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Jodi L. Daub
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From: Sarah Stiteler

Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 1:46 PM
To: Jodi L. Daub
Subject: . FW: COMMENTS ON SEPA-2015-02323 Zakhareyev Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Jodi— for PC packet, please send 1} the response to Susan and 2) the comments she sent along with my response to
Planning Commission.

Thanls,
Sarah

Susan,
Thank you for your comments on this application. | will forward vour e-mail to the Planning Cormission.

In response to your question regarding temporary uses: vou are correct that short term temporary uses such as
Christmas tree lots or temporary encampments are allowed in residential areas currently as Type |, administrative
permits but with the proposed amendment they would require a Conditional Use Permit,

Please let me know if you have any additicnal questicns.

Thanks,
Sarah

Sarah Stiteler, AICP, Seniar Planner
City of Redmond

15670 NE 85th Street

Redmond, WA 98052

(425) 556-2469
sstiteler@redmond.gov

From: Susan Wilkins [mailto:susanwi 1234@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 1:49 PM

To: Sarah Stiteler

Subject: COMMENTS ON SEPA-2015-02323 Zakhareyev Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Comments on the State Environmental Policy Act Determination of Non-significance
for the Zakhareyev Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Project: SEPA-2015-02323

Dear Planning Commission Members,
The Friends of Overlake Neighborhood Group has proposed an amendment to the

Redmond Comprehensive Plan that would require a Conditional Use Permit for all non-
residential uses in Residential Zones.



The Redmond Zoning Code currently allows uses in residential zones for a number of
non-residential uses. In my neighborhood, non-residential uses include a number of
schools (RHS, RMS, Mann, Rockwell, Einstein and many preschools) as well as Hartman
Park and the Redmond Pool. T am concerned that - under this new amendment - any
modification to these properties would be require Conditional Use Permits. For example,
playground replacements at the schools or restroom remodels at Hartman Park currently
require a construction permit. Under this amendment, I believe that these
improvements would require a Conditional Use Permit since they are non-residential
uses.

Additionally, I am concerned that Temporary Use Permits that are currently issued for
non-standard activities in residential areas would also fall under the terms of this
amendment and each Temporary Use Permit would require a Conditional Use Permit. (I
could be wrong on this interpretation - could this issue be clarified?)

Land Use Policy LU-30 in the Comprehensive Plan would have the following sentence
appended to it:

To maintain the character of the residential areas and impose conditions for future
compatibility, require a Conditional Use Permit for all non-residential uses in Residential
zones.

The Zakhareyev amendment would apply to all residential neighborhoods in the entire
city. It would add a layer of cost for all applications since Conditional Use Permits require
a hearing before a hearing examiner. It would require additional time for each
application. This amendment would be an undue burden and its overall effect should be
carefully considered.

Please consider my comments when reviewing the approval of this amendment.
Sincerely,
Susan Wilkins

18024 NE 99th Ct
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here 1o report this email as spam.



Jodi L. Daub
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From: Lori Peckol

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 1,50 PM

To: doll@tmw-law.com

Ce: Sarah Stiteler; hozaifa@cassubhailaw.com
Subject: LAND-2015-02261; comments

Mr. Doll,

Thank you for your comments regarding this requested amendment. You may recall that in response to your earlier
request to be treated as a party of recerd, | asked for your mailing address since that is what we need for all parties of
recaid. When you provided it to Ms. Stiteler on January 13 of this week, we were able to fully respond to your request.

Best regards,
Lori

© From: Brad Doll [mailto:doll@tmw-law.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 1:29 PM
To: Sarah Stiteler

Cc: Hozaifa Cassubhai

Subject: LAND-2015-02261; comments

Good afternoon Sarah,

Thank you for taking my call on January 11, 2016 regarding the proposed Redmond Comprehensive Plan
Amendments designated LAND-2015-02261 and SEPA-2015-02323 (the "Plan Amendments”). As !
relayed in our call and in a voicemail, I represent Anjuman-e-Burhani. During our call I reiterated the
request earlier made to Ms. Peckol that I be treated as a party of record for notices cancerning the Plan
Amendments.

During our call you alerted me to the City’'s issuance of @ DNS for the Plan Amendments. I had not
received notice or a copy of the DN5. 1 downloaded a copy the City's DNS on January 11, 2016, following
our call.

In response to the gquestion you asked on January 11, 2016, regarding why Anjuman-e-Burhani might
appeal the City’s Determination of Non-significance, I relayed that Anjuman-e-Burhani has several
concerns regarding the Plan Amendments. Those concerns include that the Plan Amendments are not
consistent with the City’s code, the GMA and the City’'s Comprehensive Plan. I also expressed that the
Plan Amendments are unnecessary given the scope of the City’s existing provisions for review of land use
permit applications.

In addition, I relayed to you that Anjuman-e-Burhani is concerned that the Plan Amendments are intended
to discriminate against Anjuman-e-Burhani and prevent the construction of @ mosque on property
currently zoned residential but just outside the current OBAT boundaries. I also commenled that
Anjuman-e-Burhani believes the adoption of the Plan Amendments would violate the state and federal
constitutions’ protections for religious freedom.

Thank you for receiving these comments by phone on the Plan Amendments and the City's SEPA
determination.

Best regards,



Brad

Bradford Doll

Tupper|Macl|Wells PLLC

2025 First Avenue | Suite 1100 | Seattle, WA 98121
206.493.2300 | 206.493.2310 (fax)
doll@tmw-law.com

www.tmw-law.com

Click here to report this email as spam.



Tupper|Mack|Wells PLLC

2025 First Avenue, Suite 1100
Seattle, WA 98121

Phone (206) 493-2300

Fax 493-2310

BRADFORD DOLL
Dircet (206) 493-2324
doll@tmw-law.com

February 5, 2016
Via Electronic Mail

Lori Peckol

Planning Manager

City of Redmond Planning Department
Ipeckoli@redmond.gov

City of Redmond Planning Commission
planningcommission(@redmond.gov

Re:  Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment; LAND-2015-02261;
Revisions to Comprehensive Plan policies LU-30, OV-77 and Map 12.7

Dear Ms. Peckol and members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Anjuman-e-Burhani, we respectfully request that the Planning
Commission and City Council reject the revisions proposed by Mr. Eugene Zakhareyev to
Redmond Comprehensive Plan policies LU-30 and OV-77 and Map 12.7 (the
“Amendments™).

Redmond’s Community Vision Statement describes Redmond as a place “treasured™
for its “welcoming atmosphere” and “diversity.”' The City endeavors to adopt policies and
regulations that treat “property owners fairly” and allow “reasonable economic use for all
properties” while requiring “predictability’” in permit decisions.? As described herein,
adoption of the Amendments would violate local, state, and federal law and undercut the
City’s goals for fairness, predictability, and diversity.

Anjuman-e-Burhani is a small religious community of local residents and employees,
many of whom work for Redmond’s technology companies like Microsoft. In 2010,
individual members devoted their personal savings to fund the purchase of a dilapidated
property and design a Code-compliant mosque. This property, located at 15252 NE 51% St in
Redmond (across SR-520 from the OBAT Height Overlay zone), is zoned R-5. Prior to
purchasing the property, Anjuman-e-Burhani members consulted with City stalf concerning

' Redmond Comprehensive Plan, Community Vision Statement, at 2-3. Likewise, Redmond’s
Community Framework goals promise “a community that is welcoming” and “characterized by diversity ... .”
Redmond Comprehensive Plan Policy FW-45,

* Redmond Comprehensive Plan Policy FW-3.



Ms. Lori Peckol and City of Redmond Planning Commission
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their intended use and were explicitly assured that a mosque in this location with a limited
membership was code-compliant (the “Proposal™).

The Amendments arise out of Mr. Zakhareyev’s targeted opposition to the Proposal.
Mr. Zakhareyev lives across the street from, and is a vocal opponent of, the Proposal’s
planned location.> Mr. Zakhareyev has authored blog postings and testified at public
hearings against the Proposal. Mr. Zakhareyev proposed the Amendments shortly after
Anjuman-e-Burhani announced the Proposal.* The City should acknowledge the
Amendments for what they are: an attempt to discourage members of the Redmond
community—including Anjuman-e-Burhani-—{rom establishing churches and places for
religious worship in Redmond. Ignoring this apparent motive would conflict with the City’s
longstanding support for religious and ethnic diversity.

Changing the rules applicable to a project of this kind would also send the wrong
message to Redmond’s businesses and property owners. Anjuman-e-Burhani invested its
members’ private assets in clearing a decades-old dump site. It then sought and responded to
public comments on the Proposal’s design. Since filing its Site Entitlement application in
2013, Anjuman-e-Burhani voluntarily held an open house at the site and fielded questions at
two additional public meetings. It also redesigned the project in response to Design Review
Board and public comments. The Amendments would punish Anjuman’s members for their
extensive efforts to respond to comments.

Most importantly, the Amendments are simply unwarranted against the backdrop of
Redmond’s ample existing protections for residential zones—as pointed out in the City of
Redmond’s Technical Committee Report.

L The Planning Commission Must Recommend Denial of the Proposal
Because the Amendments Do Not Meet City Criteria For Plan Amendments.

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments must be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and City Council pursuant to “amendment criteria.” 1f a proposal does not
comply “with the applicable decision criteria in RZC 21.76.070” the Planning Commission

1 See, for example, Mr. Zakhareyev’s March 2014 blog posting encouraging opposition to the
Anjuman-e-Burhani Mosque. Attach. A. The original is available here:
http://redmondcity.blogspot.com/2014/03/letter-land-use-action-for-new-mosque_28.html. The e-mail address
provided by Mr. Zakhareyev on his application for the Amendments lists his e-mail address as
moston051@gmail.com. This is the same e-mail address associated with the owner of the Mosque on 51%
blog: http://mosqueons I st.blogspot.com/

4 The City assigned file number LAND-2013-00171 to the Anjuman-e-Burhani Mosque application.

TRZC 21.76.070(FF)(5)(a)-(h).

The City's zoning code requires that a Technical Committee recommendation on a T'ype VI Review
“shall be based on the decision criteria for the application set forth inthe RZC .. .." RZC 27.76.060(F). The
Technical Commitiee Report fails to address the criteria for changing a Plan Map.
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“shall recommend denial.”® Appropriate amendments are those that bear “a substantial
relation to the public health and safety”, are warranted based on “changed circumstances™ or
respond to “a mistake”.

The applicant has not justified the Amendments under these criteria. Mr.
Zakhareyev claims the Amendments will protect “established residential neighborhood
quality of life”; clarify “the purposes of the comprehensive plan and [enhancing] the unique
character of the residential neighborhoods at the edges of OBA'T area™: and promote
“compatibility on the edges of zones that allow more intense uses than [sic| abutting zones
and to minimize adverse impacts such as glare.”’ The applicant has not described a public
health or safety issue, changed circumstances arising after the City’s adoption of its
residential zoning code, or a mistake in the current City Plan.

The Amendments cannot be justified under the City’s criteria because the City’s
Plan and codes already ensure compatibility between religious institutions and residential
uses:

e Churches, temples, synagogues, and other places of worship are scrutinized with
regard to parking, signage, size, height, traffic, design, location, sctbacks, lot
size, lot coverage, and lighting.® Traffic, for example, is addressed through
preparation of a Traffic Mitigation Plan, which is subject to City review and
comment. Also, the City enforces its code to mitigate impacts on adjoining land

US@S.Q

e The City’s code provides for 20-foot setbacks from all property lines, a 30-foot
building height limit, and a maximum height limit of 50 feet for certain exempt
religious facilities.'® The City’s code further provides that in the cvent of
conflicts between the City’s design standards and the zoning code. the zoning
code supersedes the City’s design standards. '’

» Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seats, like the Proposal, are subject to
review under the Site Entitlement Process. This process includes review by the
Design Review Board, public notice, environmental review, and the potential for
one or more public meetings.

¢ RZC 21.76.060(L)(3).

? Attach. C at 37,

8 RCZ 21.08.280.

? Tech, Comm. Rpt. at 10.

' The City’s height limit may increase for religious structures such as minarets or bell towers when
an increased setback is provided. For the Anjuman-e-Burhani Mosque, this translates to a setback of 75° for
the portion of the building with a minaret which has a height of 46° from the average grade.

W RZC 21.58.020D.
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e The 250 “seat” cap on capacity for religious facilities permitted outright in
residential zones further ensures compatibility with adjacent land uses by
limiting future intensity of use.

In light of the existing stringent review process, development limitations, and the record
which does not reflect impacts on residential property owners from non-residential uses,
there is no justification for the Amendments.

Moreover, adopting the Amendments would violate the City’s criteria for
Comprehensive Plan revisions.'? First, the Amendments would significantly reduce the
value of the Anjuman-e-Burhani property and deprive Anjuman-c-Burhani’s members of
their personal investment in the design of this place of worship. The Amendments are,
accordingly, materially detrimental to “uses or property in the immediate vicinity.”'?

Also, Plan amendments should be consistent “with [the] preferred growth and
development pattern in Section B of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan™.
But in this instance the Amendments actually require the City to modify a Land Use General
Policy described in Section B: LU-30. Under LU-30, religious facilities are allowed in
residential zones. The fact that the City must change a core element of its “preferred growth
and development pattern™ in order to adopt the Amendments is proof this criteria is not met.

14

Additional examples of inconsistency between the Amendments and the GMA, City
Plan policies, and preferred growth and development patterns are described below, but
incorporated here by reference.

11. The Proposed Amendments Violate the City Code, Growth Management Act,
and City Plan,

The Amendments violate several GMA Goals, including the prohibition on “arbitrary
and discriminatory actions.” RCW 36.70A.020(6). Mr. Zakhareyev’s vague justification for
the Amendments, their timing relative to Anjuman-e-Burhani’s project, and the applicant’s
public history in opposition to the mosque indicate a discriminatory intent. The fact that the
proposed OBAT Overlay extends just far enough to reach the Anjuman-e-Burhani property
further indicates the Amendments are targeted and discriminatory.

The Amendments are also inconsistent with the GMA’s urban growth and sprawl
goals."> City staff acknowledge the conditional use review could discourage non-residential
uses in residential areas.'® This would, in turn, encourage sprawl and traffic as business and
facilities locate in commercial and mixed use areas. The City’s Technical Committee points

2RZC 27.76.070(FF)(5)(a); RZC 27.76.070(1)3).
13 RZC 27.76.070(FF)(5)(e).

14 RZC 27.76.070()(3)(c).

B RCW 36.70A.020(1), (2).

16 Tech, Comm. Rpt. at 3, 13, 14,
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out that the Amendments would also conflict with GMA Goal number 7: ensuring timely.
fair, and predictable review.'’

The Amendments would also violate the GMA’s internal consistency requirements.
The City has proposed revising two policies in the event the Amendments are approved. This
would not, however, resolve newly-created conflicts. For example, the Amendments would
create new conflicts between the revised boundarics of the OBAT zone and adjacent zones.
The City has not proposed revisions to other components of its Comprehensive Plan and
development regulations that would be necessary as a result of this change to the OBAT
Overlay. Moreover, extending the OBAT Overlay into single-family residential areas is not
consistent with the City’s described purpose for the Overlay.'®

The Amendments would also create internal inconsistency between the revised Plan
Policies and current Plan Policies including FW-3, FW-22, FW-45, LU-26, LU-11, LU-14,
LU-26, FW-3, LU-4, CC-15, and LU-5. The Amendments are also inconsistent with
Redmond’s Community Vision Statement and Redmond’s Community Framework, which
describe Redmond as a welcoming and diverse community.” !

