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Regular Meeting
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1.

Call to Order
Aaron Laing, Chairperson

Roll Call

Public Comment*
Limited to 5 minutes per person or 3 minutes if a public hearing has been held

on your topic

Approval of Agenda

Communications from City Council, Community Council, Boards
and Commissions

Staff Reports
Paul Inghram, Comprehensive Planning Manager

Open Public Meetings Act Discussion
Lori Riordan, City Attorney

Study Session
A. Comprehensive Plan Update

A.1 Project Update and Schedule
Paul Inghram, Comprehensive Planning Manager

A.2 Community Vision
Brief the Commission on work updating the Community Vision statement
Commissioners deVadoss and Carlson

A.3 Neighborhoods Element Concept
Discuss new Neighborhoods Element draft
Mike McCormick-Huentelman, Neighborhood Outreach Manager, PCD

A.4 Downtown Subarea Boundary
Review potential amendments to the Downtown Subarea boundary
Nicholas Matz, Senior Planner, PCD

A.5 Utilities Policies Follow-up
Review follow-up items for the Utilities Element
Nicholas Matz, Senior Planner, PCD
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9:00

9:15

9:30

A.6 Housing Policies Follow-up

Review follow-up items for the Housing Element

Paul Inghram, Comprehensive Planning Manager; Janet Lewine,
Associate Planner, PCD; Arthur Sullivan, ARCH

9. Other Business
10. Public Comment* - Limited to 3 minutes per person

11. Draft Minutes Review
+  September 10
+  September 24
+  October 8
«  October 22

12. Adjourn

Agenda times are approximate

Planning Commission members

Aaron Laing, Chair Diane Tebelius
Michelle Hilhorst, Vice Chair John deVadoss
John Carlson Stephanie Walter
Jay Hamlin

John Stokes, Council Liaison

Staff contact:

Paul Inghram 452-4070
Michelle Luce 452-6931

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

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).



City of &% Planning Commission
Bellevue %\ Study Session

January 9, 2015

SUBJECT

Major Comprehensive Plan Update

STAFF CONTACT

Paul Inghram AICP, Comprehensive Planning Manager, 452-4070 pinghram@bellevuewa.gov
Mike McCormick-Huentelman, Neighborhood Outreach Manager, 452-4089
MMHuent@bellevuewa.gov

Nicholas Matz AICP, Senior Planner, 452-5371 nmatz@bellevuewa.gov
Planning and Community Development

DIRECTION NEEDED FROM PLANNING COMMISSION

Action
X Discussion
Information

The January 14, 2015, study session continues the update and review of the Bellevue
Comprehensive Plan. The following are remaining review items for which staff is seeking
additional direction from the Commission:
e Community Vision — continued subcommittee work
Neighborhoods Element concept — see Attachments 1 & 2
Downtown boundary review — see Attachments 3-3.3f
Utility policy follow-up — see Attachment 4
Housing policy follow-up — see Attachment 5

Staff is seeking direction on what items to bring back for additional discussion at the next study
session on January 28. No formal action is requested at this study session. The Commission’s
review and comment on the drafts at this stage will help staff prepare a draft Comprehensive
Plan for the Commission’s and public review. Staff seeks to schedule a public hearing for March
4,

Staff has continued to work with commissioners deVadoss and Carlson on an updated
Community Vision statement that incorporates elements of the current statement, input we heard
from the community, and aspects of the Council’s recent visioning work. It is anticipated that a
draft vision document will be distribute prior to the meeting.
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BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission has worked over the last year through policy-by-policy reviews of the
chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. At the Commission’s meetings in November and
December, the Commission reviewed:
e Southwest Bellevue policy amendment, recommending to remove policy S-SW-27 to
support the Surrey Downs Park master plan
e Urban Boulevards designations and maps, and an updated Urban Design policy table with
corresponding policies to support the map designations
e Crossroads/BelRed subarea boundary, electing to retain the current boundary at this time
e Transportation Element policies recommendations by the Transportation Commission
e And other outstanding policy questions

Tables showing the progression from the original policy to the Planning Commission’s direction
were distributed for Citizen Participation, Land Use, Housing, Capital Facilities, Utilities,
Environment, and Urban Design (and are available online). Other plan components were
provided to the Commission as informational items, including draft updates of the Glossary and
a number of maps. Additionally, the following items are included in this packet for information:
e Maps for the Environment and Urban Design elements (the UD maps reflect the changes
the PC made at the last meeting) — enclosed
e Updated Economic Development and Urban Design policy tables indicating the
Commission’s previous review — enclosed

These reviews follow dozens of study sessions by the Planning Commission and the city’s other
boards and commissions to examine the current Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2004,
background information on how the city has changed, and staff recommendations for policy
changes.

Staff is working to develop a full draft plan for public and the Commission’s further review,
scheduled to be released February 11. The full draft will allow the Commission to see the plan
as whole and evaluate the integration of the individual sections. The city will also conduct a new
round of broader public engagement to encourage public review of the draft plan.

As the entire update is pulled together competing policies may be identified. To an extent, it is
recognized that any comprehensive plan will have a dynamic tension between multiple goals and
that it is appropriate to read the plan as a whole and to balance competing interests. However,
there are times when it is appropriate to ensure consistency of terminology, approach or areas of
policy direction across elements of the plan. Over the last year, the focus has been on reviewing
individual components of the plan. As a complete draft is developed, staff will work to identify
whether to recommend additional changes or additions to ensure that the plan works together as
an integrated document.

NEXT STEPS

With this study session, the Planning Commission and other boards and commissions will have
completed initial review of all the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and a number of other
related components, such as specific questions about subarea boundaries. Any remaining items
or questions will be addressed at the study session on January 28.



Staff seeks to schedule a public hearing for March 4 and to proceed with the following schedule:

January 28 Initial review of components completed
February 11 Public review draft of entire plan available
February 18 Public open house
February 25 Joint boards and commissions meeting
March 4 Public Hearing
March 11 Deliberations
March 18 Recommendations to Council
Late March Transmittal to Council
Mid-June Council final action
June 30, 2015 Statutory deadline for Comprehensive Plan Update
ATTACHMENTS
1.  Neighborhoods Element Review
2. Neighborhoods Element Concept
3. Downtown Boundary Review (3-3.3f)
4.  Utility Policy Follow-up
5. Housing Policy Follow-up
6. Community Health Review
ENCLOSED

1. Economic Development Policy Table
2. Urban Design Policy Table
3. Maps for the Environment and Urban Design elements



ATTACHMENT 1
Neighborhood Element Review

At its September 15 study session review of the Comprehensive Plan update project, the City
Council asked whether the Comprehensive Plan should include a neighborhoods element. While
Council did not provide explicit direction, the question raised interest in how to best recognize
the importance of subarea plans and how to weave neighborhood issues throughout the
Comprehensive Plan. Councilmember Robertson stated, “Regardless of whether the
neighborhood is Downtown or single family, neighborhood quality is important for Bellevue’s
quality of life, important to everyone in the city.” Council expressed interest in wanting to make
sure that the update addresses the protection of neighborhoods and their quality of life even as
neighborhoods manage in-fill development. Could a neighborhoods element be a way to address
neighborhood-specific issues?

Staff followed through to draft a new Neighborhoods Element that would create a set of policies
that frame how to address neighborhood issues. This would be a valuable addition to the
Comprehensive Plan. It would fill gaps in the current plan — the need to update and maintain
subarea plans; support for neighborhood adaptability; and increased social connectivity. The
element would also express how subarea plans relate to the overall Comprehensive Plan and a
cross-referencing section would identify key policy sections in other general elements that relate
directly to neighborhoods. As an individual element, it would provide a single place where one
looking for neighborhood policies could begin and it would help one understand the role of
subarea plans.

Action Requested
Staff is looking for the Planning Commission’s feedback on the draft element as well as a
recommendation as to whether this is a valuable addition to the Comprehensive Plan.
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CITY OF BELLEVUE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

NEIGHBORHOODS ELEMENT

WHAT YOU WILL FIND IN THIS CHAPTER:

P Introduction to key elements that shape the character and quality of life in
neighborhoods.

v

Discussion on challenges and opportunities facing Bellevue neighborhoods.

v

Policies on issues common to Bellevue neighborhoods.

v

Process and procedures for updating the city’s Neighborhood Area Plans and how
they relate to the Comprehensive Plan.

NEIGHBORHOOD ELEMENT VISION

Bellevue is a community of diverse and vibrant neighborhoods.

Bellevue residents live in a variety of distinctive, safe and attractive neighborhoods that provide
amenities and opportunities for a high quality of life. The strong connections among neighbors
contribute to these qualities and the ability of neighborhoods to respond to change.

ROLE OF NEIGHBORHOOD ELEMENT

Policies that maintain and enhance the health and vitality of Bellevue’s neighborhoods are integrated
throughout the Comprehensive Plan. The Neighborhood Element provides an additional framework to
consider issues that go beyond a neighborhood’s basic needs. It identifies policies to support
neighborhoods in their ability to actively respond to changing internal needs and external forces, while
balancing the needs of the city and distinct elements of neighborhood character. It establishes policies
for maintaining and updating the city’s neighborhood area (subarea) plans, as defined by the state
Growth Management Act. Neighborhood area plans provide an essential pathway to engage local
communities to address neighborhood-specific concerns and identify neighborhood values and policies
to help shape their future.

INTRODUCTION

Bellevue is a city of neighborhoods. Bellevue’s neighborhoods include single-family neighborhoods,
multi-family communities and the growing vertical neighborhoods of Downtown and BelRed. Each
neighborhood holds unique histories and characteristics. They are stable communities full of rich
history and community traditions. They are dynamic neighborhoods that are responsive to the
changing needs of our residents. Bellevue’s neighborhoods are home to a diverse and well connected
community of neighbors. They are alive with local connections to schools, stores, parks, trails and the
natural beauty that defines the character of the Pacific Northwest.



Key Elements of a Highly Functioning Neighborhood
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Bellevue’s neighborhoods are both unique and interconnected communities. The city’s role is to ensure
that our neighborhoods enjoy a high quality built environment that facilitates a safe and welcoming
community, able to adapt to changing needs and preserve what is cherished most.

Four key elements shape neighborhoods’ quality of life: Neighborhood Core, Social Connectivity,
Adaptability and Neighborhood Character. In the center is the Neighborhood Core, the quality natural
environment, services, and physical infrastructure that provide for basic needs. Surrounding that core
is the people, the social connections, that make up the heart of the neighborhood community.
Adaptability is the ability of that local community to actively respond to changes (both internal and
external) that impact the health and development of the neighborhood. Neighborhood character is
comprised of the distinct qualities and amenities that set each neighborhood apart and provide a ‘sense
of place.’

Neighborhood Core

All Bellevue neighborhoods share a common core of basic needs. All neighborhoods share the need for
a quality-built natural environment that facilitates a safe and welcoming community. This includes
healthy neighborhood centers, local businesses, schools, community centers and other ‘third places’ for
neighbors to meet neighbors. All neighborhoods need good connectivity within and among
neighborhoods to provide access to its schools, parks, stores and trails. They all depend on core city
services to safeguard the health and safety of the community, provide appropriate zoning and
regulations, steward its natural resources and maintain vital infrastructure.

Social Connectivity

Neighborhoods are made up of people. In all neighborhoods, the strength of the connectedness among
neighbors contributes to the quality of life that our residents experience. Social connectivity
determines a neighborhood’s ability to resolve neighborhood disputes, prepare for emergencies, deter
crime, care for our elderly or vulnerable residents and provide a collective voice to shape the amenities,
planning and future of the community. Social connectivity contributes to the resiliency of the
community to bounce back from natural disasters or unforeseen tragic incidents. It is the social fabric
that provide residents with a strong ‘sense of community’ and place of belonging. The city has a role in
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supporting the development of vibrant and caring communities that are essential to the make-up of its
quality neighborhoods.

