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Agenda 

Regular Meeting 

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

Michelle Hilhorst, Chairperson 

 

 

 2. Roll Call 
Michelle Hilhorst, Chairperson 

 

 

 3. Approval of Agenda 
 

 

6:35 p.m. 4. Public Comment* 
Limited to 5 minutes per person or 3 minutes if a public hearing has been 
held on your topic 

 

 

 5. Communications from City Council, Community Council, Boards 
and Commissions 

 

 

 6. Staff Reports 

 
 

 7. Draft Minutes Review 
January 27, 2016 

 

  

 8. Study Session 

 
 

7:00 p.m.  A. Downtown Livability Land Use Code Update 
Review of urban form recommendations from Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC), transportation analysis, and receive Incentive Zoning Principles 
from Council 

Emil King AICP, Strategic Planning Manager 
Patti Wilma, Community Development Manager 
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 9. Public Comment* - Limited to 3 minutes per person 

 
 

9:30 p.m. 10. Adjourn  
 

Agenda times are approximate 

 
Next Planning Commission Meeting – February 24 
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Staff contacts  
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Michelle Luce, Administrative Assistant  425-452-6931 

 
* 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). 

 













Cumulative Impact and Impact on 
Adjacent Sites

The cumulative impact of multiple towers 
on a single site or city block can enhance 
the negative impacts of towers.  New towers 
should avoid locating too closely to property 
or setback lines so to not negatively affect 
future development opportunities of adjacent 
parcels.  By locating too closely to the property 
or setback line, adjacent properties may be 
restricted in their development opportunity.  

When planning for a new tower, the applicant 
shall consider the impact of all towers, existing 
and proposed, within the immediate area.  
The sum of all developments may further 
restrict access to sunlight and sky views.  This 
consideration should inform the placement 
and form of the tower so to mitigate these 
impacts when considered within its greater 
context.  Unique forms and placement of 
towers can serve as adequate mitigation 
to protect public space and the street level 
environment.  
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Figure 2.3 - Site to Site Impacts
By providing an adequate setback from the property line a tower 
can avoid negatively impacting adjacent sites while allowing for 
adequate separation

40’

Figure 2.5 - Skyview - Proposed Maximum Building Height 600’
As building height increases, opportunity for light and sky views diminishes.  Maintaining a minimum tower separation requirement 
ensures access to light and sky views that would otherwise be diminished.

80’

40’
80’

Figure 2.4 - Skyview - Existing Maximum Building Height 450’



Small Sites

Small sites can be highly beneficial to an urban 
environment by providing a more granular 
scale to the pedestrian realm and variation 
from large towers.  However, smaller sites 
can be disadvantaged by tower separation 
requirements as neighboring properties could 
adversely affect their ability to develop within 
the separation parameters.  To maximize 
development opportunities while still meeting 
the City’s goals for a livable Downtown, 
accommodations to tower separation 
requirements are proposed for small sites.  

Small sites are those defined by 30,000 square 
feet or less.  Exceptions to tower separation 
requirements only apply to small sites where a 
single tower is proposed.  Departure from the 
separation requirements cannot be applied to 
buildings that span across multiple parcels or 
sites.

The following setback requirements for small 
sites are offered to maximize development 
opportunity and achieve city objectives in 
preserving sky views and sunlight.

Stepback from street
Tower shall stepback from base a 
minimum of 15’ from the back of 
sidewalk.

Stepback from internal property lines, 
alleys, and through block connections
Tower shall stepback from base a 
minimum of 20’ from property line or 
public space.

 

Figure 2.6 - Small Site Departure



Commercial Office Towers

Based on existing research by the Urban Land 
Institute, Bellevue’s maximum floor plate 
sizes for office buildings is competitive with 
industry preferences.  Current code allows 
for up to 24,000 square feet above 80 feet 
with provisions for increases when deemed 
appropriate. The City may consider alternatives 
that influence form to produce more desirable 
outcomes that are amenable to a high quality 
urban environment.  Such alternatives may 
include design guidelines that encourage 
substantial articulation and modulation in 
a tower massing facade that diminish scale.  
This may include recesses and protrusions 
substantial enough to create the aesthetic of 
multiple forms.

Residential Towers

Residential towers desire smaller floor plate 
sizes and present the greatest opportunity to 
capitalize on an increase in building height.  
Current floor plate sizes are allowed up to 
20,000 square feet between building heights of 
40 and 80 feet.  Above 80 feet the maximum 
floor plate size is 12,000 square feet.  As 
residential buildings have greater flexibility 
in layout, there is an opportunity to produce 
improved design quality by incorporating 
minor building stepbacks for heights above the 
existing building height as well as maximum 
facade lengths.  

Recommended Requirements

•• All residential floor plates above existing 
maximum height shall reduce by 20% up 
to the proposed maximum height.

Connecting Floor Plate Provision

Land Use Code 20.25A.020.B.3

The connecting floor plate provision has 
allowed buildings under 70 feet in height to 
exceed the maximum allowable floor plate 
size under the premise that building exiting 
patterns and construction costs are more 
efficient by creating a more contiguous form.  
This provision is intended to work with low 
rise buildings within the Downtown.  The 
existing provisions call for the following

•• The connection is to allow for safe and 
efficient building exiting patterns.  The 
connecting floor area shall include 
required exiting corridor area and may 
include the floor area of units or other 
building uses.

•• The connection occurs on no more than 
three floor levels above 40 feet.  

•• The alternative design results in a 
building mass that features separate and 
distinct building elements.

When considering the connecting floor plate 
provision, issues of mass, scale, and public 
space are essential.  Existing maximum floor 
plate size requirements are intended to protect, 
preserve, and enhance these elements and 
should be preserved when an exception is 
allowed. The results of this provision have 

3 - FLOOR PLATE SIZE

Why it is Important

Floor plate size can have a profound impact on shade, shadow, sky views, and project feasibility.  If 
the scale of a floor plate is too large it can cast important public spaces and the pedestrian realm 
into permanent shade or diminish opportunities for skyviews.  Additionally, large floor plates 
can create an imposing feeling on the pedestrian realm, impacting the sense of comfort of the 
urban environment.  If the scale of a floor plate is too small it can make the project no longer 
economically or structurally feasible creating a restraint on the development market.  Establishing 
a balance is essential to preserving quality of life for residents and businesses, while ensuring 
feasibility for developers.     

The determining factors and existing code for floor plates are as follows:

ELEMENTS OF URBAN FORM



protect, preserve, and enhance these elements 
and should be preserved when an exception 
is allowed. The results of this provision have 
provided an opportunity for development 
limitation to circumvent the intention of floor 
area ratio (FAR), which was to limit the scale 
of an entire massing and its relationship to 
the total site area.  In lieu of providing open 
space to the public or design excellence that 
would create a more amenable streetscape 
to pedestrians, an out of scale massing has 
typically been produced with “open space” 
internalized to the building.  As such, the scale 
of the massing is not reflective of the intents of 
the FAR limitations.

CAC References 
Downtown Livability Initiative - Pg. 45

Land Use Code Reference
20.25A.020.A.2
20.25A.020.B.3

Recommended Requirements

Building Recess

•• Recess should be substantial enough to 
create distinct building elements, both 
in width and depth. Recommended 
depth should be between 3’-0” and 7’-0”.  
Recommended width should 7.5% of the 
total facade length

•• Separate and distinct building elements 
should be enhanced by the application of 
varying building materials.  

•• Recess should be the height of the full 
building facade so to create modulation 
at the street level and correspond with 
the scale of the proposed building.

•• Portals and entries are permitted in the 
building recess.