The City has also not reviewed the proposed Amendments in light of other Plan
amendments the City is considering. GMA regulations state that Comprehensive Plan
amendments should generally be considered together as one action under the State
Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA™) so that the cumulative effect of various proposals can be
evaluated together, consistent with RCW 36.70A.130 (2)(b).2" This rule echoes City Plan
Policy PI-14, which requires the City to establish a docket of proposed amendments so the
City can “better evaluate their cumulative impact.”

The City has not evaluated the cumulative effect of the various proposal. For
purposes of the GMA, the City Ordinance No. 2805 found only that the amendments are
“potentially compliant with one another and with the Growth Management Act.”” The City
has not looked cumulatively at the docket for SEPA purposes. The City should consider
rescinding the Determination of Non-Significance and re-scheduling consideration of the
Amendments until the full slate of Plan Amendments are evaluated together.

II1. The Amendments Violate the State and Federal Constitutions

The Amendments violate various provisions of the state and federal constitutions,
including provisions providing for substantive due process, equal protection, and freedom of
religion. For example, the Washington Constitution guarantees that “no one shall be
molested or disturbed in person or property on account of religion.” Article 1, § 11. When

7 Tech. Comm. Rpt. at 13.

8 RZC 21.12.180.

' Redmond Comp. Plan at 2-3; Redmond Plan Policy FW-45.
W WAC 365-196-650(3)(d).
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the coercive effect of an enactment operates against a party’s practice of religion, it unduly
burdens the constitutional freedom to exercise religious rights. When governmental action
has a coercive effect, the government has the burden to show that the means chosen to
enforce the government interest were necessary and the least restrictive available to achieve
the ends sought.

Current City code acknowledges that religious facilities typically include “separate
structures on-site, such as bell towers, crosses, statuary, or other symbolic religious icons . . .
21 These structures are integral components of the religious facility, and nccessary to
achieve its purpose. '

The City currently regulates impacts associated with religious facilities without
prohibiting these structures. Special Regulations applicable to religious institutions mitigate
impacts on adjoining uses while allowing a wide range of possible locations for religious
assembly.?? These include restrictions on traffic, parking, and height. The City code also
imposes heightened public notice and review requirements based on a facility’s seating
capacity.

The Amendments would revise these existing regulations without any reasonable
argument that current regulations are insufficient. See, e.g., Tech. Comm. Rpt. at 9 (*non-
residential uses currently permitted within Residential zones do no warrant a CUP/Type 1V
review”); 10 (City “has sufficient code authority to condition and enforce for” impacts of
small religious institutions). The Technical Committee does not recommend adoption of the
Amendments, only the addition of a requirement to hold a single public meeting.

The Amendments do not serve any public health or safety purpose. Moreover, the
Amendments are not the least restrictive way to address Mr. Zakhareyev’s purported goals.
Also, the Amendments would impose an enormous financial burden on Anjuman-e-Burhani,
Under these facts, the City does not have a compelling interest in the Amendments as applied
to religious institutions.

IV.  The City Has Not Complied With Its Code in Evaluating and Describing the
Proposed Amendments.

City code requires that changes to the City’s zoning maps must follow consideration
of “amendment criteria.”>® Those amendment criteria apply here, because the Amendments

21 RZC 21.08.280(C)(6).
2 RZC 21.08.280(A).
BRZC 21.76.070(FF) (5).
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include changes to the OBAT Overlay.?* The Technical Committee Report does not
acknowledge the applicability of these criteria or discuss the amendment criteria.

The City should also review the Amendments pursuant to RZC 21,76.070(1)(3),
which apply to all Plan amendments. For example, the City should evaluate the impact of
the Amendments on the capacity to meet “other needed land uses”.*> The Amendments
would leave religious facilities as a use permitted outright only in certain mixed use and
commercial zones. Likely consequences include a loss in capacity in those zones.?® At the
same time, as City staff noted, the height requirements for some uses may effectively

preclude them from being sited in Redmond’s residential neighborhoods.?’

Moreover, the City has not analyzed whether the Amendments are consistent with all
applicable local, state, and federal laws and with the City’s vision, policies, and adopted
functional plans. Nor has the City analyzed whether the Amendment should have been
addressed as part of a periodic update or neighborhood plan update. As described herein, the
Amendments conflict with various provisions of the GMA, the City’s Plan, and its
development regulations.

V. Conclusion

The Amendments are intended to preclude a religious community from establishing a
lawful use after years of effort. The Amendments are unjustified given the City’s current
Code and Plan policies. Moreover, the Amendments would violate the GMA and the
Washington and federal constitutions. Worse still, the Amendments would suggest to
residents, businesses, and employees within Redmond that Redmond does not welcome
religious diversity and does not value predictability in land use planning.

For all of these reasons, the Planning Commission and City Council should reject the
proposed Amendments outright or, at a minimum, defer their consideration until after a
meaningful public review and comment period. Thank you for considering these comments.

** The location of the OBAT Overlay is depicted in City Plan Map 12.7, titled “Overlake Business
and Advanced Technology (OBAT) Height Limits”, Attachment B. and the City’s Zoning Map, available at
http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.aspx?fileld=062763.

BRZC 27.76.060(1(3)(g).

% See, e.g., Technical Committee Report at 14 (*The applicant’s proposed amendments could
interfere with the provision of land uses and services . . . resulting in fewer potential places for non-residential
uses such as religious institutions and communication infrastructure to locate due to additional height limits.”).

" Technical Committee Report at 13 (The Amendments “would also likely have adverse impacts on
the opportunities for religious institutions and communication and utility uses to locate in residential zones
since these uses tend 1o include features that exceed the height of single family homes.”).
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Please feel free to contact us with any questions.

Sincerely,

TUPPER MACK WELLS PLLC

e

BRADFORD DOLL

Enclosure(s)

4841-4023-4797, v. |
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Redmond Neighborhood Blog: LETTER: Land Use Action for New Mosque on NE 51st Draws Neighborhood Reaction
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Friday, March 28, 2014
LETTER: Land Use Action for New
Mosque on NE 51st Draws Neighborhood
Reaction

If you drive by the northbound on-ramp to 520 on 51 street, you
probably haven't noticed the small yellow sign posted to a gate
announcing plans to develop a 20,000-square foot religious facility
and community center. My fellow residents of the adjacent

neighborhood north of 515t and East of 520 didn't notice it either.

But when we did find out, we were concerned. Our neighborhood

is purely residential: 51°¢ Street is the natural divider between our
homes and Microsoft corporate campus to the South. The
proposed 20,000 sg. ft. structure, is ten times the size of the
average 2,000 sq. ft. single family homes in our subdivision. Not
only would this be the first non-residential addition to our
community, but it would also be really, really large. Read More >>

While we struggled to understand how a 20,000 sq. ft. facility with
50 feet high minaret and with 36 parking stalls is even scaled to
our neighborhood, we examined the applicant’s traffic study.
Despite serving a projected 70 families — none of whom reside in

http://redmoendcity blogspot.com/2014/03/letter-land-us e-action-for-new-mosque_28.htm|
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our neighborhood- the study fails to describe how any of those
families traveling from Bellevue, Kirkland, or either direction of 520
will ever arrive at the facility.

The site's only access to a public roadway is between the Metro

stop and 520 on 515t Given the proximity to the 520 northbound
onramp, WA-DOT will not allow a left turn into or out of the
premises. So how will mosque visitors coming from Bellevue,

Kirkland or 520 heading east on 51° turn onto the premises if they
cannot turn left — North — into the driveway? We see a handful of

possibilities for cars to turn from East to West on 51°% illegal U-
turns, use of Microsoft campus for turnabouts, or zipping through
our winding subdivision.

Every one of those options sound bad to us. Neighborhood
residents and Microsoft employees alike will attest that traffic on

515t is already busy on weekdays, and the intersection at 154" Ave
is usually painful for anyone making a left turn. This facility, with its
non-resident members, would compound those problems.

Even more troubling, the plans only include 36 parking spaces. To
put that in perspective, there's a 10,000 square foot mosque just
East of Marymoor Park that offers over 100 parking spaces, and
that's in an industrial park with overflow parking readily available.
This proposed facility is in a residential neighborhood whose street
parking already serves Metro commuters and Microsoft overflow
on weekdays, and we are talking about adding 20,000 sq. ft.
building for congregation of over 70 families.

It is glaringly obvious that 36 parking stalls will not be enough.
Although the project applicant offers workarounds such as valet
parking on site or leasing a parking lot and providing shuttle
service to it, we're left wondering how such a plan fits a vision of
"Sustainable Redmond." If the project requires overflow parking
mitigations from its outset, then what about the future growth?

So more than a dozen of us took our concerns to City Hall, where
we learned the applicant has been working with city planners for
the past three years to bring the facility's plans up to code. While
we're still scratching our heads over how these plans meet code,
we're also wondering why we have only just heard about a project
of this scale that has been planned for three years.

http:/fredmondcity.blogs pot.com/2014/03/letter-land-use-action-for-new-mosque_28.himl|
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In residential zones like our neighborhood, residents, guests and
area visitors are the priority customers. A facility that serves a
congregation whose members are not local to our community -
who will therefore increase through-traffic on winding streets
where our children play and ride bikes home from school — will
neither enhance our neighborhood nor increase our quality of life.
This development brings us only nuisance — and yet the applicant
appears to expect we will welcome it with open arms.

So from my neighborhood to yours, please consider how this
strange development proposal may affect you: do you live or work

in the area of 515t and 5207 Are you concerned about Redmond's
sustainabhility? Do you believe large development projects should
require more community notification or engagement? Please email

city planner at tmjohnson@redmond.gov before the April 150 5

PM deadline for public comments.

In addition, please attend the recently announced Information

Session to be held April 14t at 7 p.m. in the City Council Chambers
—recently organized in response to the “surprising” number of
comments the city has received on this proposal. Anyone who
cares about sustainable development of the city in general and the
Overlake neighborhood in particular should attend.

Sincerely,
Eugene Zakhareyev

G+l Recommend this on Google

13 comments:

Anonymous said...

If a neighborhood is zoned residential, how is a
mosgque or a church or a temple considered to be
residential?

http://redmondcity.blogs pot.com/2014/03/letter-land-use-action-for-new-mosque_28.html

Redmond Neighborhood Blog: LETTER: Land Use Action for New Mosque on NE 51st Draws Neighborhood Reaction
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moderated and
publishing them may be
delayed.

Please send your news
and Letters to
redmondblog@gmail.co
m

Best Wishes,

Bob Yoder

EMAIL twitter
FACEBOOK LinkedIn

Search This Blog
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Memorandum

To: Planning Commission

From: Sarah Stiteler, Senior Planner, 556-2469, sstiteler(@redmond.gov

Date: January 15, 2016

Subject: Amendment to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Regarding Non-Residential

Uses in Residential Zones and to Extend the OBAT Height Limit Overlay

BACKGROUND

Mr. Eugene Zakhareyev on behalf of Friends of Overlake requested the following Comprehensive Plan
amendments: 1) require that all proposed non-residential uses in Residential zones obtain a Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) and 2) extend a height overlay in the Overlake employment zones to residential zones.

The Technical Committee recommends denial of the applicant’s request for the rcasons described in the
attached report. However, the Committee does recommend a Zoning Code amendment to require a
neighborhood meeting as part of the development review process for three non-residential uses where
people are likely to gather: 1) Community indoor recreation, 2) Parks, open space, trails and gardens, and
3) Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seat capacity. The purpose is to provide additional
opportunities for public input during the review process while not requiring a public hearing and
discretionary review process.

PREPARATION FOR JANUARY 27 STUDY SESSION

Please review the enclosed Technical Committee Report and exhibits in preparation for the Commission’s
first study session on this topic on January 27. The exhibits include examples showing the Technical
Committee’s proposed amendments to the Zoning Code as well as the applicant’s applications to amend
Comprehensive Plan policies LU-30 and OV-77. The SEPA Threshold Determination of Non-
Significance was issued on December 28, 2015. Please contact Sarah Stiteler with any questions as you
review the Technical Committee report.

REVIEW SCHEDULE

The January 27, 2016 study session is for the purpose of staff overview of the Technical Committee’s
recommendation and analysis, and initial Planning Commission issue identification and discussion in
preparation for a public hearing and study session on February 10, 2016.

ENCLOSURES

Technical Committee Report with exhibits

Attachment C



To:
From:

Staff Contacts:

Date:

Project File Number:

Projeet Name:

Related File Numbers:

Applicant:

Applicant’s Contact:

Recommendation and
Reasons:

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT
TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission
Technical Commitlee

Rob Odle, Planning Director, 425-556-2417
Lori Peckol, AICP, Policy Planning Manager, 425-556-2411
Sarah Stiteler. AICP. Senior Planner, 425-556-2469

January 15, 2016
LAND-2015-02261

Amendment to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Regarding
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones and to Extend the
Overlake Business and Advanced Technology Zone (OBAT)
Height Limit Overlay.

SEPA-2015-02323
Friends of Overlake Neighborhood Group

Eugene Zakhareyev

The Technical Commitiee recommends:

1. Amend the Redmond Zoning Code to require a neighborhood
meeting for three non-residential uses in Residential zoned areas
including A) Community indoor recreation; 13) Parks, open
space, trails and gardens; and, C) Religious institutions with
tewer than 250 seats because:

o The requirement for a neighborhood mecting for these non-
residential uses will provide opportunity for public input while
continuing to allow nonresidential uses that arc appropriate (or
residential zones lo be permitted through an administrative
rather than discretionary type of review and decision making
process,

City Haill = 15670 N
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Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

Current review time and permit costs will be maintained and
NOL INCrease.

Special Regulations and other provisions within the Zoning
Code will continue to be used for evaluation of non-residential
uses regardless of the review process used, and

The proposal supports Comprehensive Plan policies that
encourage use of options for public involvement and
communication such as websites, surveys, workshops, open
houses and other meetings, and policies that encourage an
applicant to involve the community early in the design process
in a manner appropriate to the scale and nature of the proposal.

. Deny the applicant’s request to require that all non-residential

uscs within Residential zones require a Conditional Use Permit
and to add this policy direction to Comprehensive Plan policy
[LU-30 because:

Many non-residential land uses that are allowed by the Zoning
Code such as home businesscs, public parks and religious
institutions with less than 250 seats would no longer be
permitted provided code requirements are met and instead
would require a quasi-judicial, discretionary decision process
for uscs that do not warrant it, and

It would ereate additional review time and permil cost and
could deter development of these land uses that are commonly
located in residential neighborhoods.