Adaptability

Bellevue is a growing, international, world-class city and our neighborhoods reflect our past, present and
our future. Bellevue’s neighborhoods are not static. They are dynamic communities that will continue
to adapt and change, while seeking to preserve what is cherished most about the quality of life they
provide. They will grow with new schools, businesses, parks and amenities. They will adapt to new
changes in traffic patterns and congestion. They will reflect the market forces that respond to changing
needs for different types of housing for Bellevue’s diverse community. Healthy neighborhoods play an
active role in responding to the changing needs and external pressures that impact their community.

Neighborhood Character

Bellevue cherishes the distinctive characters and qualities of the city’s diverse neighborhoods. Bellevue
has sixteen neighborhood areas, including emerging neighborhood areas of Downtown, BelRed and
Eastgate. Each neighborhood area is home to many smaller neighborhoods. The diversity of Bellevue’s
neighborhood expressions is a city treasure — whether it is the vibrancy of Downtown, Crossroads and
BelRed neighborhoods, the shoreline communities of West Lake Sammamish and Lake Washington, the
hilltop neighborhoods of Cougar Mountain, Somerset and Newport Hills, the historic neighborhoods of
Wilburton, Northtowne, Lake Hills and Woodridge, or the wooded neighborhoods of Enatai and Bridle
Trails. The unique aspect and ‘look and feel’ of each neighborhood depends on its location, history,
characteristics of the natural environment, and qualities of the built environment.

The city encourages and coordinates neighborhood participation in projects to enhance their unique
neighborhood character. Neighborhood groups can partner with the city to enhance their area with
features such as landscape plantings, identification signing, neighborhood artwork and special paving on
streets or sidewalks. Neighborhood engagement with the city shapes city planning and decision-making
on neighborhood improvements and determines how to preserve and develop distinct neighborhood
character across the City.
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TODAY’'S CONDITIONS AND TOMORROW'’S PROJECTIONS

Neighborhoods Today and Tomorrow

Bellevue has sixteen neighborhood areas; each is home
to many smaller neighborhoods. In addition to
extraordinary single family areas, these include strong
multi-family neighborhoods, such as Crossroads.
Bellevue’s core strength has been its commitment to
neighborhoods, providing planning and services that

have made these highly desirable places in which to live.

Bellevue has also been successful at cultivating a vibrant
urban center downtown, providing amenities that
attract a thriving residential and business community.
BelRed will become another dynamic ‘vertical’
neighborhood. As Bellevue continues to grow in the
future, most growth will occur in these denser mixed
commercial and residential areas. This will increase
density within Bellevue’s core urban areas and develop
new vertical neighborhoods, while protecting
established neighborhoods from needing to absorb this
growth.

The city is paying attention to a number of different
factors that will affect the future of neighborhoods:

e Neighborhoods are distinct places shaped by
location and history —and neighborhoods are
interested in preserving and developing their
unique character.
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o Neighborhoods will need to respond to the changing needs of Bellevue’s diverse population, such as
smaller households and older adults who want to stay in their neighborhood.
e Public and private amenities, such as parks and neighborhood scaled commercial centers, foster

community connections and neighborhood livability.
e Ninety percent of the city’s future housing capacity will occur in Bellevue’s multifamily mixed use

districts.

e Careful planning and mitigation of new development ensures that the legacy of Bellevue’s
neighborhoods includes preservation of our tree canopy, shorelines, wetlands and wildlife.
e Even as growth is denser, Bellevue residents will continue to want safe, quality neighborhoods and
access to schools, parks, trails, local stores and recreation.

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Neighborhood Investment Patterns

During upturns in the housing market, neighborhoods face stress from impacts from development and
construction projects, tear-downs of single-family lots, ‘mega-homes’, investment properties, group
homes and rentals, and increases in traffic congestion. During economic downturns, neighborhoods
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face stress from increases in foreclosures, vacant properties, substandard maintenance and stalled
commercial development. Neighborhoods depend on City policies and planning to help to protect and
mitigate negative impacts as well as provide benefits of new opportunities and amenities that become

available.
Maintaining Safe and Welcoming Neighborhood Environments

Maintaining the high level of neighborhood safety depends on the
strength of partnership between the city and local residents. This
includes ongoing attention to residential crime prevention, emergency
preparedness, public safety services, enforcement of city codes,
neighborhood maintenance, the maintenance of public property and
right-of-way, neighborhood walkability, lighting, and social
cohesiveness.

Increasing Diversity

Bellevue’s residents are increasingly diverse, adding layers of
complexity in the social fabric of Bellevue’s neighborhoods. This
provides an opportunity for our residents to embrace the world next
door and a challenge to successfully learn together how to respectively
engage cross-culturally in community life. Bellevue’s neighborhoods
will need to continue to provide places for local connection. It also
includes attention to the social cohesiveness of Bellevue’s
neighborhoods; including support for neighborhood associations,
community clubs, faith communities, park and community services,
schools, non-profits and businesses that invest in the social fabric of
Bellevue’s community.

Neighborhood Capacity for Problem-Solving

The capacity for neighborhoods to be able to actively engage around
the changing needs and the external stresses they face varies from
neighborhood to neighborhood. It depends on the local organization
of community groups, neighborhood associations, and skill sets of

WHAT DOES IT MEAN?

Bellevue has sixteen
neighborhood areas, each
containing a number of smaller
neighborhoods.

Bellevue is enriched by the
diversity of its neighborhood
characters.

Neighborhoods need to be
resilient and adaptable to
changing needs and external
stresses.

Bellevue’s residential population
is increasingly diverse, adding
layers of complexity to its social
fabric.

Most of the city’s remaining
residential capacity is in mixed-
use areas, primarily Downtown
and BelRed.

All neighborhoods share the
need for healthy natural systems
and safe and high quality built
environments.

neighborhood and community leaders in the neighborhood. The strongest neighborhoods are the
neighborhoods with active associations, familiar with city process and decision-making. Providing clear
channels of two-way communication provides safeguards against unnecessary neighborhood disruptions
and turmoil, while providing essential local insight for planning and creative solution-making.

Maintaining Neighborhood Character

As Bellevue matures, the character of Bellevue’s neighborhoods will provide a diversity of expression,
history and local amenities that enrich the quality of life for the entire community. The city requires a
balanced and nuanced approach to provide for the growth and development of the city while preserving

the key elements that help to distinguish neighborhood character.

The challenge will be how to

address the needs of the whole city, while allowing for neighborhood distinctiveness that advocates

against a “one size fits all” approach to neighborhood planning.
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NEIGHBORHOOD POLICIES

The strength of a neighborhood is found in the health of its community. Stronger community
connections directly raise the quality of life. The Neighborhood Plan adds policies to support the
resiliency and capacity of neighborhoods to respond to local needs, care for one another and develop a
strong ‘sense of community’ that make our neighborhoods home.

Neighborhoods are dynamic communities. Neighborhoods will have internal needs, like the desire for
older adults to ‘age in place.” External stresses, like shifting investment patterns, will also place new
demands on neighborhoods. Both internal and external factors will require neighborhoods to be able
to deal constructively with change. The Neighborhood Plan adds policies to identify changing conditions
in neighborhoods and provide support for local community responses to meet changing needs.

Distinct neighborhood character enhances the quality of life for our entire city. The Neighborhood Plan
acknowledges that neighborhoods can have unique values, amenities, natural environments, and local
priorities. The Neighborhood Plan adds policies that encourage neighborhoods to preserve and develop
distinct neighborhood character, engage locally on neighborhood enhancement projects, and improve
communication with the city on sharing neighborhood-specific priorities, opportunities and concerns.

Neighborhood Area Planning

The city plans for different neighborhood areas through individual neighborhood area (subarea) plans.
Subarea plans have been an important tool for addressing the needs and changing conditions of specific
parts of the city. The neighborhood areas include changes to subarea boundaries to better reflect
today’s neighborhood areas and facilitate improved long-range planning for neighborhoods.

The Neighborhood Element adds policies to periodically update the neighborhood area (subarea) plans
as conditions warrant. It promotes a planning process for individual neighborhood areas and provides
the structure for policies that account for distinctive neighborhood character to develop over time. The
City understands that not every neighborhood-specific concern is a city-wide issue. Some matters are
best approached at a neighborhood-area scale, with awareness of a wider city context.
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NEIGHBORHOOD ELEMENT POLICIES

The Neighborhood Element policies below build from and add to the many neighborhood-directed
policies found throughout the Comprehensive Plan. Policy direction found elsewhere in the
Comprehensive Plan, while critical to neighborhoods, is not repeated here. See “Policy Connections”
below for extensive references.

Goal Maintain and enhance the high quality of life in Bellevue’s diverse neighborhoods.

New N-1. Maintain neighborhoods as safe and welcoming environments for everyone to enjoy.

New N-2. Promote community connections that strengthen the social fabric of neighborhoods,
including support for local neighborhood associations, community clubs, community centers,
school organizations and non-profits that invest in building community.

New N-3. Preserve and develop distinctive neighborhood character within Bellevue’s diverse
neighborhoods.

Update N-4. Provide programs and support for residents to make a difference in local neighborhood
improvements. This includes ways to direct neighborhood enhancement projects,
neighborhood identity signage, gateways, park enhancements, neighborhood art and
maintenance of public right-of-ways.

New N-5. Provide venues for two-way communication with residents to listen and respond to
emerging neighborhood opportunities and concerns.

New N-6. Support the capacity of local neighborhood communities to actively engage and respond to
changing internal neighborhood needs and external stresses.

New N-7. Regularly track changes in demographics and neighborhood indicators to improve city
responsiveness to changing conditions in neighborhoods.

Neighborhood Area Planning

New  N-8. Periodically assess and update neighborhood area plans, and adapt plans to changing
conditions.

New N-9. Update neighborhood area plans consistent with the planning boundaries shown in Figure
__. For any given site, the 2014 Subarea Plan policies remain in effect until and unless they have
been superseded by new planning area boundaries and policies.

New N-10. Use the neighborhood area planning process to engage local communities to define
neighborhood area specific values and policies.

New N-11. Enable neighborhood-specific approaches to issues that may appropriately be addressed
at a neighborhood area scale, while ensuring that this does not deter from meeting city-wide
needs and responsibilities.

New N-12. Ensure Neighborhood area plans and policies are consistent with the other policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.
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POLICY CONNECTIONS

[This section is intended to guide the reader to other policies in the plan that relate to this element. This
section may need refinement as this element draft progresses.]

Neighborhood issues are often citywide issues that are addressed throughout other elements of the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition to policies focused on neighborhoods included in this chapter,
neighborhoods are recognized in other parts of the plan, such as these elements:

The Civic Participation Element includes policies on engaging community input in land use decisions and
commercial development (see CP2, CP3)

The Land Use Element includes policies about residential and neighborhood commercial uses, park
opportunities, housing choices and maintenance, land use regulations, pedestrian connections, including
support of neighborhood shopping centers (see LU1, LU14, LU19-LU27, LU32)

The Urban Design Element includes policies on streetscape designs, landscaping and maintenance of
public arterials and right of way, neighborhood signage, and sidewalk enhancements (see UD44, UD60-
64, UD66)

The Parks, Open Space and Recreation Element includes policies on distributing park and recreation
opportunities, pedestrian connections, preservation of open spaces, manage forest resources,
community centers (see PA4, PA6, PA13, PA17, PA33)

The Housing Element includes policies about housing quality, options and affordability. (see HO1-10,
HO13-14, HO16-18, HO22, HO23, HO37)

The Transportation Element includes polices about connectivity within and among neighborhoods,
discouraging cut-through traffic. (see TR113, TR115, cross reference TR-48 and TR49)

The Economic Development Element includes policies about the economic health of shopping centers
and the quality of life of Bellevue neighborhoods. It also includes policies about schools. (See ED3,ED9,
ED27-28)

The Environment Element includes policies about environmental and critical areas protection,
conservation, public education, water quality, property owner environmental regulations (See EN1, EN5,
EN9-16, EN )

The Utilities Element includes policies on public utilities, facilities, waste management, storm and
surface water, water service, franchise agreements, telecommunications. (See UT...)