Figure 3.2 - Typical Result from Connecting Floor Plate Exception Figure 3.3 - Desired Result from Connecting Floor Plate Exception

Figure 3.1 - Typical Result from Connecting Floor Plate Exception

Courtyard



Alternative to Maximum Floor Plate Size

Applicable to buildings 70’ or less in height

Rationale

Some site constraints and uses can make 
for exceeding the maximum floor plate size 
appropriate and efficient.  Diminishing 
scale through modulation and separation 
are important to ensure that the building 
is relates to the pedestrian realm while 
creating opportunities for a more granular 
urban environment.  As such the following 
guidelines are offered as a departure to the 
maximum floor plate size for buildings 70 in 
height or less.
Intent:
• To establish an aesthetic of separate 
buildings while diminishing the massing scale 
as it relates to the pedestrian realm.  
• Afford opportunities for efficient and 
highest and best use for a site.
• Create opportunities for an engaging and 
rhythmic street frontage.

•• Improve opportunities for daylighting 
and building performance.

Recommended Requirements
A building may be considered for a departure 
of the maximum square footage allowed if the 
following guidelines have been satisfied:
• Separation – The building creates separation 
in massings that establish an aesthetic of 
distinctly separate buildings.  This can 
primarily be achieved through a series of 
recesses and separations.  Figure 2.4 and 2.5 
provide an illustrative example.
•• The building must provide a series of 

recesses whose depth is at least 60% of the 
maximum overall facade depth (X).

•• The recesses will create a separation whose 
width is equal to or greater than the 
corresponding facade width (Y).

• Modulation – At grade the building may 
front the entire length of the street provided 
that the following forms of modulation are 
met:
•• Along the facade where the building 

provides separation, the portion of the 
floor plate that occupies the space between 
separations must recess by a minmum of 
5% and no more than 10% of the length 
of X.

•• Of the elevation where no separation 
occurs the facade must be modulated in 
one of the following manners:

•• 	 Recesses or protrusions every 25’ with 	
	 each possessing a depth of 18 to 24”

•• 	 Provision of stoops, stairs, or porches 	
	 (accessible from grade) at a minimum 	
	 interval of every 25’.   

Figure 3.5 - Built Example - Negative Example Figure 3.6 - Built Example - Negative Example

Figure 3.4 - Built Example - Positive Result



Figure 3.7 - Design Guidelines for Exceeding Maximum Floor Plate

Figure 3.8 - Axon of Design Guidelines for Exceeding Maximum Floor Plate



Tower Orientation

Positioning a building so that the largest facade 
is oriented north-south can result in large 
shadows impacting the pedestrian realm and 
other adjacent buildings.  Orienting a building 
so that largest of facades faces east-west can 
help mitigate these impacts.

Tower Spacing

Appropriate separation of towers increases 
opportunities for sunlight to penetrate the 
pedestrian realm and street, breaking up the 
cumulative impact of shadows from multiple 
towers.  Towers spaced too closely together can 
result in an overabundance of shadows limiting 
opportunities for sunlight to reach street 
level and lack of natural light within internal 
building environments. 

Tower Placement

The location of a tower on a site can create 
adverse conditions for shadow and permanent 

shade.  Locating large facades and public 
spaces on the same north-south axis can create 
an inhospitable public space.  Tower placement 
should avoid aligning with public spaces and 
other significant pedestrian oriented spaces to 
allow for sunlight to access the space.  This is 
essential to encourage the use and activation of 
pedestrian oriented spaces.

Tower Form

Building forms that are rigid in rectilinear 
form limit opportunities to mitigate shade and 
shadow.  Fluid forms that include tapering, 
angles, and curves can allow the scale and 
length of a facade to diminish reducing its 
overall impact on the pedestrian realm. 

CAC References 
Downtown Livability Initiative - Pg. 66

4 - SHADE AND SHADOW

Why it is Important

Prolonged shade and shadow can have a detrimental impact on outdoor public spaces and natural 
light within buildings.  Bellevue’s public spaces are an asset for recreation, gathering, and other 
activities.  As such, ensuring that public spaces receive an adequate to abundant amount of 
sunlight and sky views is important to protecting their value and functionality within the greater 
network of Downtown’s public spaces.  Furthermore, proper consideration can ensure that the 
users of private spaces within buildings will have appropriate access to sunlight as well.  Currently 
shade and shadow analysis is guided by the comprehensive plan and when a project triggers and 
Environmental Impact Analysis.  The Land Use Code does not provide firm guidance regarding 
shade and shadow.    

Figure 4.1 - Shadow Results per Orientation
North-South Orientation East-West Orientation

Additional Shadow as Result 
of Orientation

Additional Shadow as Result 
of Orientation
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Recommended Requirements
•• The facade with the greatest length shall 

be oriented east-west rather than north-
south to minimize shade and shadow 
impacts on the public realm.

•• Any public space that has earned FAR 
Amenity Incentive System points shall 
include a shade and shadow study.  This 
study should demonstrate that during 
peak usage, between the hours of 11 am 
and 2 pm, the public space will not be 
subjected to prolonged shade or shadow.  



5 - WIND

Why it is Important

In fall and winter months wind can be a significant factor in the quality and experience of the 
public realm.  Towers play a critical role in this experience, either mitigating the impacts of wind 
or accelerating and exaggerating them.  Issues such as placement, form, and modulation can assist 
in preventing wind tunnels or other adverse conditions at the street level.  Additionally, treatments 
to facades at the street level can assist in mitigating the impacts of wind.  Downtown’s prevailing 
winds come from the south and southwest.  The Comprehensive Plan provides guidance on 
mitigating wind impacts but does not provide firm recommendations   

Determining factors of wind impacts:

Facade Length and Orientation

Orienting the shortest facades in the direction 
of prevailing winds can create a condition 
where winds impact the facade and accelerate 
to the pedestrian level, known as down draft.  
This can have significant adverse impacts on 
plazas and other public spaces making them 
unfavorable.  Orienting the most narrow of 
facades in the direction of the prevailing winds 
can mitigate this issue.

Tower Stepback

Towers that directly interface with the street 
level and are devoid of an adequate setback or 
podium can result in down draft.  Without 
a stepback, winds impact the facade and 
accelerate to the pedestrian level.  Providing 
a setback for the tower massing creates an 
opportunity to interrupt the down draft prior 
to reaching the pedestrian level.  

Additionally, a tower setback can resolve 
circulation issues between buildings.  Without 
a stepback wind can accelerate and then 
recirculate between buildings creating 
unfavorable pedestrian conditions.  Providing 
a green roof or other form of vegetation on a 
stepback roof can further mitigate the impacts 
of downdraft.

Pedestrian Level Treatment

Several building elements can prevent down 
draft or tunneling between buildings, resulting 
in improved public spaces and pedestrian 
conditions.  

•	 Marquees and Canopies - While not as 
effective as a building stepback, marquees 
and canopies can create interruptions 
of down draft.  This can be particularly 
effective for shorter or narrower towers 
where an adequate setback is not always 
feasible.  They can also offer mitigation 
where a setback does not occur on all sides 
of a building

•	 Arcades - Arcades can offer shelter from 
downdraft where a setback is not possible.  
Arcades should be used where appropriate 
separation can occur such as along a street 
or public plaza.  Utilizing an arcade where 
appropriate separation is not provided 
can result in tunneling, which can further 
exaggerate the impacts of wind at the 
pedestrian level.

•	 Vegetation - Trees and other vegetation 
in public spaces can help interrupt down 
draft and tunneling where other measures 
have not been as successful.  Vegetation 
should only be used as an addition and not 
as the only source of mitigation for down 
draft or tunneling.

CAC References 
Downtown Livability Initiative - Pg. 66
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Figure 5.2 - Down Draft Resolution
•	 Orienting the most narrow facade 

towards the prevailing winds can 
minimize the amount of surface 
area, creating opportunities to 
mitigate the impacts of down draft.