Deny the applicant’s request to require the extension of the
OBAT Height Limit Overlay Areas by 300" into adjacent
Residential zones because:

e The applicant’s proposal is not consistent with the purpose
of the OBAT Zone Height Limit Overlay Areas, which is to
minimize adverse impacts such as height and glare from
office and commercial uses permitted in the OBAT zone on
residences in adjacent zones,

e The Comprehensive Plan supports non-residential uses in
Residential zones and the Zoning Code provides for
exceptions to height that allow for the specific needs of
certain non-residential uses such as icons that are part ol
religious structures or antenna structures. and

e The proposal to extend the OBA'T Height Limit Overlay
into adjacent Residential zones will conflict with these
height exceptions in the Zoning Code.
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Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

APPLICANT PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to amend the Comprehensive Plan by adding language to two
Comprehensive Plan policies, LU-30 and OV-77 to: 1} require all non-residential uses
within Residential zones be reviewed through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process,
and; 2) extend the height limit overlay area of the OBAT zone by 300 feet into nearby
residential zones. While the applicant did not identify proposed amendments to the
Zoning Code, amendments would be necessary to implement the requested policy
amendments. See Exhibit D for the applicant’s application.

RECOMMENDATION
The Technical Committee recommends amending the Zoning Code to require a
neighborhood meeting as part of the development review process for the three non-
residential uses listed below when an applicant proposes either a ncw use or a substantial
improvement to an existing use that would increase the capacity for people to gather.
Currently, these uses are permitted outright in Residential zones and do not require a
neighborhood meeting. These uses are:

e Community indoor recreation

o Parks, open space, trails and gardens

e Religious Institution with fewer than 250 seats

The neighborhood meeting requirement would allow additional opportunity for public

. input since only writlen comments are received under the current review process. Also,

the neighborhood meeting provides for public dialogue about a proposal early in review
process as well as the opportunity for interested parties to ask questions about the City’s
review process and schedule.

The Technical Committee recommends denial of the applicant’s request to amend
Comprehensive Plan policy 1.U-30 to require a Conditional Use Permit for all non-
residential uses within Residential zones since this would result in a discretionary review
process, additional time and cost, and could deter location of these uses in residential
zones.

The Technical Commitiee also recommends denial of the applicant’s request to amend
policy OV-77 1o extend the OBAT Height Limit Overlay into adjacent Residential zones
by 300 feet. The purpose of the OBAT Height Limit Overlay is to limit heights of
commercial and office structures within the defined areas to limit impacts on adjacent
residential arcas. Extending the Overlay would maintain the residential height limits of
35 in these Residential zones. However, the Overlay arca with the 45 [eet limit would
exceed the 35 feet height limit in Residential zones. These height limits could interfere
with the location ol non-residential uses in Residential zones by not allowing height
exceptions for uses which are governed through Special Regulations specilic to the usc.
such as religious institutions and communications structures. Further, height limits in the
Residential zones adjacent to the OBAT height limit overlay arcas are not warranted and
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Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

would be inconsistent with Residential zones elsewhere in the City where there are not
similar height limitations.

Fxhibit A shows the Technical Committee recommended amendments.

1.  BACKGROUND, FACTORS CONSIDERED, AND ALTERNATIVES

A, BACKROUND AND REASON FOR THE PROTOSAL
1. Non-Residential Land Uses in Residential Zonces

The applicant has requested a policy amendment to require that all non-residential
uses in Residential zones be reviewed through a Conditional Use Permit process.
The applicant states that the proposed amendment “will betier protect the interests
of the residents in Residential zoncs. as well as allow the City to better enforce
zoning requirements.” The applicant also states that allowed nonresidential uses
in Residential zones may greatly allect the character of the neighborhood, but
Conditional Use Permits are not required for all uses. Further, the applicant states
that the change will impose conditions on new developments so that the
compatibility with residential uses can be enforced, as well to ensure greater
resident participation in the land use application approval process.

The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) identifics six types of review processes based
on: the public notice that is required, the level of discretion, e.g.. whether it will
be administratively reviewed and decided upon or if'it is to be a Hearing
Examiner and/or City Council review and decision, whether a public hearing is
required, and the appeal body in the event of an appeal.

Comprehensive Plan policy LU-30 speaks to non-residential uses within
Residential zones. Additional text requested by the applicant is in italics:

v Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as
appropriately scaled schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks,
open spaces, senior centers and day care centers. Maintain standards in the
Redmond Zoning Code for locating and designing these uses in a manner
that respects the character and scale of the neighborhood. To maintain the
character of the residential areas and impaose conditians for future
compatibility, require o Conditional Use Permit for all non-residential
uses in Residential zones.

The Comprehensive Plan supports the location of non-residential uses within
residential zones, recognizing that having schools, parks, religious institutions,
home businesses and day cares nearby is important for residents’ access to these
services and contributes to the fabric of & community.

Some nonresidential uses may only be appropriately located on certain parcels
within a residential zone due to the potential impacts. The Zoning Code requires
a Conditional Use Permit for these non-residential uses so that the City’s Hearing
Examiner and City Council can consider the appropriateness of the use on a
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Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zonces
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

specific parcel in terms of compatibility with other uses in the same zone and
vicinity and impose conditions 1o ensure compatibility, The City requires a
Conditional Use Permit for the following non-residential uses within Residential
ZOnes:

e Schools (K- 12)

e Public safety, e.g., fire stations

e Religious institution (250 to 750 seats)

e FEquestrian facility (allowed in RA-5 and R-1)

¢ Bed and Breakfast Inn (between three and eight rooms)
¢ Regional utilitics

e Antenna support structures

¢ Antenna array and base station (CUP may be required)
e Heliport

e Float plane facility

o Day care centers

o Athletic sports and play lields

e  Collfcourse

o Marine recreation

¢ Commercial swimming pool

These land uses may be appropriate to locale within Residential zones in certain
locations and conditions. RZC 21.76.070 K includes decision criteria for
Conditional Use Permits (CUP) that address considerations such as characteristics
of the subject property and immediate vicinity, the size and characteristics of the
proposed use in relation to adjacent uses, traffic, and adequacy of public facilities
and services.

The Conditional Use Permit is considered a Type IV review, which involves a
series of actions including:

Review Procedures for Type 1V Permits — Conditional Use Permits

Notice Notice of Application, mailed to owners
and occupants of properties within 500°;
Major Land Use Action sign {or notice
ol public hearing

>view Technical Commiltee. Hearing
Examiner then recommendation to City

Council

= |
el
o
]




Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

Comment Written and Public Hearing
Decision City Council B
Appeal Superior Court

Conditional Use Permit reviews and decisions are quasi-judicial and discretionary
in nature. The Hearing Examiner holds a public hearing on the proposal and
makes a recommendation to the City Council, based on the Technical Committee
recommendation, consideration ol established review criteria within the RZC,
public testimony and other factors. As the legislative body for the City, the City
Council makes the decision on the proposal which is appealable to King County
Superior Court.

Non-residential land uses in Residential zones that do nof require a Conditional
Use Permit include the following:

¢ Local utilities

e  Amatcur radio towers/ Large satellite dishes
e Roadside produce stand

e Bed and Breakfast Inns (two or less 1'00111'5)
e Crop Production

o Road, Ground, Passenger and Transit Transportation (Regional light rail
transit system only. no vehicle storage)

e Family day care providers

e Home business

e Pier, dock, float

e Water-oriented accessory structure

¢ Community indoor recreation

e Parks, open space, trails and gardens

¢ Religious institutions with less than 250 seals

¢ Short-Term temporary uses, ¢.g. seasonal retail sales; encampments

Review and decisions for these land use proposals is done through an
administrative process. Some of these land uses are Type [ review, including
home businesses, lamily day care providers and certain types of amateur radio
towers, which require administrative review and decision by the appropriate
department. The majority are Type Il reviews that require the following actions:
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Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zonces
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

Review Procedures for Type II Permits — Administrative

Notice Notice of Application, mailed to
owners and occupants of properties
within 500°

Review Staff review, using RZC Special
Regulations and other applicable RZC
provisions

Comment Written

Decision Technical Committee

Appeal Hearing Examiner

The RZC does not require a CUP and discretionary decision making process for
these non-residential uses as fewer impacts are anticipated and these uses are
appropriate to locate in residential zones. If a Type 1 or Type Il proposal is
determined to meet established review criteria, the proposal may be approved by
the appropriate department (Type I) or the Technical Committee (Type 1I).

The Special Regulations associated with many non-residential uses are used to
review a proposal whether it involves either a Type [ or Il permit type or a Type
IV CUP. For example, Religious institutions that have less than 250 seats as well
as those with 250 — 750 seats are subject to Special Regulations (RZC 21.08.280)
that require a traffic mitigation plan, and address the storage of large vehicles,
maximum building height, design and location within shoreline arcas.

Other non-residential uses such as home businesses are specifically regulated in
the RZC and include limits on total trips; day care providers are limited to 12
children and are also regulated through the State; and amateur radio towers and
monopoles also are cvaluated with Special Regulations. The RZC contains
specific Special Regulations for the lollowing non-residential uses in Residential

Zones.
o [loat plane tacility
o Antenna support structures

o Large satellite dish/amateur radio tower
e Antenna array and base station

o Day care center

e TFamily day care provider
e Religious institution

e Home business

o Pier, dock, float

L]

Water-oriented accessory structure



Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment;
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
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Some of the above uses require a CUP/Type IV review: others are a Type [ or
Type 11, administrative use. In cither case the Special Regulations are used for
evaluation and decisions.

2. Extension of OBAT Height Limit Overlay

The OBA'T Height Limit Overlay map in Exhibit B was established to reduce
height and glare impacts from employment campuses on adjacent residential
areas. Within the reduced height areas, structures such as buildings on the
Microsoft campus within 300 feel of a Residential zone are limited to either 35 or
45 fect in height, depending on the location,

The applicant requests that these existing height limit overlays be extended into
adjacent Residential zones for 300 feet in width to “serve the best interests of the
community by making sure new developments do nol compromise established
residential neighborhood quality of life™.

The applicant also proposes additional text to policy OV-77 as follows in support
of the recommendation: (see italics)

o [Emphasize transitions [rom the Employment Arca to the single-family
portions of Overlake through entryway treatiments, such as landscaped
medians similar to those located at NE 51% Street and 156" Avenue
NE. Work in collaboration with residents to find opportunities to
create and maintain neighborhood entryways that incorporate
landscaping and other natural features where right-of-way is sufficient
or upen appropriately located public land. Lxtend any overlays
defined for OBAT in the Redmaond Zoning Code into nearby
Residential zones.

The RZC allows non-residential uses in Residential zones some exeeptions 1o
height based on the specific characteristics of the use. In Single Family Urban
Residential zones for example. the standard maximum height of structures is 35
feet, and non-residential uses may exceed that under certain conditions as
identified through the Special Regulations for a specific use.

Religious institutions in Residential zones are allowed a height of up to 50 feet
including any religious symbols; however, structures must conlorm to additional
Special Regulation location and setback requirements, For example, 2 minimum
setback of 20 feet from all property lines is required {or a structure, with an
additional five [eet of setback required for each one foot of height over 30 [eet.

Other examples of exceptions (o height within Residential zones include
mechanical (HVAC) or [ire station cquipment (e.g. hose towers) —which may
exceed the highest point of the existing or proposed structure by no more than 13
feet, (RZC 21.08.170M). In addition, menopoles and amatewr radio towers are
allowed to extend up to 657 or higher in Residential zones. (RZC 21.56 Wireless
Communication Facilities).
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B. FACTORS CONSIDERED AND ALTERNATIVIES

Staff considered several factors in the process of developing a recommendation as
summarized below.

What would be the major process differences if all nonresidential uses in
Residential zones were required to be reviewed through a CUP process
comparcd Lo administrative review”?

The key dillerences between the CUP (Type 1V review) requested by the
applicant and administrative review are:

1) Opportunity for comment,
2) Cost and time for permitting.

3) The amount of discretion allowed the decision maker: more discretion for
CUP or Type 1V permil types and least amount ol discretion for
administrative decisions, and

4) The appeal body in the event of an appeal.

As noted, a Type IV, Conditional Use Permit requires a public hearing and
review by the [Hearing Examiner and decision by the City Council. Type |
and Type Il decisions are administrative: Type I review requires no Notice ol
Application and decisions are made by the appropriate department; Type 11
processes provide a Notice of Application which interested persons may
respond to in writing.

The time involved for review under an administrative Type | or Type Il
process versus a Type [V (CUP) process will depend on the nature of the
proposal and its specilic issucs. [n general, a Type 1V review is longer
because of the need to schedule o public hearing with the Hearing Examiner
with notice (o the public 21 days in advance of the hearing, and subsequent
review by the City Council. Permit costs for the CUP arc approximately
$1,300 higher than Type II reviews for example, if undergoing the Pre-
Review Entitlement Process (PREP). A CUP is considered to be a Major
Land Use Action and requires a large, 4 x 8 sign to be posted, estimated to
cost approximately $400.

The CUP/Type IV review is a discretionary, quasi-judicial process with a
recommendation by the Hearing Examiner and a decision by City Council. Tn
general, appeals [or administrative decisions are heard by the City’s Hearing
Examiner and appeals for a Type [V, CUP would be heard by Superior Court.

Considering these differences. non-residential uses currently permitied within
Residential zones do not warrant a CUP/Type 1V review, which elevates the
decision on a proposal to a quasi-judicial one involving the Hearing Examiner
and City Council. The Technical Commitiee does recommend requiring a
neighborhood meeting for three nonresidential uses to gain the benefit of
opportunity for additional public comment without the added time and
expense ol a Type I'V process.

9
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Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
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Have there been issues in terms of impacts associated with nonresidential uses
in Residential zones?

Staff has researched experiences with certain non-residential uses within
residential zones in Redmond and the extent to which impacts such as
additional tralTic, overflow parking and lighting have been an issue and how
these issues were addressed. For parks located within Residential zones. the
City has worked with residents to mitigate issues that were raised in
neighborhood meetings such as lighting and overflow parking. In onc
situation, No Parking signs were installed to discourage on street parking and
lighting was designed to provide safety while minimizing spillage into nearby
residences. For Religious institutions, parking overflow has been addressed
by shared parking with other facilities and the religious institution holding
additional services at non-peak times. The Cily has issued parking tickets
when excessive parking has not abated. The City has sulficient code authority
to condition and enforce for these kinds of impacts.

Does the current review process allow adequate opportunity [or public input
regarding proposed development of nonresidential uses in Residential zones?

Currently, Type I permit decisions typically do not require a neighborhoad
meeting. When an application is accepted by the Cily, & Notice of
Application is sent to owners and occupants of propertics within 300 feet of
the proposed action. For these administrative decisions, if'a proposal meets
the specilic review criteria for the land use action requested, a permit will be
approved by the Technical Commitiee.

In reviewing the types of non-residential land uses permitted in Residential
zones, three uses were identified that typically involve gatherings of people
and the potential for associated impacts: 1) Community indoor recreation, 2)
Parks, open space, trails and gardens, and 3) Religious institutions with lewer
than 250 seats.

Public input to inform design of new community indoor recreation facilities
and new parks, open space, trails and gardens will likely be provided through
a park master plan process. If there is a change or addition to an existing park,
it may not be sulficiently large o warrant a master plan but a neighborhood
meeting is typically held. Applicants for religious institutions with fewer than
250 seats are not currently required to seek public input.