IMPLEMENTATION

[This section addresses how the policies are implemented, by pointing to specific city efforts. This will be
fleshed out further as this element draft progresses.]

e Neighborhood Area Plan updates

e Neighborhood improvements through the city’s Neighborhood Enhancement Program

e Neighborhood Outreach programs that increase neighborhoods’ capacity for problem-solving

e Revitalization of Neighborhood Commercial Centers; city tools may include demonstration
projects and land use incentives.



ATTACHMENT 3

Southern Downtown Boundary Analysis

Issue: Should adjustments be made to the southern Downtown Subarea Plan and zoning boundary?
INTRODUCTION

During scoping for both the Downtown Livability Initiative and the Comprehensive Plan Update,
property owners along the southern Downtown boundary asked the city to examine the Downtown
boundary location.

The Council included the issue in the major Comprehensive Plan Update work program, directing
examination along the entire southern boundary extending from 100" Avenue to 108" Avenue.
This is a somewhat jagged southern boundary organized along Main Street, and is irregular in
comparison with the other Downtown boundaries established in straight edges along existing
roadways.

The southern Downtown boundary is different. In some places it follows property lines, in others it
splits property and buildings, and in still others it separates properties under common ownership.
Sometimes it follows a street centerline and sometimes it follows the edge of the right-of-way.
This memo notes the genesis of the southern boundary, suggests review factors relevant to
consideration of a potential boundary change, and then reviews the sites under consideration to
recommend whether any changes are warranted.

BACKGROUND

History of the Existing Boundary

How did the boundary come to be? Today’s southern Subarea boundary derives from the historical
platting of the area south of Main Street, and by zoning decisions to define a growing business and
commercial area developing in “old” Bellevue. The result treated Main Street as a spine rather than
an edge, where the latter is typical for the streets defining the other Downtown boundaries.

The first modern zoning of the evolving city center can be traced to 1953, the year of the City’s
incorporation. As zoning changed so did the extent of the commercial district. By 1971 the
commercial, business and office uses had solidified along Main Street and to the south. Rezoning
in the area kept up in this decade as offices and apartments “layered up” approaching the southern
edges of the commercial areas, and the intensification of uses was reflecting in the Downtown
boundary.

Other factors germane to the boundary designation include responding to topography in some areas,
desire for a straight line in some locations between Downtown and southern neighborhoods, and
historical attempts to reconcile the Subarea boundary with parcel boundaries.



Comprehensive Plan Policy Framework

Policy S-SW-8: Maintain the borders of the Downtown Bellevue Subarea as established by the
1979 Subarea Plan to prevent the spread of Downtown into adjacent residential neighborhoods.

There is a strong public interest in having a stable and predictable boundary for the city center. This
helps create a focused and planned approach toward growth, a hallmark of Bellevue’s planning over
the years. It also contributes to predictability for property owners in neighborhoods near Downtown,
to avoid potential concerns about the spillover impacts of Downtown development.

Moreover, it is important to note that the City does not need to expand the Downtown boundary to
have capacity to meet City growth targets. Bellevue has adequate land and zoning capacity to meet
these regional targets within the established Downtown, Bel-Red, and other planning area
boundaries.

Given the strong public interest in a stable boundary, any potential change should be considered
very carefully, on a case-by-case basis, to determine whether there is a compelling need for a
change that retains the policy intent of preventing the spread of Downtown into adjacent residential
neighborhoods. Among other factors, the analysis should include whether the property can
reasonably be developed in the manner envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan, and whether a
boundary change would result in unintended consequences. Additional review factors are set forth
below.

Sites Under Review

For purposes of this study, staff focused on those properties where the southern boundary splits
property parcels and/or buildings, where it separates properties under contiguous ownership, and
where property owners have raised specific boundary issues.

e In four cases (Par 5, Surrey, Rodgers, and Forum) parcels have split zoning—the zoning does
not follow a property line. In two cases (Rodgers, Forum) the line also splits an existing
building.

e Inone case (Tri-West Radford) the boundary splits a building but does follow a property line.
That line separates contiguously-owned properties. Par 5 also separates contiguously-owned

property.

e Inone case (Vander Hoek/Hogan) the boundary contains no split buildings or parcels and is
separately owned. It is being examined because it was proposed by a private party and is
consolidated into this review.

Review Factors

Staff suggests evaluating the Downtown boundary location for the above sites through
consideration of the following review factors. Given the solid case needed to justify any change to
the Subarea boundary, staff would recommend a boundary change only in a case that meets a
preponderance of the following conditions. These are in addition to the general Comprehensive Plan
Amendment decision criteria set forth in LUC 20.301.150.



1. Achange is needed for a property to reasonably develop consistent with the land use pattern
envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

Consideration includes physical characteristics of the site, such as size, topography and
opportunities for access.

2. A change would not have undesirable impacts on the quality or consistency of urban design.

The question is whether changes in zoning standards such as setbacks, sidewalk and street frontage
treatments would create an undesirable impact on urban design and character.

3. A boundary change would result in a more logical and rational boundary.

Any change should result in a boundary that is supported by an objective analysis of factors on the
ground. Consistent with current practice, it should be more regular than the current boundary, and
not result in new protuberances northward or southward.

4. A boundary change has the support of affected property owners.

City staff contacted each of the property owners to gauge their interest and level of engagement on
the issue. A change in the boundary is a discretionary review, and should likely move forward only
with the active support of the affected owner.

The specific circumstance of each case site are shown in separate tables in Attachments 3.3a-3.3f.
These tables lay out both pros and cons for each site relative to the recommended review factors.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that a boundary adjustment should be made only for property meeting the review
factors set forth above. Based on the analysis, one of the affected sites sufficiently meets these
criteria: site 4, also known as the Radford property. Staff recommends amending the Downtown and
Southwest Bellevue boundary to include the two Radford parcels within the Downtown Subarea.
While some of the other parcels meet some of the criteria, other factors weigh against making
changes at this time.

NEXT STEPS

The Planning Commission is asked tonight to consider whether any specific adjustments should be
made for the southern Downtown Subarea Plan and zoning boundary. An initial direction could be
incorporated into the public review draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update.

ATTACHMENTS
3.1  Vicinity map of entire Downtown Subarea

3.2 Southern boundary map with study sites highlighted
3.3a-f Review factors tables by site
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Attachment 3.3a — Forum 10129 Main St

Move the Downtown boundary to the southernmost property line?

1

Zoning Split: DNTN-OB and R-30

Built in 1969; 0.96 acres and 29 existing residential condominium units and 5 ground-floor businesses

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

Consistent redevelopment of the site would be
easier if the parcel was not split by the Downtown
boundary.

The site size, north-south shape and access from
both 101" Ave SE and Main St suggest the potential
for reasonable consistency.

The condominium ownership limits the
likelihood of redevelopment. All 29 condo
owners would need to agree to demolish
and redevelop the property.

A change would not impact the quality
or consistency of urban design

The higher building facade permitted under a
change to Downtown zoning may be mitigated by
the dense foliage in the northern park area.

Redevelopment would potentially present a
more prominent building facade to the park
contiguous to the south; the effect may be
exaggerated by the downward sloping
topography towards the park.

A boundary change would resultin a
more logical and rational boundary

The split designation was a result of historical
circumstance; today’s practice is to follow parcel
boundaries where feasible.

The split used to be a property line.

Adjustment would create an irregular
“tooth” shape extending beyond the
adjacent boundary.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

Owners expressed cautious awareness of potential
redevelopment, indicating that their observations
were based primarily on their impression of the
Meydenbauer condo project across 101" Ave SE
from them to the west. The building’s property
manager remains actively engaged on the issue.

Each of the condominiums is individually
owned. Although there is a homeowners
association, it has not taken a position, and
no critical mass of ownership interest has
been generated.




Attachment 3.3b - Hogan-Vander Hoek 105 and 117 102" Ave SE

Move the Downtown boundary to include the southern property?

2

Zoning Split: DNTN-OB and R-30

0.38 acres — one existing business (Hogan - 105) and a parking lot (Vander Hoek - 117)

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the Downtown boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

A boundary change would enhance the ability to
develop the southern parcel with the same massing
as the northern parcel, if also brought under
common ownership.

The southern parcel is separately owned
from the parcel to the north.

The northern parcel’s existing size and
configuration are similar to nearby smaller
properties that have successfully developed.

A change would not have an undesirable
impact on the quality or consistency of
urban design

With the boundary change, a consistent facade
treatment along 102™ Ave SE could occur, with the
building face and sidewalk developing similar to the
existing development across 102" Ave SE to the
east.

Extends Downtown street frontage one lot
along 102" Ave SE closer to the park.

A boundary change would result in a
more logical and rational boundary

Adjusting the southern property line at the park
edge would be consistent with the linear boundary
that already extends east towards Bellevue Way.
However, the logic and consistency of this parcel’s
boundary is also related to the treatment of the
Forum parcel, which has a similar interface with
Wildwood Park.

The current boundary is consistent with the
existing boundary to the west.

The current boundary does not split a
building, parcel boundary, or ownership.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

The southern property owner has been an advocate
of adjustment through the use of the CPA process.

Staff has not heard from the northern owner.




Attachment 3.3c - Rodgers 100 Bellevue Way SE

Move the Downtown boundary to the southern property line?

3

Zoning Split: DNTN-MU and O

0.87 acres — one existing one-story retail business building

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the Downtown boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

Removing the property/building split would make
the site more attractive to a unified redevelopment.

The portion of the parcel to the north,
already included in the Downtown
boundary, is of reasonable size for
redevelopment under existing standards.

A change would not have undesirable
impacts on the quality or consistency of
urban design

Redevelopment would provide for a street frontage
different from office property to the south but
consistent with property being developed across
Bellevue Way to the northwest.

Extending the Downtown boundary on one
side of Bellevue Way would incorporate
Downtown fagade and sidewalk standards,
creating conditions that are inconsistent
with facing properties to the west.

A boundary change would resultin a
more logical and rational boundary

The current boundary splits the parcel and the
existing building.

Extending the boundary to the property’s
extent south would create a ‘tooth’ that is
not linear and would result in the furthest
southern extent of Downtown.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

The owner is supportive of a change, has been
responsive to inquiries and has kept informed about
the project through contact and writing.




Attachment 3.3d - Radford 10423 Main St.

Move the Downtown boundary to the southern property line of the commonly-owned property?

4

Zoning Split: DNTN-MU and O

0.91 acres — one existing one-story retail business building

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the Downtown boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

Extending the boundary would create the potential
for greater and more unified development of the
Radford property that would be consistent with
other redeveloping property.

The site slopes upward to the south. The overall site
gains access from both Main St. and 105™ Ave SE.

Each of the existing three properties could
reasonably allow for redevelopment
individually.

A change would not have undesirable
impacts on the quality or consistency of
urban design

The northern 2/3 of the site would redevelop
consistent with redeveloping property across 105
Ave SE and would give coherent street treatment to
105" where it comes into Downtown.