•	 Providing an adequately stepped base 
can provide interruption in down 
draft, improving conditions at street 
level.

Figure 5.4 - Circulation Between 	
	        Buildings Resolution
•	 Reduce the amount of the tower 

massing that extends to street level to 
disperse down draft around buildings 
rather than encourage circulation 
between

•	 Consider an inaccessible green roof 
to further disperse and mitigate the 
flow of wind.

Figure 5.1 - Down Draft Issue
•	 Tall and wide facades oriented 

in the direction of the prevailing 
winds can exaggerate the effect of 
wind on the pedestrian realm.

•	 An uninterrupted middle to base 
facade can create adverse wind 
conditions at street level.

Figure 5.3 - Circulation Between 	
	        Buildings Issue
•	 Tower facades that avoid a 

stepped form can recirculate wind 
between buildings, creating adverse 
conditions.

•	 Inadequate stepped form can 
accelerate wind between buildings.

Figure 5.6 - Wing Tunneling Resolution
•	 Parapets, canopies, and arcades can all create opportunities for wind 

diversion, slowing wind speeds and mitigating negative impacts on the 
pedestrian realm.

•	 Consider opportunities for variations in height, placement, and facade 
articulation to prevent wind acceleration and tunneling.

Figure 5.5 - Wind Tunneling Issue
•	 Wind tunneling between high rises can occur when stepbacks 

and other building elements are absent that could create 
opportunities to divert wind flow.

•	 Height, spacing, and orientation can all affect wind speed and 
direction.

Issue Resolution



Recommended Requirements
•• Applicant to provide a written 

description regarding the strategies 
that the proposed development seeks 
to mitigate the impacts of wind on the 
pedestrian realm.  This should include all 
sidewalks, through block connections, 
plazas, and other public spaces.

•• Buidling orientation is such that the 
facade with the shortest length faces 
north/south to mitigate impacts of wind 
by providing opportunities for diversion 
and lessening opportunities for down 
draft.  Orientation should reflect the 
requirements set forth in Section 4 Shade 
and Shadow.

•• Building stepbacks should be prevalent 
on all facades oriented towards public 
space to mitigate impacts from down 
draft.  The design should avoid a building 
massing that terminates at grade with no 
stepback.  Building stepbacks can create 
opportunities for wind diversion and the 
reduction in wind speed during down 
draft. 

•• Stepbacks should provide one of the 
following elements in order to mitigate 
down draft and wind speed: A) Green 
roof that provides an adequate amount 
of vegetation to absorb and deflect the 
effects of down draft. B) A parapet with 
a minimum height of 4’-0” to deflect 
down draft. C) Stepbacks at 40’ and 80’ 
in building height to create additional 
opportunities to mitigate down draft.

•• All elevations that abut the public realm 
shall incorporate canopies, arcades, 
marquees, or other facade treatments to 
mitigate the impacts of down draft.



6 - BUILDING FORM AND DESIGN

Why it is Important

The quality of the environment of the public realm is highly dependent on the physical form of 
surrounding buildings.  In addition to the physical and environmental impacts of tower design, 
they also possess a great opportunity to establish civic pride, memorable views, and landmarks.  
Tower design can create emotional and aesthetic responses for residents, employees and visitors that 
can create a lasting and memorable impression of a city or neighborhood.  Using opportunities to 
address physical and environmental conditions, timeless and memorable buildings can be created.  
Classic design principles can be used to inform modern design to create a memorable building and 
form.  

Important elements to building form and design:

Base - Middle - Top

Base

The base of the tower represents the greatest 
opportunity for a tower to relate to the 
human scale, and allow for a tower to 
interface gracefully with and contribute to the 
pedestrian realm.  Additionally, the base is the 
critical connection between the public realm of 
the street and the private realm of the building.  
The base should provide a sense of enclosure 
while offering adequate variation and interest 
that engages pedestrians.  This variation 
can be achieved through points of interest, 
glazing, and entrances.  The height of the base 
should have a relationship to the width of the 
right of way or to surrounding buildings for 
consistency and to create a comfortable sense 
of enclosure. 

As a pedestrian’s dominant experience occurs 
within the first two stories, design of the base 
can help define the pedestrian realm and create 
an engaging environment. In areas adjacent to 
sidewalks, maintaining a strong building facade 
is important to help define the pedestrian 
realm and increase opportunities to create an 
engaging and active pedestrian environment. 
This can be done by bringing the building 
facade up to the edge of pedestrian areas to 
create a building facade that directly engages 
with the pedestrian realm. Within the strong 
building facade, articulation and modulation 

of the building face adds interest to the 
pedestrian realm.

Design details, such as materials used on the 
building facade, door and window fenestration, 
and other forms of ornamentation add regular 
and semi-regular interest. Materials used on 
the building facade within the pedestrian realm 
should be scaled to the pedestrian. Where 
required and also in high pedestrian areas, 
weather protection is used to both promote 
year round use of pedestrian-activated-frontage 
and to help define the upper edge of the 
pedestrian realm.   

Middle

The middle of the tower constitutes primary 
massing.  To emphasize the base/middle/top 
principle the middle of the tower should step 
back from the base or podium, providing 
clear delineation between the human scaled 
nature of the base and the overall massing 
of the middle.  As the primary massing of 
a tower, floor plate size and separation are 
critical in protecting views and sunlight while 
creating a form that provides architectural 
interest.  When these elements are executed 
appropriately a tower can achieve design 
excellence while establishing an elegant and 
visually stimulating skyline.
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Top

The top of a tower can create opportunities to 
further design excellence and visual interest 
while screening necessary building equipment 
such as elevator overruns and mechanical 
equipment.  Furthermore it allows for greater 
diminishing of a tower massing by creating 
opportunities for stepbacks and building 
tapering that provides a more elegant and 
refined termination of a building form.  When 
executed appropriately the top of a tower can 
serve as a signature and defining element in a 
skyline.  

Recommended Requirements
•• Maximum podium/base height to be 45’ 

to the top of roof.

  

Top

Middle

Base
(45’ 

maximum 
height)

6.1 - Existing Code MU Residential 6.2 - Recommended Height Increase with Reduced 
Floor Plate Above Existing Maximum Height



7 - PUBLIC VIEW PRESERVATION

Why it is Important

Preservation of views of our iconic natural landmarks from public places is neccessary to both 
maintain the character of Bellevue as a “City in a Park” and to provide visual access of our most 
iconic natural resources to the public.

The Process

City of Bellevue staff surveyed Downtown for key views of Mount Rainier and other landmarks 
from public places. Through this review it was determined that the only significant view from a 
public place in Downtown Bellevue was from City Hall to Mount Rainier. While other views exist 
of Mount Rainier from other public places, partial obstructions prevent clear views. 

To analyze the view of Mount Rainier from the Bellevue City Hall concourse balcony, staff 
employed internal professional land surveyors to identify and illustrate the desired viewing window. 
The viewing window, represented in the provided plan, was identified by surveying the width of 
the view of Mount Rainier as it hits the Newcastle horizon and adding this width to each side of 
the mountain to allow for minimum territorial context. The bottom of the viewing window was 
established through the survey by establishing the lower western horizon elevation as the base 
elevation for the viewing window. This was taken from the elevation of the concourse balcony at 
153.12 feet plus the height of the measurement mechanism of 5.61 feet giving a total elevation of 
the origin of the view at 158.73. A survey pin has been set on the concourse balcony indicating the 
origin.

The plan (Figure 7.2) showing the cone of vision from City Hall to Mount Rainier has five lines: 
four dashed and a center line. The center line represents the peak of the view of Mount Rainier. 
The dashed lines on each side of the red line indicate the points where the edge of the view of 
Mount Rainier hits the horizon, in this case Newcastle. The outer dashed lines represent the width 
of the view of Mount Rainier itself added to each side of Mount Rainier to add territorial context 
to the view.