For the three uses cited above, the Technical Committec recommends the
addition of a neighborhood meeting as a requirement when thesc uses are
proposed in Residential zones. The neighborhood meeting requirement lor
Community indoor recreation and Parks, open space, trails and gardens
formalizes a process and requirement for public input that is now general
practice. For religious institutions with less than 250 seats. a neighborhood
meeting will support a more transparent process. It will provide a public
forum [or interested persons to ask questions, learn about and comment on a
proposed project while still allowing smaller congregations the ability fo apply
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for a Type I permit with less review time and lower cost than what is required
through the CUP process.

4, What is the reasaning for requiring these three non-residential uses to have
neighborhood meetings as opposcd to others?

The RZC allows non-residential uses in Residential zones and encourages
their localion within Residential zones under specific conditions. Many non-
residential uses in Residential zones require either the Type I or Type I1,
administrative review, as they have been determined to result in fewer impacts
than those requiring the CUP/Type 1V review. However, Community indoor
recreation; Parks, open space. (rails and gardens: and Religious institutions
with less than 250 seats are uses in which it is anticipated that people will
gather and should include opportunities for additional public input. A
neighborhood meeting for these uses will allow additional input for proposals
that are appropriately reviewed under an administrative review process while
balancing the needs of the applicant and the public.

5. Is there another option for the tvpe of review process that could be appropriaie
when considering non-residential uses in Residential zones?

Staff considered the Type HI review process which would require a public
hearing and deeision by the Hearing Examiner, [ all non-residential uses in
Residential zones were required to go through this process. itwould involve
considerable additional time and cost for such proposals. Also, similarto a
Type IV decision, it would no longer be an administrative review and decision
and would become discretionary. The Technical Committee believes that this
is not an appropriate solution; however, the addition of a neighborhood
meeting for three non-residential uses in which people gather will provide
opportunities for public input.

6. Should the Overlake Business and Advanced Technology Zone (OBAT)
Height Limit Overlay Areas be extended into adjacent Residential zones?

The Technical Committee does not recommend the extension of the OBAT
height limit overlay as the purpose ol the OBAT height limits is to limit the
height for commercial and office structures within the overlays that may have
impacts on adjacent Residential zones. In addition the proposal to extend the
OBAT Height Limit Overlay into adjacent Residential zones will conflict with
height exceptions which are necessary for the location of non-residential uses
in Residential zones.

C. ALTERNATIVES

1. Require a neighborhood meeting for three non-residential land uses in
Residential zones: A) Community indoor recreation: B) Parks. open space,
trails and gardens: and C) Religious stitutions with {fewer than 250 scals.
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Also. maintain the current review process for these uses and the OBA'T Height
Limit Overlay map as shown on Exhibit B. This would allow public dialoguc
about and comment on a proposal early in development review as well as the
opportunity for interested partics to ask questions about the City’s review
process and schedule. The Technical Committee recommends this alternative:
the effect will be to keep the review process the same for these non-residential
uses in Residentinl zones except to add the requirement for a neighborheod
meeting. This will not add signilicantly to costs and the neighborhood meeting
for the three land uses would be a minimal addition lo review time. In
addition, with no extension of the OBAT Height Limit Overlay areas into
adjacent residential areas, some exceptions to height for non-residential uses
in Residential zones would continue to be allowed per the RZC.

Reguire a Type 11 process for non-residential uses within Residential zones.

This would require review and public hearing by the Hearing Examiner and
provide additional and formal opportunity for public input compared to
existing conditions. Similar to the Type [V process, it is a quasi-judicial,
discretionary review that is lengthier with additional expense, but with a
decision by the Hearing Examiner instead of City Council. Examples ol the
types of applications that require this type of process are designations or
demolitions of landmark structures, master planned developments and
shoreline conditional use permits. This alternative would extend the review
process and require additional cost for proposals that do not warrant this.
Decisions on proposals under this alternative would become quasi-judicial and
discretionary. The Technical Committee does not recommend the additional
review and expense for non-residential uses that are currently allowed in
Residential zones through an administrative review. In addition, this change
would be inconsistent with the overall classification ol permit types and
decisions in the RZC.

Require a Type 1V permit type — CUP and extend OBAT Height Limit
Qverlay into residential zones (applicant’s request).

Similar to Alternative 2, this alternative would provide additional and formal
opportunity for public input compared to existing conditions. However,
requiring a CUP for all non-residential uses in Residential zones will add time
and expense and inappropriately require a quasi-judicial review which may
not result in a better outcome since several non-residential uses are already
required to comply with special regulations.  For example, religious
institutions rcgardless ol size are required to meet special requirements for
parking, traffic, lighting and proximity to an arterial street. Home businesses
are required to meet special requirements such as for parking, utility demand,
traffic, and size.

The proposal to extend the OBA'T Height Limit Overlay into adjacent
Residential zones would further limit the height of all non-residential uses and
supporl greater consistency in structure heights in Residential zones.
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However, it would also likely have adverse impacts on the opportunities for
religious institutions and communication and utility uses to locate in
residential zones since these uses tend to include features thal exceed the
height of single family homes. In addition, it would result in a special height
limit in a Residential zone when it is not warranted and would create an
inconsistency with Residential zones elsewhere in the City where there are not
similar height limitations The Technical Committee does not recommend this
alternative.

IV. ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING ANALYSIS

A, COMPLIANCE WITH CRITERIA FOR AMENDMENTS

Redmond Comprchensive Plan Policy PI-16 dirccts the City to luke several
considerations, as applicable, into account as part of decisions on proposed
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.

The following is an analysis of how the Technical Commiltee recommendation
complies with the requirements for amendments. Additional analysis is provided
for how the applicant’s proposal addresses these requirements.

L.

Consistency with Growth Management Act (GMA), State of Washington
Department of Commerce Procedural Criteria, VISION 2040 or its
successor, and the King County Countywide Planning Policies.

The Technical Committee’s recommendation takes into account direction by
the GMA, including cilizen parlicipation and coordination as one ol the Act’s
stated goals: “Encourage the involvement of citizens in the planning process
and ensure coordination between communities and jurisdictions to reconcile
conflicts.” The proposed amendment would provide additional opportunities
for citizen input and transparency inio development projects. GMA, the State
of Washington Department of Commerce, VISION 2040, and King County
Countywide Planning Policies also emphasize creating opportunily lor public
review and participation.

The applicant’s proposed amendments are consistent with the above in terms
of being supportive of public participation. However, the applicant’s proposal
is inconsistent with GMA Goal #7 which states that applications for both state
and local government permits should be processed in a timely and fair manner
to ensure predictability, In addition, the applicant’s proposal to require a CUP
review for all non-residential uses within Residential zones and additional
height limits within Residential zones could result in negative impacts to the
efficient provision of public facilities and services such as parks.
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2. Consistency with Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan, including the
following scctions as applicable:

a.

Consistency with the goals contained in the Goals, Vision and
Framework Policy Element,

One of the eight goals for Redmond contained in the Goals, Vision and
Framework Policy Element is, “to cultivate a well-connected community,
working together and with others in the 1'(—:(!1011 to implement a common
vision for Redmond’s sustainable future.” The Technical Committee’s
proposed amendment supports this goal and policy FW-2 as well:
“Encourage active participation by all members of the Redmond
community in planning Redmond’s future” and is consistent with other
goals within this Element. Further, the Vision speaks to Redmond having
infrastructure and services that meet the needs of a growing population
that promote a safe and healthy community,

The applicant’s proposed amendments could interfere with the provision
of land uses and services by making the review process longer and more
costly and by resulling in fewer potential places for non-residential uses
such as religious institutions and commumitation infrastructure (o locate
due to additional height limits

Consistency with the preferred land use pattern as desceribed in 1hc
Land Use Element,

The Technical Commitice’s recommendation is consistent with
Redmond’s preferred land use pattern by continuing to support a permit
process that provides for location of non-residential uses in residential
zones in a predictable and effective manner. The applicant’s proposal
could detract from the preferred land use pattern by making the review
process for these uses longer and more costly and by rcqultin{_ in fewer
potential places for non-residential uses such as religious institutions and
communication infrastructure to locate due to additional height limits,

Consistency with Redmond’s community chavacter objectives as
described in the Community Character/IHistoric Preservation Element
or elsewherce in the Comprchensive Plan.

The Technical Committee’s recommendation is consistent with policy Pl-
3 which reads, “Provide opportunities for public review of plans,
regulations and development proposals, while tailoring the review
approach and specific issues Lo the appropriate stage of plan preparation
and implementation.” In addition, PI-8 states “Use all public involvement
and communication options ut the City’s disposal, such us websites:
surveys; workshops, open houses and other meetings: and citizen advisory
groups.” The recommendation {or additional public input by requiring a
neighborhood meeting for three non-residential land uses in Residential
zones support these policies

14
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The applicant’s proposed amendment to require a CUP process would also
support these policies but would add unnecessary permit processing time
and additional cost,

d. Consistency with other sections including the Transportation Element
as applicable,

The Technical Commiliee recommendation supports Neighborhood Policy
NP-6: “Identify techniques and methods that can be used (o address
neighborhood issues and opportunities. Choose solutions that arc
compatible with Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan and development
regulations.” Utility Policy UT-9 speaks to providing expeditious
permitting, recognizing that avoiding utility project delay can minimize
service disruptions and associated costs for residents and businesses. If
approved, the applicant’s proposed amendments could result in such
delays with extended review times. The Technical Committee’s
recommendalion is also consistent with policy LU-30 “Allow some
compalible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately
scaled schools, religious facilitics, home occupations, parks, open spaces,
senior centers and day care centers, Maintain standards in the Redmond
Zoning Code for locating and designing these uses in a manner that
respects the character and scale of the neighborhood.”™

Potential general impacts to the natural environment, such as impacts (o
critical areas and other natural resources, including whether
development will be directed away from environmentally critical arcas
and other natural resources.

The proposed amendment is not likely to impact the natural environment
mcluding impacls to critical arcas and other natural resources.

Potential general impacts to the capacity of public facilities and services,
For land use related amendments, whether public facilities and services
can be provided cost-effectively and adequately at the proposed
density/intensity.

The proposed amendment is not likely to impact the capacity of public
facilities and services. The Technical Committee’s recommendation to require
a neighborhood meeting will provide additional public input to the process of
locating these services, 1.e.. community indoor recreation, parks and religious
institutions with less than 250 seats. The applicant’s proposal to require a
discretionary review for non-residential uses in Residential zones and
additional height limits could prevent public facilitics and services [rom being
provided cost-effectively.

Potential general economic impacts, such as impacts for business,
residents, property owners, or City Government,

The Technical Committee’s recommendation is intended to allow for greater
opportunity to anticipate and address potential impacts related to the

S
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development of three non-residential land uses in Residential zones:
Community indoor recreation; Parks, open space, trails and gardens; and
Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seats. The requirement for a
neighborhood meeting with any of these land uses will allow the public (o ask
questions and provide additional inpul to an applicant and the City when
considering a new or expanded development. Providing lucilities and services
in an expeditious manner will benefit business, residents, property owners and
City Government,

6. Forissues that have been considered within the last four annual updates,
whether there has been a change in circumstances that males the
proposed amendment appropriate or whether the amendment is needed
to remedy a mistake,

The amendment has not been considered within the last four annual updates.
nor has there been a change in circumstances.

V. AUTHORITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW

A,

B.

€.

b8

AMENDMENT PROCESS ;

RZC Sections 21.76.070.AE and 21.76.050.K require that amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Code (except zoning map amendments consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan) be reviewed under the Type VI process. Under this
process, the Planning Commission conducts a study session(s), an open record
hearing(s) on the proposed amendment, and makes a recommendation to the City
Council. The City Council is the decision-making body for this process.

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
The Redmond Planning Commission and the Redmond City Council have subject
matter jurisdiction to hear and decide whether to adopt the proposed amendment.

WASHINGTON STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)
A Determination of Non-Significance and SEPA Checklist was issued for this
non-project action on December 28, 2015,

60-DAY STATE AGENCY REVIEW
State agencies will be sent 60-day notice ol this proposed amendment no later
than January 20, 2016.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The public has opportunities to comment on the proposed amendment through the
Planning Commission review process and public hearing which will be held on
February 10, 2016. Public notice of the public hearing will be published in the
Seattle Times on January 20, 2016.

16
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F. APPLEALS
R7Z.C 21.76.070.J identifies Comprechensive Plan Amendments as a Type VI
permit. Final action is by the City Council. The action of the City Council on a
Type VI proposal may be appealed by filing a petition with the Growth
Management Hearing Board pursuant to applicable requirements.

VI.  LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit A: Recommended Amendments to the Redmond Zoning Code and
examples

Exhibit B: OBAT Height Limits — Map 12.7

Exhibit C: SEPA Threshold Determination
Exhibit D: Applicant’s requested amendments

Conclusion in Support of Recommendation: The Technical Committee has found the
recommendation to be in compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code, Redmond Comprehensive
Plan, Redmond Municipal Code. and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

ROBERT G. ODLE, LINDA DE BOLDT.
Planning Direclor Director of Public Works
Planning and Community Development Public Works Department
Department

17



V1,

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment:
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Zones
and OBAT Height Limit Overlay

Type VI proposal may be appealed by filing a petition with the Growth
Management Hearing Board pursuant to applicable requirements.

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit A: Recommended Amendments to the Redmond Zoning Code and
examples

Exhibit B: OBAT Height Limits — Map 12.7
Exhibit C: SEPA Threshold Determination

Exhibit D: Applicant’s requested amendments

Conclusion _in_ Support of Recommendation: The Technical Committee has found this

recommendation to be in compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code, Redmond Comprehensive
Plan, Redmond Municipal Code, and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

[ 4if ; ﬁ"-“:';‘;‘- ‘)’ : - Lt

ROBERT G. ODLE, [/ LA DEBoLDT,

Planning Director Director ol Public Works
Planning and Community Development Public Works Department
Department
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EXHIBIT A

Technical Committee’s recommended amendment to the Redmond Zoning Code includes:

A. Add the following text to three uses in the Allowed Uses and Special Regulations portion
of the Table for each Residential zone:

In the Special Regulations notes on the right side of the page add: (See Example 1)

“A neighborhood meeting is required for a new use or a substantial improvement to

an existing use that would increase the capacity for people to gather.”
Include in each of the following Residential zones:

e RZC 21.08.030 R-1 Single-Family Constrained Residential
e RZC 21.08.040 R-2 Single-Family Constrained Residential
e RZC 21.08.050 R-3 Single-Family Constrained Residential
e RZC 21.08.060 R-4 Single-Family Urban Residential

e RZC21.08.070 RIN (Residential Innovative) Single-Family Urban Residential
e RZC21.08.080 R-5Single Family Urban Residential

e RZC 21.08.090 R-6 Single-Family Urban Residential

e RZC21.08.100 R-8 Single-Family Urban Residential

e RZC21.08.110 R-12 Multifamily Urban Residential

¢ RZC21.08.120 R-18 Multifamily Urban Residential

e RZC21.08.130 R-20 Multifamily Urban Residential

e RZC21.08.140 R-30 Multifamily Urban Residential

B. Add the following text to Table 21.76.050A Permit Types to include the following
language in the Type Il column in the “Input Sought” box:

“Neighborhood meeting only required for short plats meeting certain
criteria or as otherwise required within the RZC.”