The upward-sloping topography might
exaggerate the perspective of building
height from Main St. If moved to the
southernmost property line, redevelopment
would extend a Downtown facade and street
treatment into the non-Downtown
multifamily neighborhood.

A boundary change would result in a
more logical and rational boundary

The current boundary is on a property line but is also
through a building and separates the single
ownership of these three lots. This is the only
location of the Downtown boundary where it makes
a northern jog between the boundary pattern to the
east and to the west; changing the boundary would
straighten the boundary line.

Current boundary has been in existence for
many years.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

The owner was responsive to inquiries and has kept
himself informed about the project through contact
and writing.




Attachment 3.3e - Par 5 10697 Main St.

Move the Downtown boundary on the currently split property to its southern property line?

5

Zoning Split: DNTN-MU and O

0.91 acres — one existing one-story retail business building and parking lot, one existing house

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the Downtown boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

Adjustment would create a lot that is similar in size
and location to other nearby redeveloping property.

The site sits between unimproved 106" Ave ROW
and 107™ Ave ROW. The latter serves non-
Downtown property at its southern end, but neither
ROW connects to the neighborhood to the south.

The size of the northern area under single
ownership is adequate to promote
redevelopment.

A change would not have undesirable
impacts on the quality or consistency of
urban design

The owner hired an architect to explore design
density options. The scale and bulk of such design
could be consistent with the Main St. streetscape on
properties which developed to either side of this
one.

The upward-sloping topography at the south
end, as translated into the calculation of
permitted building height, may exaggerate
the perception of building height from Main
Street.

Sensitive steep slopes are present.
The site would extend Downtown fagade

and street treatment into the non-
Downtown residential area.

A boundary change would result in a
more logical and rational boundary

The middle parcel (not building) is split by the
Downtown boundary.

The existing boundary forms a consistent
east-west line at this edge of Downtown.
Adjustment would create an inconsistent
“tooth” shape extending farther south than
the boundary east or west of this site.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

The owner was very responsive to inquiries and has
kept himself informed about the project through
contact and writing. He hired an architect to explore
design density options.




Attachment 3.3f - Surrey 10777 Main St.

Move the Downtown boundary on the currently split property to its southern property line?

6

Zoning Split: DNTN-MU and PO

1.48 acres — one existing one-story retail business building and parking lot, one existing house

Evaluation Factors

Pro (change the Downtown boundary)

Con (leave boundary as is)

A change is needed for a property to
reasonably develop consistent with the
land use pattern envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan

Moving the boundary would allow the parcel to be
redeveloped under the Downtown zoning as a single
unified site.

The site is a very slightly sloping corner property at
Main St and 108" Ave SE.

The site could be redeveloped without a
boundary change. There is no immediate
redevelopment pressure.

A change would not have undesirable
impacts on the quality or consistency of
urban design

The site would extend Downtown facade and street
treatment further south, helping define the gateway
into Downtown from 108™.

Redevelopment would extend Downtown
south along 108" a major access for
southern non-Downtown neighborhoods.

A boundary change would result in a
more logical and rational boundary

The single property is split roughly three-fourths of
its length to the south, thru a parking lot.

The split used to be a property line.

A boundary change has the support of
affected property owners

The owner has not responded to contact by
the city.




ATTACHMENT 4
Utilities Policy Follow-Up

With review of the Utilities Element the Commission identified two policy areas to return to. The
Commission asked to continue to review changes related to policy UT-39, regarding the
undergrounding of electrical distribution lines, and a new policy that supports seeking funding
for undergrounding.

The Comprehensive Plan states, “While it is critically important to meet growing demand for
electrical service and further develop the reliability of Bellevue’s electrical system, it is also

important to ensure that new and expanding electrical facilities are sensitive to neighborhood
character.” Policy UT-39 requires the undergrounding of new electrical and communication

lines and existing lines when there is a change in intensity of use, such as a short plat. This

policy is reflective of a long-standing community desire to work towards undergrounding of

aerial lines as a means to address Utilities Element policy.

Current version of Policy UT-39:

Require the undergrounding of all new electrical distribution and communication lines
except that interim installation of new aerial facilities may be allowed if accompanied by
a program to underground through coordination with the city and other utilities. Require
the undergrounding of all existing electrical distribution and communication lines where
a change in use or intensification of an existing use occurs, unless delayed installation is
approved as part of a specific program to coordinate undergrounding of several utilities
or in conjunction with an undergrounding program for several sites or when related to
street improvements. Interim facilities should be limited to the aerial installation of a new
line of 1/2” diameter or less.

However, the current policy is seen as a hindrance to deployment of new telecommunication
technologies. UT-39, which is focused on undergrounding of electrical lines, applies the same
standard for telecommunication lines even though electrical lines are typically the controlling
factor of whether and when to underground. Could the policy on undergrounding change to
reflect an updated balance between encouraging access to high speed internet service and
protecting neighborhood character?

Staff recommends decoupling telecommunications lines from the UT-39 policy to, 1) recognize
that the undergrounding of telecommunication lines is a separate decision from undergrounding
electrical distribution lines and, 2) to consider a number of policy changes to recognize both
positive support for internet access while continuing to protect neighborhood quality. To
manage this staff proposes both the following change to UT-39 and a new policy regarding
telecommunication lines specifically. Please keep in mind that these policies work in conjunction
with other Utility Element policies that address local impacts and electrical service.

Proposed change to Policy UT-39:

Require the undergrounding of all new electrical distribution and-communication-lines
except that interim installation of new aerial facilities may be allowed if accompanied by
a program to underground through coordination with the city and other utilities. Require
the undergrounding of all existing electrical distribution anrd-communication lines where



a change in use or intensification of an existing use occurs, unless delayed installation is
approved as part of a specific program to coordinate undergrounding of several utilities
or in conjunction with an undergrounding program for several sites or when related to
street |mprovements Interim facihities should be limited to the aerial installation of a new

Proposed new policy to address telecommunication lines:

Allow new aerial telecommunication lines on existing systems provided that they are
designed to address visual impacts and required to be placed underground at the time of
undergrounding electrical distribution lines.

The decision of how to pay for undergrounding existing lines involves many stakeholders.
Recognizing this complex situation, staff also recommends a new policy that supports the city
seeking new funding sources to address neighborhood impacts. The Commission questioned
whether the policy as originally the proposed could be misconstrued to advocate for reaching
beyond the city’s appropriate role. There was interest in making the policy more oriented toward
its intended outcome.

The original draft policy was:

Advocate for state legislation that provides for funding opportunities that help mitigate

the neighborhood impacts of deploying electrical and telecommunications infrastructure.

A proposed revised draft policy to address the Commission’s comments is:
Seek opportunities to mitigate the neighborhood impacts of deploying electrical and
telecommunications infrastructure through new funding sources.




ATTACHMENT 5
Housing Policy Items

The Planning Commission has held several study sessions on housing policy and provided
policy-by-policy direction on potential amendment. In review of the latest draft, staff identified
several questions to confirm and two areas where staff missed gaps in the existing element.

HO-23

Originally, staff proposed an updated version of HO-23 as follows:
Staff proposed version: Encourage the development of affordable housing through
incentives and by removing regulatory barriers.
PC version: Encourage the development of affordable housing consistent with state-
enabling legislation.

The Commission expressed concern about a policy that could advocate for implementation that
would be inconsistent with state law. However, the revised policy as recorded by staff removes
specificity about how the city might act. A new alternative for the policy that attempts to address
the Commission’s concern could be:
Encourage the development of affordable housing through incentives and other tools
consistent with state-enabling legislation.

HO-25 and HO-29
These two policies addressed the distribution of affordable housing throughout the city. City
policy has advocated for both providing affordable housing dispersed throughout the city and in
Downtown. With growth of BelRed and other mixed use areas, staff recommended modifying
policy to recognize those areas in addition to Downtown. And while, retaining the policy to
address affordability throughout the city, emphasize Downtown and mixed areas, which will see
the vast majority of housing growth in the next twenty years. The Commission had
recommended to delete HO-29 seeing it as redundant to HO-25 and recommended shortening
HO-25. Reducing redundancy makes sense. However, in light of removing HO-29, staff
recommends considering a new version of HO-25.
Original staff proposed version of HO-25: Ensure that affordable housing opportunities
are available throughout the city including multifamily and mixed use/commercial areas
served by transit.
PC version of HO-25: Ensure that affordable housing opportunities are available
throughout the city.
Staff proposed version of HO-29 Encourage new affordable housing Downtown and in
mixed use centers planned for housing growth. (PC proposes to delete.)
New staff proposal for HO-25: Ensure that affordable housing opportunities are
available throughout the city including Downtown and mixed residential/commercial
areas planned for housing growth.

HO-37 and HO-41
These two policies address housing for people with special needs. In the staff proposal, updates
to HO-37 appeared to make HO-41 redundant and was proposed to be removed. The




Commission concurred, but also suggested changes to HO-37 that change its scope. The
combination of removing HO-41 and modifying HO-37 would create a gap without policy
support for addressing special needs housing. The change makes HO-37 focused on the
“reasonable accommodation” clause, which removes the act of working to address the needs of
people with special needs. Staff recommends adding the words, “Work to address the housing
needs” to the beginning of the version from the Planning Commission to address this gap.
Original staff recommended version of HO-37: Plan for and provide reasonable
accommodation for housing for people with special needs. Provide in all areas and avoid
concentrations of such housing and protect residential neighborhoods from adverse
impacts.
Planning Commission version HO-37: Provide reasonable accommodation for housing
for people with special needs in all areas, and avoid concentrations of such housing
while protecting residential neighborhoods from adverse impacts.
New staff recommendation for HO-37: Work to address the housing needs and provide
reasonable accommodation for people with special needs in all areas, and avoid
concentrations of such housing while protecting residential neighborhoods from adverse
impacts.

Surplus Land
Surplus land is something that the current housing element does not address and was missed by

staff in the original review of the Housing Element. Commonly, cities have policy that prioritizes
looking at surplus public lands for potential housing. In light of Sound Transit’s light rail project
that may result in surplus public land, it could be valuable to add a policy to the Comprehensive
Plan. Potential new policy language could be:

Evaluate surplus public land for use for affordable housing.

Seniors
The plan does not address the housing needs specific to seniors and, as with surplus land, this
was missed during the initial staff review. Previous discussions of senior housing focused on
aging in place and resulted in a new policy that supports assisting seniors to stay in place.
However, this doesn’t address the need for housing types that accommodate seniors. Including
an additional policy to this effect may be important as the city’s demographic continues to get
older. Potential policy language that is based on an example from Redmond is:
Encourage a range of housing types for senior affordable at a variety of incomes, such as
independent living, assisted living, and skilled nursing care facilities.

HO-2a and HO-39
Two other policies have proposed additional edits that would further clarify the language without
changing the intent from the Commission’s previous discussions. Policy 2a would add language
about “housing type” to provide a more balanced definition of “affordable housing” by
encompassing a variety of types and levels of affordability. Policy HO-39 would add “housing”
to the language to clarify the broader definition of permanent and transitional housing in
addressing homelessness. The following two policies are proposed to be revised as noted unless
there is additional direction.
HO-2a. Promote a strategy to provide a diverse supply of housing types and affordabilities
affordable-heusing. Monitor amount, types and affordability of housing achieved.