The elevation (Figure 7.3) provided shows the viewing window in elevation for demonstration 
purposes. Heights shown provide an idea of the allowable height of a building in that specific 
location along the parcel boundary in order to not obstruct the view of Mount Rainier. Topography 
changes within parcels create further height variation. 
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City Hall 
Concourse 
Balcony

Main St Bellevue Club SiteHilton SiteRed Lion SiteSheraton Site

45' 91' 117' 123' 186'174'148'

City Hall 
Concourse 
Balcony

Main St Bellevue Club SiteHilton SiteRed Lion SiteSheraton Site

45' 91'

Figure 7.2 - Plan of Preserved View of Mount Rainier
•	 The center line represents the peak of the view of Mount Rainier. The dashed lines on each side of the red line indicate 
the points where the edge of the view of Mount Rainier hits the horizon, in this case Newcastle. The outer dashed lines represent 
the width of the view of Mount Rainier itself added to each side of Mount Rainier to add territorial context to the view.

City Hall 
Concourse 
Balcony VIEW TO MOUNT RAINIER

Figure 7.1 - View of Mount Rainier from City Hall Concourse
•	 To add territorial context to the view, surveyors added the width of the view of Mount Rainier as it hits the Newcastle 
skyline to each side of Mount Rainier.

Figure 7.3 - Elevation of Mount Rainier View 
•	 The elevation shows maximum building heights on the underlying parcels in order to not obstruct the view of Mount 
Rainier. Current height limits are not impacted by this protection.  

VIEW TO MOUNT RAINIER



 
 

Planning Commission Schedule February 10, 2016 

The Bellevue Planning Commission typically meets on the second and fourth 
Wednesdays of each 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 typically 
posted no later than the Monday prior to the meeting date on the city’s website at:  
 

http://www.bellevuewa.gov/planning-commission-agendas-2016.htm 
 

Date Tentative Agenda Topics 

Feb 24, 2016 Eastgate Land Use Code 
 

Mar 2 State Department of Commerce –  
Short Course on Local Planning 
(hosted by the City of Bellevue) 
 

Mar 9 Downtown Livability 
Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
 

Mar 23 Eastgate Land Use Code 
Single Family Room Rental 

 
 
 

http://www.bellevuewa.gov/UserFiles/Servers/Server_4779004/file/planning-commission-agendas-2016.htm
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CITY OF BELLEVUE 
BELLEVUE PLANNING COMMISSION 

STUDY SESSION MINUTES 
 
January 27, 2016 Bellevue City Hall 
6:30 p.m. City Council Conference Room 1E-113 

 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Hilhorst, Commissioners Carlson, Barksdale, 

deVadoss, Laing, Morisseau, Walter 
 
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Mike Kattermann, Terry Cullen, Erika Rhett, Planning and 

Community Development Department; Patricia Byers, 
Development Services Department 

 
COUNCIL LIAISON: Not Present 
 
GUEST SPEAKERS:  None 
 
RECORDING SECRETARY: Gerry Lindsay 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:36 p.m. by Chair Hilhorst who presided.  
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
Upon the call of the roll, all Commissioners were present.  
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
A motion to approve the agenda was made by Commissioner Laing. The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Carlson and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Mr. Todd Woosley with Hal Woosley Properties spoke representing the owner of the RV Park in 
Eastgate. He reiterated his support for allowing the construction of multifamily housing on the 
site in the new Neighborhood Mixed Use district, with an FAR of up to 2.5 rather than the FAR 
of 1.0 recommended by the staff. The fact is making a recommendation for any FAR is 
premature because the Planning Commission has not yet had the opportunity to look at the 
development economics for the zoning district. He shared with the Commissioners a map 
showing the urban areas in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties and pointed out that the 
Eastgate neighborhood between downtown Bellevue, Issaquah and Renton is in the middle of an 
urban area. The proposed FAR of 1.0 is nowhere close to an urban density. It is appropriate for 
Bellevue to focus its highest density uses in the central business district, but an FAR of 1.0 will 
cause the market to skip over Eastgate and build in Totem Lake, Issaquah, Renton and so forth. 
Eastgate should have the opportunity to accommodate growth in an economically feasible 
fashion. If the existing value of a single family home on a lot zoned to allow a four-plex is 
$500,000, each lot would only be worth $100,000, and no one would sell their $500,000 house 
for $400,000, even with a fourfold increase in density. With a six-plex, the lot values would go 
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down a bit each, and the overall value would be $540,000, still not enough to warrant selling the 
home. At the eight-plex level, the lot values come down even more and the overall price reaches 
the point where someone might seriously consider selling their home. Of course, there is about a 
15 percent owner sales cost and that amount has to be accounted for, so even with an eightfold 
increase in density, the seller would only net about $44,000. The point is there has to be a 
significant increase in the zone density for selling to make any economic sense. When the 
Eastgate/I-90 study was adopted, no one anticipated that the housing market would be what it is 
currently with its current demand for more housing and affordability. An FAR of 2.5 will help 
make that possible.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked if the residential real estate market in Bellevue is back to where it 
was prior to the recession. Mr. Woosley said it appears to be stronger now than it was then. Low 
interest rates and strong job growth are both partially responsible, but it is largely due to the 
regulatory restrictions that are limiting the zoning capacity.  
 
Mr. Clark Kramer, 1610 North First Street, Yakima, said he learned during a recent meeting with 
staff that removing the zoning qualifications for an auto dealership is being considered for the 
RV site in Eastgate. He asked that that not be done. The desire is to be given an FAR of 2.5, but 
should that not come about eliminating a use that is already allowed would equate to a 
downzoning of the site. The need for housing is clear and would be a far better fit for the area.  
 
Mr. Brian Paladar, principal with Group Architect, said he has been working with property 
owner Clark Kramer and American Family Homes, the developer hoping to construct 
multifamily homes on the site. Group Architect has very recent direct experience in working 
with the Bel-Red codes. The Eastgate/I-90 study report outlined recommendations for what 
should happen in the area, but much has changed since the report was adopted. The report also 
sets forth a number of goals for the area, including the provision of affordable housing to 
accommodate the workforce and to serve the needs of Bellevue College students. Any project 
that provides affordable housing will need to be financially viable and will need to provide 
enough units to make a difference. The zoning proposed by staff with an FAR of 1.0 applies to 
more than just the RV site. With an FAR that low, any building on the site would be very small 
in terms of what could be done on the site given the amount of land left over. Architecturally, 
there are many things that could be done in line with reinforcing the city in a park character 
referenced in the report, particularly with a higher FAR. Sufficient density is needed in order to 
allow for putting revenues from the project back into the project in the form of quality. A lower 
FAR will result in surface parking, less open space, and far less quality. How to deal with 
recreational trails and adjacency to residential properties are issues dealt with for every project, 
especially in transitional zones. There are ample opportunities to do something really innovative 
with the site. Given the grade differential between the site and surrounding single family 
developments, it would be possible to mix and match and step the massing in ways that will 
respect the existing single family residences 
 
Mr. John Shaw, Director of Multifamily Acquisitions for American Family Homes, said his firm 
is currently doing due diligence on the RV site. He said his firm is currently designing and 
building close to 500 units in Renton, Sammamish, Issaquah and Seattle. He said when an FAR 
goes above 2.5, the opportunity to achieve a win-win situation is enhanced by yielding more 
units along with incentives such as affordable housing and open space. For a project under way 
in Issaquah, the base FAR is 1.25, but through their incentive-based program an FAR of 2.0 can 
be achieved. The site is adjacent to a bike trail and is close to the main park and ride. In most 
instances, an FAR of 1.0 is considered the base and going above it requires working with the 
incentive system.  
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5. COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY COUNCIL, COMMUNITY COUNCILS, 
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS – None 

 
6. STAFF REPORTS 
 
Senior Planner Mike Kattermann reminded the Commissioners about the planning commissioner 
short course coming up on March 2. He said that will be from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at City Hall. 
Invitations will be sent to all area cities.  
 