R-4 Single-Family Urban
Residential Excerpt from RZC 21.08.060 Exhibit A Example 1

Lk ®
=
-

e

Redmond Zoning Code

Transportation, Communication, Information, and Ulilities
Road, Ground,

12 Passenger and Transit [N/A Regional light rail transit system only. No vehicle storage.
Transportation

13 Local utilities Adequate to

14 Regional utilities accommodate peak use. |A Conditional Use Permit is required.

A Conditional Use Permit is required. Does not include medical

15 Helipert airlift. Permitted only abutting Lake Sammamish.

A. A Conditional Use Permit is required. Permitted only abutting
Lake Sammamish.

B. Piers, docks, and floats associated with the operation of float
planes shall meet, as a minimum, the location criteria contained
in RZC 21.68.070, In-Water Structures. Piers and docks are also
subject to standards for residential piers and docks contained in
RZC 21.68.070.E, Piers, Docks, and Floats. (SMP)

C. Only one float plane per lot is permitted. (SMP)

D. Floal planes shall observe speed regulations for watercraft and
vessels contained in RMC 14.16.030, Speed Regulations, except
that these speeds may be exceeded for a short duration of time
during landing and takeoff of planes. (SMP)

E. Floal plane facilities or operation of float planes is prohibited on
the Sammamish River, Bear Creek and Evans Creek. (SMP)

F. Floal plane faciliies and operation shall comply with FAA
standards, including standards for fueling, oil spill cleanup,
firefighting equipment, and vehicle and pedestrian separation.
(SMP)

16 Float plane facility

N/A

A. A Conditional Use Pemmit is required. See RZC 21.76.070.K,
Antenna support Conditional Use Permit.

structures B. See RZC 21.56, Wireless Communication Facilities, for specific
regulations that may apply.

17

Large satellite dish / See RZC 21.56, Wireless Communication Facilities, for specific
amateur radio tower regulations that may apply.

A Conditional Use Permit may be required; see RZC 21.56,
Wireless Communication Facilities, for specific development
reguirements.

18

19 Antenna array and N/A
base station

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Includes noncommercial indoor recreation uses, such as

20 .-Ceocr:;:t‘:c?:y indoor :gfc?r?l?‘rt\ic}gte EHTRe community clubhouses, indoor swimming poals, and other similar
P " |facilities. A neighborhood meeting is required for a new use
or a substantial improvement to an existing use that would
increase the capacity for people to gather.
1,000 sq ft gfa (0, Permitted if public or noncommercial. A Conditional Use Permit is
21 Parks, open space, adequate to required for commercial facilities, A neighborhood meeting is
trails and gardens accommodale peak required for a new use or a substantial improvement to an
use.) existing use that would increase the capacity for people to
gather.
22 Athletic, sports, and
play fields
23 Golf course Adequate to » o )
- - accommodate peak A Conditional Use Permit is required.
24 Marine recreation Use.
25 Commercial swimming

pool
Education, Public Administration, Health Care, and Other Institutions

A Conditional Use Permit is required. Day care uses are only
permitted in a building or building complex used for other uses,
28 Day care center Employee (1.0) such as a school, church, meeting hall, or some other building
used for more than one purpose. See RZC 21.08.310, Day Care
Centers, for specific regulations which may apply.

27 Family day care provider |Vehicle used by the Family day care providers are permitted as home businesses.

City of Redmond - Redmond Zoning Code (RMC Title 21) Page 5
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)Redmond Zoning Code

business (1.0). See RZC 21.08.340, Home Business, for specific regulations
which may apply.
28 Public safety Adequate to - e i
= Grade schools (K12) accommodate peak use A Conditional Use Permit is required.
A. Permitted use if less than 250 seats. A Conditional Use Permit is
;sos%?nsbclz ft('lgfg)fg; 5 required for religious institutions with between 250 and 750 seals.
30 Religious Institution fixed seayts ('1 0): 3 See RZC 21.08.280, Churches, Temples, Synagogues and Other
ts (1.0 s Places of Warship, for specific regulations which may apply.
seats (1.0). B. A Traffic Mitigation Plan is required. See RZC 21,08.280.C.5.

C. A neighborhood meeting is required for a new use or a
substantial improvement to an existing use that would
increase the capacity for people to gather.

Agriculture
31 Crop production _
32 Equestrian facility A Conditional Use Permit is required.
Other :
13 AR Blistass Vehicle used by the See RZC 21.08.340, Home Business, for specific regulations
me Bla business (1.0). which may apply.
Roadside produce
34 shsifd N/A
: See RZC 21.68.070, In-Water Structures, for special height,
35 P, ot Tioat setback and area requirements. (SMP)
25 Water-oriented See RZC 21.68.070.G, Water-Oriented Accessory Structures, for
accessory sfructure special height, setback and area requirements. (SMP)

(Ord. 2652; Ord. 2709; Ord. 2803)
Effective on: 10/17/2015

City of Redmond - Redmond Zening Code (RMC Title 21) Page 6
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CityofRedmond

W A E H I HGTOH

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)
_ay)] DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

For more information about this project visit www.redmond.gov/landuseapps

PROJECT INFORMATION

PROJECT NAME: Zakhareyev Comp Plan Amendment

SEPA FILE NUMBER:  SEPA-2015-02323

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Extend OBAT overlays into residential areas.

Require Conditional Use Permit for non-residential uses
applications in residential neighborhcods,

PROJECT LOCATION: City Wide

SITE ADDRESS:

APPLICANT:  Friends of Overlake Neighborhood Group

LEAD AGENCY: City of Redmond

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that the
requirements of environmental analysis, protection, and
mitigation measures have been adequately addressed
through the City's regulations and Comprehensive Plan
together with applicable State and Federal laws.

Additionally, the lead agency has determined that the
proposal does not have a probable significant adverse
impact on the environment as described under SEPA.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was made
after review of a completed environmental checklist and
other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.

IMPORTANT DATES

CONMENT PERIOD

Depending upon the proposal, a commeni period may not
be required. An “X" is placed next to the applicable
comment period provision.

There is no comment period for this DNS. Please see
below for appeal provisions.

'X' This DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2), and the
lead agency will not make a decision on this proposal for
14 days from the date below. Comments can be submitted
to the Project Planner, via phone, fax (425)556-2400, email
or in persen at the Development Services Center located at
15670 NE 85th Street, Redmond, WA 98052. Comments
must be submitted by 01/11/2016.

APPEAL PERIOD

" You may appeal this determination to the City of Redmond

Office of the City Clerk, Redmond City Hall, 15670 NE 85th
Street, P.O. Box 97010, Redmond, WA 98073-9710,_no_
later than 5:00 p.m. on 01/26/2016, by submitting a
completed City of Redmond Appeal Application Form
available on the City's website at www.redmond.gov or at
City Hall. You should be prepared to make specific factual
objections.

DATE OF DNS ISSUANCE: December 28, 2015

For more information about the project or SEPA
procedures, please contact the project planner.

CITY CONTACT INFORMATION
PROJECT PLANNER NAME: Sarah Stiteler
PHONE NUNBER:425-556-2469

EMAIL: sstiteler@redmond.gov

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Robert G. Odle
Planning Director

SIGNATURE:

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Linda E. De Boladt
Public Works Director

T AN e T
T E D Bt

X
SIGNATURE: T

Address: 15670 NE 85th Street Redmond, WA 98052
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CITY OF REDMOND

ST/Z/EWNVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
PROJECT ACTION

'dDIV 'IDTIITIS yexesg (Revised 3 27°13)

Iouuerd IOTUaS

Purpose of the Checklsit:

The State Environmental Policy  Act (SEPA). chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental
agencies Lo consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An

environmental impact statement (LIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant
adverse impacts on the qualinn of the eovironment. The purpose of this chechlist is o provide
information 1o help you and the City of Redmond identify impacts from vour proposal (and to redice
or avord impacts from the proposal. i 1t can be doney and o help the ageney decide whether an 118
is required,

This environmental checklist asks you to deseribe some basic information about vour proposal.
Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of vour
proposal are signilicant. requiring preparation of an EIS.  Answer the questions brieflv. with the
most precise information known, or give the best description vou can

You must answer each question accurately and carclully, w the best of vour knowledge, o most
cases, you should be able o answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without
the need to hire experts. I vou really do not know the answer, or il a question does not apph o
your proposal. write "do not know™ or "does not apply” and indicate the renson why the question
“does not apply™. It is not adequate to submit responses such as “N/A™ or “does not apph™: without
providing a reason why the specific section does not relate or cause an impact. Complete answers (o
the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. £ vou need more space to write answers attach
them and reference the question number.

Some questions ask about governmental regulmtions, such as zoning, shoreline. and  landmark
designations. Answer these questions if vou can. {7 vou have problems. the City can assist yvou,

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal. even if you plan to do them over a period of
time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your
proposal or its environmental effects. When vou submit this checklist the City may ask you to explain
your answers or provide additional information reasonably related 1o determining if there may be
significant adverse impact.

Planner Name:

Date of Review:
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To Be Completed By Applicant Evaluation for
~Ageney Use Onhy

A, BACKGROUND
I Name of proposed project, if applicable; 1
COHL‘?F 2 }\:Q.h. Sl f‘ /CL v A Lo f’L, = )
Lot doveind M NS |
|
2. Name of applicant: ‘

soubigRNE Zakhareyev

o1 wadelpe pue uigim st s yFay

pu2)xa 01 uawpuatue pasodold 'z

5 3. ApdAas and phone number of apphicant and contact person:
st 4D 105 Wwawpuawe pasodorg |

‘swonoe 1§ FRE9GAth Ave NE, Redmond WA 98052

aae sjuspuawe pasodoid qrogg

i 4, Dare checklist prepared:

11/25/2015

=4

Agency requesting checklist:

City ofRedmonc\

6. Give an accurate. brief description of the proposal’s scope and
nature: ‘
. _ N
i Acreage of the site:

i, Number of dwelling units/ buildings 1o be constructed:

| ‘sjuawpuatie pasodgid A

Jouoddns i f£-AQ puR gENT T
! sotarjod ueg 3A[SU3[|3.Idlll0Qp1
a3engue| ppe o [esodoad OSH}' seamd

[enuapisar juasepe ojut Lejid
N ySey LYEQ 3y puaixa(g
(dnD) muaag asp) [euonIpuO)) B
aamnbor 0y seare pauoz eittoplagilare [ootage of pavement bemng added:
UIIEM SDSN PUE| [E1JUSPISII-UOU [[2

rare footage of dwelling units/ buildings being added:

=

p

| Z
S

:}.unba.l 0y Juawpuowe pasadol] (¢ (1 princip;tE aclinv iy N\A
:suonoe 1afoad-uou
axe syuawpuawie pasodond W iy formation: NV -




i
1
| To Be Completed By Applicant
|
! 7. Proposed timing or schedule Gncluding phasing, i applicable):
| 2016
|
8. Do vou have any plans for future additions. expansion. or further
aclivity related to or connected with this proposal?
i i o Yes i | Noo dfses explain,
| N\A
i
i ‘1esodoud sty 01 pajejal Apdaarp
| sty paredoid aq [[im 10 paredord
u23q SEY JEY) UOIBULIOJUT [23UdUl
| “UQJIAUD 12170 AUR JO SIRME 10U WE |
9. Listany environmental information vou know about that has been

srepared or will be prepared dhireatis related 1o ths proposal
prey prey : (AR

NVA

‘|esodoxd
SI) YIIAM PAJODUL0D 10 0 PATR[al A11AnoE
| Joyuny Jo uorsuedxa ‘SUCHIPPE SNy

Aue oq pino, 2oy eyl L1231 10U §j ] i 4 ) .
SRR fbﬁ"_k_(m Kow whether applications are pending for governmental

approvals of other proposals directhy affecting the property covered
by vour proposal? Yes No [fves. explam

NA

Evaluation for
~Agencey Use Only




' To Be Completed By Applicant
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Evaluation for

Agencey Use Only

1. List any lfmunmuu =1|\|)|n\ als or pLEHHI\ Ahat will be needed for
vour proposal. if knowsn,

NVA

[ Give brief, complete deseription of vour proposal. including the
proposed uses and the size of the project and site. There are
several questions later in this checklist that ask vou o deseribe
certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those
answers on this page.

‘ punordyoeg ‘d<AMRrehensive Plan Policy and Zoning Code amendments to:

110y osuodsar o) 1op01 osedjdmEpphasize and expand Overlake's transition areas between

| employment and residential areas uses by limiting maximum
building height;

* Require a grezater level of review of non-residential development
proposed in residential areas citywide.

[N

Location of the proposal. Give sufficient mformation for a person
to understand the precise location of your proposed project.

il knowne B a proposal would occur cver aoranee of arca, provide
the range or boundaries ol the sitets ). Provide a legal description.
site plan. vicinity map. and wopograplhiic map. il reasonably

availal wlc While you should submit any plans required by th

! punmﬁ)l_ | $unli | led ]
acl \ You are not iLt|Llllu. Lo duplicate ll'idp\ or LLMI 44 P ians

LIU]I 10y osu0dsal 01 Jajal S clefict
15

mfmnltnd with any permit applications rel:

The proposed amendment will affect Overlake neighborhood and
all of the City of Redmond.

‘reacadde 1auno) A1) annbai pnom
opoy) Suinoyz pue ue] darsuoyaidwio)
| Ay 01 SWAIPUILIE pasodoad ay
]
i

mcluding a street address, iany - and section ownship, and range,
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I To Be Completed By Applicant

Page 3 of §

Evaluation for

Agency Use Only

 B.  SUPPLEMENTAL

| Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful 1o read them in conjunction with
E the list of the ¢lements of the environment.

| When answering these guestions. be aware of the extent the privjposal or the types of

L activities likely to result from the proposal. would affect the item wt a greater intensiny or at a
faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.

N/A

*QJI] QULIEW JO ‘YSIJ ‘S[euIiue
‘sjunid 199]JE PINOA SJUDLLPUDLIE
pasodoad oy yewp A[oyijun s1]

}

I How would the proposal be likely o increase discharge to water:
L emissions to air: production. storage, or release of toxic or hazardous
substances: or praduction of noise’

Proposed medsures to avoid or reduce such increases are;

-

marine lile?