HO-39. Collaborate with other jurisdictions and social service organizations in their efforts
to obtain funds and operate emergency hemeless shelters, and day centers and housing that
address homelessness.
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DATE: January 8, 2015
TO: Chair Laing, Planning Commission Members —
. —_—
FROM: Lori M. Riordan, City Attorney =~ SZ/t iAo~
RE: Open Meetings Act Training

On Wednesday, January 14, 2015, | will provide the Commission with a brief
presentation on the Open Public Meetings Act, a Washington statute that applies to the
work of public bodies such as the Planning Commission.

Background

During 2014 the Commission was briefed on the state Public Records Act and Open
Public Meetings Act as these laws apply to the work of the Commission. Regular
training is a recent requirement added by the state Legislature for local elected officials
and their formal boards and commissions. The January 14 training is designed to
supplement the training most recently provided to the Commission, and will focus
exclusively on the Open Public Meetings Act and exceptions to the requirements of that
law. Boards and Commissions do not generally have a need to participate in executive
sessions, which are provided for in this statutory scheme, and therefore the training for
these bodies has not been designed cover these sessions in any detail. Recent events,
including commitments made by the City at the Planning Commission’s retreat, and a
planned executive session with the Commission late in 2014 have led to the conclusion
that specific training on executive sessions and their purposes is called for.

I will make a brief presentation to the Commission, therefore, explaining the executive
session provisions in state law, how they are applied, and how to cure violations of the
Open Public Meetings Act when those occur. This training is consistent with the more
detailed training generally provided to the City Council.
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The Bellevue Planning Commission meets Wednesdays as needed, typically two or
three times per month. Meetings begin at 6:30 p.m. and are held in the Council
Conference Room (Room 1E-113) at City Hall, unless otherwise noted. Public
comment is welcome at each meeting.

The schedule and meeting agendas are subject to change. Please confirm meeting

agendas with city staff at 425-452-6931. Agenda and meeting materials are posted
the Monday prior to the meeting date on the city’s website at:

http://www.bellevuewa.gov/planning-commission-agendas-2014.htm

Date

Jan 28

Feb 11

Feb 25

Mar 4

Mar 11

Mar 18

Tentative Agenda Topics

Comprehensive Plan Update

TBD

Joint Meeting of Boards and Commissions
Potential Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan
Comprehensive Plan Deliberations

Comprehensive Plan Deliberations


http://www.bellevuewa.gov/UserFiles/Servers/Server_4779004/file/planning-commission-agendas-2014.htm

CITY OF BELLEVUE
BELLEVUE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

September 10, 2014 Bellevue City Hall
6:30 p.m. City Council Conference Room 1E-113

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Laing, Commissioners Carlson, Hamlin, Hilhorst,
Tebelius, Walters

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Commissioner deVVadoss

STAFF PRESENT: Paul Inghram, Nicholas Matz, Department of Planning and
Community Development; Mike Bergstrom, Department of
Development Services

GUEST SPEAKERS: None

RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:33 p.m. by Chair Laing who presided.

2. ROLL CALL

Upon the call of the roll, all Commissioners were present with the exception of Commissioner
Carlson, who arrived at 7:11 p.m., and Commissioner deVadoss, who was excused.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT - None
4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A motion to amend the agenda by moving item 7.C ahead of 7.B, and 8.C ahead of 8.B, and to
add an additional public comment following item 8.D, was made by Commissioner Hilhorst.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hamlin and it carried unanimously.

5. COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY COUNCIL, COMMUNITY COUNCILS,
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS — None

6. STAFF REPORTS

Comprehensive Planning Manager Paul Inghram reported that following its August break the
City Council held a study session on the Shoreline Master Program, and took up the one
Comprehensive Plan amendment application and directed that it come back to the Commission
for final review. The staff also provided the Council with a brief status report concerning the
Comprehensive Plan update process.

8. PUBLIC HEARING

Bellevue Planning Commission
September 10, 2014 Page 1



A. Horizon View Rezone

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried unanimously.

Senior Planner Nicholas Matz said the legislative rezone was initiated by the Council in response
to requests from property owners in the recently annexed Horizon View area. The property
owners expressed concerns regarding recent short plat activities in their neighborhood. Their
concern centered on the current R-3.5 zoning and its 10,000-square-foot minimum lot size could
enable an increase in short plat activity that is incompatible with the existing neighborhood
character. The roughly half-acre average lot size in Horizon View A with views to and from the
lots accounts for the existing neighborhood character.

Such rezones are viewed through the legislative process. In initiating the rezone the Council
noted an issue of fairness in assuring that all three recently annexed neighborhoods could make a
reasonable examination of their zoning and its appropriateness. The Councilmembers were clear
that initiating the process would allow for a review of the merits of the proposal, and that their
action did not presume approval or denial of the rezone.

The Process IV approach involves a public hearing before the Commission and a
recommendation to be transmitted to the Council for action. The Council will make its decision
based on the record. A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Determination of
Nonsignificance has been issued.

Mr. Matz said the staff were recommending approving of the proposed rezone from R.3.5 to
R.2.5 for the 79 lots in Horizon View A. Both R-3.5 and R-2.5 are consistent zoning
designations for the underlying single family designation, thus the proposal is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. The neighborhood has urban infrastructure in place by way of streets,
water and sewer connections, and generally the city sees infill development as desirable.
However, what appears on its face as a decrease in potential redevelopment is obviated by the
fact that the potential never really existed in the first place; the rezone will in fact protect the
neighborhood by encouraging existing levels of development. Growth will still be
accommodated under the R-2.5 zoning. The proposal is consistent with the Land Use Element
and the Newcastle subarea policies.

Staff have concluded that the proposed rezone bears a substantial relationship to the public
health, safety and welfare. The proposal does not trigger a need for new public facilities.

The staff also believe the rezone is warranted because the proposed zoning classification is
appropriate for reasonable development of the properties. Public opinion is strongly aligned with
the finding of the staff with the exception of a Mr. Dworsky whose written submittal opposed the
proposed approach. The lot sizes in Horizon View A are somewhat smaller than those in the
Hilltop and Horizon View C developments. The existing public sewer in Horizon View A does
distinguish the area from the individual septic systems that dominate in the other two
developments, yet all three areas share similar view characteristics and all three are urban areas.
The city has established the R-2.5 zoning based on the current development pattern and on what
is in the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Dworsky's concern about preventing redevelopment of the
sites is difficult to argue across the broad expanse of Horizon View A there are only two lots
that are vacant, and one of them is too small to take advantage of the minimum lot size for either
R-2.5 or R-3.5, and the other is big enough it could be split under either zoning.

Bellevue Planning Commission
September 10, 2014 Page 2



Mr. Matz said the staff concluded that the rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or
property in the immediate vicinity of the subject property, which would be the surrounding
developments of Horizon View C, Hilltop, Eaglesmere and Sommerset.

The rezone has merit and value for the community as a whole. The city has concluded that the
tenets of the Growth Management Act continue to be met citywide. Mr. Dworsky has voiced a
concern about not being able to meet the growth management targets on the 79 lots in Horizon
View A. Rezones of the type proposed are consistent and recognize the rezone as a tool for
neighborhood character. The Growth Management Act allows for selectivity in allowing where
growth should occur. It is not necessary to meet every tenet of the Act across the entire city.
The Act does not demand that all growth be available all the time; that is in fact why growth is
concentrated in certain areas of the city.

Commissioner Tebelius said she read all of the comments sent in by landowners in the Horizon
View A neighborhood and noted that only two property owners have conveyed comments
opposed to the proposed rezone.

Mr. Robert Thorpe, 2737 SE 27th Street, Mercer Island, complimented the staff on their very
thorough and supportable report. He noted that in zoning matters the applicant has the burden to
make the record. He said his staff at Robert Thorpe and Associates analyzed 20 city goals in the
Comprehensive Plan and two goals Growth Management Act. Of the 20 city goals, the
conclusion reached was that more half were found to be highly compatible with the proposal.
Two or three of the goals were found to be subjective and each of them deals with density in
neighborhoods. Under the Growth Management Act the city has the opportunity to put density
in the downtown and other activity centers. The proposed rezone is timely, needed to protect the
neighborhoods, and is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan. As such the proposal should be
supported. In addition to the two vacant lots, however, there is the possibility of a developer
purchasing developed large lots and either short platting them or constructing very large homes
on them. Renton, Kirkland and Mercer Island are all looking at protecting neighborhood by
reducing density much as the Horizon View A proposal seeks to do. The Commission was urged
to support the conclusion of the staff and approve the proposed rezone.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Greg Rossellini, 15011 SE 51st Street, spoke as president of the Horizon View Citizens
Association. He said the proposal will positively affect the neighborhood and the city. Horizon
View A is an older community with more than 50 homes, all of which have a similar character
and lot size. Those in the audience who live in Horizon View A were asked to stand and be
recognized. He noted that Horizon View C was similarly rezoned at the time of its annexation,
and he submitted to the Commission a letter from the Hilltop neighborhood in support of the
proposed rezone to R-2.5.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Ken Clark, 14860 SE 61st Street, said the Horizon View A neighborhood is 63 years old and
many who live in the neighborhood have been there for almost that long; the average resident has
lived there for about 35 years. The proposed rezone was triggered by a short plat action a
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developer attempted in order to tear down a house and divide the lot. A total of 59 neighborhood
residents went on record as opposing the action. Comments have been made about the
uniqueness of Horizon View A given that the Horizon View C and Hilltop neighborhoods are
still on septic tanks and drain fields; at some point in the future those neighborhoods are going to
have to face the reality of connecting to sanitary sewer. He thanked the staff for understanding
and supporting the cause of the neighborhood.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Mike Dworsky, 5079 145th Place SE, said the lot he owns in Horizon View A did not have
an address until the city annexed the neighborhood two years ago. The lot was purchased by his
parents in 1941. He respectfully opposed the proposed rezone from R-3.5 to R-2.5 for the exact
same reasons the city used to approve a short plat in Horizon View just a few months ago and
which represents a perfect example of infill development. He said during the time his lot was in
the jurisdiction of King County the zoning was R-4 and it could have been short platted;
annexation into the city included no comparable zoning so R-3.5 was chosen, ending the
possibility of short platting the site. The Comprehensive Plan, the Newcastle subarea plan, the
Puget Sound Regional Council Vision 2040 plan, and the Growth Management Act all are aimed
at accommodating growth. Without infill development, there will not be any growth. The
homeowners association, with is volunteer only, does not represent all of the property owners,
many of whom do not want change in the neighborhood, only a change in the zoning. He said he
was not asking for change either, only to retain the current zoning. When the lot was acquired by
his parents the adjacent land was all forest extending all the way to Somerset. He said he and his
brother often hiked through the woods that has for the past 35 years been developed under R-5
and R-3.5 zoning. Bellevue's population has doubled since then but many in the neighborhood
refuse to acknowledge that and are unwilling to accommodate growth in their backyard.
Bellevue is a beautiful place to live, largely because the planning department has made good
decisions over the years. The proposed rezone, however, if approved will not be a good
decision. The city should respect the zoning laws that were in place when the property owners
purchased their sites, and should retain a zoning designation that is at least close to what was in
place under King County. Changing the zoning to a lesser density is contrary to and contradicts
the state's Growth Management Act; it may benefit local residents but will effectively penalize
all residents of the area relative to their right to develop their properties. With the possibility for
infill development, property values will be higher. The Comprehensive Plan states that for older
neighborhoods that are not seeing as much private reinvestment, the city may encourage and
work to promote investments that add vitality and that are compatible with neighborhood
context. Horizon View is seeing that investment thanks to the short plats, but the proposed
rezone will stop it cold.