Mr. Kattermann introduced Terry Cullum, new comprehensive planning manager, and noted that 
he would be transitioning into staffing the Commission in the next month or so.  
 
Mr. Cullen said he has had the good fortune to have served both as staff for planning 
commissions and chair of a planning commission. He noted that accordingly he has a lot of 
respect for the work of the Commission and appreciation for the work provided on behalf of the 
community. He said his work experience includes more than 25 years in long-range planning as 
well as in critical infrastructure and state law enforcement planning. He explained that most 
recently he worked for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and lived in Hood River.  
 
7. DRAFT MINUTES REVIEW 
 
 A. January 13, 2016 
 
Commissioner Walter called attention to the first paragraph on page 8 and suggested revising the 
last sentence to read “She questioned whether protecting views from City Hall but nowhere else 
was preferential treatment.”  
 
A motion to approve the minutes as amended was made by Commissioner deVadoss. The motion 
was seconded by Commissioner Walter and the motion carried without dissent; Commissioners 
Laing and Morisseau abstained from voting because they had not attended the meeting.  
 
8. STUDY SESSION 
 
 A. Eastgate/I-90 Corridor Implementing Regulations  
 
Noting that he was not feeling well and needed to excuse himself, Commissioner Laing took a 
moment to offer a few comments. He noted that he had posed a question to Mr. Kattermann 
regarding references to some of the actual downtown zones in some of the tables in the 
footnotes. With regard to allowing building height of up to 70 feet, he said the maximum 
building height could never be achieved with an FAR of 1.0. The current RV Park is not a 
permitted use going forward, which means the property owner will not be permitted to continue 
doing what they are already doing, except as a nonconforming use, and at the same time the 
proposed height and FAR limits will not allow for a viable redevelopment. An FAR of 1.0 is 
quite low for an area where mixed use is desired. Essentially the entire Eastgate/I-90 area is a 
transit-oriented development node. There are existing provisions in the code that are aimed at 
mitigating impacts irrespective of what height and density are allowed, including the transition 
area requirements. The Commission should be provided with an economic analysis before 
making a final recommendation. The Eastgate plan was developed in light of the approach taken 
in the Bel-Red corridor and in the downtown under which there is a base height and base FAR 
that can be exceeded up to the maximum through the provision of amenities. If the maximum 
FAR ends up being 1.0, there will be nothing to incentivize new development or redevelopment. 
The better approach would be to allow a higher FAR but require clustering or other approaches 
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that will yield more open space. An FAR of 1.0 will yield nothing more than low-rise units with 
a lot of surface parking.  
 
Commissioner Laing left the meeting. 
 
Senior Planner Erika Rhett informed the Commissioners that implementing the vision for the 
Eastgate/I-90 corridor will require the creation of new codes. Three new zones are proposed to 
be created, and amendments are needed to the existing Light Industrial (LI) zone.  
 
Code Development Manager Patricia Byers explained that because the use chart has numerous 
columns, it is a bit unwieldy. To address that issue, the form of the code may be revised to better 
consolidate the Eastgate portion of the code.  
 
Ms. Rhett reminded the Commissioners that the LI area of Eastgate is primarily in Richards 
Valley. The CAC recommendations included loosening up the allowed uses to include research 
and development and flex-tech, both of which could benefit Bellevue College and the tech 
industry generally. The Commission in July gave direction to follow the CAC recommendations. 
The Commission also talked about other types of restrictions based on the industrial lands 
analysis that was done as part of the Comprehensive Plan update. There was agreement that 
existing businesses in the Richards Valley should not be made nonconforming, and that size 
restrictions or other limitations were unnecessary. She noted that the resulting changes to the 
land use charts could be found in Attachment 1 in the form of removing the footnote that 
requires computer programming, data processing and other computer-related services, research 
and development and testing services to be located in a multiple function building.  
 
Commissioner Walter commented that there is very little light industrial land left in Bellevue. 
The fact is computer uses can locate anywhere, but light industrial uses can only be located in the 
LI zone. She voiced concern that opening another area for computer uses will further hamper 
opportunities for siting LI uses. She said she her preference would be to not change the footnote, 
allowing computer uses in LI only if they have a manufacturing component. Ms. Rhett said the 
Commission discussed that issue in a larger conversation and concluded that the biggest threat to 
the gobbling up of LI properties is recreational uses. The Richards Valley is dominated with 
recreational uses that need large, inexpensive spaces. The proposed limitation on research and 
development and computer uses was specifically outlined by the CAC. If the desire is to limit LI 
areas to manufacturing uses, it will be necessary to consider whether or not recreational uses 
should be limited.  
 
Commissioner Walter asked if a reduced demand for manufacturing uses precipitated allowing 
recreational uses to locate in LI areas. Ms. Rhett said the industrial lands report found that 
Bellevue has not had the type and quality of industrial land that would command a regional 
presence. Absent a regional presence, the uses in the LI areas are locally oriented. Traditionally, 
LI zoning has allowed lots of different types of uses that would be difficult to fit into other 
zones. Some recreational uses may be allowed in the General Commercial (GC) zone, but 
finding a building in that zone large enough to accommodate an indoor shooting range is much 
more difficult; additionally, there is more competition for GC sites, so the price is higher. Over 
time, the LI zone in Bellevue has become a zone where almost anything goes; the same is true of 
many cities across the nation.  
 
Chair Hilhorst said it was her understanding that even if the list of allowed uses in the zone is 
expanded, the uses that are currently allowed will not go away. Over time, it is possible the zone 
could see a flip back to true manufacturing uses. Ms. Rhett suggested that the modest changes to 
the zone that are proposed are not enough to affect the economics of land prices in Richards 
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Valley, but they do allow the potential for different types of development. Manufacturing in 
general has changed significantly to where one is more likely to see a research and development 
facility manufacture prototypes, or have everything from design to implementation in a single 
space.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked if the proposed changes will make it easier or harder for the 
businesses already located in LI to remain there. Mr. Rhett said the changes should have no 
effect of that sort at all. It could in fact help get some of the vacant spaces leased.  
 
Commissioner Walter commented that the Pacific Northwest Ballet is having to move out of its 
current location as a result of light rail coming through. They are looking for a home and there 
may be similar businesses also looking for a site. If too many changes are made to the LI zone 
before uses located in the Bel-Red corridor have the opportunity to redistribute themselves, the 
true demand for the zone may not be fully realized. Ms. Rhett said the proposed changes will not 
eliminate the LI zone for those uses. Commissioner Walter pointed out that while that may be the 
case, the uses will have to compete for the available spaces. Ms. Rhett agreed that over the long 
run that could be the case, but there are sufficient vacancies currently to accommodate the 
demand.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau asked how the types of research and development uses will be 
specified in order to minimize the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods. Ms. Rhett said any 
time someone comes in for any type of permitting, be it building or land use, the city reviews the 
use to determine if they adhere to all local, state and federal rules, particularly with regard to 
environmental issues. Most of the time, if a use is permitted and the effects of the use are 
completely contained within the building, the use will not be denied or required to provide any 
mitigation. If there are vibration, noise or other impacts, however, mitigation can be required. 
Currently, computer programming, data processing and other computer-related services, research 
and development and testing services are permitted outright, but they must be clustered in a 
building that has other industrial uses in it. By removing the note, those types of uses could be 
allowed without having to be associated with other industrial uses.  
 