A

“ostou Jo
uonanpold 10 S20UBISqNS SNOPIBZEY
10 01X07 JO 9582[01 10 ‘0Fe10)s

uononpoad fife 0] SUOISSIUD “Iajem o)

IRUISIP 2SEOIDUL PINOM STUDLUPUDIUE
pasedoid a1y 12y A[y1] 10U S11]

marine life are:

2. How would the praposal be likely 1o affect plants, animals, fish. or

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants. animals, tish or
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i

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources
are;

"SBOIE DAIISUDS A[[LIUdL

-UOIIAUD 1D3]JE PINOM SJUDUPUILLIE
pasodaud ay yey) Apoyiun sip

o4,

How would the proposal be likels 1o use orallect eovironmentally
sensilive areas or areas designuted (o eligible or under studs ) fur
governmental protection: such as parks. wilderness. wild and scenic
rivers, threatened or endangered species habital. historic or cultural
sites, wetlands, floodplains. or prime farmlands”

N/A

Praposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce
impacts are:

‘§32IN082I [BINIEU

1o £81oud o191dop pnom suawpUaLLE

pasodoad ayy ey Ajayijun si |

|
' To Be Completed By Applicant Ivaluation for
| Agency Use Only
3. How would the proposal be Tikely to deplete eneray or natural ] o
resources? 5
N/A |
|
|
|
1
i

i
i

i
|
{

|
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| ‘\
- To Be Completed By Applicant Fvualuation for i
< R o R Agency Use Only
' S How would the proposal be fikely to atfect and and shoreline use. |
i mcluding whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses
i incampatible with existing plins?
|
l N/A
| ;
i
|
1 |
i Proposed measures 1o avoid o reduce shoreline and land ase impacts -
1
| are: j i
l | !
"saninn |
puia 52214495 o1jqnd 10 uonepodsuen uo 3 i
si}unmop ASEDIOUL PIOM SUIWPUIWE } |
: pasodoad oty yeyy Ajayrun sty ! l
i i
| 0. How wwould the proposal be likely to increase demands on | i
| transportation or public services and utilities” | i
3 The proposal would contribute to better transportation planning |
i for new developments in the city of Redmond
|
|
|
|
| |
| Proposed measures to reduce or respond o such demandis) are: | |
i

‘28N dUI[2I0YS
PUE PUE[ 103JJE P[NOAL SJLUDLUIPUILUT
poasodoxd auy yeyy Ap2yiun st
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" To Be Completed By Applicant Evatuation for
Ageney Use Only

7. ldentify. if possible. whether the proposal may contlict with local. state.
or federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment.

N/A

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my know ledge. |
understand that the lead agency is relving on them to make its decision.

Signature: Lo

of ;
) Eugene Zakhareyev
Name of Signee:

Position and Agenceyv/Oreanization:

Signer
Relationship of Signer o Project:

11/25/2015
Date Submitted:

JUSWUCIAUS 1)) JO uonadoad
oY) 10J SUaWANMbal 10 SME| [BI9PI)
10 21818 “[BOO[ UM 121[JU0D 01 A[ay1]
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ACCEPTED BY:

NO FEE

This application is for requesting an amendment to Redmeond's Comprehensive Plan and associoted Zoning
Code provisions as part of the 2014-2015 Comprehensive Plan amendmeni process.

B A oS 1~ S LT
BACKGROUND

. Changes to the Comprehensive Plan, and some Zoning Code regulalions such as property-specific zoning
designations, are allowable once per year under state law, As the first step in this process, the Cily inviles
interested parties 1o identify proposed changes. Aflerward, the Redmond Planning Commission and then Cily
Council review and confirm the list of amendments 1o be considered over the course of Ihe year, including
privalely-initiated amendments. The purpose of establishing this list (known as the annual Comprehensive Plan
Docket) is o coordinate proposed changes and to help the communily frack progress.

APPLICATION PROCESS AND DEADUNE

Any individual, organization, business, or other group may propose an amendment, For site-specific proposals,
a minimum of 75% of property owners must contirm agreement by signing this documenl. Propesals to amend
the Comprehensive Plan and associated Zoning Code provisions must be received in person by 5§ pm on
Thursday, May 29, 2014, Proposals received affer the deadline will be considered as part of subsequenl
annual docketing processes. There is no fee for Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Code amendments requesied
during this process, nor are fees required for associated State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review. See
page 3 for submitial instructions.

STAFF CONSULT AND APPLICATION DEADUMES

Consuliation with Long Range Planning stalf is required prior o sulbmitling an aopplication. Conlac! Pele
sullivan, Senior Planner, o coordinate; ppsulivan@redmond.gov

Purpose of stalf consult is 1o:

« review the proposal

s answer guestions;

« preliminarily identily consisiency issues; and
« ensure applicalion completeness.

The 2014-15 Comprehensive Plan Amendment process includes two deadlines as described below:

Round 1: May 29, 2014
An application must be received by 5PM on this date for consideration in 2014-15
Comprehensive Plan Amendment docket.

Round 2: June 6, 2014
If Round 1 submittal is determined incomplete it will be returned. Applicants must provide
complete applications by this date to be recommended for inclusion in 2014-15
Comprehensive Plan Amendment docket.

Poge 1 of 4
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’lan Amendment

NOTICE: Matericls delivered by courier or by mail will not be accepted.
Amendment Name: Require Conditional Use Permit for non-residential uses applications in residential neighborhoods

Site Address( if applicable):

Parcel Number(s)(if applicable)
Acres: (if cpplicable)

Zoning designation: (it applicable)

TRl BT SRR

Applicant; Friends of Overlake neighborhood group

Company Name: (if applicable)
Mailing Address: 5126 154th Ave NE
City; Redmond

Stale; WA

Erncil: moston051@gmail.com

Zip: 98052

Phone: 408-421-2126 Fax:

The undersigned hereby certifies that all information submitted with this application is complete and correct
fo the best of my knowledge.
Print Name: Eugene Zakhareyav

Dale: 529/2014

a3t By Bugene Jalhimepey

Signature; Eugene Zakhareyev T i T e 8

T
$

Alfter stafl pre-consull, application materials must be
completed electronically, and submitted as follows:

A. PDEFE Fle format File Naming Standards: C. Applicaiion should be packaged as 4 PDFs

Application forms should be submitted as PDF
documents, Email aifachments should be clearly
named so they correspond to the forms identified
on Page 3. '

B. Send PDFs as email attachmentis:

Include "Comprehensive Plan  Amendment
Apglicafien" in the subject line and send fto
ppsullivan@redmond.gov

The Comprehensive Plan Amendment applicalion
has four components as described on Page 3.
Each component should be submilled a
stand-aclone  PDF.  Additional  responses 1o
applications queslions, or other materials such as
maps, calculations,  or  reports  should  be
embedded in the PDF for which they support,




-Amend-section-LU-30-to-include "To-maintain-thecharacterof the residential- areas-and impose———
conditions for future compatibility, require Conditionz! Use Permit for all allowed nonresidential

uses in Residential zones".

What is the current Comprehensive Plan land use designalion and zoning?

What is your desired Comprehensive Plan land use designation and zoning?

Describe what type of development is envisioned for the area propose for the amendment . A conceptual
drawing of the proposed develcpment may be reguired.

The application package includes four forms as
described below. Also see E-submittal standards,
Page 2.

1. Complete & signed copy of this form, Essignis ok. 2. Complete and signed General Application form.
Direct link 1o electronic form hore

¢ |fsite specific amendment, include Signa-
(opens a PDF document)

ture Document with signatures of ai least
75% of the property owners within the
affected geographic area. 3. State Environmenial Policy Act (SEPA) Application

o |If site specific or area-wide map amend- [opens a PDF document)

ment, include @ map with the following
information: 4. SEPA Crilical Areas Fee Worksheet [No fees

collected; but worksheel siill 1 ire
o Parcels and streets in affected orksheel slill required)

ared

{opens a PDF document)
¢ Parcel numiers and street address

(es) in affected area.
ltfems 2-3 above can also be accessed af

VAJUATL
VAT

O Scale between 1-inch equals 100"
and 1 inch equals 80C feet,

edmond.goe/ anduseton:

Page 3of &



1. What is your proposed amendment intended to accomplish?

Allowed nenresidential uses in Residential zones may greatly affect the character of the neighborhood, but Condilional Use Permil
is not required for all uses. The change will impose conditions on new developments so that the compalibility with residential uses
“carr beenforced; as wellwillensure greater residents participation in the-land-use-applicalion-approvatprocess:

2. How will your proposal supporf the goals contained in Redmend's Comprehensive Plan? Goals are shown
on page 6.

-Fhe-proposal-will-provide-for-better-planning-for-Redmond's-sustainable-future-while-keeping-and—
-enhaneing-the-guality-of-ife-in-the-city-residential-neighberheods:

3. How will your proposal support other applicable policies and provisions from Redmond's Comprehensive
Plang Plan can be accessed at www.redmond.gov/compplan or click [

Fhe-amendmentwill-clarifythe-purposes-ofthe-comprehensive-plan-and-will serve-to-enhance-the—
nigue-charasteoHhe-residential-neighborhoods-of the-city-oF-Redmend-

4. What impacts might your proposal have on the natural environment, such as critical areas or other nalural
areas?

TFhe-proposalwillnot-have-effecton-the-natural-environment

5. What economic impacts might your proposal have, such as impacis for businesses, residents, properiy
owners, or Redmond City Government?

JFhe-amendmentwillbetterprotect-the-interests-of-the-residents.in-Residential zones,-as-well.as
allow-the city-to_better enforce the zoning-requirements.— e i

6. How will your proposal address the long-term interests and needs of the community as a whole?

-The-proposalwillserve-bestinterests.of the-community-by-making-sure-new-developments do.not
compromise established residential neighborhood quality of life

7. Are you aware of any public support for your proposed amendment?

-Fhe-propesalis-supperled-by-Friends-of- Overlake-neighborhood-group-of-ever50residents of ——— -
Qverlake neighborhood- CHA—

8. If your proposal has been considered within the last four years, what circumstances have changed to
make the proposed amendment appropricte?

~Jo-the-bestofourknowledge,-there was-no-such-proposal-in-the last fouryears

eanstiicmestina anfacratastiilf rdd e fat gl #fa o tel EDnsiivantmaimeer

Page 4 ol 6



9. Describe the suitability of the area for the proposed designalion, considering Ihe adjacent land uses and
the surrounding development paliem, and the zoning standards under the polentia: zoning classificalion.

10. What is the potential for the uses allowed under the proposed designation to be incempatible with uses or
property in the immediate vicinity of the subject property? How would adverse impacts be mifigaled?

11. Describe the exient to which the proposal supports: a} Redmond's preferred land use patiern as de-
scribed in The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, and b) the community characler object contained in
Redmond's Comprehensive Plan. See the Community Character or Land Use Element of the Comprehensive
Plan or the elements specific to neighborhoods.,

12. Describe any probable advance environmental impacts that might result from the proposed change in
lend use designation, How would any adverse impacls be miligated?

13. Describe the extent in which adequate public facilities and services are likely to be available to serve the
development allowed under the proposed land use designalion.

14.If a change in allowed uses is preposed, discuss the need for the land use which would be allowed and
whether the change would result in loss of capacity to accommodate other needed uses. Consicler
especially, whether the proposed change complies wilh the City policy HO-17, which would prohibil any
rezone that reduces capacity for residential development without first approving another rezone thal af lecst
replaces the lof capacity elsewhere in the City,




To conserve agricultural lands and rural areas, 1o protect and enhance the quality of The nalural environ-
ment, and to sustain Redmond's natural resources as the City continues fo accommaodate growih and
development,

To retain and enhance Redmond's distinctive characier and high quclity of life, including an abundance
of parks, open space, good schools and recreational facilities.

To emphasize choices and equifable access in housing, transporiation, sfores and services.

To suppert vicrant concentrations of retail, office, service, residential and recreational activity in Down-
town and Overlake.

To maintain a strong and diverse economy and 1o provide a business climaie thal relains and attracis
locally owned companies, as well as internationally recognized corporations.

To provide opporiunifies te live a healihy lifestyle, enjoy a variely of community galhering places and cel-
ebrate diverse cultural opportunities.

To provide convenient, safe and environmentally friiendly fransportation connections within Redmond and
between Redmond and other cemmunities for people and goods.

To cultivate a well-connected community, working fogather and with others in the region to implement a
common vision for Redmond's sustainable future.

Fage éclo
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DATE: ACCEPTED BY:
LAND:

- PAYMENT METHOD: NO FEE

This application is for requesting an amendment to Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan and associated Zoning
Code provisions as parf of the 2014-2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment process.

BACKGROUND

Changes fo the Comprehensive Plan, and some 7oning Code regulalions such as property-specilic zoning
designations, are dgllowable once per year under staie law. As the first step in this process, the Cily inviles
interested parties to identify propcsed changes. Afferward, the Redmaond Planning Commission and then City
Councll review and confirm the lisi of amendmentis fo be considered aver the course of the year, including
privately-initiated amendments. The purpose of establishing this list (known as the annual Comprehensive Plan
Docket) is to coordinate proposed changes and to help the communily frack progress.

APPLICATION PROCESS AND DEADLINE

Any individual, organization, business, or other group may prepose an amendment. For site-specific proposals,
a minimum of 75% of properly owners must confirm agreement by signing this docurment. Proposals to amend
the Comprehensive Plan and associaled Zoning Code provisions must be received in person by 5 pm on
Thursday, May 29, 2014, Proposals received dffer the deadline will be consiclered as part of subsequen
annual docketing processes. There is no fee for Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Code amendments requesied
during this process, nor are fees required for associated State Envirenmental Policy Act (SEPA) review, See
page 3 for submitial instructions.

STAFF CONSULT AND APPLICATION DEADLINES

Consultation with Long Range Planning staff is required prior 1o submitling an application. Contaci Peie
Sullivan, Senior Planner, fo coordinate: ppsullivan@redmond.gov

Purpose of staff consult is fo:

« review the proposal

« answer questions;

« preliminarily idenftily consistency issues; and
« ensure application completeness.

The 2014-15 Comprehensive Plan Amendment process includes lwo deadlines as describad below:

Round 1; May 29, 2014
An application must be received by 5PM on this date for consideration in 2014-15
Comprehensive Plan Amendment dockel.

Round 2: June 6, 2014
If Round 1 submittal is determined inccmplele it will be retumed. Applicanis must provide
complete applications by fhis date o be recommended for inclusion in 2014-15
Comprehensive Plan Amendment docket,

Page 1 of &




NOTICE: Materials delivered by courier or by mail will not be accepted.
Amendment Name: Exlend OBAT overlays into residential areas

Site Address( if applicable)}:
Parcel Number(s)(if applicable)
Acres; (if applicable)

Zening designation: (it applicable)

Company Name: (if applicable)
Mailing Address; 5126 154th Ave NE

State: WA

Erngil; moston081@gmail.com

City; Redmond

The undersigned hereby certifies that all information submitted with this application is complete and corect
o the best of my knowledge.
Print Name: Eugene Zakhareyev

Signature; Eugene Zakhareyev

Date: 5/29/2014

eSS g o 2§

After staff pre-consult, application materials must be
completed electronically, and subbmitted as follows:

A. PDF File format File Naming Standards: C. Application should be packaged as 4 PDFs

Application forms sheuld be submitted as PDF
documents. Email atfachments should be clearly
named so they correspond to the forms identified
on Page 3.

B. Send PDFs as email atiachments:

Include  "Comprehensive Plan  Amendment
Application” in the subject line and send to

posullivan@redmend.gov

The Comprehensive Plan Amendment application
has four components as described on Page 3.
Each  component should be submitied a
stand-alone  PDF.  Additional  responses  fo
applications gueslions, or other malerials such as
maps,  calculations,  or  reporfs  should  be
embedded in the PDF for which they supporl.




-Amend-section-OV-77toinclude "Extend-anyoverlays defined-for OBAT in-Redmond-zoning code_—
into nearby Residential zones".

What is the current Comprehensive Plan land use designalion and zaning?

What is your desired Comprehensive Plan land use designation and zoning?