Mr. John Beck, 14557 SE 51st Street, said he has lived in his home for 20 years. He spoke in
favor of the proposed rezone. He said he loves the view and the amenities the neighborhood has
to offer. He said he and many others want to live there until they die and do not want to see the
neighborhood change.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. John Seethoff, 5211 150th Place SE, said he is a relative newcomer to the neighborhood,
having been in Horizon View A for just over a year. He noted, however, that what attracted him
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to the neighborhood is its character. He said his family moved to the Newport Hills area when
he was only seven at a time when there was ample opportunity to walk through and enjoy the
forest. There was at that time no Coal Creek Parkway and 1-405 was actually a two-lane road.
Developed has clearly occurred since then. The question is what is appropriate development.
Infill is not required everywhere and there are a variety of opportunities to increase density in
Bellevue. It is simply not necessary to have density added to the Horizon View A neighborhood,
which could only occur by tearing down a home that is consistent with the neighborhood,
splitting the lot into two, and bringing in more density and more traffic, all of which would
substantially change the character of the neighborhood. The proposed change is consistent with
what has historically existed; it certainly is consistent with the broader neighborhood that
surrounds the proposed rezone area. He noted his support for the proposed rezone.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Katie Phillips, 5001 145th Place SE, said she has lived in Horizon View A for ten years.
She said she chose the neighborhood because of its unique characteristics, including the fact that
it feels like a pocket of the country close in to the city. The proposed rezone will serve to
maintain the character of the neighborhood, something the city sees value in.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

A motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried unanimously.

C. Camp and Conference Center

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried unanimously.

Principal Planner Mike Bergstrom said the proposal involves the creation of a new land use
district in the Land Use Code called Camp and Conference Center. The privately initiated
Comprehensive Plan amendment was filed by the Sambica camp in 2008. The new designation
was approved by the Council in 2009 along with supportive policies that speak directly to the
Sambica site; those policies are housed in the Newcastle subarea plan. Their action, however,
only created the basis for the creation of a new land use district. The next step is to actually
create the new district. If anyone then wants to take advantage of it, they will need to go through
the rezone process.

The Commission worked on the issue in 2010 and 2011 without a great sense of urgency. It was
picked up again in June of 2014. The Commission concluded the issue was ready to proceed to
public hearing.

Mr. Bergstrom said staff met with the East Bellevue Community Council for a courtesy hearing.
On the strength of a 5-0 vote, the Community Council indicated its support for the new land use
district. Should the Commission recommend approval, the recommendation will be forwarded
to the Council and will in due course loop back again to the East Bellevue Community Council
for a final public hearing and action.
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The key elements of the ordinance are the allowed uses, the establishment of procedures for
review, including a master development plan and design review for the Sambica site, and
standards for the district, including dimensional, landscape and other development standards,
along with building and site design guidelines.

Mr. Bergstrom reviewed with the Commission the map of the Sambica boundaries and where the
Comprehensive Plan would apply the land use designation. He noted that the East Bellevue
Community Council had some reaction to the map and suggested that the single family area in
the center should have been included. The Commission and the Council are charged with
geographic scoping and because the single family lots have homes on them it was deemed
inappropriate to expand the boundary to include the lots.

Mr. Bergstrom said following the public hearing the Commission would be asked to recommend
approval, approval with modifications, or denial of the proposed ordinance.

Commissioner Hilhorst asked why the shoreline area was not included in the proposal. Mr.
Bergstrom said the Land Use Code designation established by the Comprehensive Plan stopped
short of the shoreline properties. Sambica does own some property within the shoreline
jurisdiction. Commissioner Tebelius said it was her understanding that Sambica does not in fact
own land in the shoreline and that the land it uses is owned by private property owners who
allow the camp to use the shoreline area. Mr. Bergstrom suggested seeking clarification from the
Sambica representative.

Answering a question asked by Commissioner Tebelius about the language allowing for a small
retail component, Mr. Bergstrom said the language came out of the Council process. The intent
is to allow for a small bookstore or retail shop for the benefit of those attending or working at the
camp. The language cannot be interpreted to include a restaurant use.

Commissioner Tebelius noted that she had previously objected to the requirement for the city to
approve the architectural design of buildings at the camp. Mr. Bergstrom said there is a design
review requirement but no requirement for the city to approve final architectural designs. Design
review is a public process the city employs to make sure buildings comply with all the standards
in the code.

Commissioner Carlson asked how much time the design review process will add to gaining
approval for an application. Mr. Bergstrom said the process would be merged with the master
development plan. Design review typically takes six to nine months. The process is not use-
driven and there are exemptions allowed.

Ms. Lori Cress, 4013 176th Avenue SE, said her home is located adjacent to the Sambica camp.
She said as a former camper and current neighbor of the camp and member of the Sambica board
of directors, she asked the Commission to support approving the proposed zoning code
amendment. Approval of the amendment will solve ongoing zoning issues faced by the camp.
She pointed out the persons in the audience who were in support of approving the proposed
ordinance. She submitted a written statement in support of the amendment.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Kari Nakamura, 4115 West Lake Sammamish Parkway SE, said Sambica is located adjacent
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to her property. She gave her full support to the proposed amendment. She said she loves
hearing the happy sounds of children emanating from the fun and happy place that is Sambica.
She submitted a written statement in support of the amendment.

Mr. Richard Nakamura, 4115 West Lake Sammamish Parkway SE, said his views were included
in the written statement submitted by his wife. He agreed that it is wonderful to have Sambica
located next door, to hear the happy sounds of the children, and to see the happy faces of the
parents as they drop off their children.

Ms. Dee Reif, 17834 SE 40th Place, said her home is three doors down from Sambica. She said
she has lived there for six years and her daughter has attended the camp for the last five years.
The camp is a wonderful asset to the neighborhood. She gave her full support to the proposal.
She also said kudos are due to the camp directors who always make good decisions for the
campers and for the neighborhood. She submitted a written statement to the Commission.

Ms. Julie Resseck, 17840 SE 40th Place, said in her professional life she runs a big agency and
in her private life makes time for the Make A Wish Foundation. The importance of a good and
happy place for children cannot be overstated, and that is what Sambica is. She said she has two
boys that go there and friends that send their kids to the camp. The camp has a positive impact
on the children who attend; it is a place for the kids to be happy and to unplug. The community
at large benefits by having the camp essentially in its backyard. She noted her full support for
the proposed amendment and submitted a written statement to that effect.

Mr. Matt Wimmer, 17815 SE 40th Place, said he serves as the executive director for Camp
Sambica. He submitted a written statement on behalf of the camp and a written statement from
the Strandvic neighborhood which surrounds the camp. She said she recently met with a
counselor from a local school who talked about her concerns relative to an increase in the
number of young persons attempting to take their own lives, which is tied to an increase in
incidents of depression. She talked about Sambica as being a place where children are loved by
those at the camp and by God, who loves them just the way they are. She said the camp creates
community. He said Sambica has been overwhelmed by the support offered by the community.
The camp had a record summer in 2014 with 2733 campers served. That number, however,
pales in comparison to the number of lives impacted by service work done throughout the year.
The proposed amendment will allow for taking care of the gem that is Sambica. With regard to
the shoreline question, he said the camp has a permissive use agreement with Strandvic that goes
back to before 1919. Under the agreement, the camp and the neighborhood share the shoreline.

A motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried unanimously.

B. Room Rental Code Amendment

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Commissioner Carlson. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Tebelius and it carried unanimously.

Mr. Bergstrom noted that the Commission has had a number of study sessions on the room rental
issue. The issue was first raised as a concern by residents of the Spiritwood neighborhood but
has since been highlighted as a concern by other neighborhoods in the city. What the residents
are opposed to is the business model of purchasing a single family home and then as absentee
landlords renting out individual rooms to individuals who have no real relationship to each other.
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Mr. Bergstrom said feedback from the Commission and the public regarding an earlier draft of
the regulations triggered the need to create a new draft, which is the current proposed draft. A
courtesy hearing was held by the East Bellevue Community Council; questions were asked and
answered but no changes to the proposed ordinance were suggested. If approved, the ordinance
will apply citywide.

The city has been operating under interim regulations since September 2013. By state law
emergency interim regulations can be adopted but only for a period of six months unless
extended following a public hearing before the City Council. The interim regulations have in
fact been extended twice to date and will remain in effect until March 2015 unless permanent
regulations are put in place or if they lapse and must be extended again by the Council.

The Land Use Code has a definition of family that refers to any number of related persons or up
to six unrelated persons. The way it is applied, however, is that any number of related persons
counts as one toward the maximum of six. Another group of unrelated persons could count as
one as well, so while there may be many bodies in the house, for purposes of compliance with
the Land Use Code there would be only two in the house, and so forth until the maximum
number of six is reached. The interim regulations lowered the maximum from six to four, and
include a provision to go beyond four provided a group can show they live as a functional
equivalent of a family. The standard is subjective and is not easy to apply.

The draft ordinance focuses on the primary issue, which is multiple adult individuals that
otherwise have no relationship to each other occupying a single family house. There are a
number of provisions that allow homeowners to rent out single rooms for a variety of reasons,
and those provisions are kept intact under the proposed ordinance. The proposed ordinance calls
a rooming house any single family home that is not owner-occupied that is used for the purpose
of renting out individual rooms and allows the use only when all applicable standards are met.
Under the proposed ordinance, the rooming house use would not be permitted in a single family
district, only in multifamily or mixed use districts. The definitions of bed and breakfast and
boarding house uses are revised by the ordinance to indicate that they are owner-occupied
establishments. The ordinance also clarifies the definition of family to say there can be up to six
people unless all are related. The functional equivalent concept has been removed. The Land
Use Code has historically said that a family lives together as a single housekeeping unit, but has
never defined what that means, so the proposed ordinance includes a definition. Leases that do
not conform with the new ordinance but which were legally established will be given time to
lapse; leases not legally established will have no legal right to continue.

The proposed ordinance would require rooming houses to be located in single family dwellings
but not in single family districts. The use could be a transitional use in an area such as Bel-Red
that has single family homes but which is likely to redevelop over time. The ordinance limits the
number of rooms that can be rented to four and the total number of tenants to five. All rooms for
rent must be legally established bedrooms. A local owner, landlord or registered agent must be
identified, and there must be legal on-site parking equal to the number of bedrooms rented.
Provisions for exterior property maintenance and refuse collection are included. The use must
also comply with the noise and nuisance laws as well as all health and safety codes. The owner,
landlord or registered agent is the person who would be responsible in any civil violations.

The East Bellevue Community Council conducted a courtesy public hearing in August and had a
few questions for clarification, but no changes were proposed. The Community Council
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indicated its support for the ordinance.

Mr. Bergstrom said the comments received to date by orally and in writing have been
overwhelmingly in support of the draft ordinance. A lengthy email received recently was from a
person who is not in favor of the ordinance; the view espoused was that the proposed ordinance
in some respects is discriminatory in the sense that it could be more restrictive in situations
where there are non-married couples. Where there are related persons living as a family, there
could more than six in a home, whereas non-married persons living in a home could not exceed
SiX.

Answering a question asked by Commissioner Hilhorst, Mr. Bergstrom explained that the
maximum number of unrelated persons living in a single dwelling without the owner living on
site under a single lease would be six. He also explained that all parking areas must comply with
the code requirements. There are greenscape requirements for front yards that prevent the mere
paving of a front yard from side yard to side yard.

Commissioner Tebelius asked how the ordinance, which would allow six unrelated persons to
share a single family house in a single family neighborhood provided there is a single lease,
addresses the concerns of the neighborhoods. Mr. Bergstrom said the overriding concern of the
neighborhood was rooms being rented to people who did not even know each other and who had
nothing in common other than renting rooms in the same house. The limit of six has historically
been on the books for some time and ties in nicely with both state and federal laws, making it
easier to administer.