Commissioner deVadoss commented that it would be in the best interest of the community to be 
less restrictive rather than overly restrictive.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked if the staff recommendations are in line with the recommendations 
of the Eastgate/I-90 CAC. Ms. Rhett said they are the same.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau said she was not comfortable with having research and development 
permitted outright in the LI zone. She proposed allowing the use through a conditional use 
permit instead. Ms. Rhett said the conditional use permit process would certainly be a more 
restrictive approach and would not be consistent with the recommendation of the CAC. 
Commissioner Morisseau said her concern relates to not knowing what type of research and 
development facilities will want to locate in the LI zone. There could be a use that could impact 
the surrounding residential areas should there be a leak of some sort.  
 
Commissioner Walter pointed out that research and development is a permitted use in several 
zones and asked if the concern regarding the use in the LI zone is tied to the proximity of 
residential uses. Commissioner Morisseau said her concern is based on being close to where 
people live.  
 
Ms. Byers said Footnote 3 under manufacturing on the land use chart excludes the manufacture 
of flammable, dangerous or explosive materials from LI district. Ms. Rhett said the majority of 
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research and development that would locate in the LI is the type of occurs on computers and 
which involves nothing flammable, dangerous or explosive for which there would be no need to 
impose limits. Commissioner Morisseau said that may be the case for the short term but no one 
knows what type of uses there will be in the future. Ms. Rhett said one approach would be to 
look into how research and development is defined, seeking to exclude uses that would not be 
compatible with nearby residential uses.  
 
Ms. Byers said staff would give the issue some thought and come back with a suggestion.  
 
Turning to the Eastgate Plaza area, which was termed the neighborhood mixed use area by the 
CAC, Ms. Rhett reminded the Commissioners that the CAC saw the area as the place for 
neighborhood-oriented goods and services. As such, they highlighted the need for safe and 
convenient pedestrian access, convenient auto access, and additional density with upper story 
offices and residences. Their report specifically recommended allowing hotels and prohibiting 
auto sales. The idea behind the prohibition against auto sales stemmed from the perceived loss of 
neighborhood commercial development with the Safeway at Sunset Plaza on the north side of I-
90, and the CAC did not want to see a further erosion of the availability of neighborhood 
services. In the recent Comprehensive Plan update, the Commission recommended and the 
Council adopted a number of policies that apply to the Neighborhood Mixed Use district, 
including policy EG-3 which encourages office and retail land uses in places where there is 
freeway access, transit service, and transportation alternatives without adversely impacting 
residential neighborhoods. Policy EG-10 focuses on the availability of multifamily housing as 
appropriate to separate office and retail uses from single family neighborhoods or in mixed use 
developments where there is close proximity to transit or neighborhood-serving commercial 
uses, with a special emphasis on meeting the needs of Bellevue College. Policy EG-43 calls for 
retaining neighborhood-serving commercial uses through flexible zoning that allows a rich 
combination of neighborhood retail and services.  
 
Commissioner deVadoss commented that the Commission should be somewhat aspirational. He 
noted that in some cities there are auto sales occurring inside malls, so caution should be taken in 
simply prohibiting auto sales.  
 
Ms. Rhett noted that when the topic was discussed previously by the Commission, there was 
strong consensus that manufacturing uses should not be allowed in the Neighborhood Mixed 
Use, with the exception of food and beverage products and handcrafted products provided there 
is a neighborhood component. Subordinate uses normally come in at 25 percent of the principal 
use.  
 
Commissioner Walter said it appeared to her that a line was being drawn between manufacturing 
by hand and by equipment. She suggested that some manufacturing uses would fit into both 
categories, including sewing and furniture making. Ms. Rhett said a person making things on a 
sewing machine, even a commercial sewing machine, is much different from a sewing 
manufacturing facility that has a room full of machines creating products. The difference is not 
so much the use of machines but mass production manufacturing.  
 
Mr. Kattermann pointed out that a person sewing a few things in their garage is not classified a 
manufacturing use but rather a home occupation use. Commissioner Walter asked if that is 
defined somewhere. Ms. Byers said codes are written to be somewhat general and it is often 
necessary to make decisions on a case-by-case basis. The land use director has the authority to 
put unclassified uses into categories.  
 
Commissioner Walter said her concern was centered on the vague way in which the code is 
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written. She said she has seen people take what is vague and turn it into whatever they want it to 
be, and once things get away it is very difficult to bring them back in line.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked if a use like Bellevue Brew would have difficulty locating in 
Eastgate. Ms. Rhett said if the intent was to brew a product and ship it out wholesale, the use 
would not be allowed. However, if the intent was to brew and serve the product at their 
restaurant, it would because the restaurant is a neighborhood use.  
 
Commissioner Walter commented that a use such as tool and die manufacturer, or someone 
making parts for vintage cars, can be very noisy and require large machinery. It could be argued, 
however, that the use produces handcrafted products. Commissioner Carlson pointed out that 
economically such a use would be far better off locating somewhere in the Valley. 
Commissioner Walter said her concern is that people will be very creative in seeking out 
loopholes, and the result could be a small manufacturing use that impacts the surrounding 
residential uses. Ms. Rhett stressed that codes cannot be written to address every circumstance. 
Accordingly, they are drafted to focus on those things that are most likely to happen and that 
could potentially happen within categories. Beyond that, safety nets are put in place in the form 
of noise and nuisance ordinances that are enforced through code compliance.  
 
Ms. Byers clarified that the NMU zone is primarily where Albertsons is located just down the 
hill from a residential area. In between the two is transition area zoning that provides certain 
protections.  
 
Ms. Rhett observed that when the Commission discussed recreational uses, careful consideration 
was given to what is allowed there now and what neighborhood-scale would be appropriate in 
the NMU. Based on the direction given, uses with more of a regional draw were prohibited on 
the use chart, including horse stables, BMX tracks, zoos and outdoor public assemblies. Uses 
with more of a neighborhood orientation were shown as allowed, including parks, bowling, 
health clubs, art galleries, libraries and theaters. Some uses that fall in between are listed as 
requiring a conditional use permit, including indoor public assembly and recreation centers.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau asked why indoor public assembly uses are allowed but not outdoor 
public assembly uses, such as miniature golf. Ms. Rhett said uses in the public assembly category 
can only be picked and chosen if a note is included allowing for that. To allow things like 
miniature golf, the use could be shown on the chart as a conditional use along with a note 
excluding the use of a certain size. Public assembly uses generally are quite large and tend to be 
out of scale as a neighborhood use, and they tend to draw people in from around the region and 
not just the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau said she was trying to understand why some uses were allowed but not 
others. As drafted, sports arenas are allowed, which is generally a large use that also has a 
regional draw. Ms. Byers said size is certainly a consideration, even for indoor public assembly 
uses. However, with an indoor use, light and noise occur indoors, whereas with outdoor public 
assembly uses light and noise occurs outdoors and has more of an impact on surrounding 
properties.  
 
Chair Hilhorst said she could see allowing indoor soccer or an indoor ice rink but not a large 
sports arena like Key Arena. She asked if those use types could be separated. Ms. Byers golf 
courses, tennis courts, community clubs, athletic fields, play fields, recreation centers swimming 
beaches and pools are shown as allowed through conditional use, which is consistent with how 
they are regulated currently. Recreation activities that tend to occur more indoors, such as 
skating, bowling, gymnasiums, athletic clubs, health clubs and recreation instruction, are shown 
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as permitted, essentially drawing a line between public recreation uses and public assembly uses. 
She agreed that miniature golf as a use fits better as a recreational use.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau pointed out that athletic fields and driving ranges, which are allowed, 
will have outdoor lighting, while miniature golf, which probably also would have outdoor 
lighting is not permitted. Ms. Byers said that is the conditional use approach is used. She pointed 
out that the various use classifications come from a very old book that will not be done away 
with any time soon. In the meantime, the addition of notes and improved definitions will help to 
provide clarifications. Commissioner Morisseau said at the very least public assembly outdoor 
should be treated exactly the same as public assembly indoor and allowed through conditional 
use.  
 
