking garages in the district and
suggested that it should be okay for a parking garage to include a car wash service.
Commissioner Walter said she could see a car wash as part of a parking garage but not auto
repair. Ms. Byers said she would look at limiting car wash uses to a certain size and requiring
them to be a subordinate use.

Commissioner Morisseau pointed out that auto and truck showrooms are listed as being allowed
in the district and asked why auto repair should not be included as part of those uses. Ms. Byers

reiterated that while motorcycle showrooms are allowed, car, truck, RV and boat showrooms are
allowed only through a development agreement. The showrooms are not the same as dealerships
and probably will not even include outdoor storage.

11. PUBLIC COMMENT — None

12. ADJOURN

A motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Morisseau. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Walter and the motion carried unanimously.

Chair Hilhorst adjourned the meeting at 10:36 p.m.
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