Ms. Cheryl Zettler, 1821 155th Avenue SE, said she has lived in her Spiritwood home since
1973. She said she appreciates the difficulties associated with defining things like family, self-
identified groups, rooming house, and single housekeeping unit. She said the proposed
ordinance is a positive step toward closing loopholes, but pointed out that some are not
addressed. In her single family neighborhood there is a monstrous home built with six tiny little
bedrooms that are being rented out to six individuals; the home was achieved through subterfuge
and misrepresentation. The proposed ordinance prohibits that, but even so six unrelated persons
could agree to rent the house and live in it provided they self-identify as a group. What that
means is unclear. A rock band working as a self-identified group could lease the house under a
single lease and live there. Each person could have a large car or truck and it all would be legal.
A family could conceivably be six college students, some of whom have kids, or handicapped
individuals. The kids or the handicapped persons would not count toward the limit of six, thus a
single home could be occupied by a slew of people under a single lease. Any number of those
persons could have cars parked all over the place and the impact on the neighborhood would be
substantial. The definition of rooming house is good, but it appears the tenants would be
completely exempt from civil penalties for breaking civil laws. The landlord is totally
responsible. The language of the ordinance should be revised to make the tenants fully and
jointly responsible for certain violations caused by the tenants.

Commissioner Carlson asked Ms. Zettler if a landlord would tend to be a bit more selective if he
or she was held to be 100 percent responsible. Ms. Zettler reiterated her desire to see the
landlord and the tenants be held fully and equally responsible.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.
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Mr. Greg Zettler, 1821 155th Avenue SE, said he will favor anything that can be done to prevent
abuses in single family zones. He said everything possible should be done to put teeth into the
permanent regulations. It should be made economically difficult for persons to commercially
exploit properties in single family zones. A number of restrictions should imposed on parking,
including covered, locked, no cars on the street, or no cars in a driveway.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Steven Fricke, 14430 SE 19th Place, said Mr. Bergstrom had done a good job of addressing
the history of the issue and outlining the Commission's task, which is to advise the Council about
a rule regarding room rentals. Over the months of study there has been talk of college kids
renting rooms in homes, and nothing was found wrong with a group of people banding together
to rent a house. Many college kids choose to go that route. He said in his neighborhood there is
a group of soccer players from Bellevue College who rent a house as a unit, not as individuals. It
does not happen all that often and is not really a problem. It would be totally unfair to make
tenants responsible for the rental activities in a house. Those who choose to rent a single room in
a house are generally not well educated, do not know the laws, and it would be unfair to put such
pressures on them; the pressure and responsibility should rest with the landlord. There are
already codes in place relative to parking and nuisances. The proposed ordinance does not
address those issues, nor should it. The use should not be viewed in isolation; it should be
viewed with the entire code in mind. By disallowing single room rentals in single family areas
the ordinance strikes at the heart of most of the problem.

Mr. Bart Goff, 421 155th Place SE, said there are 23 houses on his block. He said prior to
moving to Bellevue he lived in Queens, New York, in an apartment building that had 83 units
and served as chair of the housing committee and worked as a housing counselor under the Fair
Housing Act for a non-profit agency. He said he now deals with homeowners and is in complete
agreement with them about the need to disallow single room rentals. What remains to be seen is
how serious the city will be in upholding the permanent regulations, what the oversight process
will be, and if the city will interact with the banks and insurance underwriters for homes used as
rooming houses. Banks generally include a good repair clause that spells out who is responsible
to keep the building in good condition. He said he has heard that if college students living in a
home throw a party and trash the place, their parents are actually responsible under their own
home ownership. With regard to leases, there should be some distinction about how long they
will run and where they will be registered. It should also be investigated whether or not the
regulation will have a rider that will go onto insurance policies and mortgage documents.
Careful consideration needs to be given to whether or not the proposed ordinance will be able to
withstand charges by homeowners that the city is restraining their trade.

Mr. Steve Kasner, 1015 145th Place SE, said he would like to see the ordinance restrict the
maximum to four unrelated persons. He noted that the East Bellevue Community Council did
not see Mr. Bergstrom's chart outlining what is permitted and what is not. The Community
Council is in a difficult position in that it cannot amend ordinances, it can only approve or
disapprove them. A decision to disapprove the ordinance would leave the Spiritwood
community totally unprotected. Compliance with the ordinance is predicated on complaints
which on its face causes neighbors to come after neighbors. The city's current compliance staff
may not be able to handle all of the complaints once the ordinance goes into effect. Hundreds if
not thousands of properties will be out of compliance. Whatever gets put in place will have to
work for the community and the neighborhoods. The monster house that started the ball rolling
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obviously supports more than four residents and it is unclear what the penalties will be for being
noncompliant.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Ron Merck, 14824 SE 18th Place, said it was his understanding that the ordinance was going
to limit the maximum number of persons allowed to live in a house to four. He said his
preference would be to set the limit at three. He agreed that if the regulation is not gotten right,
including some teeth, the East Bellevue Community Council will be put in a nebulous position
along with the Spiritwood area.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Barbara Benson, 14405 SE 117th Street, agreed with Mr. Fricke and with Mr. Kasner. The
ordinance allows time for homes that will be noncompliant to become compliant, but there are no
conditions or rules about that. Once the permanent ordinance goes into effect, the emergency
ordinance will be gone, and that could mean going back to filling up houses with single room
renters. She said there should be a limit on the number of people who currently live in houses,
and as renters leave no one should be allowed to take their place. Certainly no new uses should
be allowed to start during the step-down process.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Wei Cai, 14403 SE 19th Place, voiced her appreciation for the work of the city staff, the
Commission and the Council for the work done to date. She agreed with Mr. Kasner about the
need to get it right. She agreed that rooming houses should not be allowed in single family
zones. That is a key point in helping to solve the problem. If there are loopholes, they should be
closed.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. David Pater, 1614 144th Avenue SE, said his neighborhood has been working cooperatively
with city staff, the Commission and the Council since before June 2013. He concurred with the
statements made previously and supported the proposed ordinance, and agreed that not allowing
the rooming house use in single family neighborhoods is the single most important element. The
city has clearly listened to the residents of Spiritwood along with the residents of other
concerned neighborhoods. He said he has lived across the street from a rooming house since
September 2013. Between September and April there were between six and eight people living
in the home, each with a vehicle; one person had two vehicles and a camper trailer. While those
living in the house were good people, the use was inappropriate for the single family
neighborhood and there were cars parked everywhere. In April the landlord kicked everyone out
and the house sat vacant for a month and a half. Currently there are only three or four people
sharing the house and things are far more tolerable.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Bellevue Planning Commission
September 10, 2014  Page 11



Ms. Betty Hassen, 2618 169th Avenue NE, said she opposed any approach that will allow for
multiple rental dwellings. Single family homes should be for single families. Bellevue is not the
University district where there are large old homes that people have turned into rooming houses.
There is a situation in her neighborhood near Interlake High School in which a rental home is
operating, complete with a sign on a tree that advertises a room to let. There are about four cars
parked on the sidewalk and it demeans the neighborhood. There are several homes in the
neighborhood that are rented to single families, and that is perfectly acceptable. She said a friend
lives near Phantom Lake near a home in which six Bellevue College students are living. There is
no garbage service. Each resident has a car, but often there are more cars because friends come
to visit. The Commission should consider banning rooming houses entirely.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Mary lbeck, 14423 SE 17th Street, concurred with the statements made by her neighbors.
She said there are 15 young children in the part of the neighborhood where she lives. When
there are a lot of cars and a lot of young people driving, it is dangerous. The city should act to
protect the children by keeping single family homes for single families.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Ms. Betsy Hummer, 14541 SE 26th Street, said she serves as a member of the East Bellevue
Community Council. She expressed support for the work being done by the Commission. She
said she is most concerned about enforcement and getting the word out about the regulations
once they are adopted. It would be discriminatory to allow six people to live in a house where a
homeowner is limited to renting out only two rooms in the home he or she lives in. Some
daylight basement homes have as many as four or five bedrooms that could be rented out by a
homeowner. It will be problematic to enforce the ordinance by complaint only, making it
necessary for neighbors to call out neighbors. It should be made clear what the penalties will be,
and they should be detrimental to anyone wanting to buy a house for the sole purpose of renting
out single rooms.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Glenn Extor, 3470 162nd Place SE, said a home on his street is being used for individual
room rentals. He said at least five are living in the house and there are five cars parked on the
street. He said he was opposed to allowing for individual room rentals. If allowed, four would
be better than five or six. The interim ordinance currently in effect is not being enforced, so
there is some question as to what will happen down the road once the permanent ordinance goes
into effect.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Al Larson, 1647 152nd Avenue SE, commented that it appeared a lot of effort had been put
into trying to define a number of different things. For most older people, single family homes
have been occupied by single families, and it has not been necessary to define boarding houses
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and rooming houses. The best approach would be to strictly define what a single family home is
and make that the overriding rule.

Chair Laing noted a large number of hands raised by members of the audience in support of the
comments made.

Mr. Jerry Hughes, 10231 44th Place SE, said he did not want the Commission to lose track of
what is important. The city already has ordinances on the books and the proposed ordinance is a
huge improvement on them. It may not be perfect but it is a big step forward. Once the
ordinance becomes the permanent ordinance it still can be changed if necessary.

A motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Carlson. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried unanimously.

D. Clean-Up Code Amendments

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Commissioner Carlson. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hilhorst and it carried 4-1, with Commissioner Tebelius voting no
and Chair Laing abstaining.

There were no members of the public present to address the Commission.

A motion to close the public hearing was made by Commissioner Carlson. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Hamlin and it carried unanimously.

**BREAK**
8. STUDY SESSION
A. Horizon View Rezone

A motion to accept the recommendation of the staff to change the zoning from R-3.5 to R-2.5
was made by Commissioner Hilhorst. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Carlson and
the motion carried unanimously.

C. Camp and Conference Center

A motion to recommend approval of the Camp and Conference Center land use district was
made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Carlson and it
carried unanimously.

B. Room Rental Code Amendment

Commissioner Carlson commented that during the break he asked staff why the limit was moved
back to six from four and was told the understanding was that the Commission wanted it that
way. He said he did not believe that was in fact the desire of the Commission and he suggested
moving it back to four. He also asked what the penalties are for noncompliance with the
ordinance, noting that if the penalties do not have sufficient teeth they will essentially become a
tax. Mr. Bergstrom explained that Chapter 1.18 of the Bellevue city code lays out the penalties
for civil violations. He noted that the penalties apply to a number of different codes and can be
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very hefty. Once a complaint is lodged, an investigation is carried out to determine if there is
cause for further review. Where code compliance staff identifies a violation, they first attempt to
achieve voluntary compliance. If that does not work, the issue is brought before the hearing
examiner whose decision is appealable to court. Once they get to that point the monetary
penalties begin to build beginning with $100 for the first day, jumping quickly to $200 per day
and so on. A case several years ago had penalties amounting to several hundred thousand
dollars; it went all the way through the appellate court and was upheld. He said he was satisfied
that the penalties for noncompliance will have deterrent value, but allowed that no matter how
the ordinance is written there will be those who will try to find ways around it. As much as
neighbors do not want to be the ones having to call in apparent violations, they are in fact the
best source of what is going on in their neighborhoods.

Commissioner Walter asked if there is a timeline for voluntary compliance before monetary
penalties are imposed. She commented that several years ago there was an abandoned house in
her neighborhood and the person who owned the house worked with the city for some time
before the issue was simply dropped. It was not until the issue was raised by a second group of
people that the property owner ended up paying a $50,000 penalty. If a neighbor complains, the
complaint should not be allowed to just lay dormant. Mr. Bergstrom said he was not an expert in
the ways of code compliance but allowed they do have protocols they must follow in terms of
following up on a complaint. He said he did not know if there is a timeline that outlines when
voluntary compliance transitions into monetary penalties. Certainly follow-through once a
complaint has officially been filed is important.