Describe what type of development is envisioned for the area propose for the amandment . A concepiual
drawing of the propesed development may be required,

What land uses are located on and adjacent fo the area proposed for amendment?

described below. Also see E-submitral standards,
Page 2.

1. Complete & signed copy of this form. Essignisok. 2. Complete and signed General Application form.
Direct link to elecironic form here

* i site specific amendment, include Signa-
(opens a PDF document)

ture Document with signatures of af least

75% of the property owners wilhin the i .

affected geographic area. 3. State Environmental Policy Acl (SEPA) Application
and Checklist Direct link to electronic form e

o [fsite specific or area-wide map amend- (opens a PDF document)

ment, include a map with the following
information: 4. SEPA Crilical Areas Fee Worksheet [No tees

collected:; but worksneef still required)
Direct link to eleclronic form 1.
(opens a PDF document)

o Parcels and streets in affected
area

0 Parcel numbers and street address

(es) in affected area.
lfems 2-3 above can also be accessed af

www e drnon.al s Aomduse o

0 Scale between 1-inch equals 100"
and 1 inch equals 800 leet.

Pagedcle



1. What is your propeased amendment infended 1o accemplish?

The purpose of the overlays on edges of OBAT area (as defined in RCZ 21.12.210) is {o promote compalibiliy on ihe.
edges of zones that allow more intense uses than abutting zones and to minimize adverse impacts such as glare.
The overlay should be extended into Residential zones same 300 feel as on edge of OBAT area. T

2. How will your proposal support the goals contained in Redmond's Comprehensive Plang Goals are shown
cn page 6.
The-preposalwillprovide-for-better-planningfor-Redmond's-sustainable-future-while-keeping-and-—
-enhaneing-the-gqualit-eHife-in-the-city-residential-neighborhoods:

3. How will your proposal support other applicable policies and provisions from Redmond's Comprehensive
Plang Plan can be accessed al www.redmond,.gov/compplan or click | =+

“Fheamendmentwill-clarify-the-purposes-of-the-comprehensive plan-and will serve to-enhance-the—
unigue-character-of-the-residential-neighberheeds-at-the-edges-of-OBAT-area: ———

4. What impacts might your proposal have on the natural environment, such as critical areas or other natural
arecse
The-proposalwill-nothave-effecton-the-natural-environment.

5. What ecenomic impacts might your proposal have, such as impacts for businesses, rasidents, property
owners, or Redmond City Governmeni?

The-amendmentwill-betterprotect-the-interesis-of-the-residentsin Residential zones.

4, How will your propoesal address the long-ferm interests and needs of the communily as a whole?

The-proposal willserve best-interests-of-the-community-by-making-sure-new developments_do-not_—
compromise estahlished.residential_neighberhood_quality_of life

7. Are you aware of any public supporl for your proposed amendment?
The-propoesalis-supported-by-Friends-of Overlake,-neighborhood-group-of-over50-residents-of
Querlake neighborhood B

8. If your propesal has been censidered within the last four years, what circumstances have changed to
make the proposed amendment appropriate?

To-the best of our knowledgethere-was-no-such-proposalin the lastfouryears, -~

Page 4 of & .
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9. Describe the suitability of the area for the proposed designalion, considering the adjacent land uses and
the surrcunding development pattern, and the zening siandards under the potential zoning classification.,

10. What is the potential for the uses allowed under Ihe proposed designation fo be incompatible with uses or
property in the immediote vicinity of the subject property? How would adverse impacts be mitigated?

11. Describe the extent to which the proposal supporls: a) Redmond's prefenred land use pallern as de-
scribed in the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Elemeni, and b} the community character objec! contained in
Redmond's Comprehensive Plan. See the Communily Character or Land Use Element of the Comprenhensive
Plan or the elements specific fo neighborhoods.

12, Describe any probable advance environmental impacts thal might resull lrom Ihe proposed change in
land use designation. How would any adverse impacls be miligated?

13. Describe the extent in which adequate public facilities and services are likely to be available to serve the
development allowed under the proposed land use designation.

14, If a change in allewed uses is proposed, discuss the need for Ihe land use which would be cllowed and
whether the change would result in loss of capacity to accommodaie other needed uses. Consider
especially, whether the proposed change complies with the City policy HO-17, which would prohibit any
rezone that reduces capacity for residential developmen! without first approving another rezene that at leasi
replaces the lot capacity elsewhere in the City.




To conserve agricultural lands and rural areas, fo protect and enhance the quality of the natural environ-
menl, and fo susiain Redmond's nalural resources as the City continues 1o accommodate growih and
clevelopmeni,

To retain and enhance Redmaond’s distinclive characier and high quality of life, including an abundance
of parks, open space, good schools and recreational lacilities.

To emphasize choices and equitable access in housing, transportation, stores and services,

To support vibrant concentrations of retail, office, service, residential and recreational activity in Down-
town and Overlake.

Te maintain a strong and diverse economy and fo provide o business climate Ihal retains and atiracts
locally owned companies, as well as infernationally recognized corporations.

To provide opporlunities 1o live @ healthy lifesiyle, enjoy a variely of community galhering places and cel-
ebrale diverse cullural opporiunities.

To provide convenient, safe and environmentally friendly fransportalion conneclions within Redmond and
between Redmond and olther communities for people and geods.

To cultivate a well-connected community, working logether and with others in the region to implemenlt o
commeon vision for Redmond's sustainable future.

Page 6 ci ¢




Comments to Technical Committee Report on amendments to
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code (LAND-2015-02261)

DATE: 10-Feb-2016
TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Eugene Zakhareyev, Friends of Overlake

The applicant thanks Technical Committee for research into feasibility of implementing
amendments as proposed and alternative solutions. However the applicant respectfully

disagrees with the committee recommendation to deny the amendments.

The applicant firmly believes that the proposed amendments will contribute to more rigorous
land use development process in the City of Redmond and Overlake neighborhood and will
better protect the residents in existing residential neighborhoods while allowing variety of non-

residential uses thereof.

About the applicant: the amendment was submitted by Friends of Overlake group, group of
over 100 residents in Overlake neighborhood. Initial proposal and comments were presented

and discussed on the group FB page.



Applicants’ response to Technical Committee report

The document below addresses Technical Committee report, discussing each amendment

proposed separately.

Amendment “to require all non-residential uses within Residential zones be reviewed
through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process”

The applicant believes that the alternative amendment proposed by the Technical Committee
(to require a neighborhood meeting for three non-residential uses in Residential zoned areas
including A) Community indoor recreation; B) Parks, open space, trails and gardens; and, C)
Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seats), by requiring public meeting for these uses
instead of Type IV (CUP) review process falls short of the original amendment intended goal.

The goal of the proposed amendment is to allow Redmond residents to participate in a more
transparent process, where the decision on land use development impacting lives of many is
made by the city’s elected officials in a public hearing (rather than by the city staff in a closed
meeting as is the case with Type Il permits), and takes into consideration public testimony. The
fact that the decisions in CUP process are quasi-judicial and discretionary and are made by the
City Council is vital to improving the public’s role in the process and is a key point of the
amendment. Introducing public meeting into Type Il process does not achieve the intended
effect.

Additionally, while the Technical Committee report agrees that the proposed amendment is in
line with state, county and the city of Redmond general policies and development goals, the
report argues that implementing the proposal would incur additional monetary and time costs
deterring permitted non-residential development in residential areas.

The applicant agrees with the report that all non-residential uses currently requiring Type Il
permitting process are not equally impactful and is willing to limit the proposed amendment to
(quote the report): "[three non-residential uses] when an applicant proposes either a new use or
a substantial improvement to an existing use that would increase the capacity for peaple to
gather”.

For those uses (to wit A) Community indoor recreation; B) Parks, open space, trails and gardens;
and, C) Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seats), the applicant believes that the changes
in the process are justified, as such land uses affect much larger residential population. The
report concentrates on additional costs of development, quoting, for example, additional
signage cost of $400, completely leaving out the costs for the public, should Type Il decision be
challenged by the city resident(s). To illustrate the costs of appeal, the land use attorneys



typically charge from $300 per hour, and traffic study review by the traffic engineer will incur
costs of thousands dollars.

Hence the applicant believes that while reviewing potential impact of the changes in permitting
process, the Technical Committee should not only concern themselves with the costs to
developer, but also with the costs to the city residents during the process, and the potential
costs to the developer, city and the residents in case of appeals.

The Technical Committee report states that “the Comprehensive Plan supports the location of
non-residential uses within residential zones, recognizing that having schools, parks, religious
institutions, home businesses and day cares nearby is important for residents’ access to these
services and contributes to the fabric of a community”. The applicant wholeheartedly agrees
that having multitude of services is important to the community; but such uses as parks,
recreation centers and religious establishments tend to serve much wider communities than
immediate nearby residents, with the residents bearing the majority of nuisances such as
parking issues, increased non-local traffic and additional traffic congestion.

Based on the Technical Committee report findings, the applicant believes that the proposed
amendment can be changed to include only three non-residential uses that would require Type
IV (CUP) review process, specifically A) Community indoor recreation; B) Parks, open space,
trails and gardens; and, C) Religious institutions with fewer than 250 seatrs. That would address
the Technical Committee concerns about monetary and time cost increases for majority of the

uses while still protecting the interests of the residents in cases of impactful uses.

The applicant also believes that using Type Il review process may provide viable alternative to

additionally address the Technical Committee costs concerns.

The applicant believes that suggested compromise will address the concerns expressed in the
Technical Committee report while retaining the spirit of originally submitted amendment.

The applicant disagrees with the Technical Committee propcsed alternative of requiring
neighborhood meeting for three non-residential uses as part of Type Il review process as it does

not serve the stated goals of the submitted amendment.

Further below the applicant presents in depth rebuttal of the statements made in the Technical
Committee report to support the proposition above.



In the section below, the applicant addresses “Factors considered and alternatives” portion of
the Technical Committee report, specifically subsections

Process differences

The applicant agrees with the Technical Committee that Type IV permitting process represents
additional expense for the developer in land use application process, however the city has duty
not only to the developer but to its residents as well. As such, more transparent process
involving general public and elected officials instead of administrative process serves both the
community and ultimately the developer by preventive unnecessary litigation on later stages.

The applicant agrees with the Technical Committee that there are three non-residential uses
that represent major risk to the existing residential community that would warrant more public
process, specifically

1) community indoor recreation
2) parks, open space, trails and gardens
3} religious institutions with less than 250 seats

As those uses may have major impact on day-to-day quality of life of the residents as well as on
potential values of the existing residences, the applicant believes that the increase in time\costs
in permitting process is justified by the benefits all parties gain in process that involves public
and elected officials.

Issues in terms of impacts

The Technical Committee references the research performed by the city staff to identify the
non-residential uses impact on the communities, and claims that the said research did not
identify major issues in such uses.

As the specific research is not part of the report, the applicant lacks the ability to review the
findings. However, the applicant did interview Redmond residents in vicinity of existing non-
residential developments and found that there are cases where the city’s assertions are at odds
with the residents’ observations.

Additionally, the city did not identify specific statistics as to mitigations of the impacts of non-
residential uses in residential areas. If the Technical Committee report intends to show that
non-residential uses in residential areas have negligible or easily addressable effect on the lives
of the residents, such statistical data is needed.

Current review process and opportunity for public input

The Technical Committee report recommends adding mandatory neighborhood meeting to the
existing Type Il process for three non-residential uses identified above and claims that will serve
to support more transparent process.



The applicant disagrees with the Technical Committee position for following reasons

e The residents are able to submit comments to the city using the current process
e The city is not obligated to address the comments submitted, and the proposed meeting
does not change that

The proposed amendment makes sure that the public comments are addressed properly via
CUP process; and that will include public meeting by the virtue of the process as it is defined
today.

Reasoning to require meetings for three non-residential uses only

The Technical Committee report recommends adding mandatory neighborhcod meeting to the
existing Type Il process only for three non-residential uses identified above due to the high
impacts those uses may have in residential neighborhoods.

The applicant agrees that it is possible to identify three non-residential uses that may have the
greatest impact on residential areas and that currently follow Type Il permitting process.
However the applicant disagrees that the neighborhood meeting is the proper way to mitigate
the potential impact and insists that CUP process provides both needed transparency and
public involvement.

Another review process option

The Technical Committee report discusses using Type Il permitting process instead of CUP
(Type IV) process for non-residential uses in residential areas. The applicant believes that Type
Il process may be viable alternative as it is a process that involves public and the decision is
made by the third party {Hearing Examiner) based on facts and public testimony.

The applicant again disagrees with the Technical Committee that the fact the decision on
impactful land uses becomes quasi-judicial and discretionary is detrimental, and believes that
this will benefit the residents and developers alike in providing fair transparent process that
takes into account needs of all parties involved.



In the section below, the applicant addresses “Additional supporting analysis” portion of the
Technical Committee report, specifically subsections

GMA compliance

The Technical Committee report alleges that proposed amendment contradicts planning goal
#7 of GMA. The goal states “(7) Permits. Applications for both state and local government
permits should be processed in a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.” The applicant
believes that the amendment does not interfere with the permitting as it does not introduce
new arhbitrary practice. CUP is defined in Redmond Zoning Code and serves to provide fair
handling of land use applications that may have significant effect not only on the property
being developed but on neighboring properties as well as other residents of the city of
Redmond.

Additionally, the proposed amendment supports goal #11 of GMA “(11) Citizen participation
and coordination. Encourage the involvement of citizens in the planning process and ensure
coordination between communities and jurisdictions to reconcile conflicts.” CUP provides for
transparent process in cases where public welfare may be affected.

Redmond Comprehensive plan
The proposed amendment supports Redmond development goals, specifically:
e Toretain and enhance Redmond’s distinctive character and high quality of life, including
an abundance of parks, open space, good schools and recreational facilities

Who is better judge of the existing community character then the neighborhood residents? The
proposed amendment allows the residents to participate in permitting process, and proposed
permitting process takes into account the public opinion on proposed developments,

e To cultivate g well-connected community, working together and with others in the
region to implement a common vision for Redmond’s sustainable future.

Transparent decision making process with public involvement will support community sense of
togetherness and will work on involving residents into the process.

Moreover, the amendment supports range of the city policies listed below.
Framework policies
FW-21 Strengthen ongoing dialogue between each neighborhood and City officials.

FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each
neighborhood’s unique character and preparation for a sustainable future, while providing for
compatible growth in residences and other land uses, such as businesses, services or parks.

Land use policies

LU-30 Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately
scaled schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces, senior centers and day



care centers. Maintain standards in the Redmond Zoning Code for locating and designing these
uses in a manner that respects the character and scale of the neighborhood.

Compatible growth (emphasis in quotation added) is assured via transparent decision making
process, public involvement during the process makes sure that the character if the
neighborhood is respected and retained.

Contrary to the Technical Committee report claims (“proposed amendments could interfere
with the provision of land uses and services by making the review process longer and more
costly and by resulting in fewer potential places for non-residential uses”), allowing public to
have its say during the permitting process and involving elected officials in actual decisions will
not result in fewer places for allowed non-residential uses, but will make sure that such uses
will fit with the community and will be truly welcomed by the residents, rather than resulting in
costly litigation involving the city, developers and concerned citizens.