Ms. Rhett noted that public assembly indoor is allowed outright in the Community Business 
(CB) zone, which includes the Eastgate Plaza site. The thinking was that the use should not be 
done away with altogether, but that additional controls should be put on it through conditional 
use. Public assembly outdoor is allowed in the CB zone through conditional use. Commissioner 
Morisseau said her preference would be to make public assembly indoor, public assembly 
outdoor, recreation activities golf courses, tennis courts etc., and recreation activities skating, 
bowling etc., the same and require a conditional use permit for each.  
 
Ms. Byers explained that the difference between a conditional use permit and an administrative 
conditional use permit is that the former goes before the hearing examiner and the latter is 
decided by the land use director. Developers generally prefer the administrative conditional use 
process primarily because it takes less time. Commissioner Morisseau said in that case she would 
recommend each be subject to the administrative conditional use process.  
 
Mr. Rhett pointed out that public assembly outdoor and recreation activities are currently both 
required to go through the conditional use process. Chair Hilhorst asked what the difference 
between the two approaches relative to public notice and the ability of the public to comment. 
Ms. Rhett said there is public notification and the ability to comment for both. However, with the 
conditional use process, the public can not only submit a written comment, they can appear 
before the hearing examiner to make their case.  
 
Chair Hilhorst said she favored flexibility but also wanted to see the maximum protections for 
the adjacent neighborhood. Ms. Byers said both approaches give the public opportunity to 
respond and comment. The staff analysis under both is fairly similar; the only difference with the 
conditional use process is that everything is checked out by the hearing examiner who hears both 
sides, if there are sides. The hearing examiner writes a report, as does the land use director in the 
case of an administrative conditional use, and in both cases the public has the ability to appeal 
the decision to a higher level of authority.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau said she would support all four categories being permitted, either as a 
conditional use or administrative conditional use. She said her preference would be for 
administrative conditional use.  
 
Chair Hilhorst said she would be willing to accept either approach given that both allow for 
public input.  
 
There was consensus to change all four to administrative conditional use.  
 
Ms. Rhett drew attention to the concern voiced by Commissioner Laing about the current RV 
park use becoming nonconforming. She agreed the concern should be addressed and proposed 
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having staff do some research as to where the use should fall on the use chart. She said it 
definitely would be in the recreation category. If the old definitions work, the use should be 
allowed through conditional use, but if not and it falls under private leisure and open space areas 
excluding recreation activities, the use already is permitted outright. Chair Hilhorst asked staff to 
give the Commission an update at the next meeting.  
 
A motion to extend the meeting to 9:00 p.m. was made by Commissioner Carlson. The motion 
was seconded by Commissioner deVadoss and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Ms. Rhett pointed out that the use chart permits most types of residential uses, though group 
quarters and hotels are allowed through conditional use. Single family homes and accessory 
dwelling units are not allowed and there currently are none in the area. In a meeting on January 
22 with members of the public, there was agreement to give more consideration to affordable 
housing; that issue will be raised with the Commission at a later date.  
 
Ms. Byers commented that transient lodging had been added along with hotels and motels. She 
said while the use has always been allowed, the words “transient lodging” were not previously 
included in the use chart. Transient lodging can include uses such as hostels and homeless 
shelters that do not fall fully into the hotel or motel category. She said she would need to do a 
little more research to determine if something like “Airbnb” would be included as a transient 
lodging use.  
 
Ms. Byers pointed out that the use profile, with the exception of excluding single family housing, 
mirrors the CB zone, which underlies the Eastgate Plaza property. The zoning the RV Park is 
subject to is GC, so including the RV park area would be to open up a number of residential uses 
there that would not be allowed under the current zoning.  
 
Commissioner Carlson commented that the Salvation Army facility in Crossroads is used as a 
gym, it has a computer lab, and it has a multipurpose room. At night the building is opened to 
serve as a homeless shelter. He asked how something like that would be categorized in the 
Eastgate corridor. Ms. Rhett said organizations like the Salvation Army do from time to time 
operate homeless shelters on a temporary basis. As a government, the city is limited in how it 
can regulate churches, which the Salvation Army is. Ms. Byers said the use would probably fall 
on the services chart under religious activities. In facilities that house several different uses, the 
classification is usually made on the basis of the primary use.  
 
Turning to the resources use chart, Ms. Rhett said only uses proposed to be allowed in the NMU 
were agriculture, production of food and fiber crops, dairies, livestock and fowl, excluding hogs; 
and veterinary clinic and hospital. She noted that the footnote attached to the agriculture use 
limits the use to food and fiber crops, such as community gardens.  
 
With regard to the veterinary clinic and hospital use, Ms. Byers reminded the Commissioners 
that in the downtown, grooming and boarding had been added as a subordinate use. She asked if 
the same should be done for the NMU. There was agreement to do so.  
 
Chair Hilhorst asked what the difference is between grooming and boarding and boarding and 
commercial kennels. Ms. Byers said the latter is a use whose only purpose is to board animals. 
Many veterinary clinics include kennels in which animals can be kept, but boarding is not their 
primary use. Chair Hilhorst commented that in her neighborhood someone converted a disused 
7-Eleven to a boarding facility, including spaces outside. They sell some products, but their 
primary use is doggy daycare. She suggested that residents in and around the NMU would like 
having that option. Ms. Byers added that such places are subject to specific regulations regarding 
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noise and health issues. In the resources category, boarding is allowed as a subordinate use to 
veterinary clinics and hospitals. Pet grooming, a use that actually falls under the services 
category, could also be allowed to include boarding. Doggy daycare, which also would fall under 
the services category, is not currently a permitted use. Chair Hilhorst said she would like to see it 
listed as a permitted use.  
 
Ms. Rhett said the Eastgate/I-90 CAC recommended allowing a wide variety of service and retail 
uses, and their recommendation is reflected on the services use chart. Most of the traditional 
service uses are shown as permitted on the chart. Larger uses, such as government offices and 
schools, are shown as requiring a conditional use permit. Things with more of a regional draw, 
such as crematoriums, warehouses, hospitals and correctional institutions, are not deemed 
appropriate in the NMU zone and in fact are prohibited.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau asked why contract construction services, building construction, 
plumbing, paving and landscaping, is not allowed in the NMU as proposed. Ms. Byers said the 
use specifically references contractor yards which generate a lot of dust and stacks of materials.  
 
Ms. Rhett said the transportation and utilities chart is fairly straightforward. She said there is a 
lot of similarity between the GC and CB zones and their use provisions were largely carried over 
to the NMU zone, with the exception of prohibiting some of the larger regional uses, such as bus 
terminals, taxi headquarters, vehicle maintenance facilities, airports, and commercial parking 
structures either surface or structured as a primary use.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau asked about the regional light rail transit systems and facilities use 
which was shown as allowed outright and by conditional use. Ms. Byers explained that the 
attached footnote indicates when a conditional use would be required. Mr. Kattermann said in 
short the use would be permitted outright with a development agreement approved by the City 
Council. Ms. Rhett allowed that currently there is no light rail passing through the Eastgate 
corridor but there could be in the distant future.  
 