Commissioner Tebelius said it was her understanding that anyone electing to rent out rooms is in
fact in a business and is required to obtain a business license, and that the city would not give a
business license for setting up such a business where it is not allowed. Mr. Bergstrom concurred,
adding that the city's legal staff has reviewed the proposed ordinance and has expressed no
concerns about prohibiting the use in single family districts.

Commissioner Tebelius noted that as drafted the ordinance disallows rooming houses in single
family districts, and limits them to no more than four rooms with five unrelated individuals. She
observed that the draft ordinance also allows homeowners in single family districts to rent to
separate persons but only under a single lease, though she suggested the distinction is a difficult
one to make. What the ordinance says is that in a single family neighborhood there can be four
people plus one, all of whom can be unrelated, and that in a multifamily district four rooms can
be rented to four persons plus one. The only distinction is that in single family neighborhoods
there must be a single lease.

Commissioner Hamlin pointed out the requirement for owner occupation.

Mr. Bergstrom allowed that as drafted the ordinance would allow for a group of up to six
unrelated persons to share a house under a single lease without having the owner also living in
the home. Where there are multiple leases, the use is called a rooming house and is not allowed
in any single family district. The only distinction is the form of the lease.

Commissioner Tebelius asked how the approach will in fact benefit the neighborhoods. Mr.
Bergstrom said the neighborhoods have largely been in agreement that the problems lie with the
situations in which there are multiple leases to individuals who do not know each other and only
are looking for a place to sleep. Groups that self-select and opt to jointly rent a house tend to
operate differently. Commissioner Tebelius said she could not buy the distinction because there
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really is no difference. She said she would allow less than four in single family neighborhoods.
Rooming houses, as described in the ordinance, belong in multifamily and mixed use districts.

Commissioner Hamlin noted that a rooming house can have no more than four rooms for rent
and no more than five total individuals. The definition of family in the proposed ordinance is no
more than six unless all are related by blood, marriage or adoption; in the interim code the
number is four rather than six. He asked how difficult it would be to move the maximum
number back to four given how well six matches up with some federal definitions. Mr.
Bergstrom said if the Commission wants to make the change to four, the city's legal staff would
be asked to provide comment. He said he was not aware of any real legal issue with four, though
it could add some administrative challenges.

Commissioner Hamlin asked if problems could ensure by lowering the limit to three. Mr.
Bergstrom said there is a housing affordability issue wrapped up in the subject. People of all
stripes need living arrangements they can afford. Even in houses being built or chopped up
specifically for the rooming house trade are charging rents of $600 or more per month. With a
lower limit, the more the homeowner is likely to increase the room rates.

Mr. Inghram asked the Commission to keep in mind that in reality family means different things
to different people. As a result there can be all manner of variations. It could be two single
mothers renting a house together, each with two kids for a total of six. It could be two divorced
parents who choose to move in together with their kids. It is not always college kids choosing
the single room rental situations, and moving the bar down to two or three may disallow some
fairly common forms of family.

Mr. Bergstrom clarified that the city cannot discriminate based on familial status or handicap
status under the federal Fair Housing Act. In effect, kids under the age of 18 are not counted at
all. Chair Laing noted that somewhere along the line the qualifier that only adults are counted
got dropped out. There was consensus to add the clarification to the ordinance.

Commissioner Hamlin asked if staff had even a ballpark estimate on the percentage of renters
who are faculty, staff or students are Bellevue College. Mr. Bergstrom said the city has no
information in that regard. He pointed out that Bellevue College is still largely a commuter
campus, and the percentage of the student body the international students comprise is very low.
The problem likely is to persist even if Bellevue College elects to construct on-campus housing;
the issue relates to far more than just persons associated with Bellevue College.

Commissioner Tebelius commented that aside from the fact that children are not counted, the
instance of two single mothers renting a home together likely would not rise to the level of
someone filing a complaint with the city.

Commissioner Walter agreed. On the topic of affordable housing she commented that there are
defined thresholds in addition to the common sense application of the term. If six-bedroom
homes are shared by six persons, each of whom is paying $600 per month, many families would
not be able to afford them. There are many groups working to see more affordable housing
brought online, but there are no orchestrated groups highlighting the needs of middle income
families.

Mr. Bergstrom commented that early in the study of the topic staff reviewed a number of cities
across the nation with regard to how they define family and the numbers they used. It was found
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that the definitions and numbers were wide ranging. Some limited the number of unrelated
people by zoning district, and the numbers ranged from two to eight.

Chair Laing stated that the perfect is the enemy of the good. The Commission has done a good
job of thinking about every possibility, but at the end of the day it must be recognized that people
have been renting rooms in their houses to groups of people for a long time. It is true that what
precipitated the conversation was what obviously is a new form, and the proposed ordinance
does a good job of addressing it.

A motion to recommend to the Council approval of the proposed Land Use Code amendment to
establish permanent regulations governing the rental of individual rooms and non owner-
occupied residential dwellings, revised to include that only adult persons are countered, and
revised to change the number of unrelated persons who can live together to four, was made by
Commissioner Hamlin. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Carlson.

Chair Laing proposed as a friendly amendment adding an express reference for sublease to the
rooming house definition in 20.50.044. Commissioner Hamlin as maker of the motion, and
Commissioner Carlson as seconder of the motion, accepted the friendly amendment.
The motion carried unanimously.

D. Clean-Up Code Amendments
A motion to postpone the study session on the clean-up code amendments to the Commission
meeting on October 8 was made by Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Hamlin and it carried unanimously.
9. PUBLIC COMMENT - None
10. DRAFT MINUTES REVIEW

A. June 25, 2014
B. July 9, 2014

Commissioner Tebelius called attention to page 140 of the packet and the motion to exclude the
Downtown Perimeter A design district from the table and asked staff to review the meeting
recording and have the minutes reflect who voted for the motion and who voted against it.

Pending making the requested change, a motion to approve the minutes was made by
Commissioner Tebelius. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hamlin.

Commissioner Hilhorst said she would not be able to support the motion because she had not had
ample time to read the minutes.

The motion failed; Commissioner Hamlin cast the only vote in favor.
A motion to postpone approval of the minutes until the next Commission meeting was made by

Commissioner Hilhorst. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Tebelius and it carried
unanimously.
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11. NEXT PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
A. September 24, 2014
12. ADJOURN

A motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Hamlin. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Tebelius and it carried unanimously.

Chair Laing adjourned the meeting at 9:37 p.m.
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CITY OF BELLEVUE
BELLEVUE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

September 24, 2014 Bellevue City Hall
6:30 p.m. City Council Conference Room 1E-113

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Laing, Commissioners Carlson, Hamlin, Hilhorst,
Tebelius, deVadoss, Walter

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None

STAFF PRESENT: Paul Inghram, Nicholas Matz, Andrew Kidde, Department
of Planning and Community Development

GUEST SPEAKERS: None

RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay

1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:34 p.m. by Chair Laing who presided.
2. ROLL CALL

Upon the call of the roll, all Commissioners were present with the exception of Commissioner
Hamlin, who arrived at 6:40 p.m., and Commissioner Carlson, who arrived at 7:25 p.m.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Steve O'Donnell, address not given, said he serves as president of the Somerset Community
Association, as a member of the Puget Sound Energy Energize Eastside project CAC, and is a
co-founder of the Coalition of Eastside Neighborhoods for Sensible Energy (CENSE). The
Energize Eastside project spans 18 miles and passes through five jurisdictions; half the line runs
through Bellevue, and one mile of it is through Somerset. CENSE hopes the Planning
Commission will look to rapidly advancing energy technologies, many of which are non-wired.
The vision for 2035 should be different from what the past has been. To look to the future with
technologies of the past will be to commit a hundred-year blunder. The Energize Eastside
project needs to be right-sized and should not overburden rights-of-way and easements. Puget
Sound Energy is contemplating the installation of steel poles as tall as 135 feet with 230KV
heavy transmission lines attached to them vertically stacked. The vision for the future of the city
should look different from that, possibly calling for all new transmission lines to be located
underground, and over time relocating all existing lines underground.

Mr. Don Marsh, 4411 137th Avenue SE, said the Energize Eastside project has generated a new
appreciation for the importance of the Comprehensive Plan and the role it plays in the lives of
citizens and the future of the city. Two things have brought that to light recently. First is the
Energize Eastside project, which is disturbing in its scope, and that fact that the Comprehensive
Plan allows for a project that seems so contrary to the vision it portrays for the city. Second is
the recently published report on the most livable cities in the nation based on factors such as
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crime, economy, education, housing, environment, leisure and infrastructure. Bellevue was
judged to be the second most livable city in the nation under the criteria. Such a result is not
brought about by accident but rather by decades of hard work and difficult choices. A firm
foundation has been laid for the city. The Energize Eastside project is the latest challenge. The
fact is a private energy company can build a project with very little oversight to ensure the public
will be well served by the project. Complaints filed with the state attorney general and the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) were met with responses
indicating that only city councils have the authority to regulate the project. The Comprehensive
Plan and other city statutes are relatively silent on the question of permitting a high-voltage
transmission line. A project that will impact so many people and scar the city for decades should
have a much higher bar to clear than a local distribution line, which are in fact governed by
specific codes, unlike transmission lines. Puget Sound Energy has been asked about alternatives
to overhead wires, including small gas-fired peaker plants, grid batteries, and cables submerged
in Lake Washington. The company has dismissed each alternative, not because they are too
expensive or technically unsound, but rather for reasons associated with siting and permitting.
Implicit in their response is the message that overhead transmission lines offer the path of least
resistance. The Comprehensive Plan should be aligned with energy policy that takes into
account the beauty of the surroundings, the environment, and the quality of life residents enjoy.

Mr. Russell Borgman, 2100 120th Place SE, said there is a need to revise the Utilities Element of
the Comprehensive Plan. Bellevue is one of the most beautiful urban regions on the face of the
earth. Bellevue has been rated one of the most desirable and livable cities in America for good
reasons: world-class views of Mt. Rainier, and world-class city parks, and clean high-tech
industries that attract a highly educated workforce. For those and other reasons, the city enjoys
an above-average tax revenue base. The region will continue to grow and attract talent from
around the world. The city must consider smart growth with an eye on what makes the city so
livable and how to continue to enhance the city's infrastructure. The city's recent hiring of an
independent technical consultant to delve into the need and purpose of the Energize Eastside
project, as well as to look at viable alternatives, should be applauded. The consultant should be
charged with delivering facts that will drive decisions for decades to come. The vague
generalities that equate on a one-to-one ratio population growth, economic growth and
construction growth must be set aside. Nationwide there has been a decline in electricity use in
the face of economic growth. Bellevue's Comprehensive Plan must make provisions for
incorporating technology alternatives that reflect the region's values as well as its needs. Every
assumption and projection should be challenged, and all viable alternatives should be
investigated. Alternatives that will enhance grid security must be considered, making Bellevue
less dependent on an outdated energy delivery system that relies on wires and poles. Policy UT-
39 should be expanded to require underground installation of all new transmission lines, and
underground installation of electricity line upgrades of 230KV or more. All electricity
transmission lines and substation upgrades located in residential areas should be designated
sensitive siting per Comprehensive Plan Figure UT-5A. Councilmember Robinson is to be
applauded for suggesting the city hire an independent legal consultant to advise the city about the
roles and responsibilities for various ci