The applicant maintains that the proposed amendment fully supports Redmond
Comprehensive plan policies and serves to evolve Redmond Zoning Code to protect existing
residential community values while allowing compatible and properly scaled non-residential
uses.

Potential general impacts to the capacity of public facilities and services. Potential economic
impacts

The applicant believes that involving the community in decision making and using transparent
process is cost-effective and proper way of using the resources. The changes in process will
serve to build relationship of trust between the city and its residents and may result in decrease
in number of appeals, thus saving even more city resources.




Amendment “to extend the height limit overlay area of the OBAT zone by 300 feet into
nearby residential zones”

The Technical Committee report recommends denying the amendment on the grounds that
extending overlay may “interfere with the location of non-residential uses in Residential zones
by not allowing height exceptions for uses which are governed through Special Regulations
specific to the use, such as religious institutions and communications structures” as well as
claims that such extended overlay will be inconsistent with the zoning code elsewhere in the
city.

OBAT overlay area purpose is to limit the height of the buildings in transition areas between
Overlake employment area and established residential neighborhood. The Technical Committee
report recommendation concentrates on the fact that the current overlay is set for commercial
construction, however the focus of the amendment submitted is on overlay stated purpose and
the reason it exists, namely protection of established residential Overlake neighborhood. The
applicant finds it extremely logical that the same standard should apply to both sides of the
streets [that represent the natural boundaries of OBAT area].

Allowing exceptional heights on residential side of OBAT border makes overlay stated purpose
unattainable, by allowing new structures on the boundary of OBAT area that are higher than
what overlay currently allows. The proposed amendment fixes that by setting the maximum
height uniformly in transition area both on OBAT and residential area sides.

Additionally, overlay is by definition a special district applying stricter standard in the area
where such standard is desired. As such, OBAT transition overlay applies to Overlake
neighborhood alone and modifying it does not introduce additional inconsistencies into the
zoning code.



To: Planning Commission Members

Subject: Zakareyev Amendment to the Redmond Comprehensive Plan
Project File Number: LAND-2015-02261

Date: February 10, 2016

Dear Planning Commission Members:

Eugene Zakareyev, on behalf of the Friends of Overlake Neighborhood Group, proposed
two amendments to the Redmond Comprehensive Plan.

The Zakareyev Amendment had two parts. One part would require that all proposed non-
residential uses in Residential Zones obtain a Conditional Use Permit, The second part
extends the height limits in the Overlake Building and Technology (OBAT) into the
adjacent residential neighborhood,

On January 11, 2016, I submitted comments on this proposal noting my objection to the
requirement for Conditional Use Permits in Residential Zones for all non-residential uses
because [ felt that it would add a layer of bureaucracy and cost that was unnecessary.
Additionally, it would apply to all residential neighborhoods in Redmond, including my
neighborhood on Education Hill. I did not comment on the OBAT amendment.

The Zakareyev Amendment was processed as a single amendment. It seems that there
should have been two separate amendments submitted by the same proponent, but
processed separately. This administrative decision has created confusion.

In the January 15, 2016 Technical Committee Report for these amendments, the report
recommended that both parts of the amendments be denied. It also recommended that
Redmond Zoning Code be amended to require a neighborhood meeting for three non-
residential uses in Residential zoned areas including A.) Community indoor recreation;
B.) Parks, open space, trails and gardens; and, C.) Religious institutions with fewer than
250 seats.

RZC 21.76.060 (F) states that when the Technical Committee makes a recommendation
ona Type VI Review, they can recommend that the amendment be APPROVED,
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS, or DENIED.

If the amendments are being DENIED, then there can be no further conditions or
recommendations,

However, the recommendation by the Technical Committee that the amendments be
denied can be overturned by the Planning Commission, in which case, the Planning
Commission can approve one or both of the amendments.



It is not clear which amendment the additional conditions requiring neighborhood
meetings should be attached to. In the event that the Planning Commission recommends
that the Redmond City Council approve one or both parts of the Zakareyev Amendment
and also recommends that the Redmond Zoning Code be amended to include the
neighborhood meetings, [ would like to request that the recommendation for
neighborhood meetings be processed as a separate Type VI Permit because it is
substantially different from the original amendments.

I am particularly concerned that requiring neighborhood meetings for non-residential uses
would significantly affect our ability to develop and maintain park trails, especially in the
newly acquired Keller Farm and also in Hartman Park. I am also concerned that
requiring neighborhood meetings for religious institutions would interfere with our right
to practice our religions and to assemble. Also note that RZC 21.76.070(1)(2)(b)(iii)
requires that Comprehensive Plan amendments be consistent with existing local, state and
federal laws. I question whether the neighborhood meeting as it applies to religious
institutions would be in compliance with the law.

Thank you for considering my comments,
Susan Wilkins

18024 NE 99th Ct
Redmond, WA 98052

Attachment: RZC 21,76 Review Procedures



RZC 21.76 Review Procedures

21.76.050 PERMIT TYPES AND PROCEDURES

1. Purpose, The purpose of this chapter is to provide detailed administrative review
procedures for applications and fand use permits classified as Types I through VI.

2. Scope. Land use and development decisions are classified into six processes based on
who makes the decision, the amount of discretion exercised by the decision maker, the
level of impact associated with the decision, the amount and type of input sought, and the
type of appeal opportunity...

Table 21.76.050A notes that Type VI permits have "Potential for greatest level of impact due to
changes in regulation or policy. Greatest level of discretion [is expected.]"

Table 21.76.050B notes that there are 3 Permit Types that require the Type VI decision;
-Comprehensive Plan Map and/or Policy Amendment

-Zoning Code Amendment (text)

-Zoning Code Amendment (that requires a Comprehensive Plan Amendment)

Figure 21.76.050F / Flow Chart for Type VI Process (see flow chart on next page) shows the
steps that have occurred for the Zakareyev Comprehensive Plan Amendment that is under
review,

1.) The SEPA Determination of Non-significance was issued on December 28, 2015.

2.) The Technical Committee Recommendation to the Planning Commission was published on
January 15,2016, RZC 21.76.060 F applies to this recommendation.

3.) Study Session - was scheduled for January 27, 2016. (Rescheduled for Feb 10.)
4.) Planning Commission Public Hearing - Feb 10, 2016.

21.76.060 PROCESS STEPS AND DECISION MAKERS

F. Technical Committee Recommendations on Type VI Reviews.

The Technical Committee shall make a recommendation to the... Planning Commission for all
Type VI Reviews. The Technical Committee’s recommendation shall be based on the decision
criteria for the application set forth in the RZC, and shall include any conditions necessary to

ensure consistency with the City’s development regulations. Based upon its analysis of the
application, the Technical Committee may recommend:

- approval,

- approval with conditions or with modifications, or

- denial.

Note that there is no provision for denial with conditions or modifications.
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21.76.070 Land Use Actions and Decision Criteria
J. Comprehensive Plan and Policy Amendments

(2)(b.)(iii.) The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is consistent with existing local, state,
and federal laws;



Jodi L. Daub
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From: Sarah Stiteler

Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 2:50 PM
To: Eugene Zakhareyev

Cc: Jodi L. Daub

Subject: RE: Tonights planning commission meeting
Lugene,

{ will send this electronically to Planning Commissioners asap and make sure they have hard copy at the meeting tonight.
Sarah

Scuah Stiteler, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Recinond

15670 NE 85th Street

Redmond, WA 98052

{425) 556-2469
sstiteler@redmond.gov

From: Eugene Zakhareyev [mailto:eugenez@outlook.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 2:28 PM

To: Sarah Stiteler

Subject: Tonights planning commission meeting

Hi Sarah!

| would appreciate if you could pass the following to the commission as additional comment:

"At the last commission meeting there were comments made by AEB mosgue community representative as to
the potential harm the amendments will cause the community should they be accepted; additionally AEB
community appealed Determination of Significance for the amendments. Since then, the appeal was
withdrawn and | believe that indicates change in position of AEB community.

Would like to emphasize once more that none of the amendments are discriminatery to any population, as
stating that would mean that the city of Redmond permission review process is discriminatory. The purpose of
the first amendment is a transparent fair process involving the community; and in the case of OBAT extension
it is for consistency of original overlay purpose.”

Hopefully the members of commission can get it before the study session?

Thanks much,
Eugene

P.S. Will probably be watching the meeting on TV, unless there is need for me to be present.

Click here to report this email as spam.



Tupper|Mack|Wells pLLC

2025 First Avenue, Suite 1100
Seattle, WA 98121

Phone (206) 493-2300

Fax 493-2310

BRADFORD DOLL
Dircct (206) 493-2324
doll@tmw-law.com

February 17, 2016
Via Electronic Mail

Sarah Stiteler

Senior Planner

City of Redmond Planning Department
SSTITELER@redmond.gov

City of Redmond Planning Commission
planningcommission@redmond.gov

Re:  Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment; LAND-2015-02261;
Revisions to Comprehensive Plan policies LU-30, OV-77 and Map 12.7

Dear Ms. Stiteler and members of the Planning Commission:

The Anjuman-e-Burhani community has not changed its position with regard to the
Comprehensive Plan and zoning code revisions proposed by Mr. Zakhareyev (the
“Amendments™): we reiterate our request that the Planning Commission recommend denial
of the Amendments.

The record does not support the need to revise the City’s Plan or zoning code. The
Technical Committee Report and [ssue Matrix demonstrate that the City closcly regulates
design and use of non-residential properties to avoid impacts on residential properties. No -
evidence contradicting those conclusions has been provided.

Moreover, amending the City’s Plan and zoning code is not an appropriate response
to a single resident’s animus towards his neighbor. The oral comments made by Mr.
Zakhareyev on February 10, 2016, underscore that the Amendments are intended to obstruct
development of a parcel near Mr. Zakhareyev’s home. This parcel, owned by Anjuman-e-
Burhani, is zoned R-5 and would be subject to the revised OBAT height overlay proposed by
Mr. Zakhareyev. Anjuman-e-Burhani’s proposed development of that parcel was, according
to Mr. Zakhareyvev himself, the “inspiration” for the Amendments.'

Sincerely,

TUPPER MACK WELLS PLLC

! http://redmond.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=693 (beginning at 48:05).




Ms. Sarah Stiteler and City of Redmond Planning Commission
February 17, 2016
Page 2
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To: Planning Commission Members

Subject: Zakareyev Amendment to the Redmond Comprehensive Plan
Project File Number: LAND-2015-02261

Date: February 10, 2016

Dear Planning Commission Members:

Bugene Zakareyev, on behalf of the Friends of Overlake Neighborhood Group, proposed
two amendments to the Redmond Comprehensive Plan.

The Zakareyev Amendment had two parts. One part would require that all proposed non-
residential uses in Residential Zones obtain a Conditional Use Permit. The second part
extends the height limits in the Overlake Building and Technology (OBAT) into the
adjacent residential neighborhood.

On January 11, 2016, I submitted comments on this proposal noting my objection to the
requirement for Conditional Use Permits in Residential Zones for all non-residential uses
because I felt that it would add a layer of bureaucracy and cost that was unnecessary.
Additionally, it would apply to all residential neighborhoods in Redmond, including my
neighborhood on Education Hill. I did not comment on the OBAT amendment.

The Zakareyev Amendment was processed as a single amendment. It seems that there
should have been two separate amendments submitted by the same proponent, but
processed separately. This administrative decision has created confusion.

In the January 15, 2016 Technical Committee Report for these amendments, the report
recommended that both parts of the amendments be denied. It also recommended that
Redmond Zoning Code be amended to require a neighborhood meeting for three non-
residential uses in Residential zoned areas including A.) Community indoor recreation;
B.) Parks, open space, trails and gardens: and, C.) Religious institutions with fewer than
250 seats.

RZC 21.76.060 (F) states that when the Technical Committee makes a recommendation
on a Type VI Review, they can recommend that the amendment be APPROVED,
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS, or DENIED.

If the amendments are being DENIED, then there can be no further conditions or
recommendations.

However, the recommendation by the Technical Committee that the amendments be
denied can be overturned by the Planning Commission, in which case, the Planning
Commission can approve one or both of the amendments.



It is not clear which amendment the additional conditions requiring neighborhood

- meetings should be attached to. In the event that the Planning Commission recommends
that the Redmond City Council approve one or both parts of the Zakareyev Amendment
and also recommends that the Redmond Zoning Code be amended to include the
neighborhood meetings, I would like to request that the recommendation for
neighborhood meetings be processed as a separate Type VI Permit because it is
substantially different from the original amendments.

[ am particularly concerned that requiring neighborhood meetings for non-residential uses
would significantly affect our ability to develop and maintain park trails, especially in the
newly acquired Keller Farm and also in Hartman Park. I am also concerned that
requiring neighborhood meetings for religious institutions would interfere with our right
to practice our religions and to assemble. Also note that RZC 21.76.070(J)(2)(b)(iii)
requires that Comprehensive Plan amendments be consistent with existing local, state and
federal laws. I question whether the neighborhood meeting as it applies to religious
institutions would be in compliance with the law.

Thank you for considering my comments,
Susan Wilkins

18024 NE 99th Ct
Redmond, WA 98052

Attachment: RZC 21.76 Review Procedures



RZC 21.76 Review Procedures

21.76.050 PERMIT TYPES AND PROCEDURES

1. Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is to provide detailed administrative review
procedures for applications and {und use permits classified as Types I through VI.

o

Scope. Land use and development decisions are classified into six processes based on
who makes the decision, the amount of discretion exercised by the decision maker, the
level of impact associated with the decision, the amount and type of input sought, and the
type of appeal opportunity...

Table 21.76.050A notes that Type VI permits have "Potential for greatest level of impact due to
changes in regulation or policy. Greatest level of discretion [is expected.]"

Table 21.76.050B notes that there are 3 Permit Types that require the Type VI decision:
-Comprehensive Plan Map and/or Policy Amendment

-Zoning Code Amendment (text)

-Zoning Code Amendment (that requires a Comprehensive Plan Amendment)

Figure 21.76.050F / Flow Chart for Type VI Process (see flow chart on next page) shows the
steps that have occurred for the Zakareyev Comprehensive Plan Amendment that is under
review,

1.) The SEPA Determination of Non-significance was issued on December 28, 2015.

2.) The Technical Committee Recommendation to the Planning Commission was published on
January 15,2016, RZC 21.76.060 T applies to this recommendation.

3.) Study Session - was scheduled for January 27, 2016. (Rescheduled for Feb 10.)
4.) Planning Commission Public Hearing - Feb 10, 2016.

21.76.060 PROCESS STEPS AND DECISION MAKERS

F. Technical Committee Recommendations on Type VI Reviews.

The Technical Committee shall make a recommendation to the... Planning Commission for all
Type VI Reviews. The Technical Committee’s recommendation shall be based on the decision
criteria for the application set forth in the RZC, and shall include any conditions necessary (o

ensure consistency with the City’s development regulations. Based upon its analysis of the
application, the Technical Committee may recommend:

- approval,

- approval with conditions or with modifications, or

- denial.

Note that there is no provision for denial with conditions or modifications.
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21.76.070 Land Use Actions and Decision Criteria

J. Comprehensive Plan and Policy Amendments

(2)(b.)(i11.) The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is consistent with existing local, state,
and federal laws;