Chair Hilhorst called attention to the use wireless communication facility and asked if the 
reference was to buildings housing equipment and not to transmission towers. Ms. Byers noted 
that Footnote 14 prevents the locating of wireless communication facilities from locating on a 
site with a residential use, except in the R-20 and R-30 land use districts. Footnote 16 makes 
reference to the general development standards for wireless communications facilities, and 
Footnote 21 exempts antennas and all associated equipment provided they comply with the 
federal standards.  
 
With regard to the wholesale and retail use chart, Ms. Rhett said the approach used was to 
essentially allow neighborhood-scale retail, such as hardware stores, general merchandise, 
grocery stores, gas stations, drug stores and pet shops. Larger regional-scale uses such as auto 
sales, wholesale, lumber and farm supplies, are prohibited. She said the intent of the CAC was 
clear about wanting to see neighborhood commercial development. Staff has thought about how 
to create an incentive or requirement for neighborhood commercial in the NMU, but a solution 
has not been identified. More information on the issue will be brought before the Commission at 
a future meeting.  
 
Ms. Rhett said the issue with auto sales is that permitting them in the NMU is in direct conflict 
with the recommendation of the CAC. Auto sales is an allowed use in the OLB and CB zones but 
as proposed would be restricted in the NMJ and the transit-oriented development area.  
 
Chair Hilhorst agreed that consideration should be given to options other than auto sales on the 
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traditional lot. She questioned whether or not the CAC even considered cars being sold in mall 
locations. Flexibility should be included to allow for a different future relative to auto sales. Ms. 
Rhett said the CAC looked at the issue of auto sales fairly closely. The owners of the Honda and 
Toyota dealerships were involved in the discussions and were very resistant to the idea of a more 
modern style car dealership. Chair Hilhorst pointed out that Tesla is displaying cars on the 
second story of Bellevue Square, which is entirely different from the traditional approach. She 
said she could support prohibiting the traditional surface lot auto sales approach in the NMU but 
would want to allow for flexibility to address how cars may be sold in the future. Mr. 
Kattermann said that could be done by restricting outdoor auto sales and storage. The approach 
to selling cars in a mall typically occurs in higher intensity urban areas, something the CAC did 
not recommend for the NMU zone. If the intent of the Commission is to allow for the new 
approach to auto sales, the notes on the chart will need to be very clear.  
 
Ms. Byers referred to the category of eating and drinking establishments and noted that Footnote 
42 is consistent to the approach taken with the manufacturing use chart that says a microbrewery 
is only allowed in conjunction with an eating and drinking establishment. Footnote 42 in fact 
conflicts with Footnote 37, which establishes a percentage.  
 
Chair Hilhorst asked if the use chart prohibits drive-through windows in the NMU. Ms. Byers 
stressed that they are not prohibited in the zone, though they are prohibited in the transit-oriented 
development area and in the NB zone.  
 
A motion to extend the meeting to 9:15 p.m. was made by Commissioner Walter. The motion 
was seconded by Commissioner deVadoss and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Ms. Rhett said the three issues yet to be discussed were the development standards table, the 
concomitant agreements, and the RV park request.  
 
Addressing the comment made by Mr. Woosley, Ms. Rhett said an economic analysis has been 
completed, though staff wants to run some additional scenarios for the transit-oriented 
development area. The additional information is likely to be in hand in February or March.  
 
Chair Hilhorst noted that the staff was in agreement with the recommendation of the CAC for an 
FAR of 1.0 on the RV park site. The request made by the property owner, however, is for an 
FAR of 2.5.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau said the FAR of 1.0 is too restrictive, while the FAR of 2.5 is too high. 
She asked if something in between would work for all parties involved. She also asked if the city 
has an incentive program that would allow for going beyond a base FAR of 1.0 to a higher 
number. Ms. Rhett said the issue of the incentive system will be discussed in conjunction with 
the economic analysis. The argument has been made that there is not enough of an upzone 
between the proposed FAR of 1.0 and the de facto FAR of 0.5 to initiate much of an incentive 
system, so the proposal is to allow the upzone without a requirement for participating in an 
incentive system. Beyond just giving consideration to what will happen on the one parcel, 
thought needs to be given to what will happen within the corridor. The only place where 
intensities of an FAR of around 2.0 is the transit-oriented development area, which is intended to 
have a concentration of activity served by high-capacity transit and other services. The only 
other places in the city with equal or greater density are the downtown and the Bel-Red corridor. 
In determining what the allowed density should be on the RV park site, the Commission should 
consider the strategy is for growth citywide and the broader implications. That conversation will 
occur over the next few months.  
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Commissioner deVadoss stressed the need for the Commission to fully understand the request. 
With regard to Bel-Red, the argument is made about transit coming to the corridor, yet it is still a 
long way off. The possibility should not be ruled out for the Eastgate corridor. Ms. Rhett said 
high-capacity transit will be coming to Bel-Red in less than a decade, whereas high-capacity 
transit in the Eastgate corridor has not been determined let alone planned.  
 
Commissioner Barksdale said he could support an FAR of 2.5 for the RV park site, but would be 
comfortable seeking an in-between density that would work for everyone. Ms. Rhett called 
attention to pictorial examples of developments at an FAR of 2.0 and greater located in the 
downtown. She said the Commission will need to carefully consider whether the massing that 
goes along with that much density can accommodate the desire for open space, greenery and 
community gathering spaces in the corridor. Commissioner Barksdale asked about the need for 
the greater density in order to make a project on the site pencil out. Ms. Rhett said there are a lot 
of factors that go into making a project pencil out; different types of development may pencil out 
at different levels of density and with different commitments to achieving public improvements. 
The property owner has called for an FAR of 2.5 in order to make a specific project idea work, 
but that is not to say another type of development would not be economically viable at a lower 
density.  
 
Commissioner Walter asked if a development making good use of the land could be achieved 
with an FAR of less than 2.5. Ms. Rhett said the current zoning for the site is GC which allows 
for a quite a variety of uses. The multifamily use in general is not allowed in GC currently, but if 
that changes the site could yield a development far different from what is on the land currently. 
The property owner has asked specifically if it would be okay to have a multifamily development 
at a high level of intensity on the site. Saying yes or no to that question will not change the 
viability of any of the other uses that are allowed.  
 
Commissioner Morisseau asked to come back with an FAR in between the 1.0 and 2.5 that 
would meet the vision the CAC recommended for the RV park site. While it is true there is no 
light rail in the corridor currently, the long-term vision is for light rail in the corridor and for the 
corridor to serve as a gateway for the city.  
 
Chair Hilhorst agreed with the need to be flexible in regard to the property and the corridor. The 
city’s growth areas are the downtown, Bel-Red and Eastgate. The Commission has spent a lot of 
time talking about supporting the housing needs in the area near Bellevue College and the transit 
station. She said she could see no reason not to have the need addressed with land across the 
highway. Growing Eastgate will not take anything away from Bel-Red. The Commission should 
take the longer view and realize that the need for housing will continue to grow. Ms. Rhett said 
the CAC studied various alternatives that would have significantly increased the residential 
capacity of the corridor, but ultimately that was not made part of the preferred alternative. In 
order to create residential development at higher densities, it is necessary to have a pedestrian 
and transit orientation along with a combination of uses that collectively create a true transit-
oriented development. The notion that the entire corridor will become a transit-oriented 
development is very futuristic. It is not possible to envision even in the next 20 years being able 
to walk from Eastgate Plaza to Bellevue College, or to be able to get around between the 
different subdistricts without a car. The CAC focused on allowing the potential for residential. 
Multifamily residential development is not allowed on the RV park site at all as things stand 
currently, and the proposed FAR of 1.0 represents a doubling of the allowed intensity. The vision 
of the CAC is about concentrating residential development in the transit-oriented development 
area to make it successful.  
 
Mr. Kattermann noted that the issue is on the Commission’s schedule for continued discussion in